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TABLE A-2

KING COUNTY FLOOD PLAN PARTNER PLANNING COMMITTEE ROSTER

Name

King County Staff
Steve Bleifuhs

Edan Edmonson

Laura Hendrix

Nicole Johnson

Matt Knox
Judi Radloff

Lorin Reinelt

Jared Schneider

Jason Wilkinson

Ken Zweig

Affiliation

King County Water and Land Resources — County Floodplain Administrator

King County Office of Emergency Management — Emergency Preparedness and Response, Dam
Safety Program

King County Water and Land Resources — Land Use Planning and Zoning and Floodplain
Development Certification and Permitting

King County Office of Emergency Management — Emergency Preparedness and Response, Risk
Reduction and Operations

King County Water and Land Resources — Environmental Science and Natural Resource Protection

King County Water and Land Resources — Geology and Geomorphology, Flood Hazard Studies
and Mapping

King County Water and Land Resources — Engineering and Structural Flood Control Projects

King County Office of Emergency Management — Emergency Preparedness and Response, Hazard
Mitigation Program

King County Water and Land Resources — Flood Plan Project Manager

King County Water and Land Resources — Property Protection and Flood Warning

Community and Partner Committee Members

Matt Baerwalde
Tom Dean

Angela Donaldson
Sherry Edquid
Kayla Eicholtz

Erin Ericson
Miranda Fix
Adrienne Hampton
Patrick Haluptzok
Jamie Hearn

Molly Lawrence
Laurie Lyford

Mike Mactutis
Martha Neuman
Diane Pasta
Stewart Reinbold
Kate Ryan

Robert Seana
Lauren Silver

Jackie Underberg

Snoqualmie Indian Tribe

Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust

Fall City resident

City of Tukwila

Washington Department of Ecology
Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District
Seattle resident

Duwamish River Community Coalition

Lake Sammamish resident

Duwamish River Community Coalition

Van Ness Feldman, representing Port of Seattle
Washington Sensible Shorelines Association
City of Kent

City of Seattle

Des Moines resident

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
People to Preserve the Tualco Valley
Snoqualmie valley resident

Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance

Bellevue resident
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Meeting Number and Date

#1 - October 26, 2022
11:00 am.-100 p.m.

#2 — December 20, 2022

10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

#3 — February 21, 2023
10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

#4 — March 21, 2023
10:30 am.-12:30 p.m.

#5 — April 18,2023
10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

#6 — May 16, 2023
10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

#7 —luly 18,2023
10:30 am. -12:30 p.m.

#8 — September 19, 2023

10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

#9 — October 17, 2023
10:30 am. —12:30 p.m.

NOTE: All committee meetings were open to the public and notice posted on King County’s website.

1

TABLE A-3

KING COUNTY FLOOD PLAN PARTNER PLANNING MEETINGS AND TOPICS

Meeting Topic

Introduction to the Flood Plan: Purpose, Process, Scope, and Schedule
Discussion of flooding issues of most concern to committee members
Introduction to Flood Plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles

Updates on Flood Plan process and SEPA review
Review and discuss Flood Plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles

Review and develop Flood Plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles
Review and discuss river flood hazards and risks

Review and discuss hazards and risks from coastal, tributary, and urban flooding workshops
Continued review and discussion of river flood hazards and risks

Introduction to and discussion of Flood Plan policies
Introduction to activity evaluation criteria

Introduction to flood risk reduction strategies and actions
Review and discuss activities to address identified flood problems

Review and discuss draft Flood Plan policies

Review and discuss potential activities to be considered for including in the Flood Plan
Review and discuss draft evaluation criteria

Review and discuss committee input provided throughout the planning process and how it is
being incorporated in the draft plan

Review and discuss potential flood risk mitigation activities and the process to identify
activities to include in the plan

Review and discuss strategies and actions included in the past King County flood plan and
hazard mitigation plan

Review and discuss activities that should be included in this plan

Summary of the remainder of the planning effort

1

https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/dnrp/nature-recreation/environment-ecology-conservation/flood-services/flood-

management-plan/partner-planning-committee
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #1 Agenda
October 26, 2022| 11:00 - 1:.00 p.m.

Meeting Obijectives:
e Tointroduce committee members to the flood plan process, scope, and schedule

e To solicit input on which issues are most important to committee members
e Tointroduce and begin to discuss flood plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles

1.00-1115  Welcome and Introductions
11:15-11.40 Flood Plan Purpose, Process, Scope, and Schedule
11:40—-1220 Identifying Important Issues
e Breakout room discussions
* Which are the most important topics/issues for you in the flood plan update?
* What flood issues have you observed or are you most concerned about?
12:20—-12:40 Introduction to Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
12240 —-1250 Public Comment
e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)
1250—-100 Wrap Up

Partner Planning Committee Communication Expectations

» Respect each other’s input

« Allow others to complete their statements before contributing yours

= Offer constructive comments in disagreement, but be respectful

= Allow space for others to contribute to the conversation

e State concerns and interests clearly, listen carefully to and assume the best in others, ask
questions rather than make assumptions

» Acknowledge that all partners bring legitimate purposes, goals, concerns, and interests,
whether or not there is agreement

« Acknowledge that different organizations or agencies have different business models,
decision-making requirements, and obligations

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-4
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #1 Meeting Notes
October 26, 2022 | 11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.

List of committee members/alternates present:

e Alex Lincoln (King County)

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
« Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jamie Hearn (Duwamish River Community Coalition)

« Jared Schneider (King County Office of Emergency Management)
e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Kate Ryan (People to Preserve the Tualco Valley)

« Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)

e Lexanne Bumm (Des Moines resident)

e Lisa Nelson (Washington Department of Ecology)

e Lorin Reinelt (King County)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Baerwalde (Snoqualmie Indian Tribe)

e Patrick Haluptzok (Lake Sammamish resident)

e Robert Seana (Snoqualmie Valley resident and farmer)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Shawn Gilbertson (City of Kent)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Thomas Wilkenson (Upper Preston resident)

e Tom Dean (Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Eric Beach (King County), Frederick Chavre (Maple Valley resident), Helen Gitahl (Green River farming interest),
Kjristine Lund (interested citizen), Lucy Gitahl (Green River farming interest)

Flood Plan Purpose, Process, Scope, and Schedule

Steve Bleifuhs presented on flood risk in King County and the roles of King County and the Flood
Control District in identifying flood hazards and mitigating flood risks. Jason Wilkinson presented on
the reasons for pursuing a new flood plan, including changing conditions and the importance of
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considering equity, and detailed the scope of the plan, which will identify flood hazards, describe
impacts, and outline strategies and actions to mitigate flooding.

Jason Wilkinson described the purpose of the Partner Planning Committee is to share information
and ideas, provide input on goals, objectives, and guiding principles, and to develop a shared vision
for flood hazard management across jurisdictions and interest areas.

Multiple questions were asked by Partner Planning Committee members about the role of the Flood
Control District, what they fund, and what government entities adopt or implement the Flood Plan.
Jason Wilkinson explained that King County submits the Flood Plan to the County Council for
consideration and the Flood Control District determines how they want to consider the plan through
their own process. Steve Bleifuhs explained that the Flood Control District funds staff in the King
County River and Floodplain Management Section and that the Flood Control District is funded
through a county tax, having significant legal obligations in how they spend that money, but no
regulatory authority to manage the floodplain or legal obligation to implement the Flood Plan.

Spencer Easton summarized initial input from one-on-one interviews with committee members,
which included a desire for the Flood plan to address equity, climate change, agriculture, a balanced
approach to multi-benefits, as well numerous more specific issues. A need for further discussion on
the role between King County, the King County Flood District, and the cities of King County was
identified.

Breakout Room Discussion of Important Issues

The Partner Planning Committee was divided into four breakout rooms with Spencer Easton, Jason
Wilkinson, Steve Bleifuhs, and Dan Beckley as hosts.

Issues frequently identified as important to attendees included:

e Agriculture (drainage issues, economic losses, regulations, soil impacts, viability)

< Climate change (adaptation, increased flood frequency, sea level rise, climate projections)

e Equity (communication, education, environmental justice)

« Developmentin the floodplains (property acquisition, managed retreat, regulations,
resources)

e Interagency coordination (implementation roles, FEMA programs)

« Related disasters and impacts (burn scars, erosion, forest fires, logging, landslides)

e Stormwater management (drainage infrastructure, upper watershed runoff, urban flooding)

Areas of concern and locations where attendees have observed impacts included:

e Coastal areas

e Cedar River

e City of Kent

e Lake Sammamish

e Raging River

e Rural streams

e Urban areas

e Upper watershed areas

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-6
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Introduction to Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles

The draft goals were presented to the Partner Planning Committee. Multiple people expressed a
desire to see agriculture represented in the goals, as well a show of consideration for other land uses
and geographic areas. There was discussion about whether goals should emphasize reducing flood
risk or reducing flooding, which led to identifying a need to further clarify and define flood risk,
among other terms.

Public Comment

The only public comment inquired about the potential for engaging with the Army Corps of
Engineers on reducing flooding in Lake Sammamish, similar to the way that Lake Washington’s water
levels are lowered in winter to reduce flooding.

Next Steps

The next meeting will focus on goals, objectives, and guiding principles. A recording of this meeting
will be made available online.

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-7
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #2 Agenda
December 20, 2022| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e To follow up on the conversation at the first meeting (October 26, 2022)

e To solicit input on flood plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles

Pre-meeting interactive slides:
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1jSXblmeRna_L8DdRf8NtIOJU2afuzYIc/edit?usp=sharing&o
uid=117101940176352132038&rtpof=true&sd=true

Agenda
10:30-10:40 Welcome and Introductions
10:40 —10:50 Public Comment
e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)
10:50 —11:00 Flood Plan Updates and Follow-up from Meeting #1

e Refresher on role of Partner Planning Committee
e Updates on Flood Plan Process
o Upcoming topic-specific workshops
o SEPA Scoping Period
 Summary of feedback received at first Partner Planning Committee Meeting
« Follow-up on questions received at and since first meeting

1:00-1110  Communication Agreements

1110-11:20  Presentation: Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
e Context and purpose of Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
e Presentation of working draft Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
e Summary of input received from committee members prior to the meeting
11:20-1150  Breakout Rooms: Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
1150 —-12:20 Report Out and Discussion
1220-12:30 Wrap Up

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-8
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #2 Meeting Notes
December 20,2022 | 10:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Edan Edmonson (King County)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
« Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jamie Hearn (Duwamish River Community Coalition)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Kayla Eicholtz (Department of Ecology)

e Kazia Mermel (Sound Cities Association)

« Kelsey Payne (Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, substituting for Matt Baerwalde)
e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)

e Lexanne Bumm (Des Moines resident)

e Lorin Reinelt (King County)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Knox (King County)

* Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e Miranda Fix (Seattle resident)

e Patrick Haluptzok (Lake Sammamish resident)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Tom Dean (Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Eric Beach (King County), Helen Gitahi (Green River farming interest), Kjristine Lund (interested citizen), Laura
Casey (Carnation farmer), Laura Wolfe (Port of Seattle), Lucy Gitahi (Green River farming interest), Molly
Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. Kjristine
Lund commented on her appreciation for the video about the Flood Plan and commended the
sharing of the video as an opportunity to inform the public about the Flood Plan process.

Flood Plan Updates and October 26, 2022 Meeting Follow-up

Jason Wilkinson provided a review of the role of the Partner Planning Committee and provided an
update on current actions and upcoming steps in the Flood Plan Process, including detailing the
scoping process for the Flood Plan under the State Environmental Policy Act. He also provided a
summary of feedback received at the first Partner Planning Committee Meeting in October 2022.
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Communication Agreements

Spencer Easton shared the Communication Agreements that Partner Planning Committee members
are asked to commit to. Further revisions were not made to the Communications Agreements.
Committee members signaled their commitment to the Communication Agreements through Zoom
reactions.

Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles

Spencer Easton presented a summary of the feedback on goals, objectives, and guiding principles,
provided by Partner Planning Committee members prior to the meeting. Comments on goals
generally reflected a need to define or clarify words and phrases (“equitable” and “all flooding” in
Goal L; application of “cost-effectiveness” in Goal 3) or to change wording to be more address a
broader set of issues (changing “tribal treaty rights” to “tribal rights” in Goal 2). Comments on
objectives mostly suggested adding further specific process or outcome details, such as expanding
upon Obijective 11's recommendation to seek funding sources for flood risk reduction to include
collaboration and partnership opportunities. Comments on guiding principles largely suggested minor
wording changes or sought clarification on the meaning or intent of the guiding principles.

Participants in the meeting were given the opportunity to provide further feedback on goals,
objectives, and guiding principles in breakout rooms. Feedback from these separate discussions
included:

Goals:

« Define “flood risk reduction” or further clarify intents (Goal 3)

< Highlight importance of coordination between various government agencies and intersection
of various strategic plans

« Incorporate explicit language about consideration of different types of King County
communities, such as vulnerable communities, and different types of land uses, including
rural and urban development

Objectives:

* Requesting clarification on the relationship between the Flood Plan and other planning
efforts, including Vision 2050, salmon recovery plans, and the 2020 Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan

e Suggest explicit consideration of renters as impacted stakeholders, not just property owners

e Suggest inclusion of an objective to increase water storage capacity in the upper watershed

e Address impacts to working waterfronts and existing development

Guiding Principles

* Numerous comments suggesting that guiding principles could be better organized, more
clearly distinguished from facts and assumptions, or reduced in number
< Include guiding principles related to equity and social justice

Jason Wilkinson addressed comments about coordinating the Flood Plan with other planning efforts
and government agencies, noting that King County is also updating its comprehensive plan and is
coordinating with that effort. Jason Wilkinson stated that the Flood Plan will include an assessment of
potential climate change impacts in coordination with the University of Washington's Climate
Impacts Group, in response to comments about using the latest climate science in the Flood Plan.
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Spencer Easton noted committee comments that the objectives and guiding principles often focused
on natural environments and were less applicable to urban development, in response to comments
about the lacking recognition of working waterfronts. Regarding the numerous comments about the
need to define terms that are used in the plan, a glossary or definitions section in the Flood Plan
would be helpful.

King County staff will email a copy of the draft goals, objectives, and guiding principles along with a
deadline to submit further input. King County staff will revise the goals, objectives, and guiding
principles based on the committee feedback and will report back to the committee about the edits at
the February meeting.

Next steps

Participants in the meeting expressed general support for the breakout room approach to
engagement that was used in the meeting. All participants were invited to participate in upcoming
topic-specific workshops, starting in January. Anyone interested in the workshops can contact
Spencer Easton at seaston@esassoc.com for more information.
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King County Flood Plan

Working Draft Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
Comments from December 20, 2022, Partner Planning Committee

General Comments/Questions

How does this fit in with Vision 20507 That relates to salmon, etc.

Would be helpful to include something adaptive. We aren't able to update these plans
frequently, but we need to be able to more adaptive as new information comes to light, new
plans are adopted, etc.

Should there be an objective related to a risk assessment? 2006 plan had a risk assessment
as an appendix.

How will this plan relate to the 2020 Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan?

Can we identify local problems and places to get neighborhoods/communities involved in
things they can do to help with and prevent flooding? Things like checking storm drains, etc.

Consider connections with roads, fish passage barrier removal.

Goals — describe the long-term outcomes the flood plan is trying to

reach

L

To reduce risks from all sources of flooding and channel migration through comprehensive,
equitable, climate-resilient solutions

e Does “all sources” really include urban/suburban stormwater contributions?

e Does “all” mean even minor flooding caused by water line breaks, possibly others not
thought of?

e What does “equitable” mean in this sense? Does this include compensation for
historic/systematic inequities?

e Matt B brings up excellent point..what is defining equitable and how is it
promulgated?

e Do “solutions” include those for which there likely is no funding?

To promote flood risk reduction solutions that preserve, restore, and enhance the natural
functions of flood hazard areas, honor Tribal rights, and support interests important to King
County communities through actions that achieve multiple benefits

* Would it be too long to add “preserve” and/or “restore” natural functions?
(Preservation/protections typically most cost effective)

« |agree with Matt, I'd like to see “preserve” or “restore” added to the goal.
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e Suggest removing “treaty” and keeping more inclusive “Tribal rights” or “sovereign
Tribal rights.”

e In my mind this statement is completely contradictory. Enhancing natural functions is
in direct conflict with supporting interest important to KC communities.

* Wondering whether we can add “promote flood risk reduction solutions by
preserving, restoring and enhancing...”

e Re:interests to KC communities; often communities most impacted don't have as
many resources. BIPOC communities impacted by flooding.

e Should start with “To promote flood risk reduction solutions that enhance...”
e Onits own this one doesn't make sense unless it refers to flood risk reduction actions.

e Suggest this goal should be: Promote flood risk reduction solutions that enhance the
natural functions of flood hazard areas, honor Tribal treaty rights, and support
interests important to King County communities through actions that achieve
multiple benefits

3. To promote flood risk reduction solutions focused on long-term cost effectiveness

e Add language that indicates a desire for more coordination and cooperation from
other agencies (state, federal); coordination with other plans out there; coordination
between groups and different jurisdictions. Agricultural plans, WRIA plans, city flood
plans, etc. (all of the above). With the FCD ability, they can choose what to adopt
from this. Concerns about what implementation will look like. Concern that the FCD is
not obligated to adopt this. RFMS paid for by FCD.

e Why is the only value listed that of cost-effectiveness? If we spend a million and it
does very little vs 10 million and it helps a great deal, this statement would rate the
effective solution lower.

 There is a mention of multi benefit. Is it the number of benefits, or the amount of the
benefits? How do we quantify or address them in strategy?

General comments on goals:
« Seems like there’s something missing about how different actions will be prioritized.

e Have a definition in the plan about what we mean by reduce risk; minimize and prevent the
impacts of flooding. Or are we trying to reduce peak flows and amount of water? Spencer
noted that flood risk also includes prevention of flooding.

« Acouple of notes: we did cover flood risk vs. flooding. Important that we are not trying to
reduce flooding because it is a natural function. We should focus more on public safety. Add
definition section. The term equity is questioned a lot. Are we referring to legal definition of
equity or the ESJ of the KC plan. How does this coordinate with other KC plans? Definition of
net ecological gain is not state law (yet?). Are we going off of the proviso from WDFW or the
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prior language? Provide context around “NEG” There are some RCWs that address this. | like
the comment about preserving and restoring, but | would still like to see the word enhance.
Use all three words - want to see net gain.

Comment on reduced risk - flooding is natural. For example, is there an opportunity to
provide more overall storage in the upper watershed (this is what goal #1 means)? Can we
consider removing the word cost and focus on long-term effectiveness? Cost is a detail.

| think the goals are pretty good as written.

Can we weave in something about areas where we need to address flooding that are not very
natural? E.g., areas in the Duwamish that are very altered. Need to capture both rural and
urban needs well. | like “all sources of flooding.”

Is there a goal or objective recognizing existing development and infrastructure? So much of
this seems focused on nature, managed retreat, etc. The goals might be different for working
waterfronts, for example.

Objectives — more specific statements describing how we will

achieve the outcomes in the goals

L

Use the best available science to identify and assess flood and channel migration risks and
identify how future changes may affect future risks.

« Can we look at how things beyond climate change may affect future risk? e.g., land
use trends/plans; large projects
* Best available science covers many other subjects beyond climate change.

Promote public awareness of identified and potential flood hazards and resilience strategies
in ways that are accessible and easy to understand.

e Reference to promoting public awareness, will the plan contain an outreach strategy?

Identify and prioritize actions to reduce risks to life, property, and public infrastructure that
advance multi-benefit outcomes and reflect the perspectives of affected communities.

For existing flood protection facilities, pursue the most appropriate long-term solutions—

maintain, repair, retrofit, set back, or remove—that are compatible with current and future
goals for the area, are set in a watershed-based context, and that take climate change into
account.

e Should something about the watershed-based context be an objective by itself to
recognize that floodplain management shouldn't just treat symptoms? Work toward
this as an objective.

Adopt forward-looking land use management policies to prevent creation of new flood and
channel migration risks, while preserving or enhancing natural floodplain functions and
preventing further habitat degradation of imperiled species.
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« Isthere any thought or intent to expand the land covered by flood regulations
beyond what FEMA has mapped?
e Consider watershed scale.

6. Maintain a regionally coordinated flood warning and emergency response program and
improve public awareness of emergency response programs

7. Coordinate across King County departments and with other jurisdictions to provide
consistency in flood hazard management and disaster response and recovery activities.

* Who are we talking about with the reference to other jurisdictions--cities, tribes, other
govt's?

e Add FCD as a specific jurisdiction?

e What does flood hazard management encompass? Does this include regulations?

e This objective should include water concurrency between the jurisdictions and the
county.

8. Proactively acquire properties (developed or undeveloped) to reduce flood and channel
migration risks, support the implementation of multi-benefit projects, and provide ecological
benefits.

e This is a high priority objective for the Snoqualmie Tribe.

« Addidea of managed retreat? Way to break cycle of repeated damage, esp. in coastal
areas.

* How does acquiring property reduce flooding or risk?

* What s the definition of a multi-benefit project, and how will benefits be prioritized?

9. Co-design solutions with impacted communities throughout King County that reflect local
priorities, actively seek opportunities and partnerships to meet multiple benefits, and
leverage grant funding and partner investments.

e At what stage does co-design happen? Is this co-design during the planning, during
implementation, both?

* What does co-design mean? This goes back to the scope of the plan.

e Who are impacted communities, and where are they? Does this mean cities or
neighborhoods in unincorporated areas?

e Also provide support to partners to achieve multiple benefits/mutual goals.

10. Improve access to programs that help residents recover from flooding beyond traditional
flood insurance (such as federal crop insurance programs).

e How do we improve access to programs? Are we promoting/educating about these?
Are we actually dealing with access? How do we put ppl in state of prevention and
preparedness rather than reacting?
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11. ldentify funding sources for implementing recommended flood risk reduction activities,
including multi-objective activities, and identify opportunities, strategies, and partnerships to
leverage grant funding.

« Is there a specific person with this role of identifying funding sources? Needs to be
considered in an ongoing way rather than being reactive (like a grant writer).

e Including collaborating with/supporting partners.

* Whatis the purpose of the King County Flood Control District taxing authority?

12. Use adaptive management to adjust actions based on scientific and technological advances,
including climate projections, the best available information on floodplain management
practices, principles, and risk assessment, and equity considerations.

e Also, emerging equity issues.
General comments on objectives:

« Does the county anticipate updating their floodplain regulations as a part of the plan update?

e Don't focus only on property owners, consider renters as well.

< Consider water storage in upper watersheds as a way to facilitate climate resilience and
address flooding. Can this be included somewhere (#5)? Consider controlled and natural
storage project the WID has done a lot of work on this, reports are available.

< Lots of objectives—can we refine/consolidate?

< With outreach efforts, try to reach younger people. They have opinions that should be
considered. Be creative and try different methods of communication.

Guiding Principles — the facts and technical understanding that
direct flood hazard management in King County

Natural Environment

1. Flooding and erosion are natural processes that sustain biological productivity and diversity.

e Support for this principle.

* With climate change and in urban areas, flooding and erosion don’t always sustain
biological productivity and diversity.

e | think this statement is overly broad and may not reflect a developed environment.

e Suggest it should be: “Promote flood risk reduction solutions that sustain biological
productivity and diversity.”

e Flooding is a natural process we are trying to prevent in a manner that maintains as
much prod

e Sounds biased against fixing flooding issues.

2. Protecting and working with natural processes can provide environmental benefits, increase
climate change resilience, and reduce flood risks to people and property in a less costly
manner than structural flood control approaches.
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Again, in an urban area, working with natural processes isn't always less costly.
Natural processes require space, and that results in purchasing expensive property.
Sounds biased against fixing flooding issues.

Promote flood risk reduction solutions that protect and work with natural processes
and provide environmental benefits, increase climate change resilience, and can be
done in a less costly manner.

And we may be willing to pay more (in some instances) for natural process solutions.

3. Rivers and streams and their floodplains, coastal areas, and riparian areas provide habitat for
salmon, including several that are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.
Salmon are intricately connected to Native American culture and tribal rights.

Needed?

4. Riparian vegetation improves levee/bank stability and provides a host of other ecological
functions and benefits.

Riparian vegetation also provides a whole host of other critical, irreplaceable
functions.

It was a huge feat to get to the point where we have this understanding and can
include it as a guiding principle.

Needed?

5. Habitat protection and restoration and salmon recovery are dependent on rivers and areas
adjacent to them, as well as marine nearshore areas.

Preserving, restoring, and enhancing are three distinct items, and they are the trifecta
we want to go after.

These things are also dependent on marine areas.

“Restoring” may not be needed here.

This one could use some wordsmithing.

Needed?

Risk Management

6. Many areas behind levees or outside of the mapped floodplain have a residual risk of flooding
(for example, from potential levee failure).

Could be helpful to contextualize this residual risk with other types of risk, and what
that means in terms of priority.

Not just people behind levees, also risks from decertified levees.

Needed?
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7. Flooding is influenced by land use and land management decisions, stormwater, and climate
change.

e What about land “management” decisions? “Land use” implies regulatory framework
but management includes actions.
e Aren't 7 and 11 mostly duplicative? Combine them?

8. Structural flood control methods can reduce flood damage in the near-term, yet those
methods require maintenance, do not eliminate all risk, and may not be adaptable to
changing conditions.

< Allflood control methods, structural or natural, fall into those categories.

e These statements apply to all flood control methods, not just structural. None
eliminate all risk. All of the things we do may not be adaptable to changing
conditions. This seems unbalanced. Doesn't reflect urban flood management
needs/conditions.

« How are we defining what structural flood control methods are? We understand that
no one method can eliminate all risk. Why are structural methods called out? Would
prefer to see structural flood control measures considered?

e This sounds biased against fixing flooding issues.

Best Practices

9. Actions to address flood risk to existing development must consider the existing land use
context, other land uses and interests (such as fish and wildlife habitat, open space,
agriculture, recreation, and transportation), and climate change and other future changes.

e Does not address urban and urban use.

10. Flood damage creates public and private financial costs, and effective flood risk reduction
reduces long-term flood damage costs while minimizing new impacts to other values.

e What does “new impacts to other values” mean?

11. Flooding is a watershed-scale issue; actions and environmental conditions in upland portions
of watersheds can impact flooding and channel migration downstream.

« Floodplain management throughout history has been about flood control, dealing
with symptoms and not cause. Would like to see the watershed-scale lens throughout
the document. The new state guidance on floodplain management is integrated but |
don't see us talking about integration in the goals and objectives. This is the first
statement that talks about addressing the causes and not the symptoms. Angela is
super passionate about this topic. We need to look at the whole picture. Want to put
exclamation marks on this item.

12. Engagement with and involvement of tribes, residents, stakeholders, flood-vulnerable
communities, and public and private landowners is vital in developing a responsible, effective
flood management plan.
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13. Private property rights should be respected when providing flood protection.

e Unclear what this is trying to say.

14. Cooperation among local, regional, state, and federal agencies is essential for the success of
long-term comprehensive flood hazard management.

15. Constructing new flood protection facilities where none currently exist should be an option of
last resort.

e Isthis aguiding principle? It may be a statement of preference. This may be
something we have to do related to sea level rise. Could be stated in the positive
instead - natural solutions are preferred where possible.

 Whatis considered as a flood protection facility?

* What science is telling us that new facilities should be the last resort? Is this an
opinion or should we be supporting further evaluation to see what's most effective?

* Assume this does not apply to setbacks? Clarification needed?

* Importance of protecting life and property. Not balanced. If building a new one is cost
effective, we should. If not, we shouldn't. Suggestion to delete this one.

e This could be specifically in critical areas. Flooding in older developed areas may not
have other options.

 Why would this be here? Shouldn't the cost/benefit analysis just apply to new and
existing flood reductions equally, why this?

16. Identifying flood risks and determinations of flood risk reduction solutions is most effective in
the long-term when informed by the best available science, best practices in floodplain
management, and multi-objective and multi-benefit considerations.

e "Best available science" may be a bit jargony and needs definition.

17. Solutions to address flood and channel migration risks should consider historic, ongoing, and
continuous negative ecological impacts of flood risk reduction facilities and offset these
impacts through implementing the standard of Net Ecological Gain for each project.

e Nebulous standard (gain in whose opinion?); Is there and can we use a better term or
phrase?

e Solutions could make forward progress in addressing environmental justice.

 Why is Net Ecological Gain capitalized? Is this a specific concept being referred to?
This may be redundant with other Guiding Principles.

* Net Ecological Gain - this is not a state law at this point. How are we going to reach a
standard that is not legally set yet? Needs to be addressed in next leg session.

« Concerned about the standard we are saying we will commit to without clarity on
what the standard is.

e Inanurban environment that reduces flooding, we would not do it if it has loss of
ecological function.
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18. Equity and social justice factors must be considered in developing flood risk reduction

solutions.

General comments on Guiding Principles:

These are a lot of principles to keep track of, and there are a lot of redundancies in the list. It
would be helpful to have something simpler.

The guiding principles are very nature based and sound a bit biased. They don’t address
flooding in urban areas.

The guiding principles don't address underserved communities.

#14 is a good principle. Many of the others seems solution-oriented and not principles. There
is a lot of mixing of different things in the guiding principles.

Some of these are underlying assumptions and some are principles/guidelines. It's a mix, and
guiding principles may not be the clearest title for them.

Could be helpful to have a handful of guiding principles and a separate set of underlying
assumptions/facts.

Add a guiding principle that we want actions that are forward looking for a changing future.
Add a guiding principle related to race and social justice issues.

What are the facts and technical understanding that was the background for the
development of these guiding principles? It would be helpful to know what these align with.
There is a lot stated in here—assumptions about structural projects, for example—and these
statements would be more helpful if they were aligned with technical references.

The term “principles” is being used here in a different way than people expect. Principles
should give direction to the plan—be forward thinking to a changing future, use current
science, address impacts to people and business.

Important to talk about lessons learned, adaptive management. After we complete a project,
there are lessons learned that need to be captured so we can continue to adapt as we learn
more.

Where did the list of guiding principles categories come from? It seems limited.

Guiding Principles looks like a list of reasons to not do any flood risk reduction.

Suggest deleting 1-6, just statement of facts.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #3 Agenda
February 21, 2023| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e To share how committee input on the flood plan goals, objectives, and guiding principles
was incorporated
e Tointroduce and discuss river flooding problems, focusing on the Snoqualmie River, Cedar
River, and Green River (other river systems will be discussed at the March Partner Planning
Committee meeting)

Agenda
10:30—-10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment

e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)

10:45—-1110  Flood Plan Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles Follow-up

 Reminders about purpose of Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles
e Summary of Partner Planning Committee input

e Updates to drafts in response to partner feedback

< Discussion and next steps

11:10-11:40  Introduction to River Flooding Hazards and Risks — King County staff share current
understanding of primary problems and implementation progress

e Snoqualmie River (including Raging and Tolt rivers)
e Cedar River
e GreenRiver

Note: other King County river systems will be discussed at the March Partner Planning
Committee meeting.

1140 -1210 Breakout Rooms: Basin-Focused Discussions — committee identifies additional
problems and begins to share ideas for solutions

1210 -12.20  Report Out and Discussion
1220-12:30 Wrap Up
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #3 Meeting Notes
February 21,2022 | 10:30 a.m. —12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Adrienne Hampton (Duwamish River Community Coalition)
e Alicia Kellogg (King County)

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jared Schneider (King County)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Jay Smith (King County)

e Jon Sloan (Port of Seattle)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Kazia Mermel (Sound Cities Association)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)
e Lexanne Bumm (Des Moines resident)

e Lorin Reinelt (King County)

« Ken Zweig (King County)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Mary Strazer (King County)

e Matt Knox (King County)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e Miranda Fix (Seattle resident)

e Monica Walker (King County)

e Nancy Sandford (King County)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Teresa Lewis (King County)

e Tom Dean (Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Laura Casey (Carnation farmer), Laura Wolfe (Port of Seattle), Lucy Gitahl (Green River farming interest), Molly
Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer reviewed the purpose
and planning process for the Partner Planning Committee
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Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No public
comments were made.

Flood Plan Goals, Objectives, and Guiding Principles Follow-up

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the development of the goals, objectives, and guiding
principles, which the Partner Planning Committee provided input on in December. The Committee
would review and discuss revisions based on prior input in this meeting.

Goals were updated to:

« Acknowledge existing development and infrastructure
e Distinguish urban vs. rural needs
e Consider long-term costs rather than cost effectiveness

Objectives were updated to:

« Consider future changes beyond climate, including land use changes
« Address engagement with affected communities

e Address the watershed context for flooding

e Clarify the role of acquisition in flood risk reduction

e Clarify the application of multi-benefit activities

Guiding principles were updated to:

e Reflect urban contexts

e Give direction to the plan

* Remove language that was suggestive of bias in favor of nature-based solutions or against
structural solutions

Comments about prioritizing actions and potential solutions were not addressed because these will
be incorporated in other elements of the flood plan. Additional comments were provided about
clarifying the intent or better defining terms in the goals, objectives, and guiding principles, but none
of the comments were in opposition to the concepts presented.

Introduction to River Flooding Hazards and Risks

Spencer Easton reviewed ongoing engagement efforts to identify flood issues, described basin-
specific flood risk discussions that would occur in this meeting, and noted that the remaining river
basins in King County would be discussed at the next Partner Planning Committee meeting. Spencer
introduced Jay Smith, Nancy Sandford, and Monica Walker, who are members of the King County
River and Floodplain Management Section’s basin teams for the Snogualmie River Basin, Cedar River
Basin, and Green-Duwamish River Basin, respectively.

Jay Smith described flooding and flood hazard management in the Snoqualmie River Basin:

« Flooding characteristics: overbank floods, deep and fast flows, levee failures, high variability in
flood pattern

» Impacts: roads overtopped, channel migration, flooding of urban areas and agricultural
landscapes

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-23



Appendix A. Planning Committees

Initiatives: incorporating climate projections into capital projects, land acquisitions on Tolt
River, flood gages, floodplain reconnection, reduce channel migration, road and infrastructure
resilience

Nancy Sandford described flooding and flood hazard management in the Cedar River Basin:

Flooding characteristics: overtopping banks, deep flows through neighborhoods, large wood
deflects flows into banks, avulsion, sediment aggradation limits levee capacity

Impacts: extensive residential property impacts, roads overtop including SR-169, landslides,
erosion, vulnerable broadband infrastructure

Initiatives: buyouts of vulnerable neighborhoods, levee maintenance, dredging at mouth of
river, levee setbacks and floodplain reconnection, bank stabilization and repairing revetments
along roadways

Monica Walker described flooding and flood hazard management in the Green-Duwamish River

Basin:

Flooding characteristics: overbank flows, flooding in areas without levees, channel migration
risks

Impacts: erosion, levee and revetment instability, urban flooding

Initiatives: system-wide levee improvement framework, urban stormwater management,
floodplain and habitat restoration

Breakout Rooms: Basin-Focused Discussions

Spencer Easton introduced an exercise where participants could provide input in a basin-specific
breakout room on experiences with flood problems and solutions.

Discussion of the Snoqualmie River Basin included:

Flood issues

Lower valley flooding being caused by upper watershed impacts

Erosion on farmland and regulatory barriers to armoring shorelines

Recurring and prolonged impacts to productive farmland

Landslides near Spring Glen, Mud Creek, Tokul Creek, Snoqualmie Falls Hill, Raging River, and
San Souci

Potential solutions

Upper watershed storage, including retrofitting existing development and
stormwater/floodwater retention to stagger high volume flows

Changing King County Code to enable private flood control and drainage measures
Changing management of Ames Lake weir to address flooding

Assess flood management potential in FERC relicensing of Tolt Dam

Streamlining solutions to drainage needs, such as prioritizing drainage response without
necessarily needing to meet the variety of environmental requirements or incorporate multi-
benefits
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Discussion of the Cedar River Basin included:
Flood issues

e Sediment aggradation in lower river worsens flooding, requires ongoing maintenance
e Jones Road reach is constrained, lacks capacity
e Tributary flooding has localized impacts

Potential solutions

* Multi-benefit analysis of project identification and prioritization

e Levee setbacks and additional floodwater storage

e Continue coordination with City of Seattle on floodplain restoration efforts downstream of
Landsburg Dam

Discussion of the Green-Duwamish River Basin included:
Flood issues

» Sealevel rise and tidal influence impacts flooding upriver to Kent

e USGS change in the rating curve at their Auburn stream gage on the Green-Duwamish River
will affect how Howard Hanson Dam is operated and may result in high volume releases from
the dam that could raise the Green-Duwamish River stage an additional one foot in Kent

e Storm surge issues in Duwamish River area

Potential solutions

e Stricter regulation and monitoring of potential contaminants and pollution sources, especially
in urban areas that flood

e Study compound impacts of sea level rise, storm surges, and riverine flooding to understand
viability of different flood risk reduction solutions

« Adaptive management approach to monitoring outcomes of current and upcoming projects

e Seek additional funding sources for flood hazard management in South Park

Next Steps

Spencer Easton noted that the next Partner Planning Committee meeting would be on March 21*, at
10:30 a.m. The next meeting will provide an opportunity for participants to identify flood hazards and
risks on the South Fork Skykomish River, Sammamish River, and White River, as well as to continue
conversations initiated at this meeting about flooding in the Snoqualmie basin, on the Cedar River,
and on the Green River.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #4 Agenda
March 21, 2023| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Obijectives:
e To share outcomes from the coastal, tributary, and urban flooding workshops

e To continue discussing river flooding problems, focusing on the South Fork Skykomish River,
Sammamish River, and White River

* To have a full committee discussion of the primary flooding hazards and problems that
should be the focus of the flood plan

Agenda
10:30-10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment

e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)

10:45—-1110  Outcomes from Workshops on Coastal, Tributary, and Urban Flooding

e Overview of workshops and approach

e Summary of each topic and input received on flood hazards, problems, and
potential solutions

e Questions

110 -1140  River Flood Hazards and Risks — King County staff share current understanding of
primary hazards, risks, and implementation progress
e South Fork Skykomish River
e Sammamish River
e White River

Note: Presentations about the flooding on the Cedar River, Green River, and Snogqualmie
River were shared during February’s Partner Planning Committee meeting.

11.40—-1220 Committee Discussion — group discussion of the sources and causes of flooding in King
County and their impacts to local communities, and identification of additional flooding
problems and potential gaps in our understanding (consider all flooding sources)

12.20—12:30 Wrap Up and Next Steps
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #4 Meeting Notes
March 21,2022 | 10:30 a.m. —12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Adrienne Hampton (Duwamish River Community Coalition)
e Alex Lincoln (King County)

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Chase Barton (King County)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jared Schneider (King County)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Kate Akyuz (King County)

e Kate Ryan (People to Preserve the Tualco Valley)

e Kayla Eicholtz (Department of Ecology)

* Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)
e Lorin Reinelt (King County)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Mary Strazer (King County)

e Matt Baerwalde (Snoqualmie Tribe)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e Miranda Fix (Seattle resident)

e Monica Walker (King County)

e Nancy Sandford (King County)

* Natalie Seitz (King County)

e Patricia Robinson (King County)

e Patrick Haluptzok (Sammamish resident)

e Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Teresa Lewis (King County)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Danielle Butsick (Port of Seattle), Laura Casey (Carnation farmer), Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina
Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)
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Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included reviewing outcomes of recent topic-specific workshops, discussion of river
flooding problems, and discussion of primary flood hazards and problems that should be the focus of
the Flood Plan.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No public
comments were made.

Outcomes from Workshops on Coastal, Tributary, and Urban Flooding

Jason Wilkinson presented background information on the topics for tributary, coastal, and urban
flooding, for which there were two workshops per topic. Participants, who included city officials,
tribes, non-governmental organizations, and residents had the opportunity to provide input on
problem areas, impacts, and solutions.

Key takeaways from the workshops included:

« Improved stormwater management at existing and new development was discussed as a
possible solution for all types of flooding.

e Better emergency management coordination across jurisdictions is needed, including more
clarity around King County’s role.

* Property acquisition is a key tool for reducing flood risk, but has complications and challenges,
such as equity and housing impacts.

e Urban flooding issues are difficult and expensive to solve. Actions that provide multiple
benefits open up more funding possibilities.

e Multiple factors combine to exacerbate coastal impacts, and addressing these impacts can be
complicated by challenges with regulations, spatial limitations, and other natural hazards.

e Modeling for future flood conditions and pluvial flooding is needed to better understand risks.

« Sediment deposition and management are primary concerns in areas where sediment
accumulation is impacting infrastructure and affecting flood conditions.

e Education and access to culturally appropriate tools are needed to better convey flood risk
and related issues.

Following the overview of the workshops, Partner Planning Committee members who had attended
the workshops emphasized the importance of future climate conditions, thoughtfully coordinated
emergency response, and understanding the differences in approaches to flooding in rural and urban
areas. Equity, mental health, waterfront access for certain land uses, and food production issues were
discussed as some of the concerns that were identified in relation to managed retreat and floodplain
property acquisition.

River Flood Hazards and Risks

Staff from King County’s River and Floodplain Management Section presented on the South Fork
Skykomish River, Sammamish River, and White River, continuing discussions of basin-specific flood
issues and characteristics from the previous meeting.

Chase Barton described flooding and flood hazard management in the South Fork Skykomish River
Basin:
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e Flooding: overbank flows, channel migration, avulsion

« Impacts: landslides, Miller River avulsion destroyed portion of Old Cascade Highway, levee
and revetment damage

» Initiatives: stream monitoring, inspection of facilities, levee repair, property acquisition

Kate Akyuz described flooding and flood hazard management in the Sammamish River Basin:

» Flooding: flooding largely contained by banks, channel capacity restricted, surface water
ponding due to stormwater drainage issues, backwater effects can increase lake levels

e Impacts: erosion, sediment aggradation, inundation of agricultural land, wave action on Lake
Sammamish and damage to boat docks and lakefront properties

< Initiatives: Sammamish River Capital Investment Strategy, Issaquah Creek flood mapping,
channel migration mapping, Willowmoor Flood Risk Reduction Project

Mary Strazer described flooding and flood hazard management in the White River Basin;

» Flooding: sediment accumulation limits conveyance capacity, overbank flooding in urban
areas, channel migration

e Impacts: erosion of levees, extensive residential flooding, increased flood extents from
reduced channel capacity

< Initiatives: floodplain reconnection, setback levees, revetment repair, HESCO installation near
development and infrastructure, channel migration studies, property acquisition

Committee Discussion

The meeting transitioned to an open discussion about sources and causes of flooding in King County
and their impacts. The Committee’s initial focus on discussion of transportation impacts included
challenges with transporting children to school in rural areas due to flooding inhibiting access, costs of
delay to employees and employers, flooding of roads, impacts to inundated vehicles, limited vehicle
access for low-income families, and challenges with receiving support to resolve transportation
issues. In response to a comment about a City of Portland emergency transportation route plan, staff
from the King County Office of Emergency Management noted that routes for snow emergencies are
default routes for other emergencies, but that a coordinated effort with cities and stakeholders to
develop an emergency transportation route plan has not been undertaken.

Discussion of the importance of early flood warning noted the Snoqualmie Valley Floodzilla system,
King County’s alert system, and Seattle’s alert system. Participants noted that flood warning systems
could help to activate pre-positioned resources and prepare people in exposed areas outside of the
mapped floodplain. Issues of obtaining funding for retrofits and repairs related to flooding outside of
the FEMA mapped floodplain were discussed. Jason Wilkinson noted that King County has worked
with the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group to model future flood impacts, which will
not affect how FEMA maps the floodplain, but it can help inform King County about future flood risks
outside of the mapped floodplain.

Historical floodplain management activities were discussed as causing harm and pushing flood
impacts to other locations, which have resulted in impacts to agricultural, natural resources, and
ancestral lands. Flooding impacts to safe drinking water and food supplies were also noted as
potential issues—flooded produce cannot be sold, and flood impacts to agricultural areas may limit
access between farmers and sellers. Discussion of flood impacts to underserved populations
highlighted that the lower cost of living in floodplains draws people to at-risk locations, and important
considerations include the provision of sufficient resources to impacted communities, impacts to
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disabled and senior populations, and the possibility that basing funding for flood risk reduction
projects on certain demographics could unintentionally result in a loss of funding.

Next Steps

Spencer Easton noted that the Partner Planning Committee will talk about a framework for
identifying appropriate strategies and more Flood Plan development topics in the next meeting,
following up on participant comments about the importance of the Flood Plan reflecting the
discussions in these meetings. Jason Wilkinson stated that in upcoming meetings there would be
opportunities to provide input on strategies and policies, including consideration of where changes in
the policy approaches from the 2006 Flood Plan may be needed.

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-30



Appendix A. Planning Committees

King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #5 Agenda
April 18,2023| 10:30 a.m. t0 12:.30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e To solicit initial input from the Committee on the Flood Plan’s approach to policies and on
specific policy recommendations
e Tointroduce evaluation criteria that can be used to assess actions proposed for inclusion in
the Flood Plan

Agenda
10:30 -10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment

e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)

10:45 —11:15 Presentation: Flood Plan Policies

e Presentation on the purpose, use, and planned approach for policies in the
Flood Plan
e Questions

11:15—-1140  Breakout Rooms: Discussion of Policies
11:40—-12:10  Full Group Discussion: Flood Plan Policies
1210—-12.20  Presentation: Introduction to Evaluation Criteria
1220 —-12:30  Wrap Up and Next Steps

2024 King County Flood Management Plan A-31



Appendix A. Planning Committees

King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #5 Meeting Notes
April 18,2023 |10:30 a.m. —12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Eric Beach (King County)

e Jamie Hearn (Duwamish River Community Coalition)

e Jared Schneider (King County)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Kate Ryan (People to Preserve the Tualco Valley)

e Kayla Eicholtz (Department of Ecology)

« Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Laura Wolfe (Port of Seattle)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)
e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)
e Lorin Reinelt (King County)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Knox (King County)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e Miranda Fix (Seattle resident)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Laura Casey (Carnation farmer), Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley
Preservation Alliance)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included soliciting input from the Partner Planning Committee about the Flood Plan’s
approach to policies and specific policy topics, as well as introducing the Committee to approaches to
evaluating actions proposed in the Flood Plan.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No public
comments were made.
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Flood Plan Policies Presentation

Jason Wilkinson provided background on the policies from the 1993 and 2006 Flood Plans, which
were not updated during the 2013 Flood Plan Update. There were 47 policies, which range from
broad policy statements to detailed operational standards. Steve Bleifuhs described the use of Flood
Plan policies for framing priority actions, guiding flood risk reduction efforts, informing decision-
making, and being the basis for code development or updates. Jason discussed the potential for
approaching policies differently in the 2024 Flood Plan, such as using broad policy statements with
more detailed guidance reserved for other parts of the Flood Plan. Jason summarized input relevant
to policy updates from past topic-specific workshops, Partner Planning Committee meetings, and
Internal Planning Committee meetings.

Participants raised questions about requirements for cities within King County to adopt King County’s
Flood Plan and its policies. Steve Bleifuhs reported that while state law indicates a county’s flood plan
is to be considered binding on cities within that county, this requirement has not been enforced nor
has the state indicated it is likely to enforce this provision going forward. Participants expressed some
concerns about King County’s Flood Plan establishing policies that set higher standards than basic
compliance with National Flood Insurance Program standards, such as incorporating multiple benefit
requirements, and what this would entail for cities in King County. A participant suggested that any
new or maintained King County policies proposed for the 2024 Flood Plan should be compared to
King County Flood Control District policies, in order to identify and explain reasoning for the
differences.

Steve Bleifuhs, when asked about challenges to implementing the existing policies, stated that
detailed operational policies can present challenges to implementing projects across different
contexts, suggesting that high level policies provide more flexible frameworks. Jason Wilkinson stated
that he would provide the Partner Planning Committee with more information in the future regarding
the process and timeline for code updates related to Flood Plan policy changes.

Flood Plan Policies Breakout Rooms and Discussion

Participants were divided into three breakout room groups to discuss policy topics for the 2024 Flood
Plan, including scope, new policies, and which existing policies to keep. Summaries of responses to
breakout room questions are included below. Existing policies can be found in Chapter 2 of the 2006
King County Flood Plan.

Do you agree with an approach that reduces the number of policies and focuses on high-level
direction?

« Policies should be clear about their intent, commitments, and measures of success

e Policies should be simplified, with a flexible overarching vision

» Policies should avoid details about specific operations and programs

« County policies should be coordinated with cities, get buy-in from other jurisdictions

Which topics and which categories of activities should be covered by policies?

e Cover all types of flooding in geographic scope, including tributary, urban, and coastal
e Consider whether policies covered in other regulatory documents are redundant or
reinforcing
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« Clarification of roles and responsibilities, coordination across jurisdictions
« Broad, flexible policies that can be applied to different contexts
e Cover climate change, equity, and environmental justice

What are the top policies that should be retained from the 2006 Flood Plan?

e Property acquisition, elevation, and relocation policies, with some revisions
e Integrated floodplain management, multiple benefits, and protection of ecological functions
e Inter-governmental and intra-governmental coordination policies

What are new policies that should be considered for the 2024 Flood Plan?

< Further clarification of inter-governmental and intra-governmental coordination, roles and
responsibilities, requirements for cities

* More detailed policies on the inclusion of climate change in flood planning

< Integrated floodplain management, with more explicit consideration of agriculture, tribal
treaty rights, and endangered species

e Policies that address different approaches to flood hazard management and needs for rural
and urban areas

What policies from the 2006 Flood Plan should not be carried forward or need revision?

e Economic impact assessment requirements, which could have environmental justice
implications from deprioritizing small projects and protection of low-income areas

< Gravel management, sandbags, and other detailed operational practices

e Stronger language around funding, revise funding requirements related to King County
standards

Participants continued an open discussion of the breakout room questions after reconvening as a
whole group. Numerous participants reported out the points they had made in the breakout rooms,
summarized above.

Participants had concerns about conflicts between policies and conflicts with how policies are
implemented in different contexts. One participant suggested that it would be challenging to resolve
all conflicts between policies and that there should be different policies for different times and
places. Another participant stated that the Flood Plan should not aim to establish consistency and
resolve conflicts between all policies, as those are more detailed, technical issues that should be
addressed elsewhere either in the Flood Plan or in other plans. Discussion continued about whether
or not cities should have to adopt King County standards; participants with knowledge of state
requirements reiterated that cities only need to meet National Flood Insurance Program standards.
There was disagreement about whether the Flood Plan should have different policies for urban and
rural areas or if the policies should be flexible and cover all areas.

Participants generally agreed about inclusion of climate change policies and a geographic scope that
covers all types of flooding and flooded areas. One participant suggested that stormwater
management needs to be more explicitly considered in the policies as a flood issue on a watershed
scale. One participant recommended carrying forward all policies related to funding but revising them
to be more considerate of environmental justice and adding planning elements that would serve as
precedent for funding requests. Agriculture and fish habitat were discussed as topics that should be
detailed further in integrated floodplain management policies.
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Evaluation of Actions

Spencer Easton presented an overview of how actions are evaluated for inclusion in flood plans,
including state guidance on evaluation considerations and principles of comprehensive flood hazard
management. Participants suggested that evaluating actions on the cost of implementation could
present issues due to differing costs in urban and rural areas. One participant noted that an adaptive
management component of the plan could provide a pathway for consideration of projects in the
future that do not currently make sense to include in the plan.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #6 Agenda
May 16, 2023| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e Tointroduce the flood plan’s risk reduction strategies and actions.

« To solicit committee feedback on flood risk reduction activities that could be included in the
flood plan.

Agenda
10:30 -10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment
e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)
10:45—-1115  Presentation: Introduction to Flood Risk Reduction Strategies and Actions

e Presentation on the purpose, use, and planned approach for the Action Plan
component of the Flood Plan, including the types of flood risk reduction
activities that could be included in the plan

e Questions

11:15—-12:20  Group Discussion: Input on Activities to Address Flood Problems
12.20—-12:30 Wrap Up and Next Steps
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #6 Meeting Notes
May 16, 2023 | 10:30 a.m.—12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Kayla Eicholtz (Department of Ecology)

* Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)
e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Baerwalde (Snoqualmie Tribe)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e Miranda Fix (Seattle resident)

e Patrick Haluptzok (Sammamish resident)

* Robert Seana (Snoqualmie Valley resident)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Tom Dean (Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance), Kjristine Lund
(interested citizen)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included providing information on state and federal guidance for planning and
selecting actions, providing information on the action plan component of the King County Flood
Plan, and collecting input on types of actions to consider for inclusion in the Flood Plan.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No public
comments were made.
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Presentation: Introduction to the Action Plan and Activities

Spencer Easton outlined flood issues that were identified during previous Partner Planning
Committee meetings and in the topic-specific workshops that were held in early 2023. Spencer
outlined the types of actions that were included in the 2006 and 2013 King County Flood Plans.
Steps to identify and select actions were detailed from the Washington Department of Ecology’s
Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management Plan Guidebook and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’'s Community Rating System Coordinator's Manual.

The Community Rating System is an incentive program that provides flood insurance premium
discounts to property owners in communities that participate in the program and implement
floodplain management activities that exceed federal minimum standards. A participant asked if
properties in incorporated cities are eligible for discounts. King County staff clarified that incorporated
areas are eligible for discounts based on whether the local jurisdiction participates in the program, and
the flood hazard management activities performed by those local governments dictate the discount
(all participating cities in King County currently receive smaller discounts than unincorporated King
County).

Spencer explained that the proposal for the action plan component of the Flood Plan was to include
priority programs and projects for unincorporated areas of King County. Actions that may be
implemented by other entities or in incorporated areas were proposed to be included in an appendix
that would detail programs and projects led by others that align with the goals, objectives, and
policies of King County’s Flood Plan.

Multiple participants were confused that the action plan would not include projects in incorporated
areas, with some concerned about projects that may be implemented by other entities only
appearing in the appendix. Jason Wilkinson responded that the Flood Plan—while intending to
characterize flooding countywide—can only recommend activities under the authority of King
County. King County desires to reflect the activities of others but wants to avoid dictating the actions
other government entities should perform. In response to questions about the expenditures of the
King County Flood Control District (FCD), Jason reiterated that the FCD is an entity independent of
King County government. Jason explained that, while actions would be distinguished by jurisdiction or
implementing entity, flood hazards and risks identified in the Flood Plan would be countywide and
span jurisdictional boundaries.

Participants continued to raise questions and concerns about the organization of the action plan and
King County not implementing actions in incorporated areas, including:

e Will the Sammamish River be included in the Flood Plan?

o Jason explained that the Sammamish River and all other rivers in King County will be
included in the Flood Plan, with the identification of risks and needs, but that like
other rivers, King County can only commit to actions in unincorporated areas.

e AsKing County’'s Water and Land Resources Division has historically performed some
activities for the FCD, how will King County actions be differentiated from FCD actions?

o Jason stated that King County implements numerous flood risk reduction activities
that are not on behalf of or funded by the FCD, which would be distinguished in the
action plan as the activities carried out by King County. These activities include flood
risk reduction efforts carried out by Surface Water Management, the Office of
Emergency Management, Roads, and Stormwater Services, among others. Activities
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that are carried out by King County on behalf of or funded by other jurisdictions
would be noted as such.
For tasks that King County’s Water and Land Resources Division performs on behalf of or
funded by the FCD, will the King County Flood Plan policies be guiding that work?

o Steve Bleifuhs responded that the Flood Plan policies will inform King County’s work
for the FCD, and King County will communicate risks and information to the FCD to
help prioritize projects. King County’s hope is that the FCD will adopt the Flood Plan.

It was suggested that priority needs and actions that may be performed by entities besides
King County should not be in the appendix but should be called out as priorities in the main
text of the Flood Plan, with language to indicate that those actions are optional for entities
besides King County.

The flood plan team clarified that this was an initial conversation with the committee to get
their input, and they will consider how to adjust the approach to the action plan in light of the
feedback provided.

Spencer continued the presentation to review the following action types, based on the
categorizations detailed in the Community Rating System Coordinator's Manual:

Preventive — activities that keep flood problems from getting worse, such as regulations
Property protection — activities that reduce impacts of hazards to properties as a parcel or
neighborhood scale

Natural resource protection — activities that preserve or restore natural areas or natural
functions

Emergency services — activities taken during an emergency to minimize impacts
Structural projects — activities that keep flood waters away from an area

Public information — activities that inform people on ways to protect themselves and their
property from hazards

Discussion: Input on Activities

Spencer initiated a discussion on activities that should be considered for inclusion in the Flood Plan,
based on the activity types from the Community Rating System Coordinator’'s Manual.

Suggested preventive activities included:

Vegetation management in the Sammamish River and Sammamish Lake
Drainage basin assessments and planning

Incentivizing development outside of flood zones

Sediment management to increase channel capacity

Sea level rise studies

Increasing freeboard requirements on structures in the floodplain

Suggested property protection actions included:

Relocating structures to locations outside of the floodplain

Incentives for mitigation for repetitive loss properties

Deed upon death approach, where property is acquired when owner passes

Reimbursement coverage for flood prevention actions by homeowners, such as sandbagging
Framework for determining when it is acceptable to condemn properties
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Property acquisition, retrofits, and managed retreat
Financial assistance for low-income households to purchase flood insurance

Suggested public information activities included:

Communicating risks of levee breech and dam inundation areas, including potential
overlapping flood risks with seismic events and landslides

Require disclosure to tenants or property owners if a property is in a floodplain

More outreach, including distributing information through schools, through community
groups, and at community events

Coordinate with Washington Department of Labor and Industries and Office of Insurance
Commissioner to promote flood insurance

Coordination of messaging and outreach between King County and other jurisdictions withing
the county

Post-disaster outreach and education

Other suggested actions included:

Providing people with emergency kits for their home or informing people about creating their
own emergency kits

Protecting headwaters wetlands and disallow filling of headwater wetlands with purchasing of
mitigating credits from downstream projects

Aligning activities with flood risk reduction policies in the Comprehensive Plan

Flood modeling to identify changes from improving flood control structures

Repurposing structures in the floodplain to flood-compatible uses

Address flood risks in areas where other entities, such as the King County Flood Control
District, are not planning to take action

Next Steps

The next Partner Planning Committee meeting will be on Tuesday July 18" The meeting will
cover draft policies and will continue with a discussion of potential actions to consider in the
Flood Plan.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #7 Agenda
July 18,2023| 10:30 a.m. t0 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e To solicit committee feedback on the draft Flood Plan policies.
e To provide an update on the approach to flood risk reduction activities in the Flood Plan and
solicit committee feedback on draft evaluation criteria.

Agenda
10:30 -10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment

e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)

10:45 -11:15 Discussion: Policies

e Recap prior discussion of Flood Plan policies
e Discuss Draft Flood Plan policies (distributed in advance)

11:15-11:35 Presentation and Discussion: Action Plan and Activities

e Update on the planned approach to how projects and other activities will be
referenced in the Flood Plan
e Questions and discussion

11:35—-12.20  Presentation and Discussion: Evaluation Criteria

< Presentation on draft criteria for evaluating actions in the Flood Plan (10
minutes)

e Breakout room discussions (15 minutes)
e Full group discussion and questions (20 minutes)

12.20—12:30 Wrap Up and Next Steps
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #7 Meeting Notes
July 18,2023 | 10:30 a.m. —12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Edan Edmonson (King County)

e Eric Beach (King County)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jackie Underberg (Bellevue resident)

e Jamie Hearn (Duwamish River Community Coalition)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Kayla Eicholtz (Department of Ecology)

e Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Haren (City of Kent)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)
e Laure Wolfe (Port of Seattle)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

< Nicole Johnson (King County)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Tom Dean (Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust)

e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Laura Casey (Carnation farmer), Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley
Preservation Alliance)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included soliciting input from the Partner Planning Committee on the draft Flood Plan
policies, providing an update on the approach to Flood Plan actions and the Action Plan, and
collecting input on potential evaluation criteria for Flood Plan actions.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No public
comments were made.
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Discussion: Flood Plan Policies

Jason Wilkinson provided an overview of the revisions to the Flood Plan policies since they were last
shared with the Partner Planning Committee. New policies were added to address capacity building
with community organizations, limiting sediment removal activities, the importance of large wood in
rivers and streams, identifying multi-benefit floodplain projects, and accounting for uncertainty in
future flooding conditions due to climate change. Some of the previous draft policies were revised to
expand on the application of best available science and streamline the policies that address land use.

Spencer Easton facilitated a discussion on the newest updates to the draft Flood Plan policies.

< Inreference to draft policy #16, a participant asked what it meant for King County to exceed
minimum standards of the National Flood Insurance Program.

@)

Jason noted that by participating in the Community Rating System, King County
already exceeds the National Flood Insurance Program minimum requirements. Laura
Hendrix also noted that King County’s land use regulations exceed National Flood
Insurance Program minimums and that Washington'’s state floodplain management
standards exceed the minimums.

» A participant suggested that policy #18, which urges street improvements for safe egress,
should also encourage improvements for safe ingress.

e A participant described a gap in the policies in addressing existing development and land uses
in the floodplain, noting that prioritizing restoration is not appropriate for all environments.

O

The participant described goals and objectives from the 2006 Flood Plan as having
more acknowledgement of protecting existing development.

Other participants noted there are locations where intensive infrastructure exists and
may have a need for flood control, also noting that if existing land use is not
acknowledged, the draft policies could be interpreted as suggesting floodplain
development should be removed.

Jason clarified that the absence of acknowledging particular land uses or infrastructure
is not intended to suggest that they be eliminated or disregarded, but that the policies
use a broad approach, in order to not disregard potential opportunities for restoration
or floodplain reconnection based on existing land uses, while recognizing that full
floodplain restoration is not possible everywhere.

Participants reiterated the need for clarification and acknowledgement around
existing land uses, stating that existing land uses like working waterfronts and flood
control infrastructure provide benefits.

One participant expressed a concern that committee feedback has not been
incorporated into the draft documents developed for the Flood Plan.

e A participant suggested that more policies identify a need for adding floodwater storage, as
well as the potential for releasing stored water during low-flow seasons, especially in
response to climate impacts.

e A participant noted that many of the policies address planning before a flood, but there is a
lack of policies to direct flood emergency response and post-flood recovery.

O

Jason stated that the King County Office of Emergency Management supported

detailing specific flood response and recovery practices elsewhere in the Flood Plan.
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Comments will continue to be accepted on the Flood Plan policies. King County will send out the
policies and goals to the committee and would like comments back by August 18. The policies will not
be finalized until the final draft of the Flood Plan in 2024.

Presentation and Discussion: Action Plan and Activities

Jason provided an update on revisions to the proposed approach to the Action Plan section of the
Flood Plan. The previous proposed approach would have the Flood Plan list actions that King County
would commit to in the body of the Flood Plan, while actions that King County supports other
jurisdictions pursuing would be included in an appendix. The revised proposed approach would be
called the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy, which would include an Action Plan (actions that King
County is committed to pursue) and a separate list of flood risk reduction actions that other
jurisdictions may pursue. Participants indicated that this approach to the Action Plan addressed
previous concerns about actions led by jurisdictions other than King County being reflected separate
from King County’s actions.

Presentation and Discussion: Evaluation Criteria

Spencer Easton provided an overview of how evaluation criteria would be applied to determine
which actions to include from King County and other jurisdictions in the Comprehensive Mitigation
Strategy.

Draft evaluation criteria for the discussion included:

e Compatibility with Flood Plan goals and objectives

e Compatibility with other King County plans and commitments
e Environmental impact

e Impact on people

e Benefits

e Effectiveness/suitability

« Resilience/adaptive capacity

The following comments were made in discussion of the draft evaluation criteria:

« There should be transparency on how projects are ranked against each other.

e Using the evaluation criteria, projects that are included in the Flood Plan should be organized
in tiers based on priority.

« Definitions of evaluation criteria should be clarified to avoid subjective interpretations and
improve transparency.

* Adding a quantitative component to the application of evaluation criteria could clear up
confusion.

e There were mixed opinions on whether or not actions that would be pursued by jurisdictions
other than King County should be based on existing, adopted capital improvement programs,
although multiple people raised concerns about wanting flexibility for projects that may not
be in adopted capital improvement programs.

* The resilience/adaptive capacity criteria could be more explicitly linked to climate change.

e The evaluation criteria should include consideration of projects being in accordance with King
County regulations.
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Wrap-up

Jason will resend the policies and distribute a copy of the revised goals, objectives, and guiding
principles to the Partner Planning Committee, with comments on Flood Plan policies due to
Jason and Spencer by August 18, 2024.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #8 Agenda
September 19, 2023| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:
e Todiscuss how committee feedback has thus far informed the Flood Plan.
e To discuss the request for mitigation activities and specific activities that should be
considered in the plan’s Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy.

Agenda
10:30 -10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment

e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)

10:45—-11.05 Presentation and Discussion: Flood Plan Input to Date

e Summary of Partner Planning Committee and community input received to
date and how it is being incorporated into components of the Flood Plan
e Questions and discussion

1:05—-11:35  Presentation and Discussion: Activity Submittal Form/Process

e Overview of the request for mitigation activities
e Questions and discussion

11:.35—-12.20  Breakout Rooms: Mitigation Activity Brainstorming

e Opportunity to brainstorm potential mitigation activities in small groups and
to submit activities for consideration through the conversation

12.20—-12:30 Wrap Up and Next Steps
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #8 Meeting Notes
September 19, 2023 | 10:30 a.m. —12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Edan Edmonson (King County)

e Eric Beach (King County)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jamie Hearn (Duwamish River Community Coalition)

e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

* Ken Zweig (King County)

e Laura Wolfe (Port of Seattle)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Baerwalde (Snoqualmie Tribe)

e Matt Knox (King County)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

e  Patrick Haluptzok (Sammamish resident)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

Emily Arteche (City of Snoqualmie), Jamie Brakken (Bellevue real estate agent), Laura Casey (Carnation farmer),
Michael Pruett (Real estate project manager), Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman) Peter Lamanna (Washington
Sensible Shorelines Association), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included to review input provided by this committee so far, to share input received in
other forums, to provide an overview of the process to submit activities to be considered for the
Flood Plan, and to brainstorm ideas that could be considered to include in the Flood Plan.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide formal public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No
public comments were made.

Presentation and Discussion: Flood Plan Input to Date

Spencer provided an overview of input received on numerous topics, including flood hazards, goals
and obijectives, policies, risk reduction activities, structure of the Flood Plan, and evaluation criteria for
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activities included in the Flood Plan. A detailed overview of this input and how it informed the Flood
Plan development process can be found in the presentation and video from this meeting.

Following the overview of input and how it has been used, Spencer asked if there was any input that
wasn't included in the overview that committee members would like to highlight. Diane Pasta noted
that she had previously discussed concerns about access to drinking water during floods and potential
impacts to drinking water sources from flooding and was requesting more information on this topic.
King County committed to providing additional information and resources on this topic at the next
meeting, as there were not County staff with expertise in this area present at the meeting.

Presentation and Discussion: Action Submittal Form/Process

Jason Wilkinson introduced the approach to developing the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy and
Action Plan components of the Flood Plan. King County shared forms with cities, tribes, and other
entities which would allow them to propose flood risk reduction activities that will be reviewed for
inclusion in the Flood Plan’s Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy. All proposals will be reviewed
against evaluation criteria. For activities to be included in the Action Plan, King County must be the
lead agency, King County must be able to commit to funding or seeking funding for the activity, and
the activity must be completed or advanced within five years of adopting the Flood Plan. All other
proposed activities that meet the evaluation criteria would be included in the broader Comprehensive
Mitigation Strategy.

Jason and Spencer responded to questions about the form and the process.

* What types of activities should be submitted with the form? Is it oriented towards projects
with established plans and secured funding or can activities be included that are not well
defined and require further scoping or planning?

o Jason responded that the Flood Plan has a five-year timeline, although that schedule
is primarily a commitment that King County is making. There will be consideration of
projects that are not fully developed or require further planning if elements of the
project can be studied or advanced in some manner within the five-year timeline.

o Spencer added that activities do not need to be proposed as individual components,
if they are all part of a larger program or project.

e Could you clarify what Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy means and entails?

o Jason explained that the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy is inclusive of all
activities being recommended in the Flood Plan, both activities that meet the
requirements of the Action Plan and those that do not. The name Comprehensive
Mitigation Strategy reflects that the list of proposed flood hazard mitigation activities
is inclusive of those that King County is not committing to completing within five
years. The Action Plan, which is a component of the Comprehensive Mitigation
Strategy, only includes actions that King County can commit to completing and
reporting on to FEMA, as required by the Community Rating System process that
King County is undertaking. Committee members suggested that the name
Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy is confusing and that it might be helpful to select
a different name.

« One of the evaluation criteria is that activities must not conflict with legal obligations of King
County. How intensive will the legal review of activities be?

o The review will be a high-level assessment of the proposed activity to determine if
there is an obvious legal conflict. It will not be an intensive review.
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fyoutu.be%2Fi_9RlwV6UQ4&data=05%7C01%7Clibarrett%40kingcounty.gov%7Cc67d0dbc41d4479256e308dbbb8434b9%7Cbae5059a76f049d7999672dfe95d69c7%7C0%7C0%7C638309948737661381%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sKdQ7dAQs6zUqakSle%2FE%2BlkfASp1hfTJ4bB5ql6Ycwk%3D&reserved=0
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« Will planned projects by the King County Flood Control District be included in the Flood
Plan?

o Spencer stated that actions in the King County Flood Control District’s current capital
improvement program would be included in the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy.

o Inresponse to a specific follow-up question about the Lower Green River Corridor
Plan, Jason added that the work that the Flood Control District has been discussing for
the Lower Green River has not been developed into a project list at this point and will
not be included, but the planning work they are undertaking will likely be referenced
in some way.

< IsKing County planning to conduct an analysis of repetitive loss properties?

o King County completed an analysis of repetitive loss properties in 2022, which can be
accessed here.

« How will the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy be used, if King County is not committing to
implementing or funding activities put forward by other entities?

o Jason explained that the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy demonstrates a need for
flood risk reduction activities throughout King County (not just in unincorporated
areas) and demonstrating this need can support efforts to seek funding for
implementation. Outlining proposals by a wide array of entities in King County in one
place may also help support collaboration across jurisdictions and coordinated
implementation.

By request King County committed to making activity form submissions available to other Partner
Planning Committee members via a shared electronic file.

Breakout Rooms: Action Brainstorming

Partner Planning Committee members were divided into breakout rooms to brainstorm and discuss
projects to be submitted for potential inclusion in the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy. The
Partner Planning Committee will discuss some of the activities that were submitted at their October
17", 2023, meeting.
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King County Flood Management Plan

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #9 Agenda
October 17, 2023| 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Meeting Obijectives:
e To review past risk reduction strategies, recap earlier committee feedback, share an update
on proposed Flood Plan activities, and solicit committee feedback on activities.
» Todiscuss the Flood Plan process moving forward.

Agenda
10:30—-10:35 Welcome and Introductions

10:35—-10:45 Public Comment
e Opportunity to provide official public comment (up to 2 minutes per
commenter)
10:45—-12.10 Presentation and Discussion: Flood Plan Strategies and Activities

e Presentation and discussion of strategies and actions in King County’s most
recent flood plan and hazard mitigation plan and recap of committee input
on priority strategies for this Flood Plan.

« Summary of the activities submitted and being considered for the Flood Plan.

e Committee discussion and input on drafting Flood Plan actions.

1210—-12.20 Flood Plan Process

* Summary of the process for the Flood Plan moving forward, with opportunity
for questions and answers.

12.20—-12:30  Wrap Up and Next Steps
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King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update

Partner Planning Committee — Meeting #9 Meeting Notes
October 17,2023 | 10:30 a.m.—12:30 p.m.

List of attendees:

e Angela Donaldson (Fall City resident)

e Diane Pasta (Des Moines resident)

e Eric Beach (King County)

e Erin Ericson (Snoqualmie Valley Watershed Improvement District)
e Jason Wilkinson (King County)

e Judi Radloff (King County)

e Laura Hendrix (King County)

e Laura Wolfe (Port of Seattle)

e Lauren Silver (Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance)

e Laurie Lyford (Washington Sensible Shorelines Association)
e Lisa Nelson (Department of Ecology)

e Martha Neuman (Seattle Public Utilities)

e Matt Baerwalde (Snoqualmie Tribe)

e Mike Mactutis (City of Kent)

< Nicole Johnson (King County)

e Patrick Haluptzok (Sammamish resident)

e Sherry Edquid (City of Tukwila)

e Steve Bleifuhs (King County)

e Stewart Reinbold (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife)
e Spencer Easton (Consultant team — ESA)

e Dan Beckley (Consultant team — ESA)

Interested parties present:

e Emily Arteche (City of Snoqualmie), Laura Casey (Carnation farmer), Regina Fletcher (Snoqualmie
Valley Preservation Alliance), Molly Lawrence (Van Ness Feldman)

Introductions

Spencer Easton provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. Spencer noted the objectives
of the meeting included reviewing flood risk reduction activities from past King County plans,
summarizing activities that were submitted for the 2024 Flood Plan, discussing gaps and
opportunities for expanding upon the activities submitted, and discuss next steps in the Flood Plan
process.

Public Comment

An opportunity to provide formal public comment was provided at the beginning of the meeting. No
public comments were made.
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Presentation and Discussion: Flood Plan Activities

Spencer provided an overview of flood risk reduction activities recommended in the 2020 King
County Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan, including whether these activities were complete, ongoing,
or not yet started. Participants were prompted to discuss if these activities were relevant to the 2024
Flood Plan, should be included in the 2024 Flood Plan, or if they should be modified.

Numerous members expressed their support for including flood-related activities from the
2020 King County Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan in the 2024 Flood Plan.

Martha Neuman asked for clarification on the activity that recommends “Rehabilitation or
removal of high hazard dams,” expressing concern that this may apply to the dams that
support storage of Seattle’s drinking water supply.

o Nicole Johnson stated that the technical definition of a high hazard dam is one whose
failure would result in any loss of human life, which applies to many of the dams in
the region.

o Erin Ericson suggested this strategy could be expanded upon to include outreach
about dam risks and support for better dam monitoring technologies.

o Martha expressed general support for dam improvements, but that the activity would
need to be reworded, so as not to construe the potential for removal or major
changes to critical infrastructure.

o Lauren Silver suggested possible improvements around dam failure warnings and
studying evacuation routes and protocol.

Spencer provided an overview of flood risk reduction activities recommended in the 2013 King
County Flood Plan, including the progress on completing activities in each major river basin.
Participants were prompted to discuss if these activities were relevant to the 2024 Flood Plan, should
be included in the 2024 Flood Plan, or if they should be modified.

There was general support for the types of activities in the 2013 Flood Plan, but nobody
expressed support for pulling activities from the 2013 Flood Plan for direct inclusion in the
2024 Flood Plan.

Lauren Silver expressed concerns about approaches to land acquisition, which could impact
agricultural production, and suggested this be approached differently in the 2024 Flood Plan
through other property protection methods.

Spencer detailed the process for evaluating activities submitted for possible inclusion in the Flood
Plan and summarized information about the activities submitted, including their basin, activity types,
benefits, and types of flooding addressed.

Over 100 activities were submitted by King County and nearly 200 were submitted by other
cities, governments, and organizations operating in King County or were otherwise pulled
from publicly available information.

101 activities (or 33%) were natural resource protection projects, such as floodplain
restoration, habitat improvements, and levee setbacks.

89 activities (or 29%) were structural projects, such as levees, revetments, floodwalls, or
drainage improvements.

56 activities (or 18%) were preventive activities, such as land use regulations, flood hazard
mapping, planning, and stormwater management.

37 activities (or 12%) were property protection, such as acquisition or elevation of homes.
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e 14 activities (or 5%) were public information activities, such as technical assistance, education,
and outreach.

e 9 activities (or 3%) were emergency services, such as flood warnings and emergency
response.

For more detailed information on the activities submitted, review the presentation or video recording
of the October 17, 2023 Partner Planning Committee meeting here.

The Partner Planning Committee discussed potential gaps in the activities submitted or additions that
could be made.

e  Erin Ericson suggested improvements to existing flood warning systems and dam failure
warning systems.

e Lauren Silver suggested emergency planning technical assistance for communities and
private landowners, including working with private landowners to document risks on
properties that could improve emergency response.

e Laura Casey noted that many earlier discussions emphasized the importance of public
information activities, which were not widely represented in the activities submitted.

o Jason Wilkinson acknowledged the substantial input about the need for public
outreach and education about flood risk, indicating that King County is considering
ways to improve public information activities and will work to identify additional
activities that will address the input that has been heard.

e Sherry Edquid suggested that the Comprehensive Risk Mitigation Strategy could include
technical assistance provided by King County to communities conducting substantial damage
assessments after flood disasters.

e Martha Neuman inquired about adaptive management of the Flood Plan and how
implementation of the Comprehensive Risk Mitigation Strategy could change over the life of
the Flood Plan.

o Jason stated that the Flood Plan would be updated every five years, in addition to
annual evaluations and progress reporting. These update and monitoring activities will
allow for reconsideration of priorities and adapting to potential changes that could
necessitate changes to how the Flood Plan is implemented. These activities would
involve coordination with partners and would not be an action performed
independently by King County.

¢ Molly Lawrence and Laura Wolfe suggested including an activity that would involve a
planning effort on best practices and resilience in addressing sea level rise, with coordination
between King County, the Port of Seattle, and other governments.

e Sherry suggested distinguishing property protection activities that apply to residential
properties from those that apply to commercial properties.

Spencer detailed the proposed process for prioritizing activities submitted for inclusion in the Flood
Plan’s Comprehensive Risk Mitigation Strategy. Based on the evaluation criteria and consideration of
other Flood Plan themes, such as equity and climate change resilience, a short list of activities would
be selected for distinction as high priority activities. This would be different from alternatives that
would rank all or some activities in multiple tiers.

e Laura Hendrix suggested prioritizing activities that reduce risk to repetitive loss properties.
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e There was discussion of prioritizing a range of activities that would be appropriate for
different environments, such as rural and urban areas, as well as a variety of activities that are
appropriate for different types of flood impacts.

Flood Plan Process

Jason provided information on next steps in developing the Flood Plan and opportunities for review.
An initial draft of the Flood Plan has been developed. Internal review and revision processes will be
occurring through the end of 2023. A draft Flood Plan is expected to be available in January or
February 2024, with a 45-day comment period.

No other Partner Planning Committees are scheduled. A proposed Partner Planning Committee
meeting would occur in February 2024, which would allow for Committee members to discuss the
draft Flood Plan and provide feedback.
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APPENDIX B

Implementation Status of 2013 Action Plan: 2013 — 2023

Step 7 of the FEMA Community Rating System planning framework requires that each activity recommended by a previously credited plan
must be discussed, along with implementation status. This Flood Plan updates the 2013 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update
and Progress Report, which identified the 2013 — 2018 King County Flood Control District 6-Year Capital Improvement Project list as the

Action Plan. The following tables, organized by major river watershed, list the name, description, and status of each item listed on the 2013

Action Plan.

Basin/River

Name

WRIA 7 — South Fork Skykomish/Snoqualmie Watershed

Skykomish

Skykomish

Skykomish

Skykomish

Skykomish

Skykomish

Maloney Creek Confluence
Improvements

Miller River Road Protection

Miller River Home Buyouts

South Fork Skykomish Repetitive

Loss Mitigation

Skykomish Home Buyouts

Timberlane Erosion Buyouts

Description

Investigate ways to improve infrastructure at the
mouth of Maloney Creek and on the SF Skykomish
River to reduce the frequency of flooding of homes
and property within the Town of Skykomish.

Repair of 290 feet of rock revetment within its
existing footprint to provide protection to Miller
River Road.

Purchase monastery compound threatened by
flooding and erosion.

Elevate or buyout individual structures in the South
Fork Skykomish Basin to eliminate the risk of
flooding or erosion damage during future flood
events.

Purchase homes and property subject to flooding
risk in the Town of Skykomish.

Acquire and remove homes along a stretch of the
South Fork Skykomish River that are endangered by
erosive forces, channel migration, and inundation.

Status

Completed in 2013.

Completed in 2014.

Completed in 2014.

Since 2017, 20 parcels purchased, covering 7.89 acres.
Two more acquisitions are in process. No home elevations
have occurred in the SF Skykomish Basin.

Incorporated into South Fork Skykomish Repetitive Loss
Mitigation.

Since inception, eight parcels purchased, totaling 2 acres.
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Basin/River

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Upper Snoqualmie

Lower Snoqualmie

Name

City of Snoqualmie Natural Area
Acquisition

Meadowbrook 2011 Repair

Middle Fork Levee System
Improvements

Mason-Thorsen Extension 2011
Repair

North Bend Residential Flood
Mitigation

South Fork Levee System
Improvements

SR 202 Bridge Lengthening

Upper Snoqualmie Residential
Flood Mitigation (includes North
Bend Residential Flood Mitigation
and City of Snoqualmie Natural
Area Acquisition)

Record Office Repair

Aldair Buyout

Description

Acquire and demolish individual residential
structures to eliminate the associated risk of flood
damage to homes.

Repair damage from 2011 flood event.

Upgrade the Middle Fork Snoqualmie levees to meet
the US Army Corps of Engineers PL84-99
certification standards.

Repair damage resulting from flood events.

Relocate or elevate individual residential structures
to eliminate the associated risk of flood damage to
homes.

Design and reconstruct the impaired segment of
levee in place to resolve six known levee
deficiencies.

Expand bridge SR202 opening over South Fork
Snoqualmie and Ribary Creek to improve
conveyance and reduce upstream flood impacts.

Acquire flood-prone properties or elevate individual
structures in the Upper Snoqualmie basin to
eliminate the risk of flood damage when Snoqualmie
River flows overtop the existing levees.

The Record Office revetment is located along the
Snoqualmie River in the City of Snoqualmie.
Flooding in 2015 and 2016 damaged the revetment,
causing loss of riprap armoring and steepening the
bank along approximately 200 feet. The revetment
protects a city street and various utilities form river
erosion hazards.

Remove homes and agricultural structures from
behind the Aldair levee, to eliminate risk of a
potential levee failure.

Status

This project was incorporated into the Upper Snoqualmie
Residential Flood Mitigation project in 2013.

Completed in 2017.

One Middle Fork Snoqualmie levee upgraded to meet PL
84-99 certification standards in 2020.

Completed in 201L

This project was incorporated into the Upper Snoqualmie
Residential Flood Mitigation project in 2017.

Necessary repairs completed in 2018.

The Bendigo Bridge Replacement project was identified as
a Proposed Long Term Action in the South Fork
Snoqualmie River Capital Investment Strategy that was
completed in 2017.

Since 2008, 48 home elevations have been completed
and two are currently underway. Since 2008, 25 parcels
have been acquired, totaling 24.1 acres, with one more in
process.

The repair and adjacent riparian enhancements were
completed in 2022, with the City of Snoqualmie
incorporating in other park and stormwater-related
improvements in the area.

No further progress on the purchase of the three
agricultural properties abutting the Aldair levee since
2010.
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Basin/River

Lower Snoqualmie

Lower Snoqualmie

Lower Snoqualmie

Lower Snoqualmie

Lower Snogualmie

Lower Snoqualmie

Tolt

Tolt

Tolt

Name

Farm Flood Task Force
Implementation

Lower Snoqualmie Repetitive Loss
Mitigation

Lower Snoqualmie Residential
Flood Mitigation

McElhoe/Person Levee

Sinnema Qualle Repair

Tolt Pipeline Protection

Lower Tolt River Acquisition

San Souci Neighborhood Buyout

SR 203 to Trail Bridge Floodplain
Reconnection

Description

Provide technical and cost-sharing assistance to
agricultural landowners in floodplains to help them
better maintain their operations during and after
flood events. Specific project actions include farm
pads, elevations of barns and agricultural accessory
dwellings, etc.

Elevate or purchase individual structures in the
Lower Snoqualmie basin to eliminate the risk of
damage during Snoqualmie River floods.

Provide technical and cost-sharing assistance to
residential and agricultural landowners in the Lower
Snoqualmie floodplain to help them better
withstand the impacts of flooding. Specific project
actions include farm pads, elevations of homes, and
elevation or flood proofing of agricultural structures.

Repair damage from 2006 flood event.

Project included reconstruction of 750 feet of bank
revetment to protect the Snoqualmie Valley Trail
and State Route 203 from ongoing bank erosion and
slope instability.

Project reconstructed 1,200 feet of bank revetment,
which was threatening the Tolt River Pipeline. The
pipeline provides about 1/3 of the water to more
than a million people in Seattle and surrounding
cities.

Purchase Swiftwater property to allow for future
setback of Upper Frew levee (right bank)

Multi-year project included removing nearly 20 at-
risk homes from willing sellers. Following the full
neighborhood acquisition, the river was reconnected
to 33 acres of its historic floodplain.

Setback Frew levee (right bank) to improve
conveyance and allow habitat enhancement.

Status

Three Barns have been elevated since 2009, as well as
one golf course club house. Twenty-six farm pads were
permitted and constructed in the Lower Snoqualmie
Valley as part of the farm pad program.

This project was merged with the Lower Snoqualmie
Residential Flood Mitigation in 2019.

Since 2008, 17 home elevations have been completed in
the Lower Snoqualmie Basin, with three more in progress.
15 parcels have been acquired, totaling 33.9 acres. One
more is in process. Three barn elevations were completed
as part of Farm Flood Task Force Implementation project.
Twenty-six farm pads were permitted and constructed in
the Lower Snoqualmie Valley as part of the farm pad
program.

Completed in 2012.
Completed in 2016.

Completed in 2018.

This acquisition was completed in 2013. Additional high
priority acquisitions in the Lower Tolt are ongoing.

All but the three northern-most parcels from one
landowner were acquired by 2018, and the floodplain
reconnection was completed in 2019.

Project in preliminary design, construction currently
scheduled for 2027.
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Basin/River

Tolt

Tolt

Tolt

Raging

Raging

Raging

Name

Tolt River Mile 1.1 Levee Setback

Tolt River Natural Area
Acquisitions

Tolt Supplemental Study

Abandoned Bridge Abutment and
Waring Revetment Removal

Alpine Manor Mobile Home Park
Acquisition

Preston Fall City Upper Repair

WRIA 8 — Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed

Sammamish

Lake Washington tributaries

Willowmoor Floodplain
Restoration

Lower Coal Creek Phase |

Description

Purchase flood and erosion prone properties on both
sides of the Tolt River between SR203 and the
Snoqualmie Valley Trail Bridge. These acquisitions
will allow for future setback of the Tolt 1.1 (Hwy to RR
Bridge) levee in order to reduce flood and channel
migration hazards, increase sediment storage and
flood conveyance capacity, restore natural riverine
processes, and reduce future maintenance costs.

Acquire up to 12 properties in the channel migration
zone of the Tolt River in the vicinity of the Tolt
Natural Area.

Update technical information on flood and erosion
risks and habitat restoration to recommend priority
actions.

Acquire and remove most, if not all, of the homes in
the Alpine Manor Mobile Home Park, as well as
several single family homes in the area in order to
permanently remove these structures from areas at
high risk for channel migration, avulsion and
flooding.

Reconfigure the Sammamish River “transition zone”
to provide necessary lake level control for Lake
Sammamish, enhance habitat conditions in the river,
adjacent wetlands, and tributaries for Endangered
Species Act (ESA) listed Chinook salmon and other
fish, and reduce the costs of ongoing maintenance of
the transition zone.

Increase the storage capacity of the regional
detention pond while maintaining fish passage and
increasing conveyance capacity at five box culvert
crossings.

Status

Acquired 16 parcels, totaling 11.27 acres.

Acquired 16 additional parcels since 2008, totaling 29.52
acres. Ongoing.

Tolt Capital Investment Strategy was completed in 2017.

The project has not been implemented.

All but one at-risk parcel acquired as of 2023. Raging River
Channel Migration Zone Study and Map was completed in
2019 and improved the understanding of properties at risk
from channel migration and avulsion.

Repair was completed in 2012.

Completed stakeholder outreach in 2015 and selected a
preferred alternative design in 2016. Project design
paused in 2019 to allow time to prepare additional
technical analyses directed by the Flood District.

Group 1 — Upper Skagit Key Culvert Replacement
construction completed fall 2017, currently in Post-
Construction Monitoring.

Group 2 — Cascade Key and Newport Key Culvert
Replacements, construction completed in 2018, currently
in post-construction monitoring and storm repairs
completed in fall 2020.
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Basin/River

Lake Washington tributaries

Lake Washington tributaries

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Name

Issaquah Creek Repetitive Loss
Mitigation

McAleer/Lyon Channel
Improvements

Belmondo Repair

Cedar Pre-Construction Strategic
Acquisitions

Cedar Levee Setback Feasibility

Cedar River Repetitive Loss
Mitigation

Cedar Rapids 2011 Repair

Cedar River Gravel Removal

Description

Mitigate repetitive loss properties on Issaquah Creek,
and investigate other potential at-risk homes in

repetitive loss areas.

Re-establish a more natural floodplain for Lyon
Creek and upgrade undersized culverts in the project
area.

Mitigation for emergency bank stabilization during
20009 flood.

Acquire real estate properties that several large
Flood District capital projects depend on, namely the
levee setback projects at the Herzman, Jan Road,
Rutledge-Johnson, Rhode, Getchman, Lower Jones
Rd, and Elliot Bridge levee segments. Priorities for
acquisition will be directed by the Flood District.

Determine bridge and levee modifications to
increase level of flood protection along the lower 1.2
miles of the Cedar River through the City of Renton.

Develop and implement mitigation measures for
flood prone properties in repetitive loss areas.
Acquisitions are from willing sellers.

Perform emergency bank stabilization along setback
levee alignment during January 2011 flood event.

Remove gravel along the lower 1.25 miles of the
Lower Cedar River in order to maintain 100-year
level of flood protection for the City of Renton.

Status

Group 3 — Glacier Key and Lower Skagit Key Culvert
Replacements construction completed in fall 2020,
currently in post-construction monitoring and storm
repairs completed in summer 2020.

Group 4 — Newport Yacht Club and Grand Canal Outfalls
and Storm Drains — design and land acquisitions activities
ceased, unable to acquire easements, project will not
proceed.

Progress identified in basin profile

Completed in 2015.

First phase of mitigation for emergency repair completed
in 2010 (rip rap removal, installation of one flow
deflection structure, vegetated geogrids, native plantings).
Second phase of mitigation completed 2012 (riprap
removal, install rock toe and geogrids). Third phase of
mitigation completed 2013 (install 2 flow deflection
structures, roughness trees, vegetated geogrids).

Acquired numerous properties from willing sellers to
support capital projects.

Feasibility study initiated in 2021.

Acquired numerous at-risk properties in flood-prone and
repetitive loss areas.

Completed in 2011

Completed in 2016.
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Basin/River

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Name

Dorre Don Meanders Phase |

Elliott Bridge Levee Setback

Herzman Levee Setback

Jan Road-Rutledge Johnson Levee
Setbacks

Maplewood Acquisition and
Setback

Rainbow Bend Levee Setback

Rhode Levee Setback and Home
Buyouts

Description

Conduct feasibility study of existing levees to
identify modifications and property acquisitions to
reduce flood risks.

Acquire flood-prone homes in a repetitive loss area
spanning both sides of the Cedar River. Levees on
both banks will then be setback or removed. The
project will eliminate potential for future flood
damage to these homes.

Remove and setback a portion of or the entire
Herzman Levee along the right bank of the Cedar
River between river mile 6.55 and river mile 6.70 to
reduce upstream water surface elevations during
flood events, reduce future maintenance needs on
the downstream Cedar Trail 2 (CRT2) revetment,
reduce future maintenance needs on the Herzman
Levee, and provide improved riparian and aquatic
habitat.

Reconnect floodplain by removing levees,
constructing a setback levee and side channels, and
installing large wood structures and native
vegetation. Jan Road project reduced risk to CRT 7
during high flows and provided safe egress to
residents during flooding, provided mitigation for
2017 large wood relocation, and improved habitat
conditions.

Complete a detailed landslide risk assessment and
feasibility study for existing levee to reduce flood
risk.

Remove the Rainbow Bend levee to allow river flows
to spread across the open space created by the
completed acquisition of over 50 flood-prone
homes. This slows flood velocities and reduces flood
elevations in this area of the river, protecting the
adjacent state highway and regional trail.

Purchase homes along path of fastest, deepest flood
flow, and set back the levee to lower localized
velocities and depths.

Status

The project has not been completed. Three projects in this
reach have been

identified in the Cedar River Capital Investment Strategy.
Completed in 2016.

Planned for 2024.

Jan Road completed 2022. Rutledge Johnson planned for
2025.

Landslide risk assessment completed in 2021. Schedule
for feasibility study to be determined by prioritization in
Cedar River Capital Investment Strategy.

Completed in 2013.

Properties acquired from wiling sellers. Project schedule
determined by prioritization in Cedar River Capital
Investment Strategy.
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Basin/River

Cedar

Cedar

Cedar

Green/Duwamish River Watershed

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Name

Cedar Rapids Repair

Youngs Revetment Repair

Riverbend Mobile Home Park
Acquisition and Levee Setback

Black River Pump Station Repairs

Boeing Levee Addition — Kent

Boeing Levee USACE ERP

Briscoe Levee Setback

Briscoe Reach Design

Green River Flood Emergency
Prep

Description

Repair 2020 damage to engineered log jam caused
by erosion and scour resulting in loss of upper
ballast, dislodging of key logs, shearing of piles, and
damage to hardware connections.

Reposition logs that jammed up against the
revetment during the January 2011 flood event,
threatening the integrity of the flood protection
structure.

Establishment of secondary containment for all fuel
tanks and lines completed. Rehabilitation and
improvements to the pump station to meet current
standards, construction of high use engines and fish
passage improvements continue.

A new earthen levee and flood wall combination was
constructed behind 1.000 feet of the existing Boeing
Levee.

Planned Ecosystem Restoration Project (ERP) in
partnership with Kent and the Corps of Engineers
riverward of the setback levee and floodwall.

The City of Kent constructed four floodwall
segments to support NFIP levee accreditation.
Floodwall segments/reaches locations include RM
14.5-14.6 (Reach 1), 15.45-15.6 (Reach 2), 16.0-16.4
(Reach 3) and 16.9-17 (Reach 4).

This project was for design of a levee setback at
Rivers Edge, located south of 190" and west of 62
Ave S. at RM 16.1to 16.2. Three parcels were
purchased to support the setback.

Local efforts to prepare for flooding after USACE
advised that Howard A. Hanson Dam was
compromised. Preparation efforts included building
miles of sandbag and HESCO barriers on the levee
crest.

Status

Completed in 2021.

Completed 2012.

Completed in 2023.

Original scope completed in 2019. Other improvements
on-going.

Completed in 2014.

The project was not implemented, however the City of
Kent applied for King County Parks levy grant in 2023 for
feasibility studies for habitat and recreation
improvements between the river and the setback facility.

Completed between 2014 and 2017.

This project was not implemented. The three parcels that
were purchased were sold to private owners. Floodwall
Reach 4 was instead constructed.

Completed in 2012.
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Basin/River

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Green/Duwamish

Name

Green River PL 84-99 Mitigation

Hawley Road Levee — Kent

Horseshoe Bend Acquisition and
Reconstruction

Holiday Kennel Acquisition and
Berm

Reddington Reach Setback and
Extension

Russell Road Upper

Sandbag Removal

USACE SWIF

Description

Between 2008 and 2009, 461 trees were cut from
the Lower Green River levees to maintain eligibility
for the PL 84-99 levee program. Permitting for this
work required mitigation including placement of
large wood and planting of riparian trees in three
locations include Foster Golf, the Green River Natural
Resource Area and Teufel.

Earthen levees were installed behind the existing
Hawley Road Levee

Reconstruct the Horseshoe Bend Levee at the Breda
facility (RM 24.46-24.72) and McCoy (RM 24.26-
24.45) to a more stable configuration in order to
reduce flood risk to the surrounding areas. The
projects will also increase the design containment
elevation to the 500-year (0.2% annual chance)
flood.

Property acquired in 2017. Initial project subsumed
under Lower Russell Road Levee Setback Project
which was completed in 2023. Project replace an old
levee and revetment that did not meet current
engineering design standards.

Project replaced a sub-standard levee with a new
levee that protects nearly 600 properties valued at
$680M. Created wider corridor for flood flows which
greatly reduced flood risks to residents, business and
infrastructure within the City of Auburn and the
Green River Valley and provided wider riparian
corridor with enhanced ecological benefits,
improved natural river functions.

Installation of a 1,190 foot secondary levee behind
the existing Russell Road Upper Levee at two
locations, RM 19.5-19.8 and RM 20.1 to 20.4.

Removal of 26 miles of temporary flood-protection
sandbags on the Green River.

The Lower Green River System Wide Improvement
Framework (SWIF) was submitted to the Corps of
Engineers on March 26, 2019. The SWIF outlines a
prioritized strategy to address levee deficiencies to
optimize flood risk reduction, address system-wide
issues, and maintain eligibility for the 17 miles of

Status

Completed in 2018

Completed in 2014.

Two acquisitions completed in 2018, the City of Kent
constructed a secondary containment facility in
2012/2013, landward of the McCoy segment of the
Horseshoe Bend Levee. A repair of the McCoy facility is
planned for 2024, and repair of the Breda facility is
planned for 2027.

Completed in 2023.

Completed in 2014.

Completed in 2013.

Completed in 2012.

Ongoing
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Appendix B. Implementation Status of 2013 Action Plan: 2013 — 2023

Basin/River Name

White River Watershed

White Countyline to A Street Levee
Setback

White Red Creek Acquisitions

White Right Bank Levee Setback

White Greenwater Acquisition

Annual Programs and Local Jurisdiction Contracts

Monitoring/Maintenance Flood CIP Monitoring and
Maintenance

Status

levees currently enrolled in the USACE Levee
rehabilitation and Inspection Program under PL 84-
99. USACE officially accepted the Interim Green
River The Final SWIF was accepted by USACE in
September 2019 and implementation will continue
through 2028.

Address loss in channel capacity due to ongoing Completed in 2017.
sedimentation by removing 4,500 linear feet of

existing levee and reconnecting the river with 121

acres of off-channel aquatic habitat on the river's left

bank. Involved construction of a new setback levee,

6,000 feet in length, protected by a 5,780-foot

wood bio-revetment and several engineered log

jams. The project is expected to provide significant

flood risk reduction for more than 200 residential

properties near the river.

Acquire homes near the confluence of Red Creek The project has not been implemented.
and the White River as willing sellers become

Acquire at-risk, flood prone residential properties In planning/design phases.
along the right bank of the White River within the

City of Pacific to allow for the construction of a new

levee setback flood protection structure. Acquired

residential structures will be removed, temporary

sand-filled flood protection barriers will be removed,

artificial fill will be excavated, existing wetland areas

will be enhanced, and an earthen setback levee will

be constructed.

Acquire flood prone residences along the White One property has been donated in 2020.
River near the Greenwater River, several of which

experience inundation and are very exposed to

channel migration hazards.

Monitor projects using performance measures and Ongoing, annual.
adaptive management to track the effectiveness of
completed projects and inform the design and

implementation of future projects.
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Appendix B. Implementation Status of 2013 Action Plan: 2013 — 2023

Basin/River

Opportunity Fund

Seattle

Seattle

Countywide

Countywide

Countywide

Name

Subregional Opportunity Fund

Alaskan Way Seawall Construction

South Park Duwamish Backwater

Central Charges

Flood Emergency

WRIA grants

Description

Provide funding equal to each jurisdiction in King
County to allow the jurisdiction to carry our local
flood reduction improvements, local storm water
control improvements, and watershed management
activities.

Rebuild the Alaskan Way Seawall along Elliot Bay to
protect the downtown waterfront, meet current
seismic standards, and improve nearshore habitat.

Construct a pump station to alleviate flooding in
Seattle's Duwamish industrial area that occurs during
high tides when storm water runoff is unable to drain
to the Duwamish River.

Administrative project used for incurring
expenditures for central costs assigned by the
Budget Office.

Provides funding for minor emergency repairs during
aflood event.

Provide grant funding for salmon recovery and
riverine habitat restoration.

Status

Ongoing, annual.

Completed in 2017.

Completed in 2023.

Ongoing, annual.

Ongoing, as needed.

Ongoing, annual.
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APPENDIX C

Flood Plan Community Engagement Overview and
Synthesis

Introduction

King County performs a wide range of services intended to reduce risks from flooding and
erosion, protect people and property, support preparedness, and build resilience. Even with
these measures, flooding is a natural occurrence on the landscape. Natural disasters, such as
flooding, affect all who are touched by them, yet not all people are equally able to cope with
or recover from the hardship of natural disasters. As King County acknowledges in its Equity
and Social Justice Strategic Plan, deeply entrenched social, economic, and environmental
inequities worsen and threaten our collective prosperity. King County also acknowledges the
public involvement opportunities that accompanied past King County flood hazard
management plans did not do enough to remove barriers to participation. With these factors
in mind, this flood planning effort set out to hear from those who may be among the most
vulnerable to flooding and who may not have been intentionally offered opportunities to
share their perspectives in the past.

As the flood plan scope was being developed, King County secured a grant from the
Washington Department of Ecology to support development of a community engagement
plan' and to implement much of the outreach described in this summary. Engagement goals
were twofold: gather public feedback to inform future flood risk reduction and flood resilience
strategies, and increase awareness of flooding issues, local risks, and resources to build
community and personal resilience. The approach involved three distinct phases, which
began in early 2022:

e Research: King County and its consultants researched best engagement practices to reach
diverse audiences. Research included a literature review and interviews with community
leaders and agency representatives. An online survey was deployed to understand the
best engagement methods and tactics to reach community members who had not been
engaged in King County'’s past flood planning efforts and who are at risk and potentially
among the most vulnerable to flooding. Local demographic information and other King
County engagement efforts were analyzed. An equity-focused consulting firm performed
an equity review of the 2006 and 2013 King County Flood Hazard Management Plans
and identified multiple ways to improve accessibility through this plan.

1 https://publicinput.com/Customer/File/Full/68d106bf-46c1-4b3f-972e-dc157c8e6316
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e Planning: Drawing on the research, the project team developed a multi-layered outreach
plan focused on the two engagement goals. To guide engagement efforts, King County
identified “priority communities.” These are communities who are among the most
vulnerable to flooding—low-income, Black, Indigenous and People of Color (BIPOC),
renters, those under 5 and over 65 years old, foreign-born individuals, those with
disabilities, those who speak a language other than English at home, or those have limited
access to information.

e Implementation: Implementation of the community engagement plan began in October
2022 and continued through fall 2023.

This appendix provides a summary of the outreach conducted, the input received, and the
lessons learned in creating a pro-equity, community-based approach to the development of
the King County Flood Management Plan.

Overview of Community Engagement Approach

As referenced in the introduction, King County developed a plan to guide engagement
efforts, titled the Flood Plan Community Engagement Implementation Plan. A fundamental
premise of the engagement approach was to offer multiple avenues for input. The plan
identified six strategies to bring more voices and different perspectives into the planning
process. King County implemented five of the strategies, and one additional strategy was
added midstream in response to changing circumstances. Five of the six implemented
engagement strategies are described in this section. Planning committee representation is
described in Chapter 1 of the plan in the Partner Planning Committee section.

Community partnerships: Drawing on the connections and knowledge of local, community-
based organizations, community partnerships were intended to extend the reach of other
engagement strategies. King County invited community groups to enter a contracted
partnership in which the County and the partner would co-create an engagement strategy
best suited to reaching the partner’s network. The County offered funding to partners to
implement the work (provided primarily through the Ecology grant). The groups contacted
were BIPOC-focused, small organizations working in King County.

The engagement plan originally envisioned approximately 10 community partners. County
staff held conversations with 13 different organizations and local government agencies to
identify potential partners, and one organization agreed to a contractual partnership. The
organization—the Washington State Coalition of African Community Leaders (WSCACL)—has
relationships with over 100,000 native Africans or people descended from Africans living
within King County.

Organizations that opted to not participate cited limited capacity during the project
timeframe and a perspective that flooding was not a high priority topic for them. An
additional identified barrier was the lack of familiarity with King County’s Water and Land
Resources Division and project team staff.
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Through this partnership and in collaboration with King County, WSCACL translated and
produced an educational video in multiple languages, distributed the video via multiple
channels, and transcreated and distributed King County’s two-part flood plan online survey
(described later in this section).2

Despite the limited number of formal community partnerships, several local governments
and other organizations helped broadcast county-produced information to their networks or
invited King County staff to attend events or meetings.

Community visits: The most visible of all engagement tools used during the development of
the Flood Plan, community visits involved county staff attending events or meetings hosted
and led by other groups or organizations. County staff attended 25 such events ranging from
ethnic festivals to unincorporated area council meetings. Through personal conversations and
presentations at these events, connections were made with over 1,350 people. These visits
provided opportunities for King County to engage with individuals and organizations who
may not have had prior knowledge of flood risk, flood risk reduction, or King County’s work to
address flood risks.

Community visits had the dual goals of increasing awareness of flooding and gathering public
input to inform the development of the Flood Plan. The project team developed key
messages, talking points, and outreach materials to provide consistent, accessible messaging
for all visits, and a “live poll” was developed to align with the online survey and to gather in-
person comments. The poll and an email sign-up list provided pathways for community
members to share their concerns, ideas, and priorities in the moment, as well as to stay
informed throughout the planning process. At least 625 people shared their input in the live
polls, tracked by the number of home zip codes shared in the polls.

Water and Land Resources Division representatives staffed these in-person events, which
helped to build relationships with community members and increase the County’s
understanding of the issues that that are front and center for the community. Events were
selected to achieve geographic coverage and to connect with priority communities. Staff
attended three ethnic festivals in Seattle to reach predominantly BIPOC communities. While
48% of the live poll participants at these events were from Seattle, they represented very
diverse communities, including many people with disabilities, people over 65, and BIPOC
community members. Across all events, over 84% of those who engaged in the live polls at
the community visits and provided their home zip codes were from King County.

2 Video available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mZWqfHtjWaE
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Venue

Washington State Coalition of African Community Leaders Fifth

Annual Summit

Kimball Creek Earth Day / Snoqualmie Tribe Event
Asian Pacific Islander Heritage Celebration
Indigenous People Festival

King County Fair

Pacific Days

Renton River Days

Duwamish River Festival

Fiesta Patrias Celebration

Marymoor at the Movies

Skykomish Open Air Market

Maple Valley Emergency Preparedness Fair
Issaquah Alps Trails Club Hike in Upper Issaquah Basin
Snoqualmie Basin Immigrant Farm Visits

Green River Valley Immigrant Farm Visits
Sammamish Valley Immigrant Farm Visits

King County Frontline Resilient Task Force

Greater Unincorporated Maple Valley Community

City of Issaquah Park and Environmental Advisory Boards

Snoqualmie Valley Recreation Coalition
Fall City Community Association

Vashon Maury Island Community Council
Snoqualmie Valley Mobility Coalition

Green River Coalition

Regional Alliance for Resilient and Equitable Transportation

Coalition

Total Contacted

Date

2/25/2023

4/22/2023
5/6/2023
6/10/2023
7/14/2023
7/15/2023
7/21/2023
8/5/2023
9/17/2023
8/9/2023
8/19/2023
9/30/2023
8/26/2023
2/9/2023
3/23/2023
2/15/2023
117212022
3/6/2023
3/16/2023
3/21/2023
4/4/2023
4/20/2023
6/9/2023
6/12/2023
5/24/2023

TABLE C-1

COMMUNITY VISIT CALENDAR AND NUMBERS REACHED

Target Community / Location

Type

African Immigrant and African American / Eastern ~ Event

King County

Native American and Youth / Snoqualmie Event
Asian American / Countywide Event
Native American / Countywide Event
South King County Event
BIPOC / South King County Event
BIPOC / Renton Event
BIPOC / South Seattle Event
Latino / Countywide Event
East King County Event
Skykomish area Event
Maple Valley Event
Issaquah Basin Field event

Hmong Farmers / Snoqualmie
Hmong Farmers / Green River
Hmong Farmers / Sammamish Valley
BIPOC / Countywide

Maple Valley

Issaquah

Recreation Interests / Snoqualmie
Fall City

Vashon — Maury Island
Mobility-limited / Snoqualmie
Maple Valley

Mobility — limited / Countywide

Interpreted field visit
Interpreted field visit
Interpreted field Visit
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation
Presentation

Discussion

Estimated Contacts

30

60
125
150
60
63
174
116
146

1384
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Online Engagement: In addition to the survey used to inform the creation of the engagement
plan described in the introduction, King County developed and promoted an online platform
to share information about flooding and to solicit input via two phases of an online survey
that would inform the development of the Flood Plan.3 All survey content was translated into
ten languages. Each phase stayed open for at least two months, and 247 survey responses
were submitted across the two phases. In addition, the WSCACL transcreated the survey and
distributed it to their network, and across both phases WSCACL gathered 626 survey entries
(see Table C-2).

TABLE C-2
ONLINE SURVEY ENGAGEMENT

King County Survey Responses WSCACL Survey Responses Total Survey Responses
Phase One 139 315 454
Phase Two 108 31 419
Total 247 626 873

The first phase focused on identifying respondents’ level of concern about flooding, whether
and how flooding had impacted them, the level of awareness of King County’s flood risk
reduction services, preferred strategies to increase flood preparedness and reduce risk, and
other benefits most important to the respondents (for example, clean water, accessible and
safe roadways, supporting local farms).

The second phase focused exclusively on strategies and actions King County could take to
reduce flood risk and build flood resilience, with questions focused on six categories of action
(prevention, protection, structural activities, natural resource protection activities, emergency
services, and public information). This phase also provided an opportunity for respondents to
list specific projects, actions, or locations they felt should be included in the plan.

Both survey phases requested demographic information. This was an optional question that
included a “| prefer not to answer” response. In addition, both phases requested home zip
code information to track geographic representation.

King County-sponsored meetings: King County organized two public meeting series, each
with two potential meeting times. The first two meetings kicked off the formal planning effort
in October 2022, and the second two meetings in June 2023 involved sharing feedback
provided up to that point and gathering additional input on potential plan elements. Both
sets of meetings shared information about flood risks and resources for preparedness and
invited input using group discussions, small group breakout sessions, and live polls. All
meetings were led by an outside facilitator.

Three of the four meetings were offered virtually (two in the evening and one during the day),
and interpretation and closed caption services were offered. One meeting was offered in

3 Surveys were shared at https://publicinput.com/FloodPlan.English#0
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person at the Tukwila Community Center. This meeting was ultimately cancelled due to low
registration. In total, 91 individuals attended the three county-sponsored meetings. Zip code
and demographic information were not collected at these meetings.

In addition to these public meetings, King County hosted a series of workshops to gather
perspectives on tributary, coastal, and urban flooding. Two workshops were held for each for
these three flood topics. The workshops were organized to hear from participants about flood
hazards, specific problem areas, impacts associated with those problems, and potential
solutions to consider in the Flood Plan. Attendance for the six workshops totaled 152.

Targeted advertising: Targeted advertising was not identified as a strategy in the engagement
plan, but this activity was added as part of adaptively managing the engagement effort due to
the availability of grant resources. Retaining the goals of geographic diversity and reaching
members of priority communities, county staff implemented two targeted advertising
outreach methods.

e Transit Ads: Using King County Metro’s transit ad system, English and Spanish posters
and signs were placed in three transit stations (Bellevue, Issaquah, and Renton), on buses
in the East and South County areas, and on the light rail line that runs from North Seattle
to SeaTac. The ads ran from early September to early October 2023. The purpose was to
drive people to online flood preparedness information and the online survey.

» Ethnic News: Ethnic media companies typically have an exceptional understanding of
specific communities, the issues important to them, and the messages that will resonate
with them. King County approached two ethnic media companies—one focused on
African American communities and one on Latino communities—to increase outreach to
these groups. Through paid advertising or reporting campaigns, the ethnic media
companies were asked to transcreate King County’s messages for the communities they
serve and promote those messages. Runta News, an ethnic media company focusing on
African American and immigrant populations, participated and ran an ad campaign using
social media and online content from June to August 2023. The campaign was intended
to increase awareness about flooding and preparedness resources while also encouraging
participation in the June 2023 county-sponsored public meetings. The Latino-focused
media company chose not to participate.

Community Engagement Summary

During this planning effort, providing multiple avenues for engagement offered the
opportunity for more people to share input with King County and allowed County staff to
begin to develop new relationships, including with individuals and organizations who may not
have previously been aware of floodplain management activities.

The strategies that resulted in the greatest numbers of people sharing input were community
partnerships and community visits. While many people visited the King County-administered
online information site, less than 10% completed the survey. The partnership with WSCACL
was a more effective method to gather survey responses than the promotion King County did
on its own, and WSCACL was also very successful in reaching majority BIPOC, immigrant
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community members. Across all forms of input, over 88% of those who shared their home
zip codes were from King County.

TABLE C-3
ENGAGEMENT APPROACHES AND NUMBERS REACHED

Number Number
Engagement Approach Description Reached Providing Input
Community partnershipst Co-created, customized outreach plan with 626 626
community partners as well as an onboarding
session
Community visits Presentations, field events, festivals, roundtable 1,384 626
discussions
Online polling / feedback® 2 Online survey, email notices, social media 3,720 247
King County-sponsored meetings Virtual meetings 243 243
Targeted advertising®
Metro Transit Ads  Bus and light rail four-week campaign 35,635 Undetermined
Runta News Ads ~ Somali / African media two-month campaign 1,650 Undetermined
Total Reached
Direct Contacts (partnerships, visits, online polls, and county meetings) 5,973
Indirect Contacts (via targeted advertising) 37,285
Total Providing Input 1,742

Notes:

1. The community partner and King County distributed two different online surveys, which resulted in 1,252 responses. It is unknown how
many respondents completed both surveys, so the actual number reached may be smaller.

2. Online survey site viewership numbers reduced by 25% to adjust for King County staff views of the site.

3. Targeted advertising contact numbers estimated by multiplying 5% with total viewership or estimated impressions.

Synthesis of Community Input

This section presents a review of the information shared by at least 1,740 community
members as part of this planning effort between October 2022 and October 2023. It is
divided into the following sections:

« representativeness of those who shared their input;

< information shared about the level of concern for and experiences with flooding;

e the issues that community members identified as most important; and

e input provided about the actions local governments should take to reduce flood risk and
increase flood resilience.

As described in the previous section, the WSCACL distributed a transcreated version of King
County’s online survey to their networks, and the responses to the two surveys were able to
be separated for analysis. Where the WSCACL survey and King County survey provided
notably different results, those are called out in the following sections.
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Representativeness

Across all forms of input and based on those who provided home zip codes, input was shared
from those residing in urban, suburban, and rural areas. The area with the greatest number of
respondents was Seattle—102 respondents from south Seattle, 181 from north Seattle, and
90 from central Seattle. Other communities with high levels of participation were Renton
(103), Kent (95), Bellevue (78), Maple Valley (63), and Federal Way (49). King County did not
request zip code or demographic information at the County-sponsored meetings.

For the online surveys, 675 individuals chose to provide demographic information. Those
responses demonstrate representation from priority communities as follows:

* 59% identified as Black, Indigenous or People of Color

47% were born in another country

e 44% identified as female

e 34% reported speaking a language other than English at home

e 32% rent their homes

e 15% were 65 years old or older

e 12% reported not having flood insurance and knowing they live in a flood prone area
« 10% were caregivers of those under 5 years old or those 65 years or older

e 9% do not have health insurance

* 8% reported their highest level of education was high school or less

e 8% reported having a disability

* 8% stated they were eligible for food or income assistance

Demographic data was not collected during live polls at in-person events. However, events
were selected based on an assumption that priority communities reflecting many of the
above demographic characteristics would be in attendance. Participants responding to the
WSCACL survey represented priority community demographics more than any other source
of input.

Concern about and Experiences with Flooding

The survey asked respondents to share their level of concern about flooding using a scale of 1
to 5, where 1 indicated not at all concerned and 5 indicated very concerned. Those
responding to the WSCACL survey reported the greatest level of concern about flooding
(47% responding 4 or 5). Those who responded to the King County-administered survey
indicated their level of concern was, on average, in the middle of the range. The live polls
conducted at events with a large percentage of indigenous or youth attendees revealed an
above average level of concern, while event attendees with a large percentage of Asian
attendees revealed a below average level of concern.
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Experiences of flooding varied widely across all respondents to the online survey and live
polls. Nearly 40% indicated no direct experience with flooding, 33% reported experiencing
flooded roads in their communities, and 31% have either known someone or personally been
physically at risk from flooding. The majority of those who reported physical risk were from
the WSCACL survey, and WSCACL members shared personal stories of floods in other
nations. The highly variable concerns about flooding may be due to personal proximity to
hazards.

The survey asked respondents to select two sources of flooding that are of greatest concern
to them. Respondents to the WSCACL survey selected Puget Sound coastal flooding as the
top concern (45%), and respondents to the King County survey selected large river flooding
as the greatest concern (54%). Both groups selected stormwater runoff as their second-
highest flooding concern.

Community visits to Hmong farmers in the Green, Snogqualmie, and Sammamish valleys
revealed the perspective that farm fields seem to be wet for longer periods each year, and all
but one of the immigrant farmers met during these field visits reported some level of flood
damage to their farm-related business.

Perspectives on the Issues that Matter in Local Communities

Community members were asked their opinion about the range of benefits and outcomes
that could be achieved as part of flood risk reduction activities. A pre-defined list of benefits
was shared, and those that were commonly selected as very important, at two times the rate
of other options, were:

« Keep roads and railways safe and accessible;

e Reduce flood risks and increase flood resilience;

e Protect and restore natural habitat; and

e Improve water quality.

In addition, benefits that were considered very important for those who replied to the
WSCACL survey were:

e Create and support local jobs;

e Preserve natural lands and green spaces; and,

< Distribute resources equitably across King County.

Live poll responses were collected with the open-ended statement “What matters most to
you? We can achieve other community goals while reducing flood risks. Write in your own
responses.” Responses were categorized into broad categories. The following word cloud
includes only those phrases mentioned or liked by two or more people. The size of the words

reflects the frequency of the mention. For context, housing affordability was mentioned or
“liked” 54 times, and the smallest text words were mentioned by only two people.
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The role of flood risk reduction in addressing some of these concerns is unclear, such as
housing affordability. However, some community concerns could be incorporated more
actively into flood risk reduction projects, such as road safety, addressing climate change,
education, outreach, and park access.

Community Perspectives on Local Government Actions to
Reduce Risk and Increase Resilience

Before King County began implementing public outreach, the new flood plan was envisioned
to be different than past plans in several ways. Differences included a greater focus on
climate change and multi-benefit and equitable outcomes, and an increased geographic
scope to include coastal areas, tributaries, and urban flooding considerations. Overall, these
represent significant changes from the 2006 and 2013 King County Flood Hazard
Management Plans.

Online survey and live poll responses and other submitted public comments indicate the
public supports the increased attention given to these specific topics. Written comments
affirmed an interest in expanding services beyond large river systems to include coastal areas,
lakes, small tributaries, and urban flooding. Landowners who experience flooding from
sources other than large river systems expressed a feeling that they have been omitted from
the benefits of previous flood plan implementation. Likewise, community members and
government staff who attended the coastal, tributary, and urban flooding workshops
expressed strong interest in seeing the Flood Plan address risks related to these flood
hazards.

Comments also revealed support for multi-benefit projects, climate change planning, and a
request to share resources and agency benefits equitably throughout King County, with
several mentions of improved service for areas along the Duwamish River. In some cases,
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community members asked King County to expand or scale up the actions currently
implemented, and many comments requested collaboration among all levels of government
to better achieve the desired outcomes. The remainder of this section summarizes some of
the key themes that were shared.

General Approaches for Reducing Flood Risk and Improving
Flood Resilience

Survey and live poll participants were asked to select three of the most important actions
King County could take in its flood planning, from a list of five options. From the online
survey, the option to “reduce the risk of flooding or build community capacity for flood
resilience and preparedness” was the most frequently selected (28%). Other choices that
survey respondents selected at a high rate included listening to community input on local
flood risk reduction strategies and approaches, providing other benefits for recreation, open
space, habitat for fish and wildlife, water quality or local jobs, and providing benefits to
historically underserved communities.

The live polls provided different results, with event attendee responses being split fairly
evenly among the four actions listed above. Attendees consistently selected consideration of
the cost of the project or action as the least important factor for flood planning (8%).

Event attendees were also asked to weigh the relative importance of the six categories of
flood risk reduction activities described in Chapter 3 of this plan (prevention, property
protection, natural resource protection, emergency services, structural projects, and public
information). They could select any number of the six categories they felt were important. In
addition, all public comments received from community members in public meetings,
presentations, emails, telephone calls, and write-in comments submitted with live polls and
surveys were assigned to the six flood risk reduction categories.

Two categories of action rose to the top of both the live polls and in the public comments:

e Public information received the second highest number of selections in the live polls, and
it received the most write-in comments by a wide margin. All the comments requested
more public information provided in a variety of ways, affirming the value of this type of
action.

< Natural resource protection was most frequently selected in the live polls as an important
focus for local government action. This category received many favorable public
comments, but some comments expressed reservations or alternate views about some
of the specific strategies in this category.

Specific Strategies for Reducing Flood Risk and Improving
Flood Resilience

Phase two of the online survey, deployed in the summer of 2023, presented specific
strategies for each of the six categories of flood risk reduction activities, drawing from
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suggestions that had been provided up to that point in the planning process. Survey
participants were asked to select up to three activities within each category that that they felt
were the most important. A write-in option was also available, and community members
provided many additional suggestions. This section summarizes the results of the online
survey responses and the themes that emerged from public comments. The general
categories are presented in order of the communities’ weighting of importance.

Public information Priorities and Key Takeaways

e Expand public information sharing to reach youth, small businesses, local governments,
and residents of King County, especially those new to the area.

e Maintain the educational efforts used during this planning effort to make sure all
communities understand flood risks and the resources available to increase preparedness
and flood resilience, regardless of their race, income, or access to power. Share more
information about how climate change will affect flooding, the importance of wetlands,
soft shorelines, and naturally flowing rivers, and ways to prevent public and
environmental health impacts during and soon after floods.

< Share information clearly in multiple languages and through multiple avenues (in person,
online, and in writing) to make information more accessible.

e Fund and build the capacity of community organizations and leaders to train others on
how to prepare for, be safe during, and respond to flood events.

e Provide more frequent, ongoing communications linking people to information on
preparedness and resources.

Nature Resource Protection Priorities and Key Takeaways:

e Over three-quarters of survey respondents identified protecting upper watershed areas
and preserving wetlands so water distributes slower downstream as priorities.

« Over half of respondents selected reconnecting rivers to their floodplains and
implementing low-impact development and green infrastructure (like rain gardens) as
important activities.

* 41% of respondents identified working with communities and businesses in floodplains to
protect or restore the environment and finding ways to incorporate natural elements into
projects even in the most developed areas.

* Most written comments support actions like levee setbacks, restoration or revegetation of
natural areas, planning for climate change, and fish and wildlife habitat improvements,
but several comments also expressed a desire for more dredging or the perspective that
beavers are an impediment to flood reduction efforts.

e Several community members shared concern about water supply in the future and asked
King County to consider how to use floodwater to recharge aquifers or increase water

supply.
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Prevention Priorities and Key Takeaways:

Respondents to the WSCACL survey more frequently selected incentives or technical
assistance to support development in low-risk areas (58%) than those responding to the King
County survey (33%). Three field visits to meet with mostly Hmong farmers indicated a
strong desire for technical assistance and incentives to allow them to maintain their farming
businesses in the face of flooding.

e Public comments across all engagement methods expressed that new development
should be managed carefully to prevent making flooding worse for others, and many
comments were submitted asking for greater restrictions or limitations on development
in both incorporated and unincorporated areas. A small number of comments requested
less regulation to allow landowners more flexibility in what they can do on their property.

» High value is placed on accurate mapping and modeling that convey where flooding may
occur.

e Many comments noted that farms can co-exist with flooding better than other types of
development, although there were calls for ensuring that regulations support the
continued viability of farms in flood prone areas.

 Recommendations for adjusting building codes were shared, from encouraging more
second story living in flood prone areas to incentivizing more high-density development
in urban areas.

Structural Project Priorities and Key Takeaways:

e Improving the flood resilience of roads and bridges throughout King County was
identified as a priority, with specific mentions of roads on Vashon — Maury Island,
Covington, and May Valley. NE 124" Street (Duvall) and Tolt Hill Road (Carnation) both
received multiple requests for action.

e Community members requested more information about dam failures and dam failure
planning and called out dam maintenance and upgrades as important where needed.

e Other priorities identified include:

— Maintaining or retrofitting stormwater systems, drains, and ditches to increase
drainage and reduce flooding in urban, suburban, and rural communities.

— Maintaining aging or damaged river protection facilities and consideration of adding
new ones, including reservoirs to store flood waters and new flood barriers.

— Converting the Lake Sammamish weir to something that will allow for increased
floodwater storage in certain months, such as the structures used for Lake
Washington.

As mentioned in the introduction to this section, survey respondents were presented pre-
defined lists of actions under each of the six activity categories and were asked to select the
three actions they felt were most important. The survey responses submitted by WSCACL
participants were quite different than those who responded to the King County-administered
survey, as shown in the following table.
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TABLE C-4
STRUCTURAL PROJECT ACTIONS IMPORTANCE RANKING

Structural Project Action WSCACL Survey King County Survey
Explore ways to improve existing drainage pumps and floodgates 67%, #1 rank 56%, #2 rank
Explore locations without any structural projects to identify if new structures 63%, #2 rank 29%, #5 rank

may reduce flood risk

Improve flood resilience of major transportation routes 60%, #3 rank 67%, #1 rank
Increase the ability of culverts to pass more water 57%, #4 rank 52%, #3 rank
Explore opportunities for more floodwater storage 33%, #5 rank 49%, #4 rank

Emergency Services Priorities and Key Takeaways:

A main theme that emerged from public comments is that communicating flood evacuation
routes and road closure information in real time is among the most important emergency
services actions King County can take. Road closures came up repeatedly in all engagement
arenas, and most of the direct flood experience shared was related to flooded roads. Some
community members shared their personal stories of being affected by flooded roads and
conveyed a sense that the County had abandoned them by allowing those roads to flood.

Public comments also indicated that most people don't know where to obtain information
about emergency supplies, emergency plans, evacuation routes, road closures, locations of
shelters, and early alert warning systems, suggesting current outreach efforts have been
inadequate to inform the community about the existence of these already available
resources.

The WSCACL survey respondents frequently highlighted the need for more communications
with community members and capacity building for community organizations. This may be
due to their greater reliance and trust in their community networks rather than government
agencies, and it could also reflect the lack of flood-related outreach that has reached these
groups.

Several additional suggestions were offered worth noting:

e Establish a reverse 911 system to communicate impending flooding;

e Improve coordination between FEMA and local governments to better support
community members during disaster recovery;

e Provide targeted free resources and enhanced planning for those with limited income,
limited mobility, or experiencing homelessness; and

» Organize evacuation drills and improve barriers for closed roads.
Property Protection Priorities and Key Takeaways:

The specific strategy selected by most survey respondents as the most important was
providing technical support to property owners in at-risk areas to transition to land uses that
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better accommodate flooding. 60% of WSCACL survey respondents selected education to
property owners and renters on the benefits of flood insurance as an important activity,
whereas only 14% of the respondents to the King County survey selected this option. This
could be due to many WSCACL members being unfamiliar with the resources available to
reduce flood risk prior to engaging in this effort. Other highly ranked options include technical
assistance for elevation projects and incentives to help property owners with mitigation for
repetitively flooded buildings.

Acquisition from willing sellers and home elevations were called out as important property
protection strategies, but comments also acknowledged the need to consider the negative
equity impacts of acquisition practices and policies. Additionally, small-scale implementation
of green stormwater infrastructure projects, especially rain gardens and permeable
pavement, were identified by community members as important to reduce the impacts of
stormwater runoff.

Qutcomes

As described in the previous sections, extensive input was provided through multiple
channels throughout the planning process. In some instances, the input provided by
community members aligned with the direction established by King County for this plan. In
other cases, community members shared new ideas and perspectives that informed the
development of the plan. This section summarizes how community input influenced the
plan’s recommendations.

Since the scope of services King County provides that address elements of flood risk is broad,
completely new concepts were not necessarily revealed. However, new perspectives on
existing services were shared that suggest room for improvement and which identify ways to
amplify or expand services to meet the needs identified. Examples include:

» Ongoing Expanded Public Outreach — Based on the input received and the value
provided by the public engagement process for this Flood Plan, King County is
committing to expanded public outreach about flooding moving forward. The Flood Plan
includes a programmatic recommendation to develop a Program for Public Information
to collaboratively create and implement with floodplain managers, community members,
and partners more targeted outreach to change behavior building more resilient
communities. It also includes a programmatic recommendation to improve access to
flood preparedness materials by collaboratively engaging diverse community
organizations to co-create effective flood preparedness outreach.

e Communication and Coordination — King County and other local governments provide
flood awareness outreach and communication, and emergency services are structured to
provide resources in times of need. Even so, the most cited need by community
members was improved communication from local governments and improved
coordination among governments during times of emergency. In the coastal flooding
workshops, the December 2022 king tide and coastal flooding event was highlighted as
an example of local governments not fully understanding the needs of the local
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communities affected, and the multiple jurisdictional authorities involved in the response
created confusion for community members.

This plan includes recommendations for improving existing services and considers ways
to address the increasing risk in areas subject to high tides, storm surge, and coastal
flooding, including in the Duwamish River. The recommendations also address improving
coordination among local governments so that services are delivered efficiently and
equitably.

e Regulations — Most community members provided feedback in multiple venues that
existing regulations are not strong enough to prevent at-risk development in flood prone
areas. In addition, community members also shared that regulations are too stringent to
allow for taking the desired actions to reduce risk.

These ideas are addressed in multiple ways in this plan. First is a recommendation for
collaboration across jurisdictions to identify differences in municipal flood hazard area
regulations and provide technical assistance to jurisdictions to strengthen regulations if
doing so would be beneficial. Additionally, the plan contains recommendations to expand
hazard identification and to improve existing regulations or develop new regulations to
manage development in at-risk areas.

For regulations that pose barriers to action, the plan contains recommendations to
identify regulatory flexibility for flood resilience upgrades to structures and to pursue
updates to King County’s flood hazard code that would allow for more efficient
restoration of natural floodplain functions and culvert upgrades.

e Technical Assistance and Capacity Building — Input identified that both property owners
and renters currently need more technical assistance to improve their resilience to
flooding. Beyond government action, providing support to local community organizations
was cited as a powerful way to build resilience.

Technical assistance recommendations in the plan include helping homeowners
understand the feasibility and funding options for home elevations and providing aid to
low-income property owners in securing the funding needed to implement an elevation
project. Assistance-focused recommendations also include providing more accessible
flood hazard permitting information and customer support and providing resources to
help community members develop flood response action plans.

To build capacity with community organizations, the plan calls for creation of a
comprehensive flood resilience improvement program, whereby community
organizations are engaged in raising awareness of flooding, identifying their flood
resilience goals, and increasing preparedness and resilience among their networks.

e Encouraging Flood Insurance — As noted above, over 60% of WSCACL survey
respondents selected education to property owners and renters on the benefits of flood
insurance as an important activity. A programmatic recommendation to encourage the
purchase of flood insurance and collaboratively work with partners to design a social
marketing campaign or other similar effort with a goal of increasing flood insurance
policies held in King County is included in the Action Plan.

* Road Access — A topic identified by community members as a priority throughout the
engagement effort is ensuring safe ingress and egress options during times of flooding.
Public comments centered on evaluating and identifying ways to improve flood-safe
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road access, mapping current and possible evacuation routes, and exploring the feasibility
of projects to improve the resilience of transportation routes affected by flooding. The
plan includes several warning and response activities related to roadway flooding, as well
as many capital projects intended to improve the resilience of the county’s road and
bridge infrastructure.

« Confirmation of Other Recommendations — Many other activities recommended in the
Flood Plan, which arose from King County departments, partners (such as cities and
nonprofits), and conversations with the Partner Planning Committee, are consistent with
the input received from the community through the engagement activities described in
this overview. Public confirmation of the value of many of the activities being considered
for the plan increased confidence in including these activities in the Flood Plan.
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APPENDIX D

Levee Failure

Levee Failure Defined
The following definitions apply in the discussion of levee failure hazards:

e Levee — A human-made structure, usually an earthen embankment, designed and
constructed in accordance with sound engineering practices to contain, control, or divert
the flow of water to reduce the risk from temporary flooding.

e Levee Failure — A breach or overtopping of contained water from a river or stream
causing the water to flood the land behind the levee.

General Background

Levees are constructed parallel to a watercourse, such as a river or stream, to reduce the risk
of flooding to the land, infrastructure, or building areas behind the levee. Levees serve to
protect areas from flooding, but they only offer protection to a certain flood level. Flooding
can exceed a levee system’s capacity, or flaws in the levee structure can cause it to overtop or
fail, and both may result in rapid inundation behind the levee. Water may also seep through
cracks or animal burrows within levees and cause weaknesses that lead to collapse.

Levee systems may consist of levees, floodwalls, and associated structures, such as
opening/closing drainage devices, which are engineered, constructed, and operated by
individuals or government agencies. Levees sometimes have complex “interior drainage”
systems that function to move water from the landward side of the levee to the water side.
This type of levee drainage system may include features such as culverts, canals, ditches,
storm sewers, or pumps.

Levees may be constructed from earthen materials, such as sand and compacted soil, or
artificial materials, such as concrete or steel. To protect soft earthen levees against erosion
and scouring, levees may be covered with native vegetation, grasses, gravel, or harder
surfaces like stone, asphalt, or concrete.

While levees provide some level of flood protection, they are not guaranteed to be entirely
floodproof. Earthen levee systems are prone to liquefaction during an earthquake, which can
cause major failure of the levee structures. If floodwaters are being held back at the time of an
earthquake, the damaged levee can fail, and flooding could occur very quickly. Levees
designed to protect against a specific flood level, such as the 1 percent annual chance flood,
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could be overtopped during severe weather events when floodwaters exceed design levels.
Levees reduce—but do not eliminate—the risk to people, property, and infrastructure behind
them. A levee system failure or overtopping can create catastrophic and immediate flooding
with high-water velocities to the adjoining land. It is important to recognize that levees only
provide protection from the flood events for which they were designed. They are human-
made earthen structures, and proper operation and continuous maintenance are necessary to
reduce the probability of failure.

Past Events/Previous Occurrences

In King County, levees have a long history of damage and sediment problems resulting in
costly repairs. Notable levee damage that has occurred since 2013 includes:

* Two flood events in November 2015 and December 2015 caused widespread impacts in
King County, especially along the South Fork Skykomish River, Snoqualmie River, Tolt
River, and Green River. These events resulted in the following levee damage:

— South Fork Skykomish River — Levee armor eroded from Town of Skykomish Left
Bank Levee.

— North Fork Snoqualmie River — A total breach of the Shake Mill Left Bank Levee
occurred, but no private property or infrastructure was damaged.

— Middle Fork Snoqualmie River — Damage to the levee face of the Mason Thorson
Extension Levee.

— South Fork Snogualmie River — Damage to the face of the Reif Road Levee.
— Tolt River — Face rock was displaced from the Girl Scout Camp and Frew levees.
— Green River — Scour and slumping along the Tukwila 205 Levee.

e Asignificant flood event in January — February 2020 damaged numerous flood
protection facilities along the Cedar River, Green River, and Issaquah Creek, including:

— Cedar River — Damage to the Belmondo Levee (which protects a regional fiber optic
line, a regional trail, and a state highway) and erosion and scour at the Orchard Grove,
Royal Arch, McDonald, Jan Road, and Getchman levees.

— Green River — Erosion at the Fort Dent Levee, seepage and ponding at the Desimone
and Briscoe School levees, and cracking in the crest of the McCoy Levee.

— lIssaquah Creek — Erosion at the State Route 18 Upstream and Downstream levees.

Location and Severity

King County has 139 levees along the Snogualmie River, South Fork Snoqualmie River, North
Fork Snoqualmie River, Middle Fork Snoqualmie River, South Fork Skykomish River, Green
River, Cedar River, Raging River, White River, Tolt River, Miller River, and Holder Creek. Levees
are highly susceptible to flood damages from seepage, sloughing, erosion, and channel
migration, and they may also be impacted by landslides and earthquakes. Acts of terrorism or
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sabotage could provide a serious threat to the integrity of the levees (King County 2020).
Regardless of the source, levee damage puts people, property, and infrastructure at risk.

Risk always exists that a levee may be overwhelmed during an extreme flood event, even if it
is accredited by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for floodplain mapping
purposes. Very few of the levees in King County were designed to withstand the 1 percent
annual chance flood, and flood flows contained by the County’s levees may range from a

10 percent annual chance to 1 percent annual chance flood protection level (King

County 2013).

Table D-1 provides an inventory of the levees within King County, including the bank location
and river mile (RM). Figure D-1 shows the locations of the levees in King County, and Figure
D-2 shows the potential inundation areas for these levees should they fail.

Potential Impacts

Damages and impacts associated with levee failure were assessed in the King County Levee
Breach Analysis for King County Rivers in May 2019 (Watershed Science and Engineering
2019). The King County Flood Control District initiated this levee breach analysis to review
currently available information and characterize the potential for levee breaches and the
resultant risk to people and infrastructure.

The 2019 analysis summarizes what is known about the physical character of containment
levee systems and adjacent existing land uses, and identifies potential risks and
consequences should a breach occur. The analysis also identifies data gaps and provides
recommendations for obtaining additional information and conducting additional
investigations to increase understanding of the potential for levee breaches. Planning-level
cost estimates were developed for use in considering the level of effort that may be needed
to obtain site data and conduct technical analyses necessary to further the understanding of
the potential for breaches along certain lengths of containment levee systems within King
County. This study only looked at publicly owned or operated flood protection facilities and
does not include an assessment of potential flood hazards in reaches with natural riverbanks
or those protected by privately installed flood protection armoring.

Six containment levee systems were evaluated in the 2019 analysis:
e Lower Tolt River from RM 2.2 (Holberg Levee) to the confluence with the Snoqualmie

River.

* Lower Raging River from RM 1.5 (328th Way SE) to the confluence with the Snoqualmie
River.

e South Fork Snoqualmie River from RM 5.4 (McConky and Holstein Extension levees) to
RM 2.1 (Snoqualmie Valley Trail crossing).

e Lower Cedar River from RM 1.3 to Lake Washington.
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e Lower Green River from RM 30.9 (Lone’s Addition Levee) to RM 11.0 (Black River Pump
Station).

e Town of Skykomish Left Bank Levee from RM 15.85 to RM 16.42,

The estimated costs for the recommended additional data collection and studies to better
understand the levee breach risks ranged from $3 million to $4.4 million, and a new levee
breach study is currently underway for all of the six levee containment systems except the
Green River. The potential impacts and loss estimations for the buildings, critical facilities, and
infrastructure protected by levees in King County are not fully known and would require
additional analysis to determine.

Levee Inventory

TABLE D-1
INVENTORY OF KING COUNTY LEVEES

River Mile River Mile
Levee Name River Name River Bank Downstream Upstream
Byer's Curve Cedar River Left River Bank 12.71 12.81
Elliot Brg Cedar River Left River Bank 5.39 5.45
Herzman Cedar River Right River Bank 6.57 6.7
Royal Arch Cedar River Left River Bank 14.03 14.25
Scott-Indian Grove Cedar River Right River Bank 8.22 8.78
WPA Cedar River Left River Bank 10.72 10.96
McDonald Cedar River Left River Bank 11.47 11.66
Getchman Cedar River Right River Bank 13.69 14.01
Lower Bain Road Cedar River Left River Bank 14.87 15
Orchard Grove Cedar River Right River Bank 17.27 17.63
Upper Elliot Park Cedar River Left River Bank 478 491
Cedar Trl 5B Cedar River Left River Bank 9.78 9.94
Cedar Rapids R Cedar River Right River Bank 7.36 7.37
Rhode Cedar Cedar River Left River Bank 13.74 14.01
Belmondo Cedar River Left River Bank 10.34 10.39
Riverbend Lower Ext. Cedar River Left River Bank 6.58 6.83
Jan Road Setback Cedar River Right River Bank 12.6 13.3
Riverbend Setback Cedar River Left River Bank 6.51 74
Rutledge Johnson Cedar River Left River Bank 13.42 13.56
Progressive Investment Cedar River Left River Bank 8.38 85
Old RM 33.8 Right Green River Right River Bank 33.26 33.29
Old RM 41.8 Left Green River Left River Bank 4114 4119
Old RM 41.9 Left Green River Left River Bank 41.22 4129
Barnett Green River Left River Bank 3119 3121
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River Mile River Mile
Levee Name River Name River Bank Downstream Upstream
Boeing Green River Right River Bank 175 17.84
Briscoe Green River Right River Bank 16.17 16.24
Briscoe Meander Green River Right River Bank 15.45 16.17
Briscoe School Green River Right River Bank 16.24 17
Christian Brothers Green River Right River Bank 16.99 17.19
Corps 68th AV S Green River Left River Bank 235 23.59
County Road #8 Green River Right River Bank 22.99 23.17
Desimone Green River Right River Bank 14.48 15.45
DS Flaming Geyser Bridge Green River Left River Bank 4244 4253
Dykstra Green River Left River Bank 29.68 30.8
Family Fun Center Green River Right River Bank 12.03 12.23
Ft. Dent Green River Right River Bank 11.02 11.84
Galli's Section Green River Left River Bank 29.49 29.68
Gateway Lower Green River Left River Bank 7.96 8.27
Horath Green River Right River Bank 34.86 35.22
Kaech Green River Right River Bank 3454 34.84
Mccoy Green River Right River Bank 24.26 24.44
Myers Golf Green River Right River Bank 21.28 21.83
Nursing Home Extension Green River Right River Bank 26.03 26.13
Okimoto Green River Right River Bank 2191 22.04
Old Flaming Geyser Bridge Green River Left River Bank 42.67 42.83
Park DS Green River Left River Bank 43.97 43.99
Park US Green River Left River Bank 44 44.03
Pig Farm Green River Right River Bank 3041 30.58
Pipeline Green River Right River Bank 21.83 2191
Plemmons Green River Right River Bank 25.14 25.32
Porter Bridge Green River Right River Bank 30.96 3108
Pre-1959 Green River Left River Bank 34.82 35.05
Russell Rd Lower Green River Right River Bank 18.66 19.23
Russell Rd Upper Green River Right River Bank 19.69 204
Tukwila Community Center Green River Right River Bank 8.03 8.16
Fenster Green River Left River Bank 3177 32
Pautzke Green River Left River Bank 32.02 3243
White Swan Left Green River Left River Bank 12.25 12.27
Tukwila 205-Lily Pointe Green River Left River Bank 14.31 14.56
Boeing Setback Green River Right River Bank 17.05 17.83
Russell Rd Lowest Green River Right River Bank 17.85 18.25
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River Mile River Mile
Levee Name River Name River Bank Downstream Upstream
Somes Dolan 1,2&3 Green River Right River Bank 19.23 19.69
Narita 1&2 Green River Right River Bank 20.4 21.27
Breda Green River Right River Bank 24.44 25.14
Nursing Home Green River Right River Bank 25.32 26.03
Tukwila 205-Christensen Rd Green River Left River Bank 13.04 14.31
Tukwila 205-Van Warden Green River Left River Bank 12.45 13.04
Tukwila 205-Segale Green River Left River Bank 14.89 15.75
Tukwila 205-GACO Western Green River Left River Bank 15.73 15.88
Tukwila 205-Gunter Green River Left River Bank 15.88 16.71
Tukwila 205-Cutoff Green River Left River Bank 16.71 16.77
Tukwila 205-Ratola Green River Left River Bank 14.56 14.89
Reddington Green River Left River Bank 28.6 29.49
Boeing Floodwall Green River Right River Bank 17.05 17.83
Porter Green River Left River Bank 33.85 34.08
Tukwila South Green River Left River Bank 16.7 17.28
SR 18 DS Holder Creek Right River Bank 1.08 112
SR18 US Holder Creek Right River Bank 115 121
Mason Thorson Ext Middle Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 1.36 149
River
Norman Upper Middle Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 0.65 0.93
River
Mason Thorson Ells Middle Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 1.89 229
River
Mt. Si Rd Protection Middle Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 2.89 2.96
River
Miller River Curve Miller River Left River Bank 0.36 0.41
North Park North Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 1.1 134
River
Shake Mill RB North Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 0.29 0.41
River
Burhans North Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 0.68 0.86
River
Valcauda North Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 0.86 122
River
Bridge to Bridge LB Raging River Left River Bank 05 146
Bridge to Bridge RB Raging River Right River Bank 0.51 146
Bryce's Bump Raging River Left River Bank 1.82 185
Georgeff Raging River Right River Bank 5.69 57
Mouth to Bridge LB Raging River Left River Bank 0.02 0.49
Mouth to Bridge RB Raging River Right River Bank 0.05 0.52
Sammamish River Sammamish River Left and Right River Bank 0 13.85
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River Mile River Mile

Levee Name River Name River Bank Downstream Upstream

Hanson Snoqualmie River Left River Bank 3157 3162

Pleasant Hill Farm Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 29.48 29.85

Groin Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 413 41.38

Railroad Brg Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 40.43 40.67

Aldair Snoqualmie River Left River Bank 32.28 3314

McElhoe Pearson Upper Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 223 2271

McElhoe Pearson Lower Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 22.21 22.3

Game Farm Snoqualmie River Right River Bank 20.93 21.29

Barfuse Snoqualmie River Left River Bank 33.42 33.81

Town of Skykomish LB South Fork Skykomish Left River Bank 15.85 16.42
River

McConky South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 4.88 521
River

Prairie Acres RB South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 2.09 2.28
River

Riverbend South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 6.3 6.51
River

Reif Rd South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 2.89 477
River

Bendigo Upper LB South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 255 2.89
River

Bendigo Lower LB South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 2.28 255
River

Prairie Acres LB South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 2.08 228
River

Bendigo Lower RB South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 228 254
River

Bendigo Upper RB South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 249 2.88
River

Si View Park South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 2.88 3.28
River

Si View Levee South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 3.28 4.8
River

Holstine Ext South Fork Snoqualmie Right River Bank 4.92 5.39
River

Brissack Brg Sidestream South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 5.96 5.97
River

O'Bert South Fork Snoqualmie Left River Bank 7.22 7.23
River

Frew Upper Tolt River Left River Bank 114 1.66

Pond Berm Tolt River Left River Bank 0.63 0.68

Remlinger Tolt River Left River Bank 113 143

Swiftwater Berm Tolt River Left River Bank 12 133
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River Mile River Mile
Levee Name River Name River Bank Downstream Upstream
Frew Tolt River Left River Bank 0.57 113
Tolt River Levee LB Tolt River Left River Bank 0.08 0.56
Hwy to RR Bridge Tolt River Left River Bank 0.57 112
Tolt River Levee RB Tolt River Right River Bank 0.46 0.57
Tolt Campground Tolt River Left River Bank 0 (0]
Lower Tolt River RB Tolt River Right River Bank (0] 0.6
Holberg Tolt River Left River Bank 1.66 22
Girl Scout Camp Tolt River Left River Bank 143 199
Game Farm Wilderness Park White River Left River Bank 8.22 8.65
Pacific City Park Levee White River Right River Bank 557 5.86
Union Pacific White River Left River Bank 6.23 6.38
Trans-Canada White River Left River Bank 8.65 9.37
Countyline White River Left River Bank 5 6.2
Countyline Upper White River Left River Bank 6.1 6.38
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King County Flood Management Plan

Figure D-1
Flood Protection Facilities in King County
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King County Flood Management Plan

Figure D-2
Levee Failure Inundation Areas in King County
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Dam Failure

Dam Failure Defined
The following definitions apply in the discussion of dam failure hazards:

e Dam — Any artificial barrier or controlling mechanism that can impound 10 acre-feet or
more of water.

e Dam Failure — An uncontrolled release of impounded water due to structural deficiencies
in the dam.

e High-Hazard Dam — A dam whose failure would cause a loss of human life.

e Significant Hazard Dam — A dam whose failure would cause a loss of human life and/or
environmental or economic impact.

General Background

The impact of dam failure varies according to factors such as impoundment size, steepness,
land use downstream of the dam, and speed of failure. For larger dams, failure is
characterized by a flood wave with high velocities. Smaller dams may only raise water levels
slightly and slowly. A dam failure can result in the loss of life, property and infrastructure
damage, public health impacts, impacts on safe drinking water, and environmental
degradation within the inundation zone. Dam failure may also lead to secondary effects on
populations outside of the flooded area.

Under the National Dam Inspection Act (Public Law 92-367), the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) is responsible for safety inspections of dams in the United States that meet
the size and storage limitations specified in the act. The Corps has inventoried dams;
surveyed each state and federal agency’s capabilities, practices, and regulations regarding the
design, construction, operation, and maintenance of dams; developed guidelines for the
inspection and evaluation of dam safety; and formulated recommendations for a
comprehensive national program (Corps 2018).

The National Dam Safety Program requires a periodic, thorough engineering analysis of every
major dam in the United State. The goal of this Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) monitored effort is to identify and mitigate the risk of dam failure to protect the lives
and property of the public. The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) Dam
Safety Office (DSO) is the regulating body over non-federal dams that impound at least 10
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acre-feet of water in the State of Washington. The DSO permits all new dam construction,
inspects all high and significant hazard dams every 5 years, and requires that all deficiencies
be remedied.

Dam failures typically occur due to:

e Overtopping of the primary dam structure because of inadequate spillway design,
settlement of the dam crest, blockage of spillways, and by other means.

« Foundation defects due to differential settlement, slides, slope instability, uplift pressures,
and foundation seepage.

< Internal erosion due to piping and seepage, erosion along hydraulic structures such as
spillways, erosion due to animal burrows, and cracks in the dam structure.

e Conduit and valve problems, typically caused by the piping of embankment material into
conduits through joints or cracks.

« Geologic or atmospheric events, equipment/structural issues, damage, or sabotage.

Many dam failures in the United States have been secondary results of other disasters, such
as earthquakes, landslides or debris flows, wildfires, extreme storms, massive snowmelt,
equipment malfunction, structural damage, foundation failures, or sabotage. The most likely
disaster-related causes of dam failure in King County are earthquakes, overtopping caused by
excessive rainfall, and landslides. Poor construction, aging infrastructure, lack of maintenance
and repair, and deficient operational procedures are preventable or correctable by a program
of regular inspections. Terrorism and vandalism are serious concerns that all operators of
public facilities must plan for, and these threats are under continuous review by public safety
agencies.

King County has high-hazard dams on the Green, White, Cedar, and South Fork Tolt rivers.
Additionally, Culmback Dam in Snohomish County would flood parts of the lower
Snoqualmie Valley if it failed. The Green/Duwamish, White, and lower Snoqualmie valleys are
the areas of greatest concern for dam failure in King County. Smaller dams, privately owned
or owned by small governments, are also a concern, as they may not have access to the same
funding streams available to larger municipal governments.

Past Events/Previous Occurrences

Four dam failure incidents have occurred in King County, and they account for all lives lost
due to dam failure in Washington State (Ecology 2019):

e December 1918 — Masonry Dam near North Bend had excessive seepage, which caused a
mudflow, destroyed a railroad line, and damaged the village of Eastwick. No lives were
lost.

e February 1932 — A slide caused railroad fill at Eastwick to back up and fail, which destroyed
a railroad line and damaged the village of Eastwick. Seven lives were lost.
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e July 1976 — Increased discharge from Mud Mountain Dam caused a surge in flow, killing
two children playing in the White River near Auburn.

e Janu