Cedar River Flood Stories
Survey Summary

1990-2025 Comparative Assessment | 14 Respondents | April 28, 2026

Important: These are self-reported, qualitative accounts from 14 individuals — a sample too small to be statistically significant
or representative of the broader community. They cannot be used as established facts for directing project design, policy

decisions, or official actions. They may help identify areas for further inquiry, but any formal follow-up requires field
verification and confirmation by qualified technical experts.

King County Water and Land Resources Division | Cedar River Council



Project Overview — Why This Survey?

Cedar River Crest Height — USGS Gauge, Renton . . .
g g What we're trying to find out:
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18.25 ft J How was the 2025 flood experienced across the

181 basin?
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Did residents notice differences from 1990 and

Major flood stage (16 ft)
other past floods?

Gauge Height (feet)
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o Have floodplain restoration and levee setback
projects changed how the river behaves?

J How does lived experience align with the physical
: : . . . 5

o s changes made to the river corridor since 1990?
(Previous record) (New record of record)

Note: Both flood events exceeded major flood stage (16 ft)
and far surpassed baseline flood stage (13 ft).

These accounts may help inform CRC discussion and provide context for WLRD's ongoing work. This is a small-sample community experience survey
— not a technical study, statistical analysis, or claims review. Responses represent individual perceptions and cannot be treated as verified facts.

kingcounty.gov/watersheds/cedar-river-council




Survey Methodology

Cedar River Flood of Record Experience Survey — 1990-2025 Comparative Assessment

Purpose & Design At a Glance

e Capture community experience of the December 2025 Cedar 24 8
River flood

Questions Languages available

~9,000 14

* New flood of record at the USGS gauge in Renton. Compare to

the prior flood of record from November 1990.
GovDelivery recipients Substantive responses

*  Responses reflect individual perceptions of what people

experienced and observed.
Mar 26 Apr 23

Survey opened Survey closed
Distribution

o GovDelivery broadcast to ~9,000 Cedar River basin subscribers
o Direct outreach via CRC member and partner networks
o QR codes distributed at public locations along the corridor

Administrative support: King County Water and Land Resources Division | kingcounty.gov/watersheds/cedar-river-council



n Flood severity

Self-reported perceptions from 14 respondents — individual experiences, not verified flood data

8 4 3

of 14 said 2025 was of 14 experienced of 14 could not compare —
most severe at their location the 1990 flood of record flood behaved in new ways

8 respondents described 2025 as feeling more severe at their location than any prior flood they had experienced, including 1990.
Of the 4 respondents who experienced the 1990 flood, most described 2025 as comparable or worse in their personal experience.

3 respondents could not make a direct comparison, describing flood behavior they had not previously experienced at their location.

"Our elderly neighbors here for 60 years also said it's the worst they've ever seen."

— Maple Valley respondent, Dorre Don area

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



Location impacts

These are individual accounts from 14 people — illustrative of range, not representative of the full community

(3 Maple Valley Corridor (Dorre Don, Jones Rd, 228th)

One respondent reported approximately $150,000 in damage and
described their home as uninhabitable

One respondent described floodwaters they estimated at 4+ ft
deep, moving vehicles and sheds

Some respondents described flooding they believed reached pre-
Phase 1

(D Renton (N. Renton, SE 7th, Maplewood/135th)

Bridges and Cedar River Trail closed; major mobility disruption
One respondent reported first-ever interior flooding at their
home, estimating 28" depth

One respondent described neighbors sandbagging to prevent
neighborhood flooding

(@) Upper Basin / Landsburg (RM 13.5, Jan Rd)

One respondent described floodwaters reaching their foundation
for the first time

One respondent believed Jan Rd channel work shifted flow
patterns and washed away plantings

Road access cut off for multiple days

(@) Peterson Creek (196th Ave SE)

Calm tributary flooding — pastures inundated as in past years
No property damage; waters described as calm enough to canoe
Riverbend restoration site appeared to reduce flooding

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April

6 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings




Where Respondents Were Located — Cedar River Basin

Survey Response Locations & Restoration Projects — Cedar River Basin (14 respondents)
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Roads
1-405 / SR-18 (freeway)
SR-169 (Maple Valley Hwy)
SR-515/ 182nd St SE
Cedar Grove Rd SE
SR-516

Taylor Creek
Mitigation

Peterson
Creek

Restoration Projects
Restoration / flood projéect

[ Tabor-Crowall &

Rutledge Johnson
Levee Setback
(RM 13.1-13.5)

Belmondo
Levee Repair
(RM 10.4)

Riverbend Levee Setback
& Floodplain Restoration
(RM 6.5-7.5)

SR-169 Flood Risk
Reduction — Culverts

[ Rainbow Bend Leveel (NFC oL aniCTovaIRG) Jan Road

Brodell Revetments
(RM 2.7/3.4)

Removal & Floodplain Levee Setback
(RM 11.5) (RM —12)

kingcounty.gov/watersheds/cedar-river-council



Flood levels

Individual perceptions only — any change in flood patterns requires technical investigation to confirm

o Two respondents described experiencing flooding they believed reached pre-
Phase 1 levels. Whether flood risk reduction gains have been affected is
unknown.

"Yes, now floods at pre-phase 1 levels. This is
dangerous and unpredictable."

— Maple Valley respondent, 228th Ave SE

o Several respondents described observing floodwaters in areas or at depths

unfamiliar to them.
"The bottom of the channel dropped and

started the levy failure in 2020. It has gotten
. One respondent described observing what they believed was channel bed worse."
change following a restoration project, and connected this to what they

. . . — Upper basin respondent, RM 13.5
perceived as levee deterioration.

. Several respondents expressed a desire for updated risk information near their "Several respondents asked whether
properties. updated risk assessments are now needed

for affected properties."

— Survey finding

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



Jones Road/Dorre Don Area

Unverified lay observations — field assessment by qualified staff required before any conclusions are drawn

CRC Staff Note: Respondents named specific structures and locations. These are self-reported concerns — not engineering
assessments — and would need field verification before informing any formal action.

J Several respondents in the Maple Valley area described what they observed as levee deterioration, bank erosion, and property loss.

J Respondents referenced specific structures and locations including Jones Rd/174th and the Dorre Don area, and expressed concerns
about maintenance.

J One respondent offered 50 years of personal photographs documenting conditions they observed at their location — available upon
request.

J One respondent referenced prior damage to the Belmondo Levee (RM 10.4) in the 2020 flood and described conditions they observed
in 2025 as worse.

“They should be very concerned that this levee may fail. Please look into what plans were made originally for its maintenance."
— Jones Rd respondent, Maple Valley corridor

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



H Restoration Projects Impacts

10 of 14 respondents said they were aware of restoration or levee setback projects nearby — awareness does not imply technical

understanding of project design or outcomes

Aware of restoration projects near you?

Not sure 1

No — not aware - 3 i

Positive observations

2 respondents described the Riverbend site as appearing to reduce flooding
in their observation

One respondent described what they believed was a decrease in minor
flooding near them

"Keep promoting floodplain reconnection projects"

Yes —aware — 10 :

T T T 1

0 5 10 15

Concerns about unintended effects

One respondent described observing what they believed was pressure
shifting to the opposite bank

One respondent described believing Jan Rd channel work altered flow and
damaged adjacent levee rock

One respondent expressed the view that project impacts should be
addressed on both banks

"Project impacts should be mitigated in advance on both banks — unleashing hundreds of thousands of cubic yards of new sediment is not

predictable." — Upper basin respondent, RM 13.5 area

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings




n Flood Warning and Communication

6 of 14 respondents described experiences or concerns related to warning, notification, or post-flood communication — individual

perspectives, not a systematic assessment

Before the flood

Some respondents felt warning came
too late given the forecast

Some respondents expressed a belief
that earlier reservoir drawdown may
have helped

During the flood

Some respondents described receiving
evacuation orders without additional
support or information

Some respondents described not
receiving county assistance during the
flood

One evacuee denied motel
accommodation after losing ID during
evacuation

After the flood

Some respondents described not
receiving post-flood communication
about potential changes in conditions

Some respondents described not
receiving post-flood information

What respondents are asking for:

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,

Earlier, multi-channel public notification when severe flood conditions are forecast

A public post-flood retrospective — what happened, what worked, what needs to change

Proactive outreach to affected property owners when post-flood conditions represent changed risk

26 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings




Flood insurance, preparedness and recovery

Individual experiences shared by respondents — perspectives only, not a systematic assessment of preparedness programs

J One respondent described learning after the event that flood insurance differs
significantly from homeowners insurance. Flood insurance

not understood

o One respondent described being denied motel accommodation after losing their
ID during evacuation.

ID lost =

J Some respondents expressed a desire for more information about flood no shelter access

insurance and preparedness before a flood event — community perspectives
worth noting.

J Suggestions offered by respondents included flexibility on ID requirements for
displaced residents and clearer evacuation guidance —idea that would require
policy evaluation before consideration.

More pre-flood education wanted

"There should be more homeowner education about flood insurance — we learned the hard way that it is very different from homeowners

insurance."
— Renton respondent, SE 7th St

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



n Flood observations

9 of 14 respondents recalled experiencing the 2020 flood — their perceptions of trends since then are noted, but unverified

. 9 of 14 respondents recalled experiencing the 2020 flood — the
highest-recalled prior event other than 2025.

o Several respondents described observing what they believed
were worsening levee conditions since 2020. Whether
conditions were technically degrading and whether 2025
worsened them are questions that would require expert field

assessment.
New flood . .
Worsening of record o One respondent described observing what they felt was worse
conditions erosion in 2025 despite lower water levels than expected.
observed . . .
o Some respondents described a perceived pattern of worsening

conditions over multiple flood events. Whether this reflects
actual structural change is unknown.

1990 2009 2020 2025

"Water was probably 2 feet lower than | anticipated but levy failure and erosion was way worse."
— Upper basin respondent, RM 13.5 — comparing 2025 to prior floods

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



n Dam safety

No survey question asked about the dam — this concern surfaced on its own

This is one person's perception — outside CRC's jurisdiction — shared here only as community context, not as a finding

J One respondent — describing differences between the 2025 and prior floods — stated unprompted: "Having lived in MV lifetime, we
are well aware of cracks in the flood control dam." This was volunteered in an open-ended question about flood behavior, not
prompted by any question about dam safety.

J The Cedar River watershed includes Masonry Dam and the Landsburg Diversion Dam, operated by the City of Seattle. This context is
provided for background — dam safety and operations are outside the scope of this survey and CRC's jurisdiction.

J One additional respondent expressed a belief that earlier reservoir drawdown could have helped. This is a lay perspective on complex
operational decisions — not a technical assessment of reservoir management.

J The CRC may wish to note this concern as community context. Any questions about dam condition or operations would be directed to
the City of Seattle, which operates these facilities.

"Having lived in MV lifetime, we are well aware of cracks in the flood control dam."

— Maple Valley respondent — volunteered in response to question about flood differences

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



m Follow-Up

Respondents are not anonymous — follow-up is possible if the council decides it would be useful

J Many respondents provided names and addresses and have long-term familiarity with their areas.
Their observations may reflect local knowledge that could be useful context for technical staff.

J Several respondents expressed interest in follow-up. One offered 50 years of photographs of
conditions they observed. Others described technical concerns they hoped could be reviewed by
appropriate King County or City of Seattle staff.

of 14 respondents

provided contact info J Many respondents are located in the Jones Rd / Dorre Don corridor. If the council decides follow-up

is appropriate, CRC could be able to identify who to contact.

J If the council wishes to follow up, 11 respondents provided contact information and 13 consented

13 of 14 consented to anonymized to use of their responses. The form of any follow-up would be at the council's discretion.

use of excerpts

“That the county has not been a good steward of the levee. They should automatically contact each and every property owner in person to find
out the extent of the damage."
— Jones Rd respondent, Maple Valley corridor

Cedar River Flood Stories Survey | April 28,2026 | Self-reported accounts — not verified findings



Areas for further consideration

Fourteen residents shared their personal experiences of the 2025 flood. While findings are not statistically representative, the
accounts suggest three areas worth exploring further:

Consider whether technical follow-up is warranted in the Maple Valley corridor

Several respondents in this area described conditions they found concerning. A field assessment by qualified staff could help determine
whether formal action is needed.

Explore whether improvements to warning and post-flood communication could be made

2 Several respondents described wanting more timely warning and better post-flood information. Whether current practices are adequate
is a policy and operational question beyond the scope of this survey.

Explore whether outreach timing and context near County river (habitat, flood, etc...) projects
3 meets community needs.

Some respondents near restoration areas described experiences they connected to project-related flow changes. Whether such
connections exist is a technical question — but enhanced community communication around projects may be worth considering
regardless.

Cedar River Council | April 28,2026 | kingcounty.gov/watersheds/cedar-river-council
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