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This policy matrix compares the policies from the 1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan with policies in the Executive Proposed 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan and provides an explanation for the policy change.  In many cases, the policies were simply edited for clarity and writing style.  Some policies were changed from the more discretionary "should" to a non-discretionary "shall" if the policy supports a regulation that has already been adopted in King County Code Chapter 21A.24 and Public Rules.  Since the 1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan predated Title 21A, some regulations adopted in Chapter 21A.24 did not have a corresponding King County flood plan policy basis.  Therefore some policies contained within the 2006 Plan that are indicated as new policies are not proposing a new policy direction, but rather, supporting regulations that were adopted in 1993, and in a very few examples, a new standard adopted by Ordinance 15051, otherwise known as the Critical Areas Ordinance.  Some new policies also support existing programs, such as the Flood Warning Program, which King County has been operating for several decades.  Executive staff has been careful to not make substantive changes to policies that would require amendments to King County Code or establish new programs.  Therefore, the policies in the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan are not considered substantive changes from the 1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan and will not result in any regulatory changes.
	2006 Flood Hazard Management Plan Policy
	1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan Policy
	Explanation For Change

	2.1  GENERAL POLICIES
	
	

	Policy G-1:  Geographic Scope

King County should provide regional and local flood hazard management with emphasis along major rivers including: the South Fork Skykomish, Snoqualmie, Sammamish, Cedar, Green and White Rivers, and their significant tributaries, the Tolt, Raging, Miller and Greenwater Rivers.  King County should also provide flood hazard management along other tributaries and smaller streams, including, but not limited to those with existing flood protection facilities such as Tokul Creek, Kimball Creek, Coal Creek (Snoqualmie), Issaquah Creek, Fifteen Mile Creek, and Holder Creek.
	
	Policy G-1 is a new policy that clarifies that King County is both a regional and local service provider, as established In King County Comprehensive Plan Policy F-103.  The primary focus is on the major rivers and tributaries and smaller systems with existing flood protection facilities.

	Policy G-2  Flood Risks

The natural processes of flooding and channel migration become risks when human development is located within flood hazard areas.  The level of risk is evaluated on a case by case basis using the predicted likelihood of flooding and channel migration and the consequences that would result if no action is taken.  Flood risks, and the resulting consequences that would result if no action is taken, are generally prioritized in the following order:

a. Threats to public safety.

b. Damage to public infrastructure.

c. Impacts on the regional economy.

d. Damage to private structures.
	Policy FHR-1

The following types of properties and problems should be eligible for protection:

1.
there is an imminent threat to public health or safety;

2.
King County has a written maintenance agreement or other legal obligation to protect the site;

3.
King County property (such as a road, bridge, or park) is endangered;

4.
public property (such as a road, bridge, or park) of a city within King County is endangered;

5.
a County action caused or contributed to the problem;

6.
property for which the County has acquired development rights (e.g., agricultural land) is endangered;

7.
there is a threat of severe damage to private homes or businesses.

The following types of properties and problems should be ineligible for project assistance from King County:

1.
undeveloped private land (e.g., a lawn, private forest land, etc.) is eroding or inundated, with no imminent and severe threat to public or private structures;

2.
federal and/or state property alone is endangered;

3.
future development potential is precluded (e.g., a property cannot be issued a development permit because of a flood-related problem);

4.
private roads and bridges are endangered, with no imminent threat to public health and safety.
	Policy FHR-1 from the 1993 Plan is amended to remove criteria for what is eligible and not eligible for action based on the type of land use or maintenance agreement.  Instead, the focus is not on specific land uses and problems but on highest risk.  New policy G-2 takes some of the criteria from the 1993 Policy FHR-1 to define what is considered a flood risk based on prioritized consequences.

	Policy G-3:  Comprehensive River and Flood Hazard Management

King County should provide comprehensive river and flood hazard management through the implementation of projects and programs that result in multiple benefits, including those created by meeting any or all of the following non-prioritized objectives:

a. Effectively meet site- and reach-specific flood risk reduction needs;

b. Achieve benefits that exceed the total cost of projects or programs, including long-term maintenance costs;

c. Avoid the creation of new flood, channel migration or other risks that cannot be mitigated;

d. Protect productive agricultural soils;

e. Protect and, where possible, enhance aquatic and riparian habitat in a manner consistent with adopted salmon habitat recovery plans, and

f. Leverage flood hazard management revenues through partnerships with other agencies and stakeholders.
	Policy FHR-4:

Project alternatives should be evaluated according to the following criteria:

1.
Risks to life and limb.  The effect of the project on public health and safety should be evaluated both upstream and downstream of the site.  The project should have a beneficial or negligible impact on public health and safety.

2.
Benefits versus costs.  Benefits are measured as the effect on flood damages over the entire river or stream system; costs are measured as public and private costs for implementing and maintaining the solution over the long term.  Flood damage reduction benefits over the entire river or stream system should exceed long-term costs.

3.
Environmental impacts.  The environmental impacts of the project include its effect on fish and wildlife habitat, wetlands, water quality, and other elements prescribed in the State Environmental Policy Act guidelines.  Impacts should be evaluated both upstream and downstream of the project site.  The net environmental impacts of the project (plus any mitigation measures) over the long term should be positive or negligible.

4.
Consistency with applicable land-use plans and regulations.  The project should be consistent with land-use plans for the area and should not conflict with regulations governing activities in the floodplain and riparian corridor (e.g., zero-rise floodway, compensatory storage, stream buffers), unless the project benefits justify seeking an exception from applicable regulations.
	Policy FHR-4 from the 1993 Plan was rewritten to remove definitions within the policy.  Subsection c. of new Policy G-3 incorporates Policy G-5 from the 1993 Plan.  It is not necessary to include a requirement that projects must be consistent with applicable land-use plans and regulations as that is a requirement, not a criteria to consider.

	Policy G-4:  River and Flood Hazard Management Services

King County should provide river and flood hazard management services to reduce the risk of flood and channel migration hazards, including but not limited to:

a.
Prepare technical studies to identify flood hazard areas and channel migration zones,

b.
Provide technical information and assistance to other agencies, jurisdictions and individuals,

c.
Develop, implement and enforce flood hazard area and channel migration zone regulations and stormwater management standards within unincorporated King County,

d.
Construct, monitor, maintain, repair, retrofit, or remove King County managed flood protection facilities,

e.
Preserve open space in flood hazard areas and channel migration zones,

f.
Monitor conditions in the river channels and take actions to reduce risks,

g.
Remove, relocate or elevate at-risk buildings,

h.
Coordinate flood preparedness activities and operate a flood warning program for mainstem rivers and major tributaries,

i.
Perform emergency flood risk reduction actions,

j.
Coordinate with other agencies with flood and channel migration risks or programs within King County or in basins shared with King County,

k.
Collaborate with other jurisdictions in floodplains to implement flood risk reduction actions, and

l.
Take any other action deemed necessary to reduce flood and channel migration related risks and the environmental impacts of flood hazard management on a regional scale.
	Policy E-1:

King County should make the following information available to current and prospective residents and landowners in flood hazard areas:  1) the known flood risks to their property and safety; 2) steps they can take to protect themselves and their belongings from flooding; 3) regulations affecting floodplain development activities; and 4) types of disaster assistance available.  This information should be provided in advance of flood emergencies, during the emergency itself (through the King County Flood Warning System), and after the emergency has passed.
	Policy E-1 from the 1993 Plan is expanded in 2006 Plan Policy G-4 to list the possible actions King County may provide to reduce the risk from flooding.  Policy E-1 from the 1993 Plan only addresses information to current and prospective residents and landowners in flood hazard areas.  The actions are all currently conducted under the 1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan and are proposed to continue under the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan.

	Policy G-5:  Inter-County River Improvement Agreement

King County should collaborate with Pierce County to implement consistent flood hazard management objectives for the White and Greenwater Rivers.  King County should partner with Pierce County to evaluate whether the Inter-County River Improvement Agreement should be allowed to expire or should be updated to provide for the continuation of funding and coordinating flood hazard management activities for the White River.
	
	New Policy G-5 recognizes the Inter-County River Improvement Agreement established in 1912 between King and Pierce Counties for continued funding and coordination of flood hazard management activities for the White River.

	Policy G-6:  Inter-Governmental Coordination and Cooperation

King County’s flood hazard management activities should be planned and implemented in close cooperation with cities, counties, tribes, salmon habitat recovery planning partners and other agencies sharing jurisdiction in each basin.
	Policy G-10:

King County's floodplain and watershed management activities should be planned and implemented in close cooperation with cities, counties, tribes, and other agencies sharing jurisdiction in each basin.
	Policy G-10 from the 1993 Plan is amended to include salmon habitat recovery planning partners as another group King County should coordinate with.  The phrase "floodplain and watershed management" is replaced with "flood hazard management" to reflect terminology used in the 2006 Plan.

	Policy G-7:  Intra-Governmental Coordination and Cooperation

This Plan will be implemented by multiple King County departments.  The River and Floodplain Management Program will work with other departments to define roles and responsibilities to ensure flood hazard management coordination within King County government.
	
	New Policy G-7 recognizes the various other King County departments that help implement this Plan and requires that roles and responsibilities be identified to ensure efficient implementation.  The 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan does not add any additional requirements on other departments and just recognizes the existing implementation structure.  The policy is added to assist FEMA reviewers of the 2006 Plan to understand that more than just the River and Floodplain Management Unit implements this Plan.

	Policy G-8:  Dam Operations

To the extent possible, major dams should be designed and operated to meet multiple objectives, which could include flood risk reduction, water supply, power generation, water quality, recreation and natural resource protection.  Natural flow regimes should be protected or restored, when feasible.  King County should work with dam operators to minimize potential damage to County flood protection facilities.
	Policy WM-4:

To the extent possible, major dams should be designed and operated to meet multiple objectives, which could include flood control, water supply, power generation, water quality, recreation, and fisheries protection.
	Policy WM-4 from the 1993 Plan is amended to update language and to encourage the protection and restoration of natural flow regimes on river systems with dams, when it is feasible to do so.  This amendment simply encourages dam operators to consider natural flow regimes.  The amendment also encourages King County to work with dam operators to ensure dam operations do not impact King County flood protection facilities.

	Policy G-9:  Multi-Objective Management

King County’s rivers and major tributaries and their associated floodplains should be managed for multiple, and sometimes competing, uses and objectives.  Flood hazard management actions should support long-term flood risk reduction outcomes.
	Policy G-8:

Floodplains, rivers, streams, and other water resources should be managed for multiple uses--including flood and erosion hazard reduction, fish and wildlife habitat, agriculture, open space, recreation, and, where appropriate, water supply and hydropower.
	Minor edits are proposed for Policy G-8 from the 1993 Plan to remove the list of land uses that could occur within floodplains, since the list may not be inclusive of all possible appropriate uses.  Policy G-8 from the 1993 Plan does not specify that the listed uses are the only allowed uses.

	Policy G-10:  Protecting Natural Functions and Values

King County shall protect flood storage, conveyance, and ecological values of floodplains, wetlands, and riparian corridors and, when feasible, should enhance or restore these ecological functions and values.  Flood risk reduction strategies and projects should be coordinated on a river-reach scale with the salmon habitat recovery plans.
	Policy G-7:

The existing flood storage and conveyance functions and ecological values of floodplains, wetlands, and riparian corridors should be protected and, where possible, enhanced or restored.
	Policy G-9 from the 1993 Plan is incorporated into this policy and the language updated.  New Policy G-10 also encourages coordination with salmon recovery plans.

	Policy G-11:  Minimum State Standards

Cities and towns located within the geographic scope of this Plan shall meet the minimum standards of the National Flood Insurance Program and the minimum state requirements adopted pursuant to RCW 86.16.041.
	Policy G-12:

The policies and regulations of cities within the six major river basins will be evaluated for their overall impacts on the following factors: protection of flood storage, conveyance, and natural resources of the floodplain; and control of stormwater runoff impacts on the floodplain.  City consistency with the FHRP policies will be determined by considering whether the city's regulations effectively prevent significant adverse impacts on flooding, erosion, and natural resources in floodplains outside their jurisdiction.
	Policy G-11 replaces Policy G-12 from the 1993 Plan to reflect specific cities comments received from cities for the standard cities must meet to be consistent with the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan.  King County has no authority over cities policies and regulations.

	Policy G-12:  Higher Regulatory Standards

King County should encourage cities and towns to adopt policies and regulations that meet or exceed the standards contained in Floodplain Management: Higher Regulatory Standards, prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 10.
	
	New Policy G-12 provides guidance for cities on regulatory standards that have been developed by FEMA to encourage a higher standard than the minimum National Flood Insurance Program.

	Policy G-13: No Adverse Impact Floodplain Management

King County and cities and towns should work cooperatively to manage floodplain resources.  King County staff should provide ongoing technical and planning flood risk reduction assistance to cities and towns, as requested, to ensure that development within each jurisdiction will not have an adverse impact on upstream or downstream property owners.
	Policy E-2:

King County should assist other jurisdictions with which it shares jurisdiction of the major river basins in developing and adopting floodplain policies, regulations, and standards that are consistent with King County's.
	Policy E-2 from the 1993 Plan is revised to reflect a cooperative relationship between the County and cities to ensure that activities within one jurisdiction do not impact upstream or downstream property owners.

	Policy G-14:  National Flood Insurance Program

King County shall exceed the federal minimum standards stipulated by the National Flood Insurance Program for unincorporated areas, utilizing the Community Rating System as a guide to better protect public safety, reduce the risk of flood and channel migration hazards to existing public and private property, and achieve flood insurance premium discounts.
	Policy G-1:

Communities should not only meet, but also exceed the federal minimum standards for National Flood Insurance Program Qualification in order to better protect public health and safety, and to achieve flood insurance premium discounts.   
	Policy G-1 from the 1993 Plan was revised to limit its application to unincorporated King County.  The regulations implementing this policy have been implemented in King County since 1990 so this is not a new policy direction for unincorporated King County.  Policy G-4 from the 1993 Plan was also incorporated into New Policy G-14.

	2.2 FLOODPLAIN LAND USE POLICIES
	
	

	Policy FP-1:  Future Conditions

Wherever future-conditions flows have been modeled and adopted or approved by King County as a component of a basin plan or technical study, they shall be used within unincorporated King County to define the 100-year future-conditions floodplain that would occur with build out in the basin under current zoning and regulations.  In these basins, land use policies and flood hazard regulations shall apply to the 100-year future-conditions floodplain.
	Policy FP-1:

Wherever future conditions flows have been modeled and adopted by the County and affected cities as part of a basin plan, they should be used to define the 100-year, future-conditions floodplain (i.e., the 100-year floodplain expected under buildout of current land-use plans and regulations for the basin). In these basins, land use policies and flood hazard regulations should apply to the 100-year future conditions floodplain.
	Reference to the cities using future conditions was removed because that is a decision that the cities should make.

	Policy FP-2:  Channel Migration Hazard Areas

King County should identify channel migration hazard areas through geomorphologic analyses and review of historical channel migration patterns and rates.  Land-use regulations shall restrict unsafe development in identified channel migration hazard areas.
	Policy FP-8:

Channel migration hazard areas should be identified through geomorphologic analyses and review of historic channel migration patterns and rates.  Land-use regulations should be adopted and applied in order to preclude unsafe development in these areas.
	Policy FP-8 from the 1993 Plan was rewritten in active voice and removed reference to adopting land use regulations since they have been adopted already.

	Policy FP-3: Subdividing Property

New subdivisions, short subdivisions, urban planned developments, and binding site plans shall ensure that new lots contain sufficient buildable land outside the zero-rise floodway and severe channel migration hazard area.
	Policy FP-2:

New subdivisions, residential and commercial development, and substantial improvements to residential structures should be prohibited within the one-foot floodway delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps produced by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.
	Policy FP-2 from the 1993 Plan was divided into two policies so that it matches the adopted code, which prohibits new subdivisions within both the zero-rise floodway and the severe channel migration hazard area.  New Policy FP-3 adds short subdivisions, urban planned developments and binding sites plans into the policy as they are additional methods for subdividing land.  This is the policy basis for KCC 21A.24.240D.

	Policy FP-4:  Development in the FEMA Floodway

New residential and nonresidential structures shall be prohibited within the FEMA one-foot floodway.
	
	See comment above.  New Policy FP-4 prohibits new residential and nonresidential structures in the FEMA floodway, which is the policy basis for KCC 21A.24.260C.

	Policy FP-5:  Zero-Rise
King County shall not authorize any placement of structures or fill in the floodplain that would cause an increase in the elevation of the 100-year flood.
	Policy FP-3:

The placement of structures and/or fill in the floodplain should not cause any increase in the elevation of the 100-year flood  (see Figure 9 in Section 2 for an illustration of the "zero-rise" floodway).
	Minor edits are made to Policy FP-3 from the 1993 Plan, but the "should" was changed to "shall" since the adopted code prohibits an increase in the elevation of the 100-year flood.  This is the policy basis for KCC 21A.24.250B.

	Policy FP-6:  Compensatory Storage

The existing flood storage volume of the floodplain shall be preserved.  Structures and fill that displace floodplain storage volume shall be compensated for by excavation of equivalent volumes at equivalent elevations.  The compensatory storage area shall be hydraulically connected to the source of flooding.
	Policy FP-4:

Structures and fill placed in the floodplain should be compensated for by excavation of equivalent volumes at equivalent elevations (see Figure 10 in Section 2).
	Policy FP-4 from the 1993 Plan is amended slightly to reference the hydrologic connection requirement, which is already codified in KCC 21A.24.240A.

	Policy FP-7:  Base Flood Depth and Base Flood Velocity

King County shall require a base flood depth and base flood velocity analysis for all new development in flood hazard areas.
	
	Ordinance 15051 added a new requirement for a base flood depth and base flood velocity analysis in KCC 21A.24.240C.  The code prohibits new development in areas where the study shows a depth of more than three feet or a volume of more than three feet per second.  This new Policy FP-7 supports that code requirement.

	Policy FP-8: Development in the Floodplain

New development and substantial improvements in the floodplain shall be constructed so that they can withstand the 100-year flood without sustaining significant damage.  They shall, at a minimum, be built so that the lowest finished floor is 1 foot above the 100-year flood elevation.  Areas below the lowest finished floor of residential structures shall be designed to allow for the entry and exit of floodwaters.
	Policy FP-5:

New development and substantial improvements in the floodplain should be constructed so that they can withstand the 100-year flood without sustaining significant damage.  They should, at a minimum, be built so that the lowest finished floor is one foot above the 100-year flood elevation.  Areas below the lowest finished floor of residential structures should be designed to allow for the entry and exit of floodwaters (see Figure 11 in Section 2).
	New Policy FP-8 is the basis for KCC 21A.24.240E.-F.  The "should" was changed to "shall" because this is the adopted code standard.

	Policy FP-9:  Utilities

Utilities should be allowed within the floodplain only when no reasonable alternative location is available.  When allowed, they shall be designed and built to resist flood damage.
	
	This new Policy FP-9 is the basis for KCC 21A.24.240I.

	Policy FP-10:  Structural Stability

Structures in the floodplain shall be designed and built to prevent flotation, lateral movement or collapse.
	
	This new Policy FP-10 is the basis for KCC 21A.24.240G.

	Policy FP-11:  Critical Facilities

Critical facilities and land uses that have the potential to create hazardous conditions if impacted by flooding shall not be allowed in a 100-year floodplain unless no reasonable alternative location is available.  If no alternative site is available, the critical facility shall be flood protected, including the access road to the critical facility, to 3 feet above the 100-year flood elevation or the 500-year flood elevation, whichever is higher.  Critical facilities shall be prohibited in the severe channel migration hazard area.
	Policy FP-7:

Critical facilities and land uses which would present special risks--such as hazardous waste storage facilities, hospitals, schools, nursing homes, and police and fire stations--should not be built in the floodplain unless no reasonable alternative is available.  If located in the floodplain, these facilities and the access routes needed for their operation should be built in a manner that protects public health and safety during at least the 100-year flood.  In addition, special measures should be taken to ensure that hazardous or toxic substances are not released into flood waters.
	New Policy FP-11 is the basis for KCC 21A.24.240J and KCC 21A.24.045D3.  The example of critical facilities is removed because the definition in code is much broader.  Other edits to make it consistent with adopted code. 

	2.3  STRUCTURAL AND NONSTRUCTURAL PROJECTS POLICIES
	
	

	Policy PROJ-1:  Prioritizing Flood Hazard Risks

King County should prioritize actions to address flood and channel migration risks using the following criteria in order of importance:

a. The consequences that will result if no action is taken.  Consequences should be prioritized as identified in Policy G-2.

b. Urgency, where urgency is a measure of how quickly an action needs to be taken in order to prevent a risk from growing worse.

c. Legal responsibility and authority, where legal responsibility and authority is a contractual relationship between King County and another person or agency to maintain a flood protection facility.

d. Funding or partnership opportunities.
	Policy FHR-2

In determining the priority of a problem, the following factors should be taken into consideration:  consequences, urgency, responsibility, and opportunity.  These factors are described below. 

Consequences:  

The primary determinant of a problem's priority is the consequences that would result if no project is implemented.  Consequences should generally be prioritized in the following order: 

1.
Threats to public health and safety 


Threats to public health and safety include threats to critical facilities (e.g., hospitals, schools, nursing homes, and emergency response facilities) and/or health-related infrastructure (e.g., water supply systems, sewer lines).  The presence of deep, high-velocity flows carrying debris through populated areas also constitutes a threat to life and limb.

2.
Damage to public infrastructure and developed public property  


Public infrastructure and developed public property includes, but is not limited to, roads, bridges, utility systems, public buildings, and parks. 

3.
Damage to private structures 


Private residential structures should receive higher priority than non-residential structures.  

4.
Damage to significant natural resources


Significant natural resources are defined to include fish and wildlife species and their habitats that are considered regionally significant to the lower Puget Sound Region. 

5.
Damage to undeveloped public land


Undeveloped public land refers to both publicly-owned open space and land for which development rights have been purchased, such as agricultural land.  
Urgency:

Urgency is a measure of how quickly action needs to be taken in order to prevent a problem from growing worse and requiring an increasingly costly solution.  For example, the magnitude of an erosion-related problem will generally increase over time if not addressed.  In comparing problems where equal consequences would result if no action were taken, the most urgent problem should be addressed first. 

Responsibility: 

Another important factor is whether the problem is related to a County facility that King County has a legal commitment to maintain.  In comparing problem sites with comparable consequences and urgency, those associated with facilities that King County has a legal commitment to maintain should be a higher priority than sites where no such commitment  exists. 

Opportunity:

Although consequences, urgency, and responsibility are the primary factors in determining problem priorities, projects can sometimes present opportunities for meeting multiple objectives.  Examples include projects that enhance ecological resources, provide public access to the river system, and/or provide opportunities to cooperate with private land owners or other jurisdictions in funding and implementation of the project.  The prioritization procedures should allow flexibility to give higher priority to projects that  meet multiple objectives.
	Policy FHR-2 from the 1993 Plan was amended to take out unnecessary detail, which has been added to text in the 2006 Plan or incorporated into other policies.  Some of the language in Policy FHR-2 from the 1993 reads like a definition.  The five consequences were the basis for New Policy G-2, which establishes when the natural process of flooding becomes a risk based on a prioritization of consequences.

	Policy PROJ-2:  Property Acquisition

Property acquisition for flood risk reduction projects should be voluntary on the part of the property owner, except under very limited circumstances.
	Policy FHR-5:

Except under very limited circumstances, county acquisition of threatened buildings should be voluntary on the part of the property owner.  Condemnation should be considered only under the following circumstances:  1) federal, state and/or local regulations prohibit reconstruction of the building; 2) the property in question is causing significant flood damage to other properties; 3) a property owner refuses to sell a portion of an area in which the majority of property owners have agreed to sell to the county, or 4) a property owner refuses to sell an area needed to complete an approved capital improvement project.
	RCW 8612.030 authorizes King County to condemn property for flood risk reduction and the specific criteria in Policy FHR-5 from the 1993 Plan is not necessary.

	Policy PROJ-3:  Easements

New or additional easements necessary to construct, maintain, repair, or retrofit a flood protection facility should be sufficient to meet applicable King County design and construction standards and federal and state technical guidelines.  Acquisition of easements for flood hazard management projects should be consistent with Policy PROJ-2.
	
	This new Policy PROJ-3 was added to address the need to acquire easements to construct, maintain, repair and retrofit flood protection facilities.  This is not a new policy change, but reflects existing practice.

	Policy PROJ-4:  Management of King County Properties

King County shall manage its public lands and easements within flood hazard areas in accordance with the policies in this Plan.  Public access to flood hazard management properties may be allowed on a case-by-case basis after evaluating overall public safety issues to determine the appropriate level of public access.
	Policy FHR-6:

Open land created by the relocation or acquisition of structures should become either a County easement (if the structure is relocated to another site on the same lot) or be owned and managed by King County as open space, riparian corridor, agriculture or a recreation area.
	Policy FHR-6 from the 1993 Plan was rewritten to eliminate the list of land uses that public lands can be used for to allow more flexibility.  Policy FHR-13 from the 1993 Plan relating to public access was incorporated into this new Policy PROJ-4.

	Policy PROJ-5:  Flood Protection Standard

New flood hazard management projects, whether protecting new or existing development, should seek to provide protection from the 100-year, future conditions flood, plus a margin of safety.  When new projects are being built to protect existing development, lesser protection may be provided where 100‑year protection is not practical.  Existing flood hazard management projects protecting existing developments should be maintained at their current level of protection unless the alternatives evaluation shows that a different level of protection is warranted.
	Policy FHR-7:

New flood hazard reduction projects, whether protecting new or existing development, should seek to provide protection from the 100-year, future conditions flood, plus a margin of safety.  When new projects are being built to protect existing development, lesser protection may be provided where 100-year protection is not practical.  Existing flood hazard reduction projects protecting existing developments should be maintained at their current level of protection unless the alternatives evaluation shows that a different level of protection is warranted.
	No edits to Policy FHR-7 from the 1993 Plan.

	Policy PROJ-6:  Flood Protection Facility Design and Maintenance Objectives

King County should construct new flood protection facilities and maintain, repair or replace existing flood protection facilities in such a way as to:

a. Require minimal maintenance over the long term,

b. Ensure that flood or channel migration risks are not transferred to other sites,

c. Protect or enhance aquatic, riparian and other critical habitats, and

d. Protect or enhance multiple beneficial uses of flood hazard areas.
	Policy FHR-11:

King County should evaluate alternatives to returning an existing project to its pre-damage condition when the original design appears to:  1) contribute to high maintenance costs, 2) provide inadequate protection from inundation and erosion hazards, 3) transfer problems to other sites, 4) degrade riparian habitat, or 5) provide an opportunity for habitat enhancement.  This evaluation should occur on an ongoing basis.  Alternative recommendations should be incorporated into the responsible jurisdiction or agency's maintenance and/or capital improvement priorities.  This policy is not intended to prevent emergency repairs necessary to address extreme threats to public health and safety.
	Policy FHR-11 from the 1993 Plan has been rewritten for clarity with no substantive changes.

	Policy PROJ-7:  Flood Protection Facilities within Critical Areas Ordinance Aquatic Areas and Aquatic Area Buffers

Wherever possible, King County should relocate existing flood protection facilities farther from the river edge and associated buffers to increase flood conveyance and allow natural river processes to occur.
	
	New Policy PROJ-7 was added to provide policy direction for King County to move flood protection facilities back away from the river channel to help restore natural river processes, whenever possible.

	Policy PROJ-8:  Cultural and Historic Resources

King County will consult with affected Native American Tribes, the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and the King County Historic Preservation Program staff when designing flood hazard management projects beyond existing flood protection facility footprints to ensure that archaeological, cultural and historic resources and Traditional Cultural Properties are identified, evaluated and appropriately protected.
	
	New Policy PROJ-8 was added to reflect the existing practice of consulting on cultural and historic resources.

	Policy PROJ-9:  Non-County Projects

King County should only participate in flood hazard management projects that are consistent with or that exceed King County flood hazard management policies and standards.
	Policy FHR-10:

If another agency seeks King County's participation in developing a flood hazard reduction project, the county should work with the lead agency to incorporate King County flood hazard reduction policies and standards into the project.  King County should not act as a sponsor for a flood hazard reduction project unless the project is consistent with or exceeds county flood hazard reduction policies and standards.
	Policy FHR-10 from the 1993 Plan was divided into two policies to reflect projects sponsored by King County and projects sponsored by others.


	Policy PROJ-10:  King County Sponsored Projects

All King County sponsored projects located in flood hazard areas shall be consistent with policies in the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan and meet or exceed the standards adopted in the King County Code to implement those policies.
	
	See comment above.

	Policy PROJ-11:  Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Flood hazard management projects shall be monitored to assess their functions relative to performance measures.  Adaptive management principles shall be used to manage projects over time to meet permit requirements or improve the effectiveness of projects.  Lessons learned will be used to inform the design and implementation of future projects.
	
	New Policy PROJ-11 is added to support monitoring and adaptive management, which will be used to implement the plan.

	2.4  RIVER CHANNEL MAINTENANCE POLICIES
	
	

	Policy RCM-1:  When to Reposition or Relocate Large Woody Debris

Naturally occurring accumulations of large woody debris should be repositioned or relocated for flood hazard management purposes only if one or more of the flood and channel migration risks in Policy G-2 is present and all reasonable flood and channel migration risk reduction alternatives have been considered.
	Policy RCM-1:

Accumulations of large woody debris should be removed or dislodged only if they pose a direct threat to properties eligible for protection under Policy FHR-1, and can be removed without endangering personnel or equipment.  Logjam removal should be prioritized along with other project needs according to the criteria in Policy FHR-2.  Logjams that do not pose a direct threat to eligible properties should not be disturbed.
	Minor edits are proposed to Policy RCM-1 from the 1993 Plan to reference the correct policy and remove reference to eligibility criteria, which as been removed.

	Policy RCM-2:  Reposition and Relocation of Large Woody Debris

Repositioning or relocation of naturally occurring large woody debris should be accomplished using the technique that results in the least disturbance to the river channel and riparian corridor.  If repositioned or relocated, the wood should be put back into the river in a manner that does not create new flood or channel migration risks.  If it is not practical or reasonable to return the large woody debris to the channel, it should be incorporated into an adjacent riparian corridor.
	Policy RCM-2:

If large woody debris must be moved, it should be either dislodged so it can continue down through the system, or removed and put back into the system at the next available downstream location.  If it is not practical or reasonable to return the materials to the channel, they should be incorporated into the adjacent riparian corridor, if possible.

When woody debris is replaced in the river channel or corridor, its placement should not create new direct threats to other properties.
	Policy RCM-2 from the 1993 Plan has been reworded for clarity with no substantive change in the policy.

	Policy RCM-3:  Gravel Removal

King County should remove gravel from rivers and streams for flood hazard management purposes only when:

a. It can be demonstrated that gravel accumulation poses a flood risk, as defined in Policy G-2 of this Plan,

b. Hydraulic and geomorphic studies conclude gravel removal has a long-term benefit of flood risk reduction,

c. Biologic studies determine it does not, with appropriate mitigation, result in a net loss of ecological function,

d. It is part of a comprehensive, long-term flood management strategy,

e. It is consistent with the best available science, the provisions of this Plan, and state and federal guidelines and regulations, including the Endangered Species Act, and

f. It is determined to be the best flood risk reduction alternative available, based on criteria in this Plan.
	Policy RCM-3:

Gravels should be removed from river and stream channels only if their presence poses a direct threat to properties eligible for protection under Policy FHR-1, and where such activity is determined to be the best flood damage reduction alternative available (using the criteria in Policy FHR-3).  Dredging should be prioritized along with other County project needs according to the criteria in Policy FHR-2.
	Policy RCM-3 from the 1993 Plan was reworded to establish some criteria for when King County may remove gravel.  This criteria is taken from the current Washington State Shoreline Management Act to assure that King County will be consistent with that Act if conducting gravel removal.

	2.5  FLOOD WARNING AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE POLICIES
	
	

	Policy ER-1: Flood Warning Services

King County should provide regional flood warning services including the operation of a Flood Warning Center.  King County should consider expanding these services if resources are available.
	
	New Policy ER-1 was added to support the existing Flood Warning Center.  The 1993 Plan did not have a policy supporting the Flood Warning Center.

	Policy ER-2:  Regional Flood Emergency Response

King County should coordinate regional flood emergency response services during and after flood emergencies through the River and Floodplain Management Flood Warning Center and King County Emergency Coordination Center.
	Policy ER-1:

King County should be the lead jurisdiction in managing and coordinating emergency public health, safety and welfare services before, during and after flood emergencies within the County.  King County should coordinate emergency preparedness and response with all other agencies and jurisdictions who have a role in responding to flood emergencies.
	Policy ER-1 from the 1993 Plan is amended to clarify that the Flood Warning Center works with the King County Emergency Coordination Center during and after floods.  No policy change.

	Policy ER-3:  Emergency Response Actions

King County should consider long-term risk reduction and habitat restoration objectives when taking emergency response actions.
	
	New Policy ER-3 was added to provide guidance for emergency response actions to consider long-term objectives.

	Policy ER-4: Sandbags

Property owners living in flood hazard areas are responsible for obtaining sandbags, sand and other flood-fighting materials to protect their property during flood events.  Property owners are responsible for filling and placing sandbags, cleaning up sandbags after the flood event, and meeting any other regulations relating to sandbagging activity.  King County may provide sand and sandbags for private property owners during flood emergencies to the extent that resources are available.
	Policy ER-2:

King County should provide a limited supply of sand and sandbags for private property owners during flood emergencies.  Citizens should be responsible for requesting, picking up, filling and placing sandbags, as well as cleaning up sandbags and sand on their property after floods.  Sandbags should be placed as close as possible to the foundation of the structure being protected.
	Policy ER-2 from the 1993 Plan was amended to shift the responsibility away from King County for providing sand bags for flood fighting.  The reason for this change is that King County may not have adequate or sufficient resources to provide this service and property owners need to be aware of that so they can prepare themselves.

	2.6  FUNDING POLICIES
	
	

	Policy FF-1:  Economic Impact Assessment

King County should complete economic impact assessments along major river systems to determine the economic impact of potential flood-related damages that may occur as a result of failure of King County managed flood protection facilities.  These analyses should be consistent with the River and Floodplain Management Program goals and objectives and should be used to inform flood hazard management actions and to prioritize funding allocations.
	
	New Policy FF-1 is added to provide policy guidance for future economic analysis for flood risk reduction actions.

	Policy FF-2:  Designated Emergency Fund Balance

King County should establish a designated emergency fund balance reserve to be used exclusively for flood emergency response.  To the extent that new funding is approved, these funds should be used to leverage state and federal funds, but should also be sufficient to allow King County to respond to emergencies when state and federal funding is not readily available. The reserve allocation should be based on the projected costs for the local share of flood disaster recovery plus a cost contingency.
	
	New Policy FF-2 is added because King County currently does not have policy guidance for maintaining a fund balance to meet the financial needs following a flood event.

	Policy FF-3:  Regional Funding

New or expanded regional funding sources should be identified and secured to meet the need for enhanced or expanded flood hazard management projects and programs to address flood hazard management goals and objectives.
	
	New Policy FF-3 is added to address the need for future funding sources for the shortfall needed to achieve the ten-year action plan proposed in the 2006 Plan.

	Policy FF-4:  Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program

King County should identify and prioritize eligible projects on an annual basis for submittal to the FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program.
	
	New Policy FF-4 is added to support an annual identification and prioritization of projects to assure King County is eligible for future grant funding.

	
	Policy G-2:

New subdivisions, residential and commercial development, and substantial redevelopment of residential structures should be prevented on lands where hazards associated with flooding (such as deep and fast flowing water, large debris, or rapid bank erosion and channel migration) would pose serious threats to life, health or property.
	Delete Policy G-2 from the 1993 Plan as it duplicates Policy FP-2 from the 1993 Plan and New Policies FP-3 and FP-4.

	
	Policy G-3:

Development may be allowed in areas of lesser flood hazard (such as shallow, slow moving water) only if it can be built to withstand flooding without suffering significant damage.
	Delete Policy G-3 from the 1993 Plan as it is covered by the policies that support the CAO flood hazard regulations (2006 Plan Policies FP-1 through FP-11.)

	
	Policy G-4:

Jurisdictions in King County should seek to reduce the risk of severe flood hazards and damages experienced by existing public and private developments.
	Delete Policy G-4 from the 1993 Plan as it was folded into policy G-14:  National Flood Insurance Program.


	
	Policy G-5:

New development or other actions should not be allowed to increase flood risks to existing properties and development.
	Delete Policy G-5 from the 1993 Plan as it was folded into 2006 Plan Policy G-3: Comprehensive River and Flood Hazard Management.

	
	Policy G-6:

Where possible, flood hazard reduction projects should be selected, designed, and implemented to be permanent or low-maintenance solutions to flood problems.
	Policy G-6 from the 1993 Plan is not needed as it is covered by 2006 Plan Policy PROJ-6: Flood Protection Facility Design and Maintenance Objectives, subsection a.

	
	Policy G-9:

Flood reduction plans and projects should be developed in a basinwide context, recognizing that the watershed and drainage network function as an interdependent system.
	Delete Policy G-9 from the 1993 Plan as it is incorporated into 2006 Plan Policy G-10: Protecting Natural Functions and Values.


	
	Policy G-11:

Cities with no jurisdiction in any of the six major river basins (the South Fork Skykomish, Snoqualmie, Cedar, Green, White, or Sammamish) will not be evaluated for consistency with the FHRP policies.  If a portion of a city's existing boundary or proposed annexation area is located within any of the six major river basins, then the city's policies and regulations will be evaluated for consistency with the FHRP.
	Policy G-11 from the 1993 Plan is deleted because King County will not be conducting a consistency evaluation of other jurisdictions policies and regulations.

	
	Policy G-13:

The evaluation of city policies and regulations for consistency with the FHRP should be conducted jointly by affected cities and the county. Where a city and the county are unable to reach agreement regarding consistency, the dispute should be forwarded to the state for arbitration, as specified by RCW 86.12.210.  The timing of the consistency evaluation should be coordinated as much as possible with revisions to comprehensive plans and critical areas regulations being carried out by cities and the county in accordance with the state Growth Management Act.
	Policy G-13 from the 1993 Plan is deleted because King County will not be conducting a consistency evaluation of other jurisdictions policies and regulations.

	
	Policy FP-6:

In areas designated "rural" in the King County Comprehensive Plan (i.e., areas outside the urban-rural boundary line and outside of existing cities and towns), land uses which preserve the natural flood storage and conveyance functions of the floodplain--such as agriculture, open space, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation--are preferred within the floodplain.
	Delete Policy FP-6 from the 1993 Plan as the King County Comprehensive Plan guides designation of land uses in the rural area.

	
	Policy WM-1:

New development and other land use practices should meet or exceed the performance standards of the King County Surface Water Design Manual.
	Delete Policy WM-1 from the 1993 Plan since there is no need to state that development must meet Surface Water Design Manual since that is a code requirement.

	
	Policy WM-2:

Basin plans should estimate the downstream effects of the increased runoff volumes caused when development is designed for rate control (see Figure 13 for an explanation of why runoff volumes can increase even when runoff rates are controlled).
	Policy WM-2 from the 1993 Plan is not needed as upland development is addressed by the King County Surface Water Design Manual.

	
	Policy WM-3:

Where significant downstream impacts will result from increased runoff volumes, new upland land uses should be required to either control runoff volumes or to incorporate other equally effective measures to protect downstream properties. 
	Policy WM-3 from the 1993 Plan is not needed as upland development is addressed by the King County Surface Water Design Manual.

	
	Policy FHR-3:

Basin-specific modifications to the Problem Prioritization Policy (Policy FHR-2) may be made in accordance with the recommendations of adopted basin plans. 
	The Problem Prioritization Policy (Policy FHR-2) was rewritten.

	
	Policy FHR-8:

King County should, wherever reasonable, design flood hazard reduction projects to include preservation or creation of wetlands and fish habitat areas, and to be compatible with open space and recreation opportunities.
	Policy FHR-8 from the 1993 Plan is not needed since it is addressed by 2006 Plan Policy PROJ-6.

	
	Policy FHR-9:

King County should, whenever possible, design projects in ways that require minimal or no maintenance over the long term.  Levees and bank stabilization projects should include, where possible, toe rock, setback areas, vegetated stream banks, gentle riverward slopes, and materials and placement methods that provide long-term stability to the interior and face of the project.
	Policy FHR-9 from the 1993 Plan is not needed since the low maintenance requirement is included in 2006 Plan Policies PROJ-6.

	
	Policy FHR-13:

The public should be granted access to new flood hazard reduction projects built with public funds.  This access should be limited to passive uses such as fishing and hiking which do not require any additional right-of-way or design modifications to the project and which will not increase the risk of structural damage to the facility.
	Policy FHR-13 from the 1993 Plan has been incorporated into New Policy PROJ-4.

	
	Policy FHR-12:

Any project that significantly changes the cross-section geometry or length of an existing flood- or erosion-control facility should be considered a new project, and should be analyzed, prioritized and implemented as such.  Projects that do not significantly change the cross-section geometry or length of an existing facility should be implemented as part of the maintenance program.
	Policy FHR-12 from the 1993 Plan is not needed as it establishes internal procedures for implementation of the Plan.
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