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:
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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
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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.
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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
o Identify problem, alternatives, recommended solution and project goals
• Feasibility
o Identify and conduct studies, analysis, cost estimates, resource needs,
landowner issues
• Acquisition
o Obtain the necessary property rights to perform the work
• Design and Permitting
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•

o Address all elements of the project (e.g. geomorphic, constructability)
o Complete all federal, state and local permitting requirements (e.g.
Corps, Environmental Species Act (ESA))
o Survey
o AutoCAD
o Hydraulic Modeling
o FEMA mapping changes as warranted for completed levee projects
o Ecological evaluations and permits
o State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) compliance
o Geotechnical Engineering Support/Geologist/Geotechnical
o Engineering
Project Management
o 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
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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
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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 preand 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
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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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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
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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.
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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
o Identify problem, alternatives, recommended solution and project goals
• Feasibility
o Identify and conduct studies, analysis, cost estimates, resource needs,
landowner issues
• Acquisition
o Obtain the necessary property rights to perform the work
• Design and Permitting
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•

o Address all elements of the project (e.g. geomorphic, constructability)
o Complete all federal, state and local permitting requirements (e.g.
Corps, Environmental Species Act (ESA))
o Survey
o AutoCAD
o Hydraulic Modeling
o FEMA mapping changes as warranted for completed levee projects
o Ecological evaluations and permits
o State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) compliance
o Geotechnical Engineering Support/Geologist/Geotechnical
o Engineering
Project Management
o 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
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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
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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 preand 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
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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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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
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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.
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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
o Identify problem, alternatives, recommended solution and project goals
• Feasibility
o Identify and conduct studies, analysis, cost estimates, resource needs,
landowner issues
• Acquisition
o Obtain the necessary property rights to perform the work
• Design and Permitting
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•

o Address all elements of the project (e.g. geomorphic, constructability)
o Complete all federal, state and local permitting requirements (e.g.
Corps, Environmental Species Act (ESA))
o Survey
o AutoCAD
o Hydraulic Modeling
o FEMA mapping changes as warranted for completed levee projects
o Ecological evaluations and permits
o State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) compliance
o Geotechnical Engineering Support/Geologist/Geotechnical
o Engineering
Project Management
o 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
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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
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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 preand 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
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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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King County Flood Control District
Proposed 2012 Work Program
The King County Flood Control District (District) work program is comprised of three categories:
district oversight and policy development, operations, and capital improvements. The Flood
Control District contracts with King County for operations and capital improvements.


District Oversight and Policy Development
o Policy direction to guide Advisory Committee and King County interlocal agreement
for services
o Financial planning, budgeting, levy rate, bonding (if any)
o 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update
o Asset management
o Capital improvement priorities
o Capital improvement project cost estimating, procurement, change orders, reporting
o Expert/Peer review of basin plans, levy design
o Public awareness priorities
o Technical study scoping of emerging issues
 Sediment removal
 Woody-debris
 Sandbags
 Agricultural needs
o Post flood event review and evaluation
o Federal and state legislative agenda



Operations Work Program
o Flood Preparedness, Regional Flood Warning Center, and Post Flood Recovery
o Flood Hazard Assessments, Mapping, and Technical Studies
o Planning, Grants, Mitigation, and Public Outreach
o KCFCD Implementation
o Resource Management, Annual Maintenance, and Facility Monitoring
o Management, Finance, Budget and General Administration



Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
o Capital Improvement Projects
o Acquisitions and Elevations

Flood Preparedness, Regional Flood Warning Center and Post Flood Recovery Program
Program Summary: 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.
Specific programmatic elements include:
Flood Preparedness
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Coordinate flood hazard education program, communication tools (brochures, web content,
customer service bulletins, etc.) to increase the awareness of flood risks and prepare citizens
for flood events.
Track and disseminate flood hazard technical information to other King County departments
(Department of Transportation [DOT], Department of Development and Environmental
Services [DDES], etc.) and other local, state, and federal agencies.
Coordinate annual flood awareness month and associated public information program
strategy (meetings, websites, other) designed to increase the public’s awareness of locally
available resources and information.
Regional Flood Warning Center
Staff the Regional Flood Warning Center monitoring and emergency first responder flood
patrols during flood events.
Coordinate with the following agencies in support of the Regional Flood Warning Center
operations:
o Local governments
o City of Seattle and U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on dam operations
o National Weather Service on weather forecasts and flood predictions
o King County Office of Emergency Management for coordinated emergency response
activities
o United States Geological Survey (USGS) on river gauging contract and gage
upgrades
o King County DOT on road closures and emergency flood damage and repair
response activities
Coordinate flood emergency response activities.
Post-Flood Recovery Operations Program
Complete preliminary damage assessments, and develop and track Project Worksheet
completion, expenditures and general documentation.
Coordinate with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and Corps on flood
damage repairs and federal funding opportunities; determine eligibility.
Identify projects and complete grant applications for post-disaster Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program opportunities.

Flood Hazard Studies, Mapping, and Technical Services Program
Program Summary: 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. Specific programmatic elements include:
Conduct independently or with consultant contracts, as needed, the following technical study
and mapping projects:
o Floodplain delineation and mapping, including coastal flood hazard areas
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o Channel migration zone delineation and mapping
o Channel monitoring
o Gravel removal studies and analysis
o Risk assessments
o Hydraulic modeling
Coordinate with FEMA and other local, state and federal agencies on mapping studies and
products.
Maintain accessible flood study and flood hazard data in a floodplain mapping library.
Flood Hazard Planning and Grants, Repetitive Loss Mitigation, and Public Outreach
Program Summary: Manage repetitive loss area mitigation coordination, public outreach,
flood hazard management planning, and grant preparation. Specific programmatic elements
include:
Repetitive Loss Area Mitigation Planning Program
Track repetitive loss area and repetitive loss property information.
Provide ongoing program database updates, including tracking property owner
communications, interest, and staff recommendations for mitigation options.
Manage and administer King County’s Home Buyout and Acquisition Program.
Public Outreach and Communications Program
Provide increased citizen preparedness for floods.
Provide community outreach support for capital projects.
Support media relation activities.
Coordinate citizen involvement, and prepare and facilitate public meetings.
Coordinate updates to webpage and other outreach and educational materials.
Coordinate outreach to landowners with facility easements regarding maintenance work.
Community Rating System (CRS) Coordination
Manage the CRS program.
Coordinate/manage updates and process to the planning and regulatory processes for future
flood plan updates, King County’s Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan, King County
Comprehensive Plan, Shoreline Master Plan, and Critical Areas Ordinance. Includes
coordination with other jurisdictions.
Grants Program
Administer biennial Washington State Department of Ecology Flood Control Assistance
Account Program (FCAAP) grant process and track successful grants to ensure timely
reporting.
Coordinate and assist with preparation of applications for all state and federal flood hazard
mitigation grant processes.
Provide grant application technical assistance to cities and other stakeholders, as needed.
Administer the Subregional Opportunity Fund annual application process and monitor
progress and compliance with requirements.
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Agriculture Needs Assistance
Provide technical and modeling assistance and permitting support for farm pad proposals.
Management of compensatory storage bank.
Provide assistance to identify and pursue mitigation opportunities for barn and other farm
structure elevations.
Implement recommendations of the Farm/Flood Task Force.
Coordinate outreach to farmers and the King County Agriculture Commission to gather
input on the unique needs of agriculture lands within flood hazard areas.
King County Flood Control Zone District Implementation
Program Summary: 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. Specific
programmatic elements include:
Basin Team and Basin Technical Committee Program
Identify and prioritize projects for implementation, and refine as needed based on work
program priorities.
Provide project design, construction and management on major maintenance and repair
projects, new facility design and construction, home buyouts and acquisitions, and home
elevations, including technical oversight and quality control of plans and documents for
capital improvement projects within basin.
Staff and coordinate regular Basin Technical Committees.
Implement work program to guide private property owner and community outreach
necessary to complete capital improvement projects.
Develop ongoing relationships with cities, agencies, and stakeholders within the basin, and
ensure consistency across basins under the countywide Flood Control Zone District
framework.
Coordinate on acquisitions with Acquisition Unit.
Provide river stewardship activities.
Coordinate and support logjam investigation and response/action.
Respond to, investigate and provide technical assistance for enforcement on complaints and
general inquiries. Conduct citizen and/or landowner contact, communication and outreach.
Work with the River Safety Council on project design proposals.
Coordinate with the DOT Roads Services Division on construction crew scheduling.
Provide quarterly project reporting to management.
Address and seek resolution on basin-specific floodplain management issues.
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KCFCD Advisory Committee Coordination
Staff and coordinate the KCFCD Advisory Committee meetings and provide staff support to
the Board of Supervisors.
Track basin technical committee meetings, issues, and cross-basin policy issues.
Serve as internal representative to analyze and prepare policy recommendations to the Board
of Supervisors.
Coordinate public process across KCFCD to ensure consistent outreach across basins.
Report KCFCD activities, accomplishments, revenues and expenditures through an annual
report.
Respond to Advisory Committee and Board of Supervisors requests for information
regarding rate structure options, and other issues.
2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan Update
Manage the planning process necessary to update the District’s comprehensive plan
consistent with the requirements of the Community Rating System, the Disaster Mitigation
Act, and the Growth Management Act. The plan update will address the following issues:
o Update flood and channel migration hazard information, vulnerability analysis, and
action plan (including capital projects) to reduce vulnerability to flood and channel
migration risks in King County.
o Update basin-specific risk reduction strategies
o Geographic scope of the plan
o Levee certification and accreditation
o Levee vegetation
o Acquisition policy regarding the use of eminent domain
o Economic impacts of flooding on King County and the region
Resource Management, Annual Maintenance, and Facility Assessment Program
Program Summary: 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. Specific programmatic elements include:
Annual Maintenance Program:
Manage work authorizations and coordinate with DOT Roads Services Division or
contractor on completion of maintenance activities:
o Facility mowing
o Access gate maintenance
o Access road maintenance
o Noxious and non-native plant removal
o Irrigation and watering
o Interpretive sign installation and maintenance
Coordinate design of facility and acquisition property revegetation projects.
Coordinate design and implementation of volunteer planting and other land stewardship
projects.
Provide land and resource management including management of lands for appropriate
levels of public access.
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Inspect, assess and, if necessary, remove hazardous trees.
Collect and remove garbage from fee-simple owned property.
Flood Protection Facility Assessment and Monitoring Program
Develop methods for facility inventory/assessment program.
Conduct annual, spring and fall, facility assessments.
Conduct, or assist with, post-flood damage assessments.
Produce annual report on facility conditions.
Facility Maintenance and Repair Program
Conduct or assist with facility assessments, consistent with the facility assessment and
monitoring program.
Support or lead staff on the Green River Pump Station Operation and Maintenance Program.
Sediment Management, Large Woody Debris, In-stream Management Program
Coordinate sediment management program/project actions to reduce flood risks.
Coordinate large woody debris program/project actions to reduce flood risks.
Monitor other in-stream hazards and coordinate associated flood risk reduction actions.

Program Management and Supervision; Finance, Budget and General Administration
Program Summary: Provide supervisory, budgeting and administrative services for the
District’s work program. Specific programmatic elements include:
Management and Supervision Tasks
Manage the technical and business operations of the District work program and service
provider staff.
Develop annual operating and capital budgets, work programs and staff allocations.
Provide supervision, technical assistance and quality control/assurance to staff.
Carry out responsibilities for hiring, management performance, developing training
expectations and recommending effective discipline and termination.
Ensure programs and projects are completed to carry out the goals and objectives of the
River and Floodplain Management Program.
Work collaboratively with other government and regulatory agencies, departments within
King County, and the public to address environmental policies and issues related to
floodplain management principles, goals and objectives.
Finance and Budget Operations
Develop annual capital and operating budget.
Track and report annual capital and operating budget, revenue and expenditures.
Provide grant and cost-share reporting, billing and documentation.
Provide contract and procurement management, support and strategy.
Support capital project managers/engineers with detailed project expenditures, revenues,
scheduling, contract management and other finance needs in support of CIP implementation.
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General Administration
Records maintenance.
Copying, filing, correspondence, and scheduling.
Meeting preparation, coordination and support.
Photo-documentation management.
General program administrative support.
Compliance
Provide access to records including but not limited to contracts, invoices, timesheets.
File semi-annual and Annual Report with the Board of Supervisors and Executive Director
in printed and electronic form for posting to the District website.
Notify Executive Director in writing when project scope, budget or schedule changes from
the adopted capital improvement plan.
Notify Executive Director of grant requests and awards.
Work with Executive Committee and Executive Director in setting the agenda for Advisory
Committee meetings.
Capital Improvement Program Implementation
Program Summary: The vast majority of the proposed District work program and budget is
dedicated to the implementation of major maintenance and capital projects. This work includes
managing and implementing major maintenance, repair and new flood protection facility design,
permitting and construction; home buyouts and acquisitions; home and barn elevations; and
farm pad cost-share assistance. The capital projects include those projects to be completed by
jurisdictions through the Subregional Opportunity Fund program with funding allocated
proportional to assessed value of each jurisdiction.
Construction of flood protection infrastructure has paved the way for considerable residential,
commercial and industrial economic development in flood hazard areas. The flood protection
infrastructure has reduced the frequency of flooding and severity of erosion, and contained flood
flows within levees that has allowed for significant economic growth by promoting
development of historical floodplains, as exemplified by the industrial and commercial
development lining the lower Green River. However, these areas will always face the potential
risk that the flood protection facilities could be overwhelmed, resulting in serious flood damage,
significant impacts to the regional economy, or personal injury and death. While the costs of
flood protection facility construction and maintenance are borne by the public, the value to the
economy is a regional benefit.
The CIP will complete high priority and regionally significant flood hazard management capital
improvement projects to significantly protect public safety and reduce flood risks to the regional
economy, transportation corridors, and public and private infrastructure and property. These
capital improvement projects include retrofits and repairs to levees and revetments; levee
setbacks to improve slope stability and increase flood conveyance and capacity; and targeted
acquisition of repetitive loss properties and other at-risk developments. The Flood Hazard
Management Program (FHMP) Plan recommends approximately 135 capital projects for the
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ten-year period (2008-2017), of which approximately 95 are construction projects and 40 are
acquisition only.
The CIP will provide project design, construction and management on the following project
implementation elements:
Scope and Concept
o Identify problem, alternatives, recommended solution and project goals
Feasibility
o Identify and conduct studies, analysis, cost estimates, resource needs, landowner
issues
Acquisition
o Obtain the necessary property rights to perform the work
Design and Permitting
o Address all elements of the project (e.g. geomorphic, constructability)
o Complete all federal, state and local permitting requirements (e.g. Corps,
Environmental Species Act (ESA))
o Survey
Conduct pre- and post-construction (“as-built”) survey
o AutoCAD
Develop design plan set
o Hydraulic Modeling
Conduct pre- and post-project modeling
Complete Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for constructed projects,
when/if warranted
o Ecological
Conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring
Complete pre-project feasibility studies/analysis
Provide project design support
Complete biological assessments/evaluations
o Individual
o Programmatic
Complete Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation
Coordinate or support permitting and permit agency outreach
o State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
Complete individual project SEPA
Complete programmatic SEPA
o Geotechnical Engineering Support/Geologist/Geotechnical
Provide sediment management monitoring, analysis and modeling
Conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring
Conduct pre-project feasibility studies/analysis
Provide project design support
o Engineering (may include Project Management function as well)
Lead design engineer for projects
Manage construction of projects
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Obtain resources for projects; make task assignments
Track and report project scope, schedule, and budget
Develop plan set for construction, or bid documentation support
Provide overall project quality assurance and quality control oversight
o Project Management
Obtain resources for projects; make task assignments
Track and report project scope, schedule, and budget
Provide overall project quality assurance and quality control oversight
Monitoring and Adaptive Management
o Pre-project baseline information
o Construction Monitoring
o Conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring
o Provide monitoring reports to DDES and other agencies as
required
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King County Flood Control District
2012 Proposed Budget
Attachment B
July 20, 2011

Program
Flood District Administration

2011
Approved

Maintenance and Operation
Proposed Construction & Improvements
Levy Suppression Contra

Net Construction and Improvements
Bond Retirement and Interest
Fund Balance (Reserve)
Total

2010
Carryover

2011
Revised

2012 Proposed

$473,000

$0
$3,258,000

$174,062

$647,062
$3,258,000

$473,000

$473,000

$3,258,000

$174,062

$3,905,062

$473,000

Levy Suppression Payment

Net Flood District Administration

2011 Changes

$7,107,188

($230)

$698,579

$7,805,537

$9,162,169

$34,845,464
($8,500,000)

($9,728,019)
$8,500,000

$39,560,584
$0

$65,578,029
$0

$29,725,046
$0

$26,345,464

($1,228,019)

$39,560,584

$65,578,029

$29,725,046

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,325,580
$37,251,232

$1,777,556
$3,807,307

$40,433,225

$5,103,137
$82,391,764

$6,487,055
$45,847,271

King County Flood Control District
2012 Proposed Capital Budget
Attachment D
July 20, 2011

Basin
Snoqualmie River Basin
Cedar River Basin
Green River Basin
White River Basin
Seattle
Maintenance / Monitoring
Subregional Opportunity Fund
Countywide Miscellaneous
Total

Acquisition
$3,510,810
$0
$3,427,532
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$6,938,342

Design
$1,786,200
$1,648,872
$1,503,500
$0
$0
$0
$0
$4,938,572

Construction Contingency
$1,202,857
$133,651
$1,392,400
$143,600
$3,568,415
$396,491
$2,700,000
$300,000
$3,500,000
$0
$409,000
$0
$3,630,219
$0
$126,500
$345,000
$16,529,391
$1,318,741

Total
$6,633,518
$3,184,872
$8,895,937
$3,000,000
$3,500,000
$409,000
$3,630,219
$471,500
$29,725,046

Attachment 5

King County Flood Control District
2012 Proposed Operating Budget
Attachment C
July 20, 2011

Annual Maintenance
Flood Hazards Plan, Grants, Outreach
Flood Hazard Studies, Maps, Technical Services
Flood Preparation, Flood Warning Center
Program Management, Supervision, Finance, Budget
Program Implementation
Overhead / Central Costs
Total

2011 Adopted
$1,508,460
$523,930
$1,482,056
$372,421
$707,867
$1,823,966
$688,489
$7,107,188

2011 Revised
$1,508,460
$720,136
$1,962,576
$372,421
$713,901
$1,839,555
$688,489
$7,805,537

2012 Proposed
$1,635,095
$609,867
$963,246
$492,522
$780,896
$2,118,948
$2,561,596
$9,162,169

King County Flood Control District
Proposed Six-Year CIP 2012 - 2017
Attachment E
July 20, 2011

Name

2012

Snoqualmie River Basin
Cedar River Basin
Green River Basin
White River Basin
Seattle Projects
Construction Monitoring/Maintenance
Subregional Opportunity Fund
Countywide Miscellaneous
Total

$6,633,518
$3,184,872
$8,895,937
$3,000,000
$3,500,000
$409,000
$3,630,219
$471,500
$29,725,046

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Total

$11,850,741
$8,102,019
$7,070,415
$6,136,781
$3,446,600
$43,240,072
$4,436,733
$8,727,125
$6,849,837
$6,201,848
$5,212,326
$34,612,740
$18,028,774 $11,117,486
$6,151,405 $13,563,507
$6,666,269
$64,423,378
$3,567,198
$163,909
$2,251,018
$0
$2,575,201
$11,557,326
$10,000,000 $10,000,000
$5,750,000
$0
$0
$29,250,000
$418,270
$427,818
$437,653
$447,782
$458,216
$2,598,739
$3,688,651
$3,751,916
$3,823,543
$3,902,040
$3,986,897
$22,783,266
$303,045
$304,636
$306,275
$307,964
$309,703
$2,003,123
$52,293,412 $42,594,909 $32,640,145 $30,559,921 $22,655,212 $210,468,645

Reference Only - Not Part of Resolution!
King County Flood District: Current Project Allocations
July 20, 2011

River
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Skykomish-Miller
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Lower Snoqualmie
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Tolt
Raging
Raging
Raging
Raging
Sammamish
Lk Wash Tribs
Lk Wash Tribs
Lk Wash Tribs
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar

Flood
Risk
66%
79%
76%
74%
Repair
92%
66%
Repair
84%
79%
Repair
68%
79%
76%
76%
89%
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
84%
Repair
68%
84%
74%
Repair
N/A
82%
Repair
Repair
74%
66%
82%
66%
82%
74%
84%
66%
76%
Repair
68%
66%
58%
74%
71%
71%
76%
63%
Repair
74%

Impl
Risk
72%
51%
46%
46%
Repair
46%
44%
Repair
85%
49%
Repair
N/A
79%
33%
26%
54%
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
97%
Repair
72%
49%
21%
Repair
N/A
74%
Repair
Repair
N/A
64%
79%
64%
62%
21%
79%
44%
79%
Repair
77%
41%
N/A
56%
49%
59%
N/A
N/A
Repair
N/A

Project
FL0001
FL0002
FL0004
FL0005
FL0007
FL0010
FL0013
FL1001
FL1002
FL1003
FL1005
FL1017
FL1018
FL1019
FL1022
FL1023
FL1024
FL1029
FL1030
FL1041
FL1042
FL1043
FL1044
FL2001
FL2002
FL2012
FL2013
FL2014
FL2015
FL2018
FL2020
FL2021
FL3001
FL3002
FL3004
FL3005
FL3006
FL3007
FL3008
FL3009
FL3012
FL4001
FL4002
FL4016
FL4021
FL5001
FL6002
FL6003
FL6004
FL7001
FL7002
FL7003
FL7004

KCFCD 2012 CIP: Current Project Allocations

Name
Miller River Home Buyout
Miller River Road Protection
Timber Lane Village Home Erosion Buyouts
S.F. Skykomish River Repetitive Loss Mitigation
Mcknight Repair
Maloney Cr Conf Improvements
Skykomish Home Buyouts
Mf Snoq Flood Repairs
N Bend Resid Flood Mitgtn
South Fork Levee System Improvements
Upper Snoq R Flood Repairs
Kimball Creek And Snoqualmie Basin
City Of Snoqualmie Natural Area Acquisitions
Middle Fork Levee System Capacity Improvements
SR202 Bridge Lengthening on South Fork Snoqualmie
Upper Snoqulamie Residential Flood Mitigation
Mason Thorson Ext Repair
Vallcuda Repair
Allen Repair
Mason Thorson Ext 2011 Repair
Shakemill Levee 2011 Repair
Record Office Revetment 2011 Repair
Meadowbrook Revetement 2011 Repair
Aldair/Fall City Buyout
Lower Snoqualmie River Flood Damage Repairs
Mcelhoe/Person Levee
Snoqualmie 13.5 Revetment
Lower Snoqualmie River Repetitive Loss Mitigation
Mcelhoe-Person Repair
Farm/Flood Task Force Implementation
Lower Snoqualmie Residential Flood Mitigation
Sinerra Qualle 2011 Repair
Tolt River Flood Repairs
Tolt River Corridor Study
Lower Tolt River Acquisition
San Souci Neighborhood Buyout
Tolt River Natural Area Floodplain Reconnection/Ac
Tolt River SR 203 to Trail Bridge Floodplain Recon
Tolt River Repetitive Loss Mitigation
Tolt River Mile 1.1 Levee Setback
Frew Emergncy Rpr
Alpine Manor Mobile Home Park Neighborhood Buyout
Raging River Flood Damage Repairs
Abandoned Bridge Abutment and Waring Revetment Cha
Preston-Fall City Upper
Willowmoor Floodplain Restoration
Issaquah Creek Repetitive Loss Mitigation
Bellevue - Lower Coal Creek Phase 1
McAleer/Lyon Creek Channel Improvements
Cedar Grove Mobile Acq
Cedar Rapids Levee Setbck
Cedar River Flood Damage Repairs
Cedar River Repetitive Loss Mitigation

Carryover
$921
$85,157
$94,017
$203,447
$39,741

Original
2011
$600,000

Change from
Original
$50,000
$50,000

$50,000
$24,591
$1,459,432
$832,032
$25,947
$218,018
$226,641
$781,781

$1,766,862

$50,000
($24,591)

($24,591)

($1,400,862)
($25,497)

$366,000
($25,497)
($200,000)

($200,000)
$960,444

Reallocated
2011
$600,000
$50,000
$50,000

$558,787

$1,519,231

2011
Reallocated
+ Carryover
$600,921
$135,157
$144,017
$203,447
$39,741
$50,000

$1,459,432
$1,198,032
$450
$18,018
$226,641
$2,301,012

2012

$515,000

2013

$530,450

$1,215,400

$1,485,260

$328,808

$699,106

2014

$828,493

2015

$853,347

2016

$878,947
$219,647

2017

$226,236

$3,606,237
$445,882

$927,419

$927,419

$2,731,818

$5,432,478

$347,782
$1,146,972
$1,162
$39,174
$19,255

$2,117,082
$577,021
$267,266
$150,707
$1,066,686
$40,483
$28,965
$540,029

$1,105,615

$86,335
$500,000
$75,000
$300,000
($50,000)
$100,759
$300,000

$163,271
$223,355
$698,881

$1,365,967

$72,443
($39,174)
($15,000)
$200,000
$250,000
$50,000
$50,000
$500,000
($1,070,000)

$1,178,058
($39,174)
($15,000)
$200,000
$250,000
$50,000
$50,000
$586,335
($570,000)
$75,000

($300,000)
$9,517
($759)
($200,000)
$500,000
($163,271)
$135,000
$75,000
$1,000,000

($40,483)
$100,000
$100,000
$500,000
($163,271)
$135,000
$75,000
$2,365,967

$244
$125,523
$1,897
$1,174,670
$31,211

$2,325,030
$1,162
$4,255
$200,000
$250,000
$50,000
$50,000
$2,703,417
$7,021
$342,266
$150,707
$1,066,686

$1,255,324

$1,337,735

$1,425,640

$1,083,244

$150

$1,938,000

$128,965
$640,029
$500,000

$100,000
$300,000
$500,000

$358,355
$75,000
$3,064,848

$51,500

($193,452)
($31,211)

$889,792
($31,211)

($300,000)
$150,000

($300,000)
$150,000

$2,063,523
$1,897
$2,064,462

$1,000,000

$1,059,330
$2,121,800

$100,000
$300,000
$2,000,000

$251,983

$259,542

$267,329

$275,348

$100,000
$300,000

$100,000
$400,000

$100,000
$400,000

$100,000
$300,000

$2,244,938
$411,119
$1,236,000

$1,273,080

$180,514
$1,311,272

$916,486

$943,980

$972,300

$62,931
$2,622
$693,783
$145,097

($500,000)

($25,000)
($2,621)
($193,500)
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($25,000)
($2,621)
($693,500)

$1,059,330
$2,636,800
$1,054,202
$600,000
$2,000,000
$2,500,000
$51,500
$800,000

$800,000
$2,579,347
$691,512

$355,695
$753,722

$1,001,468

$5,179,979
$1,856,352
$180,514
$3,820,352
$3,834,234

$160,397
$387,925

$1,027,913
$347,782
$6,018,699

($250,000)
($50,000)

$244
$1,937,850

$1,000,000

($250,000)
($50,000)

$515,000

Total

$160,397

$87,925
$150,000

$37,931
$1
$283
$145,097

$300,000

$327,818
$2,036,890
$700,000

$2,138,414

$300,000

$300,000

$4,491,272

$327,818
$8,666,576
$700,000

$900,000

River
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Cedar
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
White
White
White
White
White
White
Seattle
Seattle
Seattle
Seattle
Mon/Maint
Opportunity Fund

Flood
Risk
79%
76%
50%
76%
76%
79%
89%
79%
82%
84%
79%
Repair
Repair
Repair
71%
Repair
79%
73%
92%
79%
Repair
Repair
Repair
92%
89%
68%
82%
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
76%
76%
68%
95%
95%
42%
Repair
84%
37%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
N/A
N/A
58%
71%
66%
66%
TBD
TBD
100%
100%
N/A
79%
76%
N/A

Impl
Risk
N/A
N/A
49%
51%
44%
69%
59%
51%
46%
46%
62%
Repair
Repair
Repair
56%
Repair
49%
47%
67%
77%
Repair
Repair
Repair
62%
54%
62%
28%
Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair
56%
56%
46%
77%
41%
36%
Repair
54%
41%
54%
54%
69%
69%
54%
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
54%
TBD
TBD
N/A
54%
N/A
64%
49%
N/A

Project
FL7005
FL7006
FL7014
FL7015
FL7016
FL7017
FL7018
FL7020
FL7021
FL7022
FL7023
FL7026
FL7027
FL7034
FL7037
FL7038
FL7039
FL7040
FL7043
FL7044
FL7048
FL7049
FL8003
FL8016
FL8017
FL8021
FL8025
FL8027
FL8029
FL8030
FL8031
FL8036
FL8037
FL8038
FL8039
FL8041
FL8042
FL8043
FL8045
FL8058
FL8059
FL8060
FL8061
FL8062
FL8063
FL8072
FL8073
FL9001
FL9002
FL9004
FL9007
FL9012
FL9013
FL8002
FLC001
FLC002
FLM000
FLS000

KCFCD 2012 CIP: Current Project Allocations

Name
Elliott Bridge Levee Setback And Acquisition
Rainbow Bend Levee Setback and Floodplain Reconnec
Dorre Don Meanders Ph 1
Herzman Levee Setback
Jan Road-Rutledge Johnson Levee Setbacks
Maplewood Levee Setback Ph 1
Cedar River Gravel Removal
Lower Jones Road Setback
Riverbend Mobile Home Park Acquisition and Levee S
Maplewood Levee Setback Ph II
Renton- Cedar River Bridge Flood Reduction Project
Belmondo Emergency Repair
Cedar Rapids Repair
Byers Curve Repair
Rhode Levee Setback
Herzman Repair
Dorre Done Phase 2 Hazard Mitigation
Cedar Pre-Construction Strategic Acquisition
Cedar River Trail 2b Fema
Belmondo Fema 1653 Ph I
Cedar Rapids 2011 Repair
Youngs Revetment 2011 Repair
Green R Flood Repairs
Briscoe Levee #1-#3 #5-#8
Briscoe Reach Design (180th To 200th)
Reddington Reach
Gaco Western
Stoneway Lower Repair
Horeseshoe Bend Repair
Ratolo Repair
Gateway Lower / Codiga Repair
Lower Russell/Holiday
Upper Russell/Soames-Dolan
Green River PL84-99 Mitigation
Boeing Setback Levee.
Horseshoe Bend Acquisition And Reconstruction
Lone's Addition To 8th
Dykstra Lowspot Repair
Green River Flood Emergency Prep
Green Pre-Construction Acquisition
Tukwila 205 - Lily Point
Briscoe Levee Setback
Desimone Levee Setback
Segale Levee Setback
Reddington Setback Ph II
Hawley Rd Levee FCAAP
Boeing Levee Addition FCAAP
County Line To A-Street Flood Conveyance
Red Creek Acquisitions
White-Greenwater Acquisition
Pacific Right Bank Acquisition And Setback Berm
City Of Pacific Gravel And Debris Removal
White River Corps 205
Alaskan Way Seawall Replacement Feasibility
Alaskan Way Seawall Construction
Alaskan Way Sewall Contra
South Park - Duwamish Backwater Inundation at 4th
Flood CIP Monitoring and Maintenance
Subregional Opportunity Fund

Carryover
$197,728
$1,044,292
$242,209
$265,389
$258,879
$352,791

Original
2011
$930,440
$832,059

Change from
Original
($906,860)
$237,459

$469,504
$394,321

($469,504)
($394,321)

$369,684

($43,016)

Reallocated
2011
$23,580
$1,069,518

$326,668

2011
Reallocated
+ Carryover
$221,308
$2,113,810
$242,209
$265,389
$258,879
$679,459

2012

2013
$954,810

2014

2015

$463,816

($463,816)
($285,930)

2017

$1,236,000
$795,675
$819,545
$103,000
$1,345,872

$1,386,248

$1,903,781
$173,163
$238,260

$140
$1,022
$3,291
$220,109
$285,930

2016

$140
$1,022
$3,291
$220,109

$624,251
$245,408
$840,917

$590,785
$851,253
$2,243,427
$618,211

$1,639,091

$846
$2,326
$2,457,629
$815,646

$1,114,015

$100,000
$50,000

$2,385,985
$4,000

$3,500,000
$4,000

$500,000
$40,000

$500,000
$40,000

($1,600,000)
$3,827,000

$1,639,091

($1,500,000)
$3,877,000

$3,775,477
$1,422
$775,871
$500,000
$40,000
$846
$2,326
$957,629
$4,692,646

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$4,000,000

$500,000

$4,940,000

$161,545
$2,388,064

$400,000
$2,775,500

$10,000
($47,335)
($25,000)
($549,816)
$600,000
($1,925,500)
$1,100,000

$10,000
($47,335)
($25,000)
($149,816)
$600,000
$850,000
$1,100,000

$184
$600,000
$1,011,545
$3,488,064

$6,200,000

$415,080

$415,080

$1,394,631

($1,067)
$1,877,583
$5,396,000
$849

$16,000

$16,000

$14,933
$1,877,583
$496,000
$849

$218,545
$1,720,937
$165,000

$4,373,680
$100,000
$392,533

$787,856

$4,057,459

$5,063,861
$6,094,617
$265,000
$3,006,673

$2,614,140
$70,000

$1,350,191

($4,900,000)

($1,350,191)
$900,000

$1,815,992
$149
($7,339)

$4,775,000

$1,760,046

$3,500,000

$1,000,000

$765,121
$848,720
$848,720
$1,000,000

$788,075
$1,748,363
$1,748,363
$3,000,000

$1,815,992

($594,776)

$149
$1,157,931

$4,500,000
$1,261,920
$1,800,814
$1,800,814
$500,000

$5,796,370
$1,854,839
$1,854,839

$5,970,261

$2,070,000
$3,000,000

$3,355,018
$579,637
$695,564
$212,180

$163,909

$2,251,018
$1,000,000
$300,000

($5,848)

$173,499
$5,514,516

$5,848
$4,250,000
($4,000,000)
$3,000,000
$256,781
$3,607,031

$4,000,000
($2,000,000)
$43,219
($36,070)
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$70,000

$14,581,748
$6,252,736
$6,252,736
$4,500,000

$900,000

($4,775,000)

$1,165,270

$11,140,000
$626,008

$5,505

$979,551

($4,900,000)

$908,650
$6,000,000

$500,000

$626,008
($4,495)
$47,335
$25,000
$150,000

$795,675
$819,545
$103,000
$4,635,901
$1,388,198
$1,334,921
$3,084,344
$618,211

($285,930)
$908,650

$275,477
($2,578)
$775,871

Total
$954,810
$1,236,000

$5,848
$4,250,000

$4,250,000

$1,000,000
$300,000
$3,570,961

$1,000,000
$473,499
$9,085,477

$10,000,000 $10,000,000
$3,500,000
$409,000
$3,630,219

$418,270
$3,688,651

$427,818
$3,751,916

$5,750,000

$437,653
$3,823,543

$2,070,000
$6,355,018
$579,637
$695,564
$2,627,107
$1,000,000
$300,000
$25,750,000

$447,782
$3,902,040

$458,216
$3,986,897

$3,500,000
$2,598,739
$22,783,266

Flood
Risk
River
Countywide MiscellaneousN/A
Countywide MiscellaneousN/A
Countywide MiscellaneousN/A
Countywide MiscellaneousN/A
Countywide MiscellaneousN/A

Impl
Risk
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Project
FLX012
FLX200
FLX300
FLX400
D15712

Total

Name
Hole Rock Stockpile
Flood Emergency Contingency
PL84-99 Mitigation
Central Costs
Contract Fund Default Project

Carryover
$5,259
$137,623

Original
2011
$250,000
$2,100,000
$115,000

$11,434
$39,560,584 $34,845,464

KCFCD 2012 CIP: Current Project Allocations

Change from
Original
($100,000)
($2,100,000)
($11,434)
($9,728,019)

-3-

Reallocated
2011
$150,000
$115,000
($11,434)
$26,017,445

2011
Reallocated
+ Carryover
$5,259
$287,623

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$1,500,000

$115,000

$221,500

$53,045

$54,636

$56,275

$57,964

$59,703

$503,123

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Total

$65,578,029 $29,725,046 $52,293,412 $42,594,909 $32,640,145 $30,559,921 $22,655,212 $210,468,645

Attachment 8

King County Flood Control District
2012 Proposed District Oversight Budget
Attachment F
July 20, 2011

Management & Support
Rent and Equipment
Legal Services
Accounting
State Auditor
Other Professional Services
Expenses
Fire District Agreements - Levy Pro-Rationing
Total

2011
$250,000
$10,000
$82,000
$65,000
$15,000
$36,000
$15,000
$0
$473,000

2011 Revised
$250,000
$10,000
$82,000
$65,000
$15,000
$36,000
$15,000
$174,062
$647,062

2012
$250,000
$10,000
$82,000
$65,000
$15,000
$36,000
$15,000
$0
$473,000

Reference Only - Not Part of Resolution!

July 20, 2011

King County Flood District Financial Plan: 2012 Proposed (w/o Debt Financing)

Beginning Balance
Revenue
Flood District
Flood District Levy 1
Interest Earnings 2
Miscellaneous Revenue 3
King County
Delinquent River Improvement Fund Levy 4
Inter-County River Improvement 5
Contribution S & S Construction 6
Grants
City Reimbursments
Debt Financing
Total Revenue
Expenditure
District Administration 7
Debt Service
District Miscellaneous
Levy Suppression Payment 8
Operating Subtotal
Capital Subtotal
Total Expenditure
Ending Balance
Target Fund Balance
Carryover Reserves
Undesignated Fund Balance

2010
Actual
31,118,402

35,555,142
303,461
399,096
461
46,108
900,000
3,515,863
667,650
41,387,780

(432,938)

2011
Adopted
3,557,153

36,070,313
497,726

2011
Revised
39,650,354

35,709,610
312,565

2012
Proposed
5,103,137

2013
Projected
6,487,055

36,302,192
321,942

36,886,513
331,600

10,000
50,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

6,995,000

5,769,236

4,070,000

3,805,000

43,623,038

41,841,411

40,744,134

41,073,113

(473,000)

2014
Projected
(14,296,968)

2015
Projected
(28,831,800)

37,519,164
341,548

38,235,425
351,795

2016
Projected
(32,980,880)

2017
Projected
(34,558,591)

39,020,401 $39,868,967
362,348
373,219

50,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

37,910,712

38,637,220

39,432,749

40,292,186

(647,062)

(473,000)

(487,190)

(501,806)

(516,860)

(532,366)

(548,337)

(8,500,000) (3,258,000)
(5,914,061) (7,107,188) (7,805,537)
(26,523,921) (26,345,464) (64,678,029)

(9,162,169)
(29,725,046)

(9,076,534)
(52,293,412)

(9,348,830)
(42,594,909)

(9,629,295)
(32,640,145)

(9,918,174)
(30,559,921)

(10,314,901)
(22,655,212)

(32,855,828) (42,425,652) (76,388,628)

(39,360,215)

(61,857,136)

(52,445,545)

(42,786,300)

(41,010,460)

(33,518,449)

(14,296,968)

(28,831,800)

(32,980,880)

(34,558,591)

(27,784,855)

15,092

39,650,354

4,754,539

5,103,137

6,487,055

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

(39,560,584)
89,770

Notes:
1 Property tax forecast provided by the Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget on 3/20/11.
2 Interest earnings based on average daily cash balances considering the timing of flood levy receipts and transfers to the operating and capital funds.
3 Miscellaneous revenue due to multiple sources such as state forest sales, private timber harvest tax, rent from tenants of acquired real estate, and immaterial corrections from prior years.
4 Estimation of delinquent River Improvement Fund Levy receipts based on past agency experience.
5 The ICRIF amount is based on the 1914 Inter-County Agreement for improvements to the White River.
6 Contribution of fund balance from the old flood capital fund 3180, which was dissolved by the King County Council in January 2011.
7 Costs based on contract established under FCD 2008-07 for District executive services, and inflated at 3% in succeeding years.
8 The "Levy Suppression Payment" is the amount paid to senior taxing districts in 2011 to allow the Flood District to continue collecting levy revenue.

3,500,000

3,500,000
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July 20, 2011

King County Flood District Financial Plan: 2012 Proposed (with Debt Financing)

Beginning Balance
Revenue
Flood District
Flood District Levy 1
Interest Earnings 2
Miscellaneous Revenue 3
King County
Delinquent River Improvement Fund Levy 4
Inter-County River Improvement 5
Contribution S & S Construction 6
Grants
City Reimbursments
Debt Financing
Total Revenue
Expenditure
District Administration 7
Debt Service 8
District Miscellaneous
Levy Suppression Payment 9
Operating Subtotal
Capital Subtotal
Total Expenditure
Ending Balance
Target Fund Balance
Carryover Reserves
Undesignated Fund Balance

2010
Actual
31,118,402

35,555,142
303,461
399,096
461
46,108
900,000
3,515,863
667,650
41,387,780

(432,938)

2011
Adopted
3,557,153

36,070,313
497,726

2011
Revised
39,650,354

35,709,610
312,565

2012
Proposed
5,103,137

36,302,192
321,942

2013
Projected
6,487,055

36,886,513
331,600

10,000
50,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

6,995,000

5,769,236

4,070,000

3,805,000

43,623,038

41,841,411

40,744,134

18,000,000
59,073,113

(473,000)

2014
Projected
3,343,032

37,519,164
341,548

2015
Projected
3,148,200

38,235,425
351,795

2016
Projected
3,239,120

2017
Projected
2,861,409

39,020,401 $39,868,967
362,348
373,219

50,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

15,000,000
52,910,712

5,000,000
43,637,220

2,000,000
41,432,749

40,292,186

(647,062)

(473,000)

(487,190)
(360,000)

(501,806)
(660,000)

(516,860)
(760,000)

(532,366)
(800,000)

(548,337)
(6,680,000)

(8,500,000) (3,258,000)
(5,914,061) (7,107,188) (7,805,537)
(26,523,921) (26,345,464) (64,678,029)

(9,162,169)
(29,725,046)

(9,076,534)
(52,293,412)

(9,348,830)
(42,594,909)

(9,629,295)
(32,640,145)

(9,918,174)
(30,559,921)

(10,314,901)
(22,655,212)

(32,855,828) (42,425,652) (76,388,628)

(39,360,215)

(62,217,136)

(53,105,545)

(43,546,300)

(41,810,460)

(40,198,449)

15,092

39,650,354

4,754,539

5,103,137

6,487,055

3,343,032

3,148,200

3,239,120

2,861,409

2,955,145

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

(39,560,584)
89,770

Notes:
1 Property tax forecast provided by the Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget on 3/20/11.
2 Interest earnings based on average daily cash balances considering the timing of flood levy receipts and transfers to the operating and capital funds.
3 Miscellaneous revenue due to multiple sources such as state forest sales, private timber harvest tax, rent from tenants of acquired real estate, and immaterial corrections from prior years.
4 Estimation of delinquent River Improvement Fund Levy receipts based on past agency experience.
5 The ICRIF amount is based on the 1914 Inter-County Agreement for improvements to the White River.
6 Contribution of fund balance from the old flood capital fund 3180, which was dissolved by the King County Council in January 2011.
7 Costs based on contract established under FCD 2008-07 for District executive services, and inflated at 3% in succeeding years.
8 This financial plan ends the year 2017 with $34M in outstanding debt.
9 The "Levy Suppression Payment" is the amount paid to senior taxing districts in 2011 to allow the Flood District to continue collecting levy revenue.

Attachment 11
Seattle Seawall Q & A
Provided by City of Seattle Staff
1.

How much will the project cost?

The cost estimate range for the central seawall (Washington St. to Virginia) is $310M to $390M.
However, for budgeting purposes, we have been assuming a cost of$330 million.

2.

How do we plan to pay for the project?

At the budgeted amount of $330 million, the funding plan is as follows:
Seawall Ballot Measure / Other - $270 million
Commercial Parking Tax - $21 million
General Fund - $7 million (Bond Proceeds)
King County Flood Control - $32 million (includes $2M for study)

3.

What funds do you have in-hand and How much more money do you need and when?

The Commercial Parking Tax revenue has been made available through the 2.5% parking tax rate
increase authorized last year. The General Fund revenue has been received through bond proceeds in
prior years. King County Flood Control District funding has been provided in past years ($2.2 million)
and the remaining $30M is being programmed in the CIP budget for 2011-2015.
The ballot measure funding is expected to support construction activities that will occur in 2014- 2016,
with the yearly projections for that funding shown below:
2013
Seawall Ballot Measure / Other

2014
76.0

2015
97.0

2016
97.0

TOTAL
270.0

4.
What plans do you have for getting the remaining money? Please discuss any bond measures
and whether actions may be voter approved or councilmatic.
The tentative strategy for securing the remaining funds is primarily through a property tax levy which
would be authorized via ballot measure for Seattle voters as early as 2012. The decisions regarding the
ballot measure amount, the type of levy, and other details are likely to be discussed during the 2012
budget process this fall and next year when further design information and cost estimates are available.
Depending on the size of the property tax levy, updated cost information and other factors, additional
funding may be required. This funding would likely need to be achieved through delay, deferral or
cancelation of other planned projects or existing ongoing programs. Any new support to the impacted
projects and programs by transportation-specific of General Fund sources, if necessary, would likely
require financing.

