
 

 

Meeting #7 

 

Snoqualmie Fish, Farm, Flood Advisory Committee 

Preston Community Center 

March 12, 2014 at 3:00 p.m. 

Meeting Notes 

 

Facilitator:  Tamie Kellogg 

Committee Members Present:   Lawrence Carlson, Jarvis Keller, Scott Powell, David Radabaugh, Lara 

Thomas, Heather Trim, Daryl Williams, Bryan Holloway, Josh Monaghan, Bobbi Lindemulder, Cindy 

Spiry, Siri Erickson-Brown, Micah Wait 

King County WLRD Staff Present:   Janne Kaje, Kollin Higgins, Rick Reinlasoder, Steve Evans, Brian 

Sleight, Kathy Creahan, Sally King, Todd Hurley, Clint Loper, Joan Lee, Beth LeDoux, John Taylor, 

Claire Dyckman 

Other Attendees:  Ralph Svrjcek, Nancy Hutto, Erick Haakenson, Michaele Blakely, Josh Kubo, Jim 

Haack, Matt Baerwald 

Part 1:  Welcome, Introductions, and Follow-up (Tamie & Janne) 

a. Meeting Materials 

Review of materials and agenda.  

b. Timeline Updates 

Added two meetings to the timeline. Please add to your calendar. 

c. Engagement Strategies 

Janne:  We realize people feel we are rushing. We previously suggested extending committee meetings 

through May, but we are considering doing more landowner workshops in the late spring and summer to 

get more feedback from the community. These would be in addition to the public meeting already 

discussed. Around October, we’ll have 2 -3 more meetings to finalize recommendations. What are you 

reactions? 

Bobbi:  Great idea but one concern is timing. Who will come as far as farmers are concerned?  There’s a 

limited opportunity for people to show up. 

Janne:  We can do more but smaller events that are designed with the needs of landowners in mind. We 

will need your help with that. 



The general consensus was that people favored extending the committee meetings and increasing public 

outreach. Daryl said he had conflicts with two of the dates on the schedule. Tamie moved to approve the 

timeline. 

 

Part 2:  Drainage Follow-up (Tamie & Janne) 

a. Review suggestions / opportunities created during the last meeting. 

Janne discussed the yellow and purple handouts. (The purple handouts covered drainage; yellow covered 

buffers.) 

Janne:  We started capturing solutions and about half a dozen have been written up. Prior to the meeting I 

talked to David and he wrote one up about tiles (passed out David’s write-up). The headers on the 

handouts (D1, D2, etc.) are simply labels to distinguish different solutions and do not signify priority.  

We’ll be coming back to these ideas later to discuss in more detail. 

D1 – Drainage – Stormwater CIP Prioritization (written by Brian S. in KC Stormwater). Would this 

group support it?  If it went forward, it would mean more KC funding for CIP projects with drainage/ag 

issues. 

Brian explained that if some guy at the auto shop gets flooded, people are sympathetic about his business, 

but if a farm gets flooded, people don’t make the connection that someone’s livelihood is affected; there 

is less support. 

Micah:  Are businesses currently prioritized over residents? 

Brian:  No, public safety is the priority. 

Janne:  A lot of these ideas have work to be done. 

Tamie:  We’ll run through all of them and then ask your opinions. 

D2 – Drainage District Feasibility.  The write-up includes a lot of information regarding steps that would 

need to be taken. It places significant legal responsibility on the district.  Currently some members of the 

Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance in the valley are looking into creating a Watershed 

Improvement District.  

Erick H. (SVPA):  There are special districts for drainage and irrigation. The current  concept covers both. 

It has worked well for others (Whatcom Co.).  The main benefit – there’s much better communication 

with the Dept. of Ecology. 

Janne:  We need to think through the concept and get more information. 

D3 – Multi-party Drainage Corridor Improvements.   

D3b – Same as 3 but with a focus on drainage areas with floodgates & pumps as part of the infrastructure. 



We may need help coming up with specific projects in a short amount of time. 

D4 – Increase ADAP Funding 

Brian:  Funding hasn’t been an issue yet but if we had more funding we’d have staff available in case 

demand increases. A significant increase in projects would require more staff. 

D5 – New Tile Installation Permitting Pilot Project.  Identify a site and go through the process of getting 

a permit and implementing the project. 

Brian:  This is modeled after an alluvial fan pilot project done years ago. It helps you figure out what the 

actual hurdles are versus the assumed hurdles. It’s a learning experience that helps you find ways to deal 

with hurdles, so the process gets easier. 

D6 –This idea came from DOE staff.  This idea would explore installing a valve of some form on the 

drain tile pipes.  The valves could be turned on to drain property early in the spring so farmers can get 

onto the property sooner.  Then the valves could be turned off to help hold water back in the field.  This 

could potentially help with both allowing for stream recharge as well as keeping the water table higher 

meaning less irrigation.  

Ralph:  DOE would love to say yes to drain tiles but we need science to achieve comfort level. We want 

to look at available technology, hydrologic effects, siting and engineering considerations, modeling of 

changes in flow, operational controls – can there be a self-regulating valve?  

Janne briefly mentioned the two buffer write-ups (on yellow paper) and said they will be going on the 

website. 

b. Big Bold Ideas for drainage and discuss new potential drainage solutions. 

Janne presented a slideshow called “Drainage:  Flood Gates and Pumps.” (See attached presentation) 

Slide -  Drainage: Flood Gates and Pumps 

>Known floodgates and pumps currently/potentially in use 

 Fish were being killed at the Cherry Creek pump, but the drainage district improved the 

pump to be fish-friendly, or friendlier as the pump can still harm or kill fish. 

 The gate at Ames Creek was working last weekend, which means it closed as flows rose 

in the river, but there is no longer a working pump associated with the floodgate so 

flooding  in Ames Valley occured. 

Brian:  The flood doors worked like they were supposed to, but I think the problem was somewhere else.  

Claire:  The farmers thought that historically one gate was permanently closed and one was permanently 

open. The farmers noticed the change in flow. 

Janne:  In a floodgate system, there needs to be a working pump when the gates are closed. 

>Policy Issues 



Rick B:  We have two funding mechanisms for these kinds of projects. A new feature this year is a grant 

program worth $3 million to focus on things like pilot projects, or drainage.  It is a competitive grant, but 

it is an opportunity. We are looking at localized flooding issues that can’t compete with bigger projects. 

Claire:  It’s important for the group to understand the issue of pump size.  

Lara:  During this week’s flood event, the Duvall flow gage went down for a while. Something went 

wrong.  

Ralph pointed out a couple of other floodgates, known as self-regulating tide gates, in other parts of 

Western Washington that have exceeded farmers’ expectations. 

Slide - Drainage:  Buffers and Mitigation 

>Policy Issues 

1. Off-site mitigation 

2. There is a potential  disincentive for voluntary plantings because farmers don’t get credit for 

future on-site mitigation needs.  

Janne:   Potential solutions and associated write ups need to be developed for these additional concepts.  

Heather:   I submitted one solution for separating out sediment before it gets to the ditch.  

Janne:  The Snoqualmie watershed forum sponsored a report that describes solutions for smaller alluvial 

fans.  That report describes some similar solutions. 

At the end of the presentation, Tamie asked people to consider which drainage solutions/opportunities 

were worth pursuing? Which ones should be tabled for a while? Which ones might have capital actions? 

Is there a subcommittee of people who can work on the details? 

Siri:  Would an email ranking be better? 

Heather:  We haven’t discussed the pros and cons yet. 

Tamie:  What I’m hearing you say is that at the level we’ve got now, there’s not enough specificity. After 

the break, can you give us an idea of your initial picks? 

Heather wants to see # 5, but on a bigger scale, not as a pilot project. 

Janne:  Which ones are so important that you’re willing to take them to the next step and put more time 

into them?  We can’t do it with all of them. 

Tamie:  We could do an electronic poll.  

Bobbi:  My concern is keeping the business perspective in mind.  But also, what’s our budget?  

Realistically, how much can we move forward? 

Janne:  In terms of the budget, we are looking at what we can advance in the next biennium. 

Heather:  Can we also do short-term projects? 



Tamie:  Yes. We can do short-term as well as the “big bold” ideas. 

Cindy:  Are we looking at each category separately? Would subcommittees overlap? Or is everyone 

working on one category? 

Tamie:  You’ll get a list of all the ideas. 

Josh:  What’s the measure we are using? Agricultural viability? I need a framework. 

Janne:  What if there was a subcommittee to narrow them down? 

Tamie:  So you are separating out buffers? 

Janne:  For now. There would not be a lot of committee time, rather moving documents back and forth. 

David:  What’s the timeline if things are emailed out? 

Tamie:  We’d get a list out tomorrow morning to prioritize items and expect something back on Tuesday 

of next week. There would be the initial input from the whole committee, then a subcommittee would be 

formed to look at prioritized projects in detail.  

Kathy:  There’s overlap, so it makes sense to just have one subcommittee, but the committee can decide 

to specialize on just one category. 

David:  There might be minor tweaking of proposals to meet the goals of FFF. 

Tamie agreed. 

10 MINUTE BREAK 

Tamie:  We’ll send an email that tells you with clarity what kind of prioritization we’re asking for, and 

ask you if you’re willing to serve on a subcommittee. It would serve to move forward specific things 

(buffers, drainage, etc.). If you feel there is an idea you raised and it didn’t get drafted, send it to Janne so 

he can add it to the list. 

Janne:  We all need to step back a little to the issues and ideas that brought us here. We have these three 

areas: flood risk reduction, salmon recovery and agricultural viability/productivity. There are big projects 

that affect these areas. 

At the next meeting we’ll talk about other projects coming down the pipe. What do they mean for 

agriculture? On the restoration front, we’re always working with willing landowners. We convened this 

committee in part to understand the effects of large projects on agricultural viability. If we move these 

projects forward, how do we offset or reduce impacts to farmers?  

Part 3:  Large Capital Projects [Snoqualmie at Fall City] (Sally, Kollin, Rick, Janne) 

Sally King began the Snoqualmie at Fall City (SAFC) Project Presentation and introduced two WLRD 

employees working on the project: 

 Todd Hurly – geomorphologist 



 Clint Loper – supervising engineer in flood group 

Habitat Restoration Implementation Sequence Map has been show in the past.  We have previously 

focused much of the project work in the reach north of Carnation.  

Snoqualmie at Fall City Reach Map. It is the next area we are focusing on: the area is entirely in the APD.  

Landscape Setting Map – Raging River brings in a lot of sediment, which causes higher gradients and 

more risk of channel migration. 

Flood: Why is SAFC important? 

The philosophy has shifted from building levees and trying to control the river to allowing the river more 

space, which results in reducing velocity and erosive forces. New levees are set back, allowing 

containment of smaller floods.  

Fish: Why is SAFC important? 

It’s an important habitat bottleneck area with one of two core spawning areas in the entire Snoqualmie. 

Farm: 

The land is higher and better drained. Few drainage challenges. There are many active farms throughout 

the area with class 3 and 4 soils, and housing.  

SAFC Feasibility Study was funded by Salmon Recovery Funding Board to help understand what 

projects were possible. 

Landowner outreach Map – talked to all landowners in the area about the study at the beginning of the 

feasibility work and after we had developed some project concepts. 

Where are the Opportunities? The map shows the initial thoughts of different potential project locations.  

Focus Reach Map – The feasibility focused in on a 2 mile reach.  The names on the map are the names of 

the flood protection facilities (i.e., levees and revetments), not the farms themselves. 

4 SAFC Projects 

Short term (0 – 3 years): Upper Carlson and Hafner 

Near term (4 – 10 years): Aldair and Barfuse 

Upper Carlson facility setback Map – historically flowed differently. It was dredged and channelized in 

the 1930’s and it’s narrow compared to other sections of the river. This has about a 1 acre impact on Mr. 

Carlson’s property. We are working with him related to the impacts of the project. 

Fish & Flood 

Expect the channel to expand, increasing sediment deposition and improving spawning habitat; modest 

benefit for flooding – protection of Neal Road and improved sediment storage. 

Farm Impacts & benefits 

Impact – loss of 1 acre of farm land 



Benefit – Possible reduction of erosion on Richmond (neighbor on opposite bank) farm; Construction 

related fill will be available for farm pads. 

Hafner Revetment Map –The current river alignment points the flow directly at the corner of Neal Road. 

This part of Neal road gets damaged frequently.  Project will set back this corner of the road, reducing the 

frequency of damage,  but would make some farm land unusable. 

Fish - The channel will expand and sediment deposition will increase, creating more complex habitat, and 

increasing the quality of habitat in the Carlson project area. 

Flood - Reduction in erosion to road and fields. 

Farm Impact – 10-15 acres out of production. 

Farm Benefits – Increased certainty against losing soil in the future (as happened in 2009), excavated 

material can be used for farm pads. 

Still in communication with landowners (design hasn’t started yet). There will be opportunities for public 

input on this project.  

Heather: won’t this reach eventually reach a balance and the ability to store gravel run out? 

Kollin: With the Levees setback flooding  will move finer sediment into the floodplain, which is a good 

thing.  Also, the Raging River is a conveyor belt shooting gravel into Snoqualmie. We have a longterm 

plan to work upstream  in areas like the Raging which will also help reduce gravel inputs to the 

Snoqualmie. . 

Todd:  It’s more complicated than just sediment in and sediment out. I will provide a response offline 

Question:  Do you get credit when sediment gets excavated and moved from one place to another? 

Sally: There’s a farm pad program and if there will be an impact up or down stream we can make 

adjustments. 

Clint: We do keep track of sediment that is removed and placed in the floodplain to make sure it balances 

out in different reaches. 

Bobbi:  Does sediment get pushed down river and create new problems there? 

Todd:  There’s a property losing 15 ft of property every year in this reach. But these projects will allow 

the river to store more gravel upstream. This will help the problem over the long term. 

Kollin:  Proposed Project Alternatives (Map) 

SAFC Alternate 1 boundaries (Map) Kollin gave a high level overview of the 4 projects and their 

approximate proposed setback locations.  The larger project area footprint is 300 acres, with 100 acres 

being forested and about 100 acres of currently farmed areas. Almost 70% of the area is in public 

ownership. 



Janne:  All of the alternatives result in some loss of ag land and soil. Can we make up for those impacts?  

Potential Ag “Dials” – Initial Thoughts 

 Expand APD by adding new land 

 Increase long-term protection of existing farm land base 

 Enhance productivity of existing farms (this is where most of our discussions have been to date) 

 Protect existing farms from river migration 

As we talk about large CIPs think about these alternatives and give your input. 

Kollin:  Aldair Alternatives Map  

Primary actions in terms of Alt 1 and Alt 2 is to setback the levee along the river  to an alignment either at 

the road edge or in the partially setback in the adjacent field.  The third alternative removes a small 

section of the levee that would allow the water in the oxbow to go up and down with the river.  It is 

currently blocked by the levee.  A 

Alt 1 = 24 acres active ag would be removed from production 

Alt 2 = 10 acres active ag would be removed from production 

Alt 3 = 3 acres active ag would be removed from production 

Question: where are the breaches in the levee? 

Kollin:  They’ll be evenly spaced along the river. 

Sally King:  Flood Considerations  

 Levee has structural concerns  

 Purchased property in 2008; leasing for ag 

 Alt 1 and 2 would improve protection to buildings, road and land on adjacent farms 

Kollin:  Fish Considerations 

Mainstem 

 Alt 1 and 2 similar short term benefits 

 Alt 1 has a much higher long term habitat value, with 50% more area than alt 2 

 Alt 3 improvement over existing but small benefits in comparison to alt 1 

Rick R:  Farm: Aldair Impacts and Benefits 

Impacts 

 Removes 3 – 24 acres from permanent production 

 Alt 1 and 2 removes barn from the site (but could potentially relocate) 

 Alt 1 removes access, Alts 2 and 3 retain access to the farm field 

Benefits 



 Alts 1 and 2 could reduce erosion risk to downstream landowners and leasees 

 Alts 2 and 3 would likely improve drainage 

 Excavated material could be used for farm pads 

Tamie:  Aldair Discussion 

Cindy wants to know what still needs to be figured out, what will the pushback be? Also, FPP language 

needs to be clarified before adding more lands into FPP is done as part of CIPs. Some things seem just 

interpretation, not spelled out.  

Heather:  The more fish habitat, the better.  In terms of the entire ag area (all of the APD), I assume this is 

a high priority. What’s next?  

Kollin:  We’ll talk more about that next time. This time we are describing the balancing act. 

Heather:  What is the need? 

Kollin:  It’s difficult to predict what will happen in the future, but there is a prioritization sequence that 

the county uses. Projects in the Tolt and Raging Rivers would probably be next as focal areas following 

completion of projects in this reach. 

Tamie:  What additional info do you need to weigh in on this conversation? 

Josh:  this is about 1% of farmable land; there are some projects for fish that change the use of soil, others 

have the soil wash down river. As I look at things like this, there are two things happening. Soil either 

stays intact, or it is moved and never comes back again. 

Rick B:  How much of the land is under water?  The underlying photo shows the area under water. 

Kollin:  It shows only a 2-yr flood event. With a 10-yr flood event, most of the land would be under 

water; in a 100-yr event, all of it. 

Micah:  We should focus on how productive is the land that is in production. There are many areas in the 

APD that are currently sitting there unused.  Expanding the APD doesn’t necessarily make sense (just a 

number). I have not heard a compelling case that acreage is a good measure of ag viability.  

Bobbi:  Acres and viability are very different. We are a month behind already because we’re under water. 

Infrastructure is another component, as well as drainage.  

Siri:  I’m on the Agricultural Commission and we have discussed ag acreage. How much acreage is 

needed for fish recovery? Nobody has been able to answer this question. My question is, and it hasn’t 

been answered yet, what’s the cost-benefit analysis that goes along with acres converted to riparian 

habitat for fish? 

Kollin:  We are working on that response.  We haven’t forgotten about you.  

Siri:  Under the GMA, these lands are agricultural and protected, but we feel we are unable to figure out 

what we can get in return for loss of ag land to fish recovery. 



Janne:  We came up with some graphics and data to help answer these questions and those will be 

presented in a few weeks. 

Bryan:  We can look at tradeoffs and focus on doing better historically. 

Daryl:  These are not easy questions. Fish habitat varies depending on what the property is being used for 

so KC will have trouble coming up with a response. Fish populations have declined dramatically over the 

last 30 years. Fish is one of the oldest economies, and slowly disappearing. We’re trying to stop that. 

There are also legal realities. ESA Chinook, Steelhead (soon to be endangered) and tribal treaty rights on 

top of that. The Snoqualmie is flow-limited in summer so how do we address that? If there’s a way to 

subsidize large water storage facilities, we can use extra for irrigation. We need to work together to come 

up with solutions we can live with. 

Lawrence:  From the farmer’s point of view, a fair middle of the road solution is if farm land is taken out 

of production, what about making the current ground more productive? Putting in drain tiles or increasing 

the efficiency of existing ag land would be a fair tradeoff. 

David R:  Agriculture needs to be focused on what is needed to have a viable ag economy. Are there other 

appropriate soils that should be brought into the APD? 

Ralph:  I appreciate Siri’s thoughts. Habitat that was there at one time isn’t there. A guy told me once 

there used to be so much wood in the river you couldn’t go up it in a boat. We need to find a balance. 

What does fish need compared to before anyone was here?  

Erik:  There’s a cultural issue here, too. Who is representing the Hmong farmers and the other leasees ? 

Kathy:  The question is on the table for input on different alternatives. The county has not made a 

decision yet on alternatives at these sites. 

Question from Audience:  Not all of the landowners have signed off yet, correct? It was my understanding 

that he does not want to do the larger project. 

Kollin:  Nothing is certain at this time. Yes, the landowner does have a preference for an alternative. The 

point is, these are the types of projects and alternatives we are talking about doing; these are the things we 

are trying to balance. Other projects will have similar issues. 

Janne:  We have to do what works for the landowner.  What we want help with is, how do we make these 

kinds of decisions? This is an example project. 

Matt:  Over the last 30 years there hasn’t been a lot of agricultural land lost  in the Snoqualmie Valley, but 

fish have declined rapidly. Keep these two things in mind as we look for balance. 

Bobbi:  What is the landowner’s preferred alternative? 

Rick R:  The farmer wants to keep as much ag land as possible. He is renting land to crop farmers. 

Todd:  To be fair, the landowner would like to see how erosion changes on his property. The landowner 

would like to see how the first two projects play out before he commits to anything.  



Tamie:  The committee should look at this from a meta level. 

Josh:  I appreciate Matt’s comment and am excited that this conversation is happening. If acres of ag land 

is not the best viability measure, what is? 

With time running out, Janne said he would post the parts of the presentation that weren’t covered. 

Wrap Up (slide) 

- What additional information do you need on SAFC proposed projects? 

- Next meeting we will revisit CIPs, specifically, other potential habitat/flood CIPs in the APD. 

Tamie discussed the workshop document;  5 people participated in two separate conference calls. She 

asked that people email her or Janne in response to the questions on the handout.  The dates are the 

biggest issue.  After a vote on early versus later date, the early April date won. A doodle poll will be sent 

out. 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

   


