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Water & Land Resources Division        MEETING NOTES 

Department of Natural Resources & Parks   
King Street Center   

201 S. Jackson St., Ste. 600 

Seattle, WA 98104-3855 
(206) 477-4800 Office | (206) 296-0192 Fax 
 

  CEDAR RIVER COUNCIL 
 November 27th, 2018 – 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM  

Maplewood Greens Golf Course 

4050 Maple Valley Hwy., Renton, WA 98058 
  

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm. 
 

1st Public Comment Period 

There was no public comment during this period. 
 

Introduction of New CRC SPU Representatives 
Chair Max Prinsen introduced two new CRC representatives from Seattle Public Utilities (SPU): Amy LaBarge, SPU’s 

watershed natural resources manager, and Jamie Thompson, a fisheries and aquatic biologist. Mr. Prinsen thanked SPU 

for re-filling these seats, citing a value in keeping the CRC and public informed about SPU’s impacts to communities 

and the Cedar River basin. Ms. LaBarge and Mr. Thompson are based out of Cedar Falls, at SPU’s new watershed 

headquarters facility. Ms. LaBarge said the CRC is welcome to use this facility as a future meeting space. 
    

Presentation: Using Regional Climate Model Simulations to Quantify Changes in Flooding in KC Rivers – Curt 

DeGasperi, KC DNRP-WLRD Lead Hydrologist 

Mr. DeGasperi reviewed a two-year effort researching climate change impacts on extreme precipitation in King 

County. This was funded by the Flood Control District (FCD), and directed by a team including staff from DNRP-

WLRD’s Director’s Office, Rivers, and Science sections. Technical work was done by University of Washington’s 

(UW) Climate Impacts Group (CIG) and researchers across globe, led by CIG. 
  

For the Puget Sound region, from the 1950s to 2100s, it is projected that temperatures will increase. He pointed to a 

graphic showing two global greenhouse gas emission scenarios. One scenario makes no changes in behavior to mitigate 

greenhouse emissions. A second approach involves taking action to mitigate the emissions. Both scenarios show 

similar output for the first half of this century, but projections begin to diverge in the second half. However, regarding 

precipitation, there’s a lot more natural variability; there is little divergence between scenarios. There may be a slight 

indication in the latter half of this century of an increase in annual average precipitation, but not a large difference. 
 

He next spoke on projections and global climate models. There are land, atmospheric, and ocean dynamic models, 30 

or more in use by institutions worldwide. Research looked at average annual conditions for temperature and 

precipitation, but more focus was given to flooding and daily/sub-daily precipitation, particularly “atmospheric rivers” 

that deliver large amounts of precipitation to the region. Some UW researchers looked at atmospheric rivers and 

projected that by the 2080s, there will be an average 22% increase in heavy rain events in this region. There are two 

ways this might occur: (1) winds may become stronger and drive more precipitation to this area, known as a “dynamic 

effect;” or, more likely in this region, (2) warmer air holds more moisture, more water in the air, and when it hits a 

mountain it rises, cools, and dumps rain. The expected rain increase is due not to change in winds, but a difference in 

vapor in the air, more moisture. It was asked what this means for cloudiness in the region; Mr. DeGasperi replied that 

denser clouds may be seen, but presence of atmospheric rivers guarantees cloudiness anyway. It was then asked how 

rain was differentiated from snow in this study, as less snowpack/more rain can impact water management and other 

areas. He replied that while this study did not differentiate between snow and rain, temperature modeling indicated 

more rain may fall at times instead of snow. 
 

He continued that when talking about resource management, local scale information is needed to make decisions. For 

this, global climate model outputs are downscaled to a regional climate model/local scale, and impacts modeling is 

done using a hydrologic model. Then the plan is evaluated in response to that info, and that planning process is fed 

back into the chain to determine how it might be modified, iteratively. Downscaling is usually done via one of two 

approaches. One is “statistical” downscaling, which takes historical precipitation data from a location and uses it to 
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map future projected precipitation data; however, this doesn’t always capture extreme events well. Another approach is 

“dynamic” modeling: applying everyday weather forecasting models in conjunction with global climate model outputs, 

to get to a finer scale that incorporates elements like topography. These models require a lot of computational effort. 

These can take months to run, and therefore much deliberation determines which are chosen for local downscaling, 

usually a “best-case” and “worst-case” scenario bracket. 
 

He reviewed more research done by UW, where they looked at relative increase in 100-year-flood event occurrences in 

several river basins in the region. The recorded winter temperature indicates if, in a particular basin, it rains all year, or 

if it might be snowing in the winter. Statistical downscaling indicated no notable effect from global climate change on 

100-year-flood events in rain-dominated basins by the 2040s, but showed an impact in currently colder basins. In these, 

more precipitation would fall as rain instead of snow, resulting in bigger winter flooding. However, dynamic modeling 

did indicate a precipitation increase in rain-dominated basins, because an increase in intense precipitation events was 

factored in. Thus, the “dynamic” approach is preferred for more local-scale climate modeling. 
 

Mr. DeGasperi then reviewed what modelers learned about heavy rains when these two regional models were run. 

SeaTac Airport location data indicated a sizable increase in 24-hour rain event precipitation return frequency from two 

years out (2.5 to 3.5 inches) up to 100 years out (4 inches to 8 inches). Modeling was downscaled for 60 locations 

around King County. 24-hour rain event high-end totals are expected to increase by the 2080s for all sites; however, for 

some sites around Seattle, overall precipitation intensity appears to decrease by the 2080s. 
  

He posited what all this could mean for flooding. He directed attention to a report by UW’s CIG, specifically a Weather 

Research Forecasting model (12-kilometer grid resolution), and a hydrologic model (30-meter grid resolution), the 

latter of which better captures topography nuances of a basin. Basins modeled included the South Fork Skykomish, 

Snoqualmie, Green, and Snohomish. These incorporated models for dams and reservoir management, and data from 

USGS stream gauges. Mr. DeGasperi noted influence of the Tolt River dam was not incorporated, due to this also 

requiring modeling for the Cedar River, which there was not funding for. He said generally the Tolt system does not 

influence flooding on the mainstem Snoqualmie, so this was not a major concern. Seasonal average flows from these 

two model runs showed that monthly winter flows are expected to increase in the Snoqualmie and Green basins, while 

their already-low summer flows are expected to decrease further. Mr. DeGasperi clarified this refers to “natural flows,” 

not flows from artificial events such as summer dam releases. 
  

There was an interruption due to a fire alarm going off, after which the CRC reconvened and Mr. DeGasperi’s 

presentation continued. 
 

He reviewed anticipated flood event return frequencies by the 2080s: in the Snoqualmie, results suggest floods will 

increase. He said the modeling timeline was based on a 30-year window from the 1950s to the 2100s: there was little if 

any trending decrease in overall flows, but there may be a trending increase in flow magnitude, especially in the 2080s. 
 

He compared flows on the Green River with and without impacts of Howard Hanson Dam. Without the dam, flows will 

likely go up, particularly based on statistical modeling. However, he suggested some results generated by this modeling 

may seem “extreme” and not necessarily plausible. Modeling incorporating the dam indicated it would manage most 

extreme future flows, though research is still being done. Frank Urabeck asked if the US Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) was involved in or briefed on this work. Mr. DeGasperi answered that some consultation and help running a 

model was received from USACE, and so far he had not heard any negative feedback from them on this work. 
 

He reviewed the implications of this data on flood management decisions. Some decisions can be made now, or a 

decision could be made to wait and get more data. One possible implication is changing flood protection goals. 

Typically, a 100-year-flood return frequency is used as a goal for flood protection, though a higher level of protection 

could be chosen for many reasons. This may involve structural changes in elevation to flood protection facilities, and 

increasing acquisition of properties along floodplains. He further said while his team is not looking at modeling the 

flooding, just the river flows, they could also look at flood inundation and extent/depth with a flood model, to 

determine amount of needed protection for properties along a river. Another idea is designing structures able to be 

retrofitted, allowing adaptation for more protection. 
 

It was asked if 500-year-flood modeling data is available. Mr. DeGasperi replied it has been done, but is not 

necessarily a FEMA requirement and generally considered an “extra” item. It would raise the issue that the 

limited available historical data to extrapolate a 100-year flood event, let alone a 500-year-event, dramatically 
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increases the margin of error in projections. 
 

He reviewed next steps for this process. Next year, King County has a 10-year-update to the Flood Hazard 

Management Plan, which this data will be incorporated into. No modeling has been done yet on the White and 

Cedar basins, as their funding fell through. More dynamically downscaled regional climate models are also 

coming from Cliff Mass’s group, which may be compiled with this data. More research papers are being written, 

along with keeping tabs on data about snowpack, rainfall, river flow, etc., and sifting through that. 
 

Mr. Urabeck asked how management agencies are using this data, if it is making any difference in current flood 

management practices and decisions. Mr. DeGasperi said as far as he knows, the current stage of this process is to 

communicate this data to appropriate people, to stimulate conversation to result in policy decisions. Mr. Prinsen 

asked how this data could be correlated so it makes sense to decision-makers. Mr. DeGasperi suggested there may 

be a decision-making process that needs to be developed: what decision needs to be made, and what information 

is needed to make that decision. Mr. Prinsen suggested looking at cost-benefit ratios based on modeling scenarios 

would be helpful in decision-making processes. It was also asked if a periodic change in climate, like El Niño, 

might change year-to-year weather flow patterns for the region, and if this could be modeled. Mr. DeGasperi 

replied that while he was not certain, it was his impression that research does not suggest a major shift in weather 

patterns seen here, while some variability would still occur. 
 

Larry Phillips asked how broadly this analysis is being disseminated to agencies who can make decisions. Mr. 

DeGasperi replied the report is available online and is likely being distributed through other involved groups like 

the CIG, but there is no dedicated communication campaign yet. Mr. Phillips believed spreading the information 

more broadly would help many councils, cities, and other agencies. He added that there should be FCD funding 

available to support work of this nature in the Cedar and White basins. Mr. DeGasperi said the new budget was 

passed, which should include funding for more work, including hopefully the Cedar and White, in the next year or 

so. Mr. Phillips said another update to the CRC at that time would be welcome. 
 

It was asked what can be done now to mitigate effects of the expected additional water. Mr. DeGasperi replied 

that for urban areas, a stormwater project is underway to develop recommendations for BMPs. As far as what can 

be done locally, he admitted the CRC probably was more aware of actions on a local scale that could be taken to 

mitigate water impacts. 
 

Nathan Brown said he’d read a media article about scientists suggesting releasing particulates into the atmosphere 

to mitigate the amount of sunlight coming into it, and asked if Mr. DeGasperi had heard anything about this. Mr. 

DeGasperi replied that the effects of clouds on global climate are still uncertain, but such an effort would have to 

be undertaken on a global scale to have significant impact. 
   

CRC End of Year Work Session 

Mr. Brown led CRC members in a discussion, with each member introducing themselves and reviewing their primary 

focuses to address on the CRC. Key interests and issues identified by CRC members included: 

 Facilitating communication between citizens and government entities 

 Health of the Cedar River watershed 

 Permitting, large wood, restoration projects 

 Balancing landowner concerns with natural resource conservation 

 Public education on river issues 

 Fish/hatchery issues, advocacy 

 Community advocacy 

 Unincorporated area issues (growth management, code enforcement, transportation, development) impacting 

the Cedar River area 

 City of Renton: stormwater runoff/water quality, flood protection, habitat 

 County/jurisdictional accountability 

 Flooding, river safety, recreation, impacts of County projects on local residents 

 Natural conservation, recreational access, river safety 
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 Balancing growth and protecting natural resources; water quality; human impacts to environment 

 Flood management, engineering issues 

 Resource stewardship, citizen engagement on environmental issues 

 Educational outreach 

 Becoming more familiar with interconnecting technical issues 
 

Updates & Announcements 

 WRIA 8: This was skipped due to time. 

 Fish Counts: This was skipped due to time. 

 River Conditions: This was skipped due to time. 
 

2nd Public Comment Period 
A local citizen, Bob Steele, spoke about the proposed asphalt plant near the Cedar River on Maple Valley Highway. In 

the beginning, he was opposed to it, due to what he saw as lack of transparency in the plant’s process. He said he is not 

opposed to asphalt, but ultimately the plant needs to be put in a better location, as that would be the most responsible 

thing to do environmentally and traffic-wise. 
 

He presented a topographical map of the area, showing elevations in the river valley. He said his primary concern is 

hydrogen sulfide emissions, which are very dangerous to fish, who have a much lower tolerance to them than people. 

He said there is a “choke point” in the valley, which will stop air flow. Hydrogen sulfide is heavier than air, and his 

concern is that, on summer nights when the plant would be doing the bulk of its work, the emissions will drop down 

into the basin where the fish are. He said this is a disaster waiting to happen. 
 

Mr. Steele read an excerpt of a September 2018 letter from King County Executive Dow Constantine to representatives 

of the federal government, which stated the County invests hundreds of millions of dollars annually in keeping its 

waterways clean, restoring habitat, fixing legacy environmental harms, and helping orcas and Chinook salmon. Mr. 

Constantine also wrote of concerns about a gutting of the EPA, among other things, “undermining the precautionary 

approach,” that waiting until one is absolutely certain a species is endangered is too late to begin recovery efforts. Mr. 

Steele said if the CRC is interested in what Constantine is talking about here but doesn’t seem to be doing much about 

locally, he encouraged them to take up this cause. He also spoke to the King County Council, who received his 

presentation well, but advised him he would have better success working with the CRC on this issue. 
 

Mr. Prinsen said CRC vice-chair Tom Allyn is very active in following the asphalt plant issue, and would be asked to 

give an update on this. He also offered to put Mr. Allyn in touch with Mr. Steele to share information. Mr. Steele added 

that the plant emissions would cause acid rain, which would undo work done to refoliate the areas along the river, as 

well as being detrimental to lakes and streams. Mr. Brown suggested following up on this at the January meeting. Mr. 

Urabeck said that as a citizen has made a request for the CRC to act, in January the CRC needs to take the information 

received and decide how to proceed. He suggested there may be a need for more people than just Mr. Allyn to follow 

up with the County on this. Mr. Steele agreed he would like to come back to the CRC in January. 
 

Adjournment 

 Mr. Brown handed out a tentative 2019 meeting schedule, promising a more definitive set of locations would 

be coming. He also distributed copies of the proposed 2019 work plan. He asked CRC members to pick their 

top three priorities from that list to discuss in January. 

 Mr. Urabeck added that he presumed the CRC as a whole supported the idea of several members pursuing 

letters to city, County, and state governments to see what can be done short- and long-term to at least assess 

the possibility of saving the sockeye runs on the Cedar. Mr. Prinsen agreed that the CRC is trying to support a 

conversation on the issue. 
  

The meeting adjourned at 9:17 pm. 
 

Next Meeting       

January 22, 2019, 7 – 9 pm, Maplewood Greens Golf Course, Renton. 
 


