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Water & Land Resources Division         MEETING NOTES 
Department of Natural Resources & Parks   
King Street Center  
201 S. Jackson St., Ste. 600 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 
(206) 477-4654 Office | (206) 296-0192 Fax 
 

CEDAR RIVER COUNCIL 
January 24th, 2017 – 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM 

Riverbend Mobile Home Park Club House 
17410 SE Renton/Maple Valley Rd. #25, Renton, WA 98058 

 

Meeting was called to order at 7:04 pm. 

               
   

1st Public Comment Period 
Elizabeth Torrey introduced herself as the new Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) regulatory 
biologist for the Cedar River/Lake Washington area.  Chair Max Prinsen spoke on the recent passing of Homer 
Venishnick, a former longtime CRC member and its unofficial “historian.”  Mr. Prinsen suggested Nathan Brown 
research creating an “honorarium” plaque for past CRC members, and dedicating the process to Mr. Venishnick. 
 

Introduction & Welcome of New DNRP/WLRD RPU Supervisor – Janne Kaje, King County DNRP 
Mr. Brown introduced Janne Kaje as the new Regional Partnerships Unit supervisor of DNRP’s WLR Division, in 
which he supervises three major salmon recovery areas in King County.  Mr. Kaje briefly spoke on his long 
background in salmon recovery management, particularly in the Snoqualmie watershed of King County. 
 

Riverbend Levee Setback & Floodplain Restoration Update – Jon Hansen, King County DNRP 
Mr. Brown introduced a new meeting format to discuss the Riverbend project, including a presentation by 
project manager Jon Hansen.  The format consisted of a discussion group of five participants selected by Mr. 
Brown, who would feed audience questions into the group.  The five were: Mr. Hansen; Tom Beavers, DNRP’s 
Cedar River basin steward and Riverbend project sponsor; and three CRC members, Frank Urabeck, Jeff Neuner, 
and Larry Fisher. 
  

Mr. Hansen introduced the project, wishing to present a “consecutive narrative” on it prior to questions.  He 
summarized multiple proposed objectives/benefits, including: improving and creating self-sustaining habitats, 
reducing flood hazards, and reducing long-term costs of levee repairs.  Mr. Urabeck asked for specific data to 
quantify/define these goals.  Mr. Hansen replied that while the project team has specific measurements to define 
each objective, he thought delving into deep technical detail might not be of interest to most of the audience.  Mr. 
Urabeck said that Mr. Hansen was not giving adequate data for the CRC to provide directed feedback. 
 

Mr. Brown then directed audience questions to the discussion group.  Many questions fixed on clarifying project 
objectives and stakeholder concerns.  Mr. Beavers suggested viewing the specific design options in Mr. Hansen’s 
presentation, that these would answer many of the questions.  These options, Mr. Hansen explained, are based 
on a matrix evaluating several metrics, such as improving floodplain connectivity.  Each option, or “Alternative,” 
is rated with a total numerical score derived from its projected effectiveness in reaching specific goals.  He added 
he could not provide all requested data without doing hydraulics modeling on preferred design options, which 
he hoped for CRC guidance in selecting.  He described “Alternative 1” as the most drastic in terms of altering 
existing landscape and infrastructure in the project area, with the other options variations on a reduced version 
of “Alternative 1.”  “Alternative 4,” a moderate option preferred by Mr. Hansen’s team, would keep the Cedar 
River in its current alignment, but also provide abundant wildlife habitat and flood protection. 
 

Mr. Urabeck pressed for specific project data on how sockeye salmon restoration, and preserving Cavanaugh 
Pond’s role in it, would be addressed.  Mr. Beavers replied that the CRC’s concerns involve not only salmon 
(chinook as well as sockeye), but flood protection and public recreation.  In response to further questions, Mr. 
Neuner and Mr. Beavers shared their hopes for the project: Mr. Neuner as a longtime local resident hopes for 
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good County land stewardship as well as flood reduction; Mr. Beavers as project sponsor also hopes for reduced 
flooding, as well as increased habitat for all salmon species. 
 

The discussion was followed by three rounds of audience feedback.  The first round was to determine project 
goals and objectives.  Most feedback in this round concurred that the discussion had not revealed sufficient 
detail on the project, including aspects such as funding, timelines, and balancing flood reduction with protecting 
public infrastructure.  Others praised the information revealed about the project development process, and 
expressed strong desire for broader community outreach and discussion on County projects. 

 

The second round sought definition of how to achieve project goals and objectives.  Charles Rutheford praised 
the “good intent” of Mr. Hansen and his team in looking out for constituents.  Mr. Prinsen agreed a timeline 
would help.  Mr. Hansen and Mr. Beavers explained the project’s preliminary design is due June 30 of this year, 
with construction hoped to begin in 2018.  Much of this, they added, depends on funding such as “Floodplain by 
Design” grants, the total amount of which will be determined by state legislature this spring; proposed total cost 
for this project is about $7.5 million. 
 

The third feedback round centered on how/when the CRC can provide direction on a recommended project 
option.  Mr. Rutheford stated he did not believe the County was able to provide much more data at this point.  
Tom Allyn added his concern that public recreation access to the river needs to be addressed in this project.  Mr. 
Hansen noted his superiors have advised that while CRC input is not essential to continue this project, they 
would still like CRC input on a preferred direction.  He again stressed that to provide more beneficial data, he 
needs to do modeling on preferred alternatives, and know what those preferred alternatives are.  Mr. Urabeck 
asked to hold a vote on that at next month’s CRC meeting.  Mr. Hansen agreed there is still work the design team 
can continue in the meantime, then return to the CRC for further discussion. 
 

Mr. Brown solicited feedback on the new meeting format.  Public response was generally positive; others 
disagreed, saying a more traditional format (a presentation with questions along the way and following) would 
have allowed more room to delve into and discuss project details. 
 

2017 CRC Work Plan/Schedule 
Mr. Brown distributed a proposed 2017 work plan to CRC members, requesting their feedback after the meeting. 
 

Updates & Announcements 
 WRIA 8, Cedar River Corridor Advisory Board: These were not addressed due to lack of time. 

    

Future Meeting Topics 
 Future Meeting Sites: Mr. Brown requested feedback on the club house as a continued venue for CRC 

meetings.  He noted that, while less expensive, the club house requires many improvements to be a 
suitable long-term venue. 

 

2nd Public Comment Period 
This was not addressed due to lack of time. 
               
 

Meeting was adjourned at 9:07 pm. 
 

Next Meeting 
February 28th. 2017, 7:00 – 9:00 pm, Riverbend Mobile Home Park Club House, Renton 
 

Additional Information: 
 Riverbend Project Information Website: 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/animals-and-plants/restoration-
projects/riverbend-levee-setback.aspx 
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