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GREEN RIVER SYSTEM-WIDE IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

Meeting #2 Summary Notes  

Executive Summary 

TAC Recommendations and Action Items 

 

The TAC considered three key issues: 

 Green River SWIF Charter 
o TAC recommendation: The TAC concurred with revisions to the Charter and 

recommended it be forwarded to the Advisory Council for consideration. 

 Vision/Goals. 
o TAC had many recommendations on wording and formatting changes. A revised 

draft will be forwarded to the Advisory Council.  

 Level of Protection.   
o TAC recommendation: The TAC concurred with the staff-proposed provisional 

level of protection range (12,000 – 26,800 cfs) and recommended it be 
forwarded to the Advisory Council for consideration. 

TAC Business 

The TAC will set a monthly placeholder for meetings with the expectation that meetings will not 

be held every month. The next meeting is expected to occur in February. 

Presentations and updates 

 The TAC heard and discussed a presentation on the following topic area: 

 Current Conditions Reporting and Deficiencies 

Public Comment 

No public comment was provided.  

 

 

 



GREEN RIVER SWIF-TAC  November 20, 2013   

Meeting Summary  Page 2 
 

Detailed Meeting Summary 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Organization/Entity Member Attendance 

King County Rick Bautista Absent 

King County Megan Smith Present 

US Army Corps of Engineers Mark Ohlstrom Absent 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Holly Coccoli Present 

City of Tukwila Bob Giberson Present 

City of Kent Mike Mactutis Present 

City of Auburn Dennis Dowdy Present 

City of Renton Ron Straka Present 

National Marine Fisheries Service Jody Walters Present 

Federal Emergency Management Agency Ted Perkins Present 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Stewart Reinbold Present 

Washington Department of Ecology Josh Baldi Present 

Puget Sound Partnership Bruce Wulkan Present 

Water Resource Inventory Area  9 Doug Osterman Present 

Boeing Mike Bertsch Present 

NAIOP, Commercial Real Estate Development 
Association  

Don Marcy Present 

Master Builders Association of King and 
Snohomish Counties 

Allison Butcher Present 

Washington Realtors – Commercial & 
Residential 

David Elliott Present 

The Nature Conservancy Bob Carey Present 

American Rivers Michael Garrity Present 

 

OTHER ATTENDEES 
Jennifer Knauer, King County Water and Land Resources Division 

Lorin Reinelt, King County Water and Land Resources Division 

Kathy Minsch, City of Seattle 
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Mandy Michelson, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)  

Jeanette McKague, Washington Realtors 

Penny Mabie, EnviroIssues 

Nicole Addington, EnviroIssues 

Patti Robinson, TetraTech 

Tony Wright, TetraTech 

 

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 
Penny Mabie, meeting facilitator, led a round of introductions. She then reviewed the meeting 

agenda. The meeting will begin with an update of the Green River System Wide Improvement 

Framework (SWIF) status followed by committee business, including a discussion of the revised 

Charter and the draft Vision/Goals document. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) will be 

asked to approve both of these documents so they can be forwarded to the Advisory Council 

(AC) in December. The TAC will also be asked to make a recommendation on a provisional level 

of protection range that will guide early SWIF technical tasks. Finally, the TAC will learn about 

current conditions reporting and deficiencies. The meeting will end with an opportunity for 

public comment and review of any follow up actions.  

 

GREEN RIVER SWIF STATUS/UPDATE 
Jennifer Knauer, King County Water and Land Resources Division, provided a status update of 

the SWIF. She said many TAC and AC members attended a tour on November 1 and that 

additional tours can be arranged in the future. The SWIF project team has finalized the contract 

phase after hiring Tetra Tech for the technical aspects of the Green River SWIF. King County’s 

goal is to develop a Current Conditions Report by spring 2014.  

COMMITTEE BUSINESS  
Penny said comments received about the draft Charter where synthesized into the strike-out 

version that was distributed to TAC members. Revisions include: additional language about the 

iterative relationship between the TAC and the AC, language to reflect that the TAC will 

consider some policy issues in addition to technical topics, an explanation that Washington 

Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 9 along with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe will act as technical 

advisors regarding Chinook salmon, and a recommendation for the TAC and AC to meet jointly 

as appropriate.  
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During their September meeting, the TAC also recommended adding additional seats to the AC 

to give environmental groups and regulatory agencies greater representation. Jennifer said this 

recommendation was brought forward to the King County Flood Control District Executive 

Committee, who is currently in discussion with the Governor’s Office to determine if a 

representative will be able to join the AC. Jennifer said she hopes to have the issue resolved 

before the first AC meeting in December.  

No objections were heard on the proposal to send the revised draft Charter to the AC. 

 

DRAFT GREEN RIVER SWIF VISION/GOALS  

Jennifer said 12 sets of comments from TAC members were received on the draft vision, 

goals/objectives, problem statements, and strategy overview document; those comments have 

been incorporated into the revised draft. TAC members were asked to review the document 

and provide any additional comments. Jennifer stressed that this document is meant to be a 

living document that will continue to be updated as the SWIF project unfolds.  

Comments 

SWIF members made suggestions to the wording and formatting of the document, moving 

through the draft section by section. 

Vision Statement 

 Holly Coccoli, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, expressed concern about use of the term 

“native salmon.” She noted that many people define native populations differently. She 

also asked that tribal fishing be considered in addition to the statement on public 

fishing.  

 Stewart Reinbold, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) said it is 

important to include fish and other wildlife instead of only referencing salmon. The 

state of Washington has many trout fisherman and people who hunt other wildlife in 

the Lower Green River. These are important industries to the state.  

 Josh Baldi, Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), said he is concerned 

about use of the word “resiliency” because of the tendency to focus on economic 

resiliency when the vision should also be incorporating values other than economics.   

 David Elliot, Washington Realtors, said a good vision statement should be short; most of 

the nuances being debated are incorporated in the goal statements, which is the real 

substance of the document.  
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 The TAC agreed to shorten the vision to reference improved flood protection for current 

and future generations in a way that builds economic, ecological and community 

resiliency.  

SWIF Goal #1 – Flood Protection 

 Stewart Reinbold suggested adding a statement about increasing flood capacity. 

 Mike Mactutis, City of Kent, suggested that a goal for the SWIF should be, in addition to 

meeting Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requirements for certification, 

to also ensure levees are maintained for continued certification/accreditation.  

 Holly Coccoli added that there should be a qualification to the statement about FEMA 

accreditation because not all levees on the Green River will be appropriate for FEMA 

accreditation, particularly some of the levees along the left bank.  

 Mike Bertsch, Boeing, said that the objectives should reflect items the SWIF can 

accomplish; objectives should not include goals for other entities.   

o Jennifer noted that the project team has been discussing whether the document 

should focus only on the SWIF or on a set of broader principles for the Green 

River into 2015 and beyond. The committee decided to work towards broader 

principles with the understanding that not all of the objectives can be 

accomplished.  

 Michael Garrity, American Rivers, said he was confused about the difference between 

structural versus nonstructural actions as written in the draft. He said the intention 

seems to be that nonstructural are additional policy tools but the definition is unclear. 

o Jennifer said the term nonstructural was meant as a more general programmatic 

umbrella to describe the suite of things that can be accomplished. The word 

programmatic could be used in place of structural. 

 Michael Garrity added that tools should not only be limited to structural solutions; there 

may be opportunities for restoration or other actions to accomplish some of the goals.  

SWIF Goal 2 – Integration of Multiple Objectives 

 Stewart Reinbold recommended adding a statement about fish and wildlife so salmon 

are not the only species included in the document. 

o Jennifer said the specific reference to salmon is intentional in order to ground 

the SWIF’s work in salmon recovery efforts. If salmon population goals are met, 

there will be associated changes to terrestrial and in-water habitat that will 

provide benefits for other species.  

o Stewart said he understands the argument but the state is required to consider 

habitat requirements for fish and wildlife species in addition to salmon.  
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o Penny suggested adding another objective statement for fish and other wildlife 

that would go beyond salmon. An asterisk could also be used to note the 

concerns about inclusion of other species and reference why salmon are being 

specifically mentioned. 

 Ron Straka said there should be some wording clarification to the phrase “flooding 

goals.” The goal is to protect people from flooding and that terminology is confusing. 

o Jennifer said the term “flooding goals” is used because the TAC and the AC will 

be defining “level of protection from flooding” goals along the Green River. All 

efforts will be oriented towards achieving those goals. A suggested rewording 

was to say defining “goals for level of protection from flooding.” 

 Josh Baldi said there is no mention of habitat under the flood protection goals. Multiple 

objectives should speak to the entire project.  

o Mike Bertsch suggested that the current Goal 3 could be made into a broader 

category to address habitat issues.  

o Bob Carey, The Nature Conservancy, suggested that Goal 3 remain focused on 

vegetation management but an additional bullet be added that incorporates 

habitat objectives. 

o Lorin Reinelt, King County Water and Land Resources Division Natural, said 

natural resource protection is included under the multiple objectives category; 

the overall goal is ecosystem function. 

 Doug Osterman, WRIA 9, suggested that the multiple objectives goal should be first, 

followed by each of the specific objective categories that would then support the 

multiple objectives.  

 Bruce Wulkan, Puget Sound Partnership, suggested adding language that the Green 

River SWIF would also be working to meet the Puget Sound Partnership’s 2020 

Ecosystem Recovery Goals in addition to meeting salmon recovery goals. Both of these 

initiatives are important for the region.  

 Josh Baldi stressed the importance of using clear and consistent terms; he suggested 

reviewing the document with this in mind.  For example, there is a difference between a 

capital versus a multi-benefit approach.  

o Lorin said the primary focus of the Green River SWIF is on capital projects but 

there are some other programmatic actions that are also being considered. He 

added that regulatory actions are not explicitly being considered but are 

possible.    

o Josh suggested adding some language to insure that regulatory programs are 

working in concert with the Green River SWIF 

 Megan Smith, King County, said the objectives should incorporate a list of capital 

projects without overdue consideration to financial achievability. There will be a limited 
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amount of projects that can be completed within a given amount of funding but the 

SWIF should not limit their recommendations to what they believe can be funded.  

 Penny said the objectives will be revised to match the revised vision statement, building 

on the economic, ecological and community aspects. Goal four is currently written to 

encompass the economic objectives.  

Goal 3 – Vegetation Management  

 Doug Osterman said there should be a stand-alone point about ecological goals.  

 Megan Smith said one of the big drivers of the SWIF was to describe the conflicts 

between the existing situation and costs of improving the levees. The SWIF should be 

able to clarify what conflicts exist and why. A new objective could be added reflecting 

this concern. 

 Several TAC members did not support changing the multiple objectives goal to the first 

category. The main purpose of the SWIF study is to determine how to afford flood 

protection, either with or without the USACE. Jennifer said the project team will report 

the differing views to the AC. 

 Doug Osterman suggested adding an objective under vegetation management that 

vegetation projects will not conflict with salmon recovery efforts. Long-term 

implications are important to consider for vegetation management.   

Goal 4 – Resiliency of Economic Base 

 Allison Butcher, Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties, said a 

bigger concern for the whole process and levee system is the availability and 

affordability of flood insurance. That should be specifically included in the objectives.  

 Mike Mactutis said the City of Kent is concerned with community resiliency, which can 

be minimized among other goals and objectives. There needs to be a balance between 

flood protection, recreational access, public access, economic impacts, and other 

considerations.  

Jennifer will take all the comments heard during the meeting and create a new version of the 

Vision/Goals document that will be brought forward to the AC. That was acceptable to the 

members of the TAC.  They noted they would like to see the document before it goes to the 

TAC. Jennifer will provide AC meeting materials to the TAC at the same time they are provided 

to the AC.  She added that AC meetings are open to the public so all TAC members will be able 

to attend. 
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LEVEL OF PROTECTION 
Jennifer said the SWIF will next consider the recommendations for a level of protection from 

flooding. She referred to the Level of Protection from Flooding document and the Green River 

Levees Map. Jennifer said King County intends to establish a Level of Protection flow rate goal 

by June 2014; a decision needs to be made on the lower and upper ends of this flow rate to 

establish a provisional flow range that will guide all the technical work of the SWIF. King County 

would like feedback from the TAC on this proposed range.  

Jennifer said King County is confident on a lower flow rate of 12,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

but would like TAC input on the upper range. She said the project team is recommending an 

upper range of 26,800 cfs. The flow range has work plan and budget implications; a larger range 

will require additional modeling time and more funding. One aspect of the SWIF project is to 

understand the impacts of different flood levels. 

Lorin reviewed the range of recommended flow ranges, which all assume a lower range of 

12,000 cfs. There are four options being considered for the upper range. The 26,800 cfs 

recommendation is based on the upper confidence level of USACE analysis for a 500-year flood 

event. Option 4 would reflect a 1,000-year flood event and represents a flow rate beyond 

26,800 cfs.  

Comments 

 Stewart Reinbold asked if there are liability concerns about telling cities what level of 

flood protection they should implement. He said the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) has provided guidance but not proposals to the counties.  

o Lorin said the King County Flood Control District will decide on a recommended 

level of protection for the Green River, which will be informed by the TAC, AC 

and others. The intent of the SWIF process is to examine the system that has 

been in place for the last 50 years and determine the appropriate levels of 

protection for the future. 

o Jennifer said the provisional level of protection range is meant to guide the 

technical modeling portion of the project. 

 Ted Perkins, FEMA, said levels of protection are somewhat defined by hydrology and 

there is a lot of uncertainty associated with these levels. He asked if uncertainty is 

included in the analysis.  

o Lorin said flood frequency and tolerance to flooding is how people make 

investment decisions, decisions on where to buy real estate, and a number of 

other decisions. He said the provisional flood protection range will inform the 

technical analysis that the TAC will use when making recommendations on the 

level of protection range in June/July 2014. 
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 Jennifer said King County is scoped to model up to 26,800 cfs. There would be a modest 

change in scope and budget to increase that number. The question is whether to 

consider flow during a 500-year or 1,000-year flood event. She said the important point 

to be communicated with the various constituencies, is the question of whether 

modeling should occur beyond a 500-year flood event. 

 Dennis Dowdy, City of Auburn, said that it would be helpful to understand what some of 

the different flood events mean to different structures; how would water move through 

the community, which bridges would be overtaken under different flooding scenarios? It 

is hard to equate 26,800 cfs with actual community impacts. 

 Doug Osterman said it would be helpful to see a map showing flood paths under 

different flow scenarios.  

o Lorin said there will be several model runs that will provide a good sense of 

differences between various flood scenarios. There will not be a detailed analysis 

of the thousands of variants that would occur, but the model runs will show the 

important differences and range of impacts.  

 Josh Baldi asked if climate change is being considered in the flooding models. 

o Jennifer said King County does not have climate change modeling results 

available to be considered in the technical analysis.  

o Lorin said King County knows there will be hydraulic changes from climate 

changes but are unsure what those changes will entail. 

TAC recommended using the 26,800 cfs flow range option for the technical models and that 

recommendation will be forwarded to the AC. 

CURRENT CONDITIONS REPORTING AND DEFICIENCIES 
Lorin reviewed the current conditions reporting and deficiencies, outlining results of Green 

River levee inspections and the types of deficiencies. Lorin also discussed the types of 

inspections. Deficiencies are given one of several ratings from unacceptable, minimally 

acceptable, to acceptable. Vegetation growth is the top cause of deficiency ratings.  

Jennifer said the deficiencies, as defined by the USACE are a starting point for the SWIF. 

Remaining deficiencies after 2015 must be resolved. She said the SWIF will ultimately be 

addressing multiple objectives and will consider a much broader suite of issues than just the 

USACE definitions of deficiencies.  

Lorin described an alternate approach to vegetation standards that is being used in 

Sacramento, CA by the USACE. 

Comments 
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 Stewart Reinbold asked how the Seattle USACE office feels about the approach used in 

Sacramento.  

o Mandy Michelson, USACE, said the Seattle office is operating under the Seattle 

District Variance and will continue operating in that manner until directed 

otherwise. The USACE has a proposed vegetation variance.  

Jennifer said this conversation on levee deficiencies will be brought forward again during the 

next SWIF meeting. Stewart requested more information about how the Seattle USACE views 

the Sacramento variance. Jennifer noted that there were several issues they would provide 

more information on at future meetings as identified through the meeting, including 

communicating about flood levels, the FEMA flood insurance program, and the USACE’s 

approach to vegetation on levees. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
No public comment was received. 

NEXT STEPS AND ACTION ITEMS 
TAC members were asked at the beginning of the meeting to choose among three options for a 

preferred placeholder meeting time. A standard meeting date will be established for the TAC, 

with the understanding that meetings can be cancelled and the TAC will not be meeting every 

month. Jennifer will inform TAC members of the preferred timeslot. The next meeting will likely 

take place in February.  

The revised Charter and the revised Goals/Visions document will be forwarded along to the AC 

along with the recommendation to use the 26,800 cfs flow rate for the provisional level of 

protection range in the technical analysis.  

 

 

 


