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King County Flood Control District 

Advisory Committee

Meeting Agenda
Tukwila Community Center
July 28, 2011

Meeting Facilitator: Margaret Norton-Arnold

3:00 p.m. 
Item 1: Welcome and Meeting Overview

· Agenda Review

· Introductions

3:10 p.m.
Item 2: Status Report – 2011 Revised Budget

3:20 p.m.
Item 3: 2012 Budget and Work Plan (Decision Item)

· Review of 2012 Proposed Budget and Work Plan
· Advisory Committee Discussion
· Recommendations on the 2012 Proposed Budget and Work Plan 
4:30 p.m.
Item 3: Flood Plan Update (Discussion Item)

4:45 p.m.
Adjourn

Next Meetings:

Agenda Item 1: 
Welcome and Introductions

Agenda Item 2: 
Status Report – 2011-2016 Budget Reprioritization

Staff will provide a brief update on the 2011-2016 budget reprioritization recommended by the Advisory Committee at the June meeting. The recommended reprioritization of the 2011 budget and 2011-2016 CIP was unanimously adopted by the Board of Supervisors on July 11th. The Advisory Committee’s recommendations were amended to include Green River projects (Hawley Road and Boeing Levee) funded by the state legislature in mid-June. 

Agenda Item 3:
2012-2017 Preliminary Budget and Financing Options

A detailed presentation of the 2012 budget and 2012-2017 capital program was presented at the June meeting. At the July meeting staff will be seeking recommendations and comments on the proposed work program and the proposed budget, which include District Administration, capital projects, and operating programs. The proposed 2012 budget before the Advisory Committee is the preliminary recommendation by WLRD and has not been vetted by the Board of Supervisors.

Draft Recommendation for Discussion
Based on discussion at the June meeting and concerns raised in June regarding the operating budget, we will be asking whether you agree with the following:
1. The Advisory Committee supports the capital project list for 2012-2017.
2. The Advisory Committee supports the scope of work proposed for 2012.
3. The Advisory Committee supports the operating budget subject to the following caveats and concerns:
a. The majority of the Committee members believe that recreational river safety is important; however they do not that this work should be implemented with District resources. Two members were supportive of District funding of a small-scale pilot effort, as addressing recreational river safety concerns is necessary to successfully implement District projects. 
b. The Committee was unanimous is stating that legal and risk management costs related to a legal settlement that pre-dates the formation of the Flood District should be discussed further by the District and County to determine whether these expenditures should be borne by the District or the County. This amounts to $1.07M in legal and risk management costs in 2012 and an additional $5M over 2013-2017). If these costs are determined to be the responsibility of King County rather than the Flood Control District, it is the Advisory Committee’s understanding that these expenditures will be removed from the proposed 2012 operating budget as well as projected operating expenditures in 2013-2017.  
c. The Advisory Committee expressed concern about the negative fund balance projected to begin in 2013 in the budgetary financial plan. The timing and magnitude of the negative fund balance is dependent on capital program expenditure rates in 2011 and 2012. The Advisory Committee therefore unanimously recommends that the Board prepare a detailed plan during 2012 so that cash flow management and capital program scheduling adjustments can be used to minimize the interest costs associated with short-term borrowing over 2013-2017. 
d. The Advisory Committee understands that proposed enhancements to the work program require additional resources to implement that scope of work. While not all members felt it was the role of the Advisory Committee to weigh in on the specifics of WLRD’s staffing model, some members expressed that King County WLRD should carefully assess whether work should be conducted by a consultant, temporary employees, or permanent employees, or some combination thereof. The Advisory Committee recommends that WLRD, as Service Provider to the District, provide the District with a description of how each position will help the District implement work more effectively, obtain more grant funds, and provide services that clearly add value to the public.  This description should include information on performance measures that will be used to evaluate staff positions. 
Operating Program Overview

As in years past, the District’s work program includes the eight categories described below: 
1. District Administration: Service Provider Oversight and Policy Development

Provide executive services to the Board of Supervisors and Executive Committee, including legal, accounting, and communication services. Oversee implementation of the District’s scope of work by the District’s service provider (WLRD). Undertake special projects related to policy development.  Manage state audit.  Lead legislative policy and intergovernmental services on behalf of Board.  Lead legal counsel for district on assets, contracts, interlocal agreements, and other legal matters for which the Board is responsible.
2. Flood Preparedness, Regional Flood Warning Center, and Post Flood Recovery:  Implement a comprehensive approach to preparing and educating citizens for flood events, coordinating emergency response and regional flood warning center operations during flood events, and ensuring consistency across basins for post-flood recovery actions.  

3. Flood Hazard Assessments, Mapping, and Technical Studies:  

Generate technical information used to characterize, quantify, and delineate flood risks, as well as to develop and implement strategies and actions to reduce those risks.  Flood hazard technical information types include hydrologic and hydraulic studies, floodplain and channel migration zone maps, geologic studies, geographic information system (GIS) land use data, dam operations studies, risk assessments and flood hazard management corridor working maps.

4. Planning, Grants, Mitigation, and Public Outreach 

Update the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan consistent with FEMA requirements and direction from the Board of Supervisors. Manage repetitive loss area mitigation coordination, public outreach and communication, flood hazard management planning, and grant funding proposals to leverage external resources.
5. KCFCD Implementation

Implement flood hazard management programs and capital improvement projects for the District.  Teams of staff will be organized by river basin and will be responsible for identifying, implementing, and tracking flood risk reduction program and project actions within a given basin.  Staff will also coordinate basin technical committees with partner jurisdictions and maintain relationships with communities and other agencies.  

6. Resource Management, Annual Maintenance, and Facility Monitoring 

Coordinate facility and property maintenance for the District, which includes 500 flood protection facilities covering 119 linear miles and approximately 430 acres of land acquired for flood mitigation purposes

7. Management, Finance, Budget and General Administration

Provide supervisory, budgeting and administrative services for the District’s work program and service provider staffing. This includes management of service provider staff, financial management and accounting, grants administration, contract development and administration, records management, and compliance with the FCD inter-local agreement, grant requirements, county accounting policies, and both internal and external audits of finances and performance.

8. Capital Improvement Program: Acquisitions, Elevations, and Construction

· Scope and Concept

· Identify problem, alternatives, recommended solution and project goals

· Feasibility

· Identify and conduct studies, analysis, cost estimates, resource needs, landowner issues

· Acquisition

· Obtain the necessary property rights to perform the work

· Design and Permitting

· Address all elements of the project (e.g. geomorphic, constructability)

· Complete all federal, state and local permitting requirements (e.g. Corps, Environmental Species Act (ESA))

· Survey 

· AutoCAD 

· Hydraulic Modeling

· FEMA mapping changes as warranted for completed levee projects

· Ecological evaluations and permits 

· State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) compliance

· Geotechnical Engineering Support/Geologist/Geotechnical  

· Engineering 

· Project Management

· Includes management of resources and tasks, overall quality assurance and quality control, and documentation of baseline and post-construction project conditions.

Proposed Work Program Enhancements

At the July meeting staff will review the proposed enhancements to this scope of work, and will be seeking recommendations and comments on whether the Advisory Committee supports the proposed enhancements:

1. Flood Warning Center and Patrol

Projected expenditures for flood warning, patrol, and post-flood response are based on analysis of actual expenditures. The increased level of effort necessitated by the January 2009 and January 2011 flood events results in a proposed budget increase of approximately $100,000 for 2012. If the magnitude and duration of flood events is less than projected, there will be underexpenditures in this budget category. Should a flood event rise to the level of a federally declared disaster, any overtime charges for flood warning, flood patrol, and post-flood inspection staffing would be eligible for reimbursement from FEMA.

2. Enhanced vegetation management

At the invitation of the USACE Seattle District, King County engineering staff have been working to develop an alternative approach to manage vegetation on levees as part of a regional framework agreement. This work is intended to result in a new levee vegetation variance that will allow levees to remain eligible for federal repair assistance without removing all woody vegetation. The intent is to reduce the costs of tree removal and mitigation in the long-term (estimated to be a minimum of $95 million countywide to comply with USACE national standards). However, there is an increased level of effort needed to develop individual levee variances acceptable to the USACE and then implement the provisions of those variances. Put simply, if we are to reduce the prohibitive costs associated with wholesale vegetation removal and mitigation, we must increase the maintenance effort associated with more active ‘gardening’ of levee vegetation. 

3. Risk Management: River Safety Public Outreach

To reduce recreational risks on rivers, the District’s work program currently includes activities such as capital project design review with boater groups, website information with locations of capital projects, signage to alert river users to potential hazards, and management of natural wood with the King County Sheriff’s Office.. The proposed 2012 scope includes pilot funding for a non-profit organization to provide river safety training to school-age youth, who constitute one of the more at-risk groups using the river. This proposal received extensive discussion at the June Advisory Committee meeting. Most felt that the Flood Control District was an inappropriate place for this funding. While all agreed that river safety is important, they did not agree that this money should be provided by the District. 

4. Work Program Delivery

The 2012 budget reflects additional services and functions necessary to more efficiently deliver the District’s work program, including both capital and operating elements. These enhancements are due to several key assumptions that have changed since the District was established in 2007. The presence of a $39 million capital carryforward budget from 2010 provides evidence that the District’s work product expectations exceed existing capacity to deliver the flood risk reduction products and programs. 

a. Increased contract administration services
Resources are needed to develop and administer contract documents for engineering design and construction. 
· Engineering Design: As a result of procurement reform efforts, the King County Executive has given WLRD additional engineering design contracting capacity. This means WLRD can more efficiently generate designs for capital projects on the adopted project list
· Construction: The original capacity plan for the District assumed that most capital construction would be done in-house rather than put out to bid. As a result of a legal interpretation in 2009, all construction over $90,000 goes out to bid, and resources are needed to develop and administer contract documents.  
b. Increased engineering support services

Analysis of the 2010 capital carryforward budget shows that additional capacity is needed to support engineering design efforts, and that in many cases this design work is necessary to determine property acquisition needs. While consultant capacity will increase as a result of procurement reform efforts, enhanced engineering services are needed to develop, manage, and review consultant work orders. In addition, engineering field support services are needed to evaluate pre- and post-project construction conditions. This evaluation and documentation is needed to implement projects, and is also critically important for audit and risk management purposes. Finally, enhanced engineering support is needed to maintain the Black River Pump Station on the Green River at peak capacity by removing accumulated sediment more frequently, and providing thorough annual documentation of levee conditions so that levee certification and accreditation can be maintained where appropriate. 

c. Increased facility maintenance services

There are approximately 500 flood risk reduction facilities along 119 miles in King County. As a result of flood events in 2006 and 2009, the District completed more projects in 2008-2010 than anticipated in the capacity plan, creating a much greater need for site maintenance and permit-required 5-yr monitoring for over 50 completed projects, and another 15 large projects are expected to be completed over the next 4-6 years. Additional services are also needed to increase levee vegetation management efforts to develop and implement levee-specific variances with the USACE Seattle District. Additional services are needed to address the backlog of demolitions for 15-20 acquisitions completed each year. Vacant structures are an ‘attractive nuisance’ that bring the potential for increased liability for the Flood Control District. Finally, current resource levels are insufficient for re-planting of sites after structures are removed, which results in a greater long-term maintenance costs for removal of invasive plant species. 
d. Increased Policy and  Planning Support
The increase in local funding has increased our ability to leverage external funds. Since 2008, the District has leveraged on average $10M per year, most of that coming from USACE PL 84-99 funds in 2008-9. FEMA grants provide fairly reliable external funding for home acquisitions and elevations, but current resource levels do not allow aggressive pursuit of other external funding on the order of $1M to $2M per year that may be available. 

In addition, the first 3.5 years of District operations have included significant demands for policy research and analysis on topics as diverse as coastal flood hazards, coordination with cities, urban flooding, levee accreditation, vegetation management, agricultural needs assistance, capital project prioritization, and economic analysis. Many of these issues will be the subject of significant focus during the 2006 Plan Update, but it is expected that there will continue to be policy and planning needs to support the District’s implementation efforts.

Finally, resources are needed to administer the Subregional Opportunity Fund to ensure that flood risk reduction services provided by jurisdictions are implemented consistent with the adopted scope and schedule, and that funds are used efficiently. As of June 2011, the Fund is 37% expended for 2008-2011 ($5.1M out of $13.9M appropriated). Documentation of work products, scope changes and reimbursement requests is essential for successful annual audits. 

Proposed Increase to the District’s Operating Budget 
At the June meeting there were several questions about the proposed operating budget increase as well as overhead costs. The proposed enhancements to the District’s scope of work result in a budget increase of approximately $2M in the operating program (an increase from $7.1M to $9.1M, or 22%). 
At the June meeting staff noted that approximately $1M of the proposed operating increase was for risk management and legal fees related to a legal settlement. These costs are currently under discussion with legal counsel, King County Risk Management, and District staff to determine whether these costs are appropriately borne by the District or County.

If legal and risk management costs related to the legal settlement are removed, the total operating program costs are reduced by $1.07M. Under this scenario the 2012 proposed operating budget would be $8.09M, an increase of approximately $981,000 compared to 2011 (a 13.8% increase). At the June meeting there were also questions about total overhead costs. For 2011, total overhead for the District’s capital and operating work program is $1,510,381. If the $1.07M in legal settlement costs are removed, then the 2012 proposed overhead would be $1,793,868, an increase from 2011 overhead of $283,487 or 18.75%.
Agenda Item 3: Flood Plan Update

Staff will provide an update on the scope and timeline for the update of the 2006 Flood Plan. On July 11th the Board of Supervisors passed a motion defining the scope of work for the update and establishing a Citizen’s Committee to assist with this effort. The Advisory Committee will also be involved in reviewing and commenting on the plan update as it develops over the coming year. 

Agenda Item 4: Next Steps

To conclude we will review any assignments and/or information requests for King County staff or the Basin Technical Committees to complete the Advisory Committee’s recommendations to the Board of Supervisors for 2012. 
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