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SUBJECT
AN ORDINANCE relating to river and floodplain management, adopting the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan as a functional plan of the King County Comprehensive Plan; and amending Ordinance 11112, Section 1, and K.C.C. 20.12.480.
SUMMARY

This ordinance would adopt the 2006 King County Flood Hazard Management Plan (Flood Plan) as a Functional Plan, replacing the 1993 King County Flood Hazard Reduction Plan. The plan includes guiding policies, recommended countywide projects and programs, basin-specific projects and programs, cost-estimates for priority projects, and a funding chapter that recommends creation of a Countywide Flood Control Zone District (FCZD).  The plan identifies total project and program needs ranging from $179 million to $335 million. The total for completing Tier 1, status-quo plus “enhanced” projects (those identified as representing the absolute minimum level needed to significantly reduce flood risks to regional economy, transportation corridors, and public and private property) is estimated at $179 million ($205 million when annualized over a 10-year period, accounting for 2.5 percent annual inflation). The Growth Management and Natural Resources Committee (GMNR) had an initial briefing on the Flood Plan on July 11, 2006. 
Members requested a follow-up “Flood 101” presentation, along with additional information on selected issues. 

BACKGROUND

King County manages more than 500 flood control facilities throughout incorporated and unincorporated King County. These facilities include both flood containment levees and bank stabilization projects, and most were constructed decades ago. King County has experienced seven federally-declared flood disasters since 1990.  
Flood hazard management programs and projects along major river systems in King County are currently funded by three local revenue sources that generate approximately $3.5 million annually. The Flood Plan projects that revenue stream of $17.9 to $33.5 million annually would be needed to fund identified projects over a ten-year time frame. 

Chapter 7 of the Flood Plan reviews a number of funding options, and recommends a Countywide FCZD as the most appropriate funding mechanism to support regional flood hazard management projects.  Creation of a Countywide FCZD would require a series of steps and adoption of separate legislation by the Council, including an ordinance forming a Countywide FCZD and dissolving existing districts (Proposed Ordinance 2006-0334). A third legislative action would be needed to actually levy an assessment. 
Flood 101: Flood Hazard Reduction Strategies and Floodplain Mapping
In the wake of Hurricane Katrina, Councilmembers requested some additional “101” background on King County’s approaches to reducing flood hazards. Although King County does not have the same level of reliance on containment levees as New Orleans (with the notable exception of the Lower Green River and portions of North Bend and Carnation), it still has more than 500 flood and erosion control facilities that provide protection to roads, bridges, homes, and businesses. Many of these facilities were built in the 1960s and 1970s by the county, the Corps of Engineers, and local farmers. 

In the early 1990s, the County made a significant shift from trying to control flooding through structural means to trying to reduce flood hazards and damages through a mix of improved flood warning, education, more accurate flood hazard mapping, updated flood hazard development regulations, home buyouts and elevations, and new design standards for flood- and erosion-control facilities. Facility designs began to incorporate “bio-stabilization” techniques like placing large logs with root wads in levees and using vegetation to stabilize river banks rather than relying strictly on rock “rip-rap”. Where possible, facilities are also set back from the river to reduce erosion, reduce maintenance costs, and improve habitat. (Please see Attachments 2 and 3 for diagrams of biostabilization and set-back levees.) Some of the drivers for these changes are concerns about long-term repair costs associated with the old designs, habitat impacts, compliance with the Endangered Species Act, compliance with permit requirements, grant eligibility, and policy direction in the King County Comprehensive Plan and 1993 Flood Hazard Reduction Plan. Chapter 4 of the Flood Plan provides more detail on the County’s changing approaches to flood hazard management.  

In response to member questions, Executive staff have been asked to provide more detailed information during this meeting about the changing approach to facility design, permit requirements, how concerns about boater safety are addressed, and how flood projects are monitored to ensure that newer techniques like biostabilization are working. 
Hurricane Katrina also highlighted the role of flood hazard maps and flood insurance. Thousands of home owners did not have flood insurance, and many of them were unaware that they were at risk.  Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) show the extent of the 100-year floodplain (the area with a 1 in 100 risk of flooding each year), and federally-backed mortgage lenders require purchase of flood insurance for certain mapped hazard areas. However, rivers can change course in a single flood, and facilities can fail, putting other properties at risk.  Flood maps are also relied upon for information on projected flood depths (where available) to use in setting the elevation of the first floor of a home. King County has invested local resources to prepare more accurate flood hazard maps in cooperation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Department of Ecology for several areas of the County.  The updated Flood Plan includes recommendations for additional mapping work. A continuing issue for floodplain mapping is whether areas behind levees should be shown as hazard-free (potentially creating a false sense of security), or if some level of hazard should be delineated.
In response to member questions, Executive staff have been asked to provide a primer on flood hazard terminology and more detailed information on floodplain maps and the role they play determining requirements for flood insurance as well as where and how homes and businesses can be built. They have also been asked to provide information about how mapping is affected by the presence of a levee, the current status of the Green River Levees in terms of inspections by the Corps of Engineers, and information on new digital mapping by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.  
Flood Plan Issues: Follow-up to member questions
Summaries by Project Type
The Flood Plan includes very detailed recommendations for Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) by river basin. Executive staff have been asked to provide a breakout of CIPs by project type and cost (e.g., levee setback, floodplain/home buyouts, bank stabilization, etc.) within each Tier (Tier 1 or Tier 2). 
Approach to Purchasing Property or Easements
The Flood Plan includes recommendations for buyouts of repetitively flooded homes, and also for purchases of easements and property needed to allow for levee setbacks. Executive staff have been asked to provide more information about the approach used for purchasing property.  They have also been asked for an estimate of the number of parcels recommended for floodplain buyouts, and the number of parcels impacted by levee setbacks. Finally, they have been asked for information on the percentage of total dollars for land acquisition in Tier 1 that is tied to a floodplain buyout vs. purchase of land needed to construct/maintain a project.
Overlap Between Proposed Flood Hazard CIPs with Proposed Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) Plan Projects
Salmon Conservation Plans (also known as WRIA Plans) were recently completed for watersheds in King County.  These plans focus on projects to support salmon recovery, and include acquisition of habitat areas along major rivers and modifications to flood control facilities. In the first committee briefing, Executive staff noted that the primary driver for all of the Flood Plan CIPs is flood hazard reduction, but also acknowledged that there is some overlap with WRIA plan recommendations.  Executive staff have been asked to provide data on the extent of overlap between Flood Plan projects and WRIA projects.
Water Quality Benefits 

During the initial briefing on the Flood Plan, additional information was requested from staff about the role of Flood Plan recommendations on improving water quality.  Although the primary focus of the Flood Plan recommendations is on reducing flood hazards, the types of approaches directed by the Flood Plan policies, coupled with existing King County development regulations for flood hazard areas, should benefit water quality. For example, biostabilization techniques that incorporate vegetation and reduce reliance on rock rip-rap should provide additional shading which can reduce water temperatures and filter runoff. Set-back levees, which are less constraining on the river, should reduce bank erosion and sedimentation. Existing development regulations limit development in both flood and channel migration areas which should help to reduce the potential for non-point source pollution. 

Preventative Efforts
During citizen testimony during the initial briefing on the Flood Plan, one testifier asked what the County was doing at the watershed scale to prevent flooding, as opposed to dealing with the hazards once they have arrived. Some of the preventative actions the County is taking are covered in Chapter 4, and include floodplain mapping and development regulations to prevent new, at-risk development.  At the watershed scale, King County’s preventative actions are found in existing stormwater regulations that deal with capturing and releasing runoff from upland development, and clearing and grading regulations that limit the amount of permanent clearing of forest land. Purchase of development regulations, Transfer of Development Rights, and tax benefit programs are also tools used to support long-term forest uses in upland areas. Executive staff have also been asked to provide information on this topic. 
Funding of Projects on Small Tributaries
The Flood Plan identifies $179 million in “Tier 1” project needs, which are focused on addressing flooding hazards on the major river mainstems.  This raises the question of how flooding problems along smaller tributary streams are being funded.  King County’s primary funding source for addressing tributary flooding problems is the Surface Water Management Fund (revenue comes from a service charge collected in unincorporated King County).  Executive staff have been asked to provide information on anticipated revenue levels and the categories of projects funded through the SWM fund. 
Web Access to Flood Plan
Council staff were asked to make sure that the Flood Plan was easily accessible on the Web. The Council Web site (www.metrokc.gov/Council) includes a Flood Plan Hot Topic and link to the Flood Plan. 

attachments

1. Proposed Ordinance 2006-0293 without attachment (each member has received a copy of the Executive Proposed 2006 Flood Hazard Management Plan, a hard copy is on file with the Clerk’s Office, and the document is available on line at www.metrokc.gov/council)
2. Excerpt from 2006 Flood Hazard Management Plan: Figure 4-9 Biostabilized Riverbank with Log Structures (Flood Plan Page 74)

3. Excerpt from 2006 Flood Hazard Management Plan: Figure 4-10 Levee Setback Projects (Flood Plan Page 78) 
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