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Compilation of Notes on SWIF Discussions at WRIA 9 Committee 
Meetings (2013-2018) 

1. August 8, 2013 WEF Meeting  
System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) for the Green River  
Jennifer Knauer, King County, provided an overview of the Green River System-Wide 
Improvement Framework (SWIF), which has a geographic scope extending from Howard A. 
Hanson (HAH) Dam to river mile 5, where the last revetment is.  The emphasis is the Lower 
Green, in particular the six programs that are eligible for the PL 84-99 program of enrolled 
levees and repair funding if they meet the Corps standards. The SWIF process will involve 
technical planning, analyses and stakeholder input to: 
• Reach a common understanding of flooding problems;   
• Identify desired levels of protection (LOP) from flooding in the Lower Green; and 
• Prioritize actions needed to fix problems and achieve LOP goals.  
 
Additional SWIF outcomes will include: completed vegetation variance case study and 
vegetation management recommendations; reduced long-term maintenance costs; addressed 
levee deficiencies; improved public awareness of flood risks; and complementary flood 
protection and salmon recovery goals/actions. The SWIF will be submitted to the Corps in 
February 2015. She said this will tie with work being done in WRIA 9, and we are in the process 
of hiring our consultant team.   
 
Jennifer presented the reasons for doing the SWIF:  
• Aging system of levees designed to protect agriculture, but now protecting 

industrial/residential due to land use changes, which they were not designed to protect; 
• Inconsistent federal mandates guiding management of vegetation on PL 84-99-eligible 

levees; and    
• Level of protection from flooding provided by current levees/containment structures is 

variable.   
 
Jennifer reported that there is a Corps SWIF policy in place, and we believe the system-wide 
approach will open up the doors for the habitat issues.  There is state funding for the two SWIFs 
underway in Puget Sound (Green and the Whatcom), which will be models for the region. WRIA 
9 will be a key partner, serving as the salmon recovery “experts” for the SWIF.  One of the first 
products, due in December 2013, is a vegetation conditions assessment, which will be 
retrospective and build on past reports. She said we are working with Kollin Higgins and others 
to ensure we’re not recreating the wheel.  There is a Technical Committee and an Advisory 
Council, which will meet 2013-2015.  She said we will also be addressing land use, and will 
produce a desired future conditions and levels of flood protection report by October 2014, 
resulting in a capital project priorities list in December 2014.  The salmon recovery/habitat 
priorities (will be contributed by WRIA 9 in 2014 
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Jennifer explained that the FCD is the lead agency for the SWF, with KC, Green River cities, 
federal agencies (Corps, FEMA, NOAA, FS), WRIA 9, state agencies (PSP, Ecology, WDFW), 
Muckleshoot Tribe, and business community participating. Citizen input will be solicited at 
public meetings. The SWIF Technical Committee will begin meeting in September. The SWIF 
Advisory Council will make recommendations to the decision-making FCD Board, serving as the 
SWIF Executive Committee. She said related initiatives are being tracked carefully; the 
Horseshoe Bend Corps study in Kent will serve as a mini-SWIF to inform the broader SWIF. For 
WRIA 9 Kollin Higgins will participate on the Vegetation and Habitat Core Team, Doug Osterman 
will serve on the Technical Committee, and Marlla Mhoon will serve on the Advisory Council. 
 
Discussion: 
 Dennis Robinson asked how the cities along the river will participate.  Jennifer Knauer 

explained that there is a representative from each city, and she said she can provide the list. 
 Mike Mactutis asked how the gaps will be handled. Some levees were ranked, but are not 

on the Corps approved list. There are some areas with riverbanks (no levees) which may be 
better places to do vegetation.  Jennifer responded that the SWIF policy guidance points to 
levees, not the system as a whole. KC has scoped it to address all levees, and the entire right 
and left banks, but we also want to make sure our SWIF meets the Corps expectations.   

 Kirk Lakey said he’s been on the Corps’ Levee Vegetation Workgroup from the beginning. A 
vegetation management matrix is still back in headquarters being evaluated, and the Corps 
still wants to get rid of the Seattle variance. He explained that it’s important to know that 
without the SWIF, we go back to the nationwide standard levee regulation. SWIF keeps us 
enrolled in the federal funding process so we can get flood insurance. Individual cities can’t 
afford to do this on their own and meet the individual requirement. He said he hoped we 
can convince the Corps that trees are good and mowing is bad, which is a struggle because 
their technical committee will also be part of this process. The Pacific Northwest is a 
different area than in Mississippi delta, but they want to manage our levees to the 
Hurricane Katrina standard. 

 James Rasmussen asked if shoreline armoring in the Duwamish will be addressed at all. 
Jennifer Knauer replied that the downstream limit is RM 5, and the Duwamish won’t be 
factored in. The focus will actually start at Tukwila 205, which is the most downstream 
system of levees a little above RM 12.5, which means there’s about a seven mile gap.  
James noted that RM 5 is just above the turning basin.   

 Marlla Mhoon inquired about funding for Kollin Higgins’s time. Jennifer explained that we 
can’t direct money to WRIA 9, but are directing money to Kollin’s time through the KC. 

2. October 23, 2013 MC Meeting 
 
Marlla Mhoon summarized the status of the Horseshoe Bend System Wide Improvement 
Framework (SWIF) project, telling a story about the Corps’ three types of habitat—“rock, rock, 
and rock”.  She said she is WRIA 9’s representative on the SWIF Advisory Council which includes 
high level representative of Boeing, Muckleshoots, and Master Builders.  In conversations so 
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far, she thought people are beginning to understand WRIA 9 and are appreciating our 
coordinated and integrated approach to improving the watershed system as a whole. 

3. March 28, 2014 ITC Meeting 
Green River SWIF – update (Kollin) 

• Kollin provided a table showing various SWIF habitat categories and corresponding 
WRIA habitat categories and conservation hypotheses in order to develop habitat 
targets for evaluating SWIF alternatives. 

• Not much time to discuss them and the table is very draft – Kollin will continue to work 
on it and send a later version to the ITC for review and discussion at the April meeting. 

4. April 15, 2014 ITC Meeting 
Habitat project evaluation criteria for Lower Green SWIF 

• As a result of the regional Chinook M&AM process, we have identified gaps in the 
Salmon Habitat Plan in terms of habitat goals. For some reaches, the plan has 50-100 
year goals, but no shorter-term targets. We will need some for the Lower Green (LG) for 
the SWIF this summer so habitat alternatives can be evaluated.  Kollin sent a table with 
some gaps identified and potential goals/targets for discussion and approval.  These will 
become part of the habitat plan update. 

• Discussed headings – 20-year target – not a commitment, but what we are striving for.  
• LWD – 100% of Fox & Bolton 2007 is pristine conditions. 
• Kent would propose ¼ of the LWD targets listed in the table: 425 pieces per mile, or 5 

key pieces per mile. This would be much more than what we currently have (~48 
pieces/mile), good place to start for the LG. 

• Auburn would like to have targets that are specific to jurisdictions for planning and 
reporting. 

• Boeing is working towards 80-100’ riparian buffers. 
• The WRIA targets should be science-based, and what is needed for recovery. When we 

don’t actually know, we need to rely on the scientific literature.  
• Lorin is only concerned about what the LWD and riparian width targets might be, and 

concerned that if they are too high, they will not be used for SWIF because they are 
seen as unattainable. 

• Tyler pointed out that how much of the LWD is currently aligned along the channel, it is 
not providing a habitat-forming function. 

• For SWIF implementation, it was discussed that perhaps Kollin and Kerry, possibly with 
help from the ITC, could come up with an approach for evaluating the various SWIF 
alternatives according to how close they come to meeting the WRIA targets. A 
suggestion of using a low-medium-high range of recovery might be useful, but others 
thought a different way of phrasing it would be better because it will be difficult to tie 
directly to fish. 
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• Kollin will send out the table electronically to the ITC for them to respond by the end of 
the week, and we will approve by email, specifically, targets for: riparian width, pools, 
LWD, shallow water habitat.  Kollin will meet with MIT next week for their input. 

 

5. May 8, 2014 WEF Meeting 
Lower Green River Aquatic/Floodplain Habitat Goals 
Monitoring and Adaptive Monitoring (M&AM): 
Kollin Higgins, King County/WRIA 9, reported that for the last two years we’ve been working 
and spending time on different aspects of PSP’s Phase I M&AM process, which they funded. We 
are now waiting on EPA funding for a possible Phase II.  
 
Lower Green River System Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF): 
Kollin said the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan has some gaps in the Plan’s habitat goals, 
particularly in the Lower Green.  We recently noticed these gaps due to the all the work the ITC 
has been doing on Monitoring and Adaptive Management project.  The gaps are focused on 
how much of some habitat types we think we need to restore in order to get to Chinook 
recovery.  For instance, the plan says we need more pools in the Lower Green, but not how 
many more.  Right now the Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) 
process, spearheaded by the King County Flood Control District, is setting goals about how to 
manage the Lower Green River area.  WRIA 9 is providing technical expertise to the SWIF 
project about salmon recovery needs, which is an opportunity to help address the gaps in 
habitat goals of the Salmon Habitat Plan.   
 
Kollin said the WRIA 9 Implementation Technical Committee (ITC) compiled the 11 x 17 
handout that describes the habitat goals in the Plan for the Lower Green.  These came from the 
Strategic Assessment and were described as ‘Necessary Future Conditions’.  The Plan only 
describes goals as 50year goals, and we need to develop some shorter term goals as part of the 
SWIF process. Thus the ITC also created 20 year goals as the short term goal, by splitting any 
previously approved quantitative 50 year goals in half. When the 50 year goal was not 
quantitative, like we just want more pools and wood, the ITC proposed goals based the best 
available science. These habitat goals included: 
• Large Woody Debris (LWD)/Jams:  He said we have natural jams in the Lower Green, 

showing one he believed was in the City of Auburn, and he also showed a photo of over 
1,000 logs in the Middle Green.  The current condition is about 50 pieces of wood per mile 
for a pretty good sized piece of wood, and 0.9 jams.  In the Plan we said we wanted “more 
pieces of wood” and left it at that, but we need to be more definitive about it.  The 50 year 
goal (1,705 pieces and 10 jams per mile) and 20 year goal (852 pieces and 5 jams per mile) 
show more small size pieces in the mix.   

• Pools Conservation:  Kollin presented a color map produced from Muckleshoot data 
showing two pools in the City of Kent in about a ten mile stretch of river. The current 
condition is a about one pool per mile of river, while the 50 year and 20 year goals are 9 
pools per mile and 4 pools per mile respectively. 
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• Riparian Area:  He said we’re shooting for functioning riparian area greater than 165 feet of 
trees and shrubs. The current condition meets this goal for the Lower Green 2.8% of the 
time on the left bank, and 7.7% on the right. The 50 year goal is 75% of both banks, and the 
20 year goal is 50% of both. 

• Shallow Water/Slow Water Edge: This habitat is unknown and not currently mapped. Kollin 
said our place holder goals for the future are 25% increase for 50 years, and 15% increase 
for 20 years. We hope to do more in the future to get a better understanding of what we 
have, but we know we need more of this type of habitat.    

• Green River Temperature Data:  Starting at the water intake for Tacoma and coming in 
around the Black River, temperatures actually flirt with the lethal temperature ranges. 
Kollin said when we adopted the Plan we didn’t know we had a temperature problem and 
now we have that data.  Current conditions also show that in 2012 there were 33 days 
above the state water quality-temperature standards. The 50 year goal is zero days above 
WQ standards, and the 20 year goals is 3 days above. Water quality-temperature standards 
can’t be done solely in the Lower Green, but we need to improve this area to get there.    

• Side Channels:  Kollin showed a photo of the recently constructed Riverview Park side 
channel, which added 2,200 feet of restored side channel when combined with Reddington 
Levee. The already adopted 50 year goal is 2.8 miles (14,784 feet) of side channel, and we 
need to adopt the 20 year goal of 1.4 miles (7,392 feet).  

• Floodplain Wetlands: The Lower Green River SWIF land cover maps shows a lot of wetlands 
have been lost over the last 50 years.  The current condition is 1,441 acres of wetlands, the 
adopted 50 year goal is to increase wetlands by 450 acres, and the 20 year goal that needs 
to be adopted increases wetlands by 225 acres. 

• Floodplain Area:  The current condition is 4,952 acres in the 100 year floodplain. The 
adopted 50 year goal is to increase floodplain area by 3,887 acres and set the 20 year goal 
of increasing by 1,944 acres for the Lower Green only.   

• Bank Armoring and Sediment Processes/Spawning Habitat:  Kollin reported that in the 
Plan we say we don’t want new shoreline armoring. He said we will address a specific target 
in the future.  

 
Doug Osterman said we are now asking the WEF whether or not we can approve these ITC-
recommended goals.  
 
Discussion: 
 Greg Volkhardt asked about the temperature goal.  In 2012, there were 33 days that 

exceeded the temperature goals, yet in 20 years we want to get that to less than three.  He 
asked how we want to accomplish that and how realistic it and the goals for vegetation are. 
Trees only grow so fast. Kollin Higgins responded that the ITC and WEF need to look at other 
options other than revegetation.  These goals are aspirational and not always achievable, 
but our hope is to reach for them, which might be a challenge.   

 Jay Covington commented that he didn’t know where we could find an additional 2,000 
acres in the Lower Green to increase floodplain area in the next 20 years, or another 3,887 
acres in 50 years. We need to have a plan for how we can achieve these goals, and where 
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the additional acres are going to come from. Kollin responded that the floodplain increase 
was put in the Plan by prior planners, and he wasn’t involved in the original analysis. Jay 
remarked that realistically if we have to do this, we may have to go to mid-channel. We may 
have to think how long it took us to restore 10 acres in the last 15 years. Kollin explained 
that through the SWIF process, which will integrate different goals across the Lower Green, 
we will likely get better ideas about which pieces can be achieved.    

 Linda Johnson questioned why we don’t take log jams out of the river, which would allow 
the river to flow better and lower the temperature. Kollin explained that natural rivers have 
log jams. We used to take logs out of the river before realizing over time that removing the 
wood negatively affects the habitat for juvenile and adult fish.  The log jams form different 
habitat types, are an integral part of a healthy river, and when removed the habitat 
degrades.  Wood in the river is only a conflict from a recreational standpoint. 
Councilmember Johnson clarified that she sees the benefit of leaving natural logs in the 
river, but not in adding more logs. She asked if we aren’t shooting ourselves in the foot if we 
have goals like this, because placeholder goals end up being real goals.  She said she was 
also concerned about increasing the number of wetland acres. We need to come up with 
something that is more realistic and has a chance of working.   

 Dave Upthegrove asked for clarification about what it means to adopt a goal. It would seem 
that goals are something we could achieve, but maybe it’s the ideal situation, not the goal. 
For instance, a lot of the stream banks are privately held, so it’s not necessarily achievable 
to re-vegetate such an extent of banks.  Doug Osterman replied that the process used to 
develop the proposed goals was similar to the approach that was used to develop the  goals 
adopted in the Salmon Habitat Plan, based on the Strategic Assessment that NOAA guided 
us through.  These are projections and best estimates of what it would take to attain a 
healthy population of salmon and a healthy watershed.  He said there needs to be an 
integration of goals, and we have the SWIF process underway to test our goals.  Kollin 
Higgins commented that this is what is technically necessary, not politically feasible.  

 Nancy Hutto said, as the farm voice at the WEF, agriculture is the low hanging fruit here. 
Maybe we can’t afford to sacrifice the farmland we may need to feed us in the future for 
additional wetlands and floodplain. The Lower Green used to be some of the best farmland, 
but is now preserved under concrete. Farmers want to improve habitat for fish, but this is 
an exercise in giving fish what they need without regard to what it would do to farmland.   

 Dennis Robertson asked how soon SWIF needs these goals. Jennifer Knauer, King County, 
explained that SWIF is about to enter the alternates phase this summer. We are about to 
establish flood protection goals, work with our partners (WRIA 9 and Muckleshoot Indian 
Tribe) on habitat goals, and are also working with King County, the Ag Commission and 
participating cities to import ag and recreational sets of goals. SWIF really needs the goals 
by the end of June, and can structure sets of alternatives that will reflect different 
configurations of goals.  

 Dennis Robertson said it looks like this will require future consideration. If something is 
needed in this timeframe, perhaps we could send this forward per the ITC. To set goals that 
are unachievable looks bad, and he commented that he doesn’t need help looking foolish. If 
a goal is difficult to achieve, then we want substantial technical arguments for why we need 
to achieve it. He said he doesn’t sense that this room is ready to vote positively.  Doug 
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Osterman pointed out the goals, if approved by the WEF, are going into the Strategic 
Assessment of the Plan, and the WEF is not establishing policy. 

 Jay Covington suggested we may have to look at other ways to help salmon. We need a way 
to say scientists have told us we need to do this, but we don’t know how we do it. We can’t 
physically or feasibly do this.  

 Dana Ralph remarked that Kent has lost a lot of farmland. Downey Farmstead is a huge 
project, but it only restores 20 acres, which is a drop in the bucket towards meeting this 
goal. She said she supports setting this as a technical recommendation, not a goal.   

 Nancy Tosta said it’s important for us to acknowledge that science is trying to create a goal 
that cannot be recreated. How do we say economically and politically, we will never get to 
these goals?  The goal is salmon recovery, and we need to look at how we can get there in 
other ways. We can never afford to do this.  

 Jennifer Knauer offered a friendly suggestion, and that is the concept for a technical 
recommendation. It would not create a lack of parity with other goals, and these goals will 
be used as a benchmark. The way the SWIF intends to use this is to benchmark the 
alternatives according to the goals.  We will be able to get much further in figuring out how 
to advance specific goals with different objectives. 

 Ron Straka commented he is trying to understand how these goals will be used in the SWIF 
process, because there will have to be a compromise. Jennifer Knauer explained they will be 
a measuring stick. Varying sets of goals will shift across habitat, ag, and flood protection. 

 Kathryn Campbell remarked that if we have a 50 year goal in place that was already in place, 
and cut that in half for a 20 year goal, it would show it was impossible, and that we need to 
make improvements. 

 Mike Garrity mentioned he is new to this group, but if we assume this basin isn’t going as 
far as other basins, it may be important to go back and talk to the environmental 
community and the feds. 

 
The Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved table, relabeling it “Aquatic/floodplain/habitat 
scientific recommendations for the Lower Green River”, with two WEF members voting no. 

6. June 17, 2014 ITC Meeting 
SWIF Habitat Opportunities in the Lower Green - Kollin 
Provided handouts of detailed methods used to select habitat opportunities, map and table. 
Looking for feedback on methods. 
 
Looking at habitat opportunities on map – mainly not trying to displace businesses – did not 
just draw a 600 ft buffer. Opportunities with: high salmon benefit, avoid impacts to businesses 
& residential, will need to tier these opportunities by benefit and cost. Aimed for larger project 
sites – cutoff was 1 acre or larger. Recreation – was not part of this initial step. Opportunity 
areas included historic floodplain to reconnect. , old mainstem channels to reconnect, historic 
wetlands to connect, areas to put new sidechannels, off- or side-channels, and if the area was 
too constrained, opportunities for creating benches along the banks.  
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Discussion of whether groundwater connection potential was considered. There is little 
groundwater information to include. Did not take zoning into account. Did not quantify habitat 
types on project sites yet – first wanted to get approval of method. Includes some new projects 
not in the 2005 Salmon Habitat Plan (Plan) – this will be part of the Plan update and one list for 
Lower Green. These may be ranked differently than on the current list.   
 
Also have a map of current condition vegetation – there is a lot of shrub area adjacent to the 
river. Often trees/other veg is separated from river by roads/levees/trails.  Still developing full 
projects, e.g., where to remove a road to connect a large habitat area.  
 
Developing opportunities looking at vegetation and shade maps. Some of the projects 
connecting floodplain may be expensive. Larry – no salmon habitat at Green River Natural Area 
(GRNRA) in Kent. Doesn’t want to see new projects functioning like that, or to preclude rearing 
habitat projects. Matt noted that providing rearing coho salmon habitat was one of the goals of 
the GRNRA (along with flood control, stormwater treatment, terrestrial wildlife habitat and 
passive recreation), but the extremely small run of coho that use Mill Creek in Kent and the 
long (> 1 mile from Mill Creek), shallow approach to the site have meant that very few to no 
salmon have utilized the available habitat. Criteria included existing/historic floodplain – people 
want to make sure there are good habitat and groundwater connection opportunities. Projects 
may include a lot of excavation in some cases. 
 
Next Monday 6/23 9:30-11 – ITC invited to meeting w/ some members of the SWIF’s Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) and discussing criteria for tiering projects, then going into mapping, 
attributes, and structuring. Engage in alternative development through our TAC 
representatives.  Also July 15 ITC meeting – intend to send information in advance.  

7. July 15, 2014 ITC Meeting 
SWIF – Lower Green – Habitat Opportunities – Kollin 
Background 
• Meeting flood protection goals in the most habitat-friendly way, while also considering 

recreation and agriculture. Main jurisdictions – Tukwila, Auburn, Kent, and a little of 
Renton, plus some agriculture in unincorporated King County. Fast process with final 
submittal to Corps in Feb. 2015 

• Looking at alternative alignments of flood protection along shorelines – 3 alternatives –  
o Constrained with higher level of flood protection 
o Some setbacks, middle ground 
o Wider area of setbacks with maximum habitat opportunities for salmon benefit. 

• Level of risk – floods – through SWIF process, decision was recently made about whether to 
increase the level of protection. As they select the preferred alternative, they are likely to 
select portions from all three alternatives depending on what makes sense where on the 
landscape. Alternative maps have not been shared yet, and will be tomorrow. 
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• FCD asking WRIA 9 to help identify habitat opportunities. When plan was developed, WRIA 
put out a call for projects – this is more of a comprehensive view of where it might make 
sense to build projects – have a handout with methods and maps with polygons: 

o Where historic floodplain can be reconnected 
o Backwater, side channels, flood refuge areas 
o Ways to do that within existing landscape without impacting businesses/structures. 

• Opportunities not projects – all of them have a lot of feasibility challenges – but from a 
habitat perspective, these represent some of the best places to build habitat without 
displacing businesses/houses. Planning level exercise that could inform future land use 
decisions.  

o For example, Boeing ERP – project footprint is smaller than what is drawn on this 
map – but there is a building pad that doesn’t have a building on it and channel 
alignment would work there.  

o Did not include any projects on Segale property that is already permitted but not 
built yet in Tukwila. 

o Opportunities need to be on a list in order to be eligible for WRIA funding in case the 
opportunity to purchase/build does come up. 

o Zoning is important – ways to preserve areas are needed, Martin says in White River 
have lost 15% of opportunities because people bought and built. 

• Holly – SWIF is supposed to improve flood protection but also address fish recovery and 
tribal treaty rights. Has a burden to meet all this. Paramount need is the shade issue. Need 
to get floodplain back for fish and must have more shade. 

• Shade map shows dots in 2 colors – yellow on these maps shows high priority. Describes 
benefit of trees for shade at different sections of river.  SWIF incorporating into alternatives 
analysis. 

• This is a working product that describes where opportunities are as we move into the next 
decade and plan update, probably as a standalone report. WRIA is not bound to what SWIF 
decides.  

• Doug was under impression this was SWIF Plus – what is Plus?  Looking beyond the 200’ 
alignment? Kollin – Whatcom County did SWIF standard, Plus includes fish and tribal 
concerns, Holly agreed that tribal and habitat concerns are lower down the line. So up to 
the ITC and tribe to insist this should be a habitat plan and not just treating the river as a 
nuisance and recreational amenity. Separate planning approach laid out concepts for 
corridor with Briscoe-Desimone effort – just looked at 300-600’. That is not this.  

Feedback Requested – Ranking, Opportunity locations 
• Joan – if information on where there are cooler water inputs, use that as criteria. Kollin says 

if there is more concrete information he would be happy to incorporate it. For example 
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from the historic White River channel – under downtown Auburn – not sure how to 
implement it in a practical way. 

• Ranking – Kollin passed out draft criteria and example maps of GIS concept design mapping 
for measuring and ranking–  

o SRFB criteria are very generic, so used naturally functioning conditions as measuring 
stick.  

o Holly likes that incorporating shade in ranking.  
o Martin – next level could include whether good for shading if not any other habitat 

opportunities yet. Kollin - those maps exist but are being set aside for the moment – 
if area of river changes, those maps will change until alignment becomes more 
certain. Not being dismissed. A few projects are just vegetation – e.g., parking lots 
that haven’t had any cars for the past 10 years.  Separate from low ground. Will go 
through feasibility review through SWIF process. Hopes to piggy back on that 
analysis and then add things WRIA cares about. 

o Mike identified an area near Leber that was missed that they have been looking at 
for acquisition. 

• At what point will zoning be factored in – more of a feasibility question – Jean talked with 
Jen K. about hopefully not having feasibility be looked at by both WRIA and SWIF – give 
them  

• Detail – rather than drawing conceptual designs - ? – area of side channel – everyone will 
have different ideas about a site – use categories instead of details, have spreadsheet with 
details. K was trying to find uniform way to do it across 22 miles – still gives relative benefit 
of each site.  

• By cumulatively doing all these projects, what would impact be – how can we inform the 
selection of the alternative best for the corridor. That is why Kollin is providing the tiers in 
order to compare.  

• This could end up being a zoning code recommendation to each of the jurisdictions – they 
are right now updating comprehensive plans. Even if development occurs, they could be 
designed around open space. Important programmatic planning recommendations that 
WRIA can bring to the table separate from SWIF – but the timing isn’t the best. 

• Kollin will send out maps showing sites with numbers from GIS analyst. Will send out ranking 
criteria table for comments, and list of priorities and deadlines. Not sure yet what deadlines 
are. 

o wants opportunities that we see that he didn’t see – sooner than later  
o Wants feedback on ranking/tiering. 
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8. August 14, 2014 WEF Meeting 
Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) 
Update/Overview: 
Jennifer Knauer, King County Rivers & Floodplain Management Section/Flood Control District 
(FCD), said today’s SWIF presentation builds on the May 8 presentation to the Forum on 
technical recommendations for habitat conditions in the Lower Green. In today’s presentation 
we will continue to discuss habitat goals and opportunities in the Lower Green, and the way 
SWIF is being informed by Kollin Higgins, the WRIA 9 Implementation Technical Committee 
(ITC), and our collaboration with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe (MIT).  
 
Jennifer explained that we are currently right in the midst of the alternatives phase, and well 
over a year into the SWIF process. Sixteen miles of levees are currently enrolled in the Corps’ PL 
84-99 program, and SWIF is the mechanism to resolve any conflicts within the program.  
 
The FCD approved the provisional Level of Protection (LOP) goals for the Green River.  The SWIF 
map shows where the three goals are in different parts of the river:  
• Maintain current conditions and/or LOP (green lines on the map representing areas where 

current conditions are okay); 
• Increase LOP to achieve a TBD LOP that ranges between the current LOP and the maximum 

(orange line); and 
• Increase LOP to achieve maximum LOP (red line). 
 
Jennifer said a core set of principles was used to create the three SWIF alternatives, which were 
mapped over the last three months. All alternatives meet the LOP goals; what’s different is the 
amount of space between the river and the levee location:  
• Alternative 1:  Follows current levees and shorelines, keeping them in their current condition.  
• Alternative 2:  Captures a more balanced set of alternative goals with some levee setbacks, 

additional habitat, and additional shade.   
• Alternative 3:  Represents a more balanced approach to meeting our goals, significantly 

realigning levees, maximizing habitat as informed by WRIA 9 habitat opportunity areas, and 
maximizing shade.  

 
Key SWIF dates and decisions moving forward include: 
• October 2014: FCD selects an alternative. 
• December 2014: Capital projects designed and estimated; vegetation and habitat 

recommendations.  
• January 2015: SWIF funding and implementation plan. 
• February 2015: Submit SWIF products to Corps Headquarters. 
 
Habitat Opportunity Analysis: 
Kollin Higgins showed a slide of Meeker Street in Kent in 1946, with the river off to the left side. 
In the past, fish were able to get to the large flooded area, but nowadays they only have access 
to a small strip. In the late 1970’s King County sponsored the report “A River of Green” in 
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anticipation of possible additional Corps diking in the Lower Green. The report, which can be 
considered “SWIF 101”, made many recommendations to identify various places around the 
valley where we should conserve areas for fish, wildlife, and recreation, as well as some specific 
examples for what should be done. One recommendation was for a setback in Kent near Route 
516 to avoid 3,000 feet of new levee.  That recommendation was not followed and we now 
have a levee along the entire shoreline, protecting the Signature Point development. There are 
other examples of lost habitat opportunities. 2003’s “Lower Green River Corridor Assessment” 
report identified and prioritized private parcels for open space preservation. Some of the high 
priority opportunities have been acquired (Downey Farmstead site in Kent), but other 
recommended parcels were not acquired and are lost opportunities.  
 
Kollin reported that those two documents were used as references. Though the 2003 report 
predates the Salmon Habitat Plan it is already out of date because of lost opportunities. 
Identifying habitat opportunity areas for SWIF focused on areas that would have a high benefit 
to salmon compared to cost, and would: 
• Find ways to reconnect historic floodplain habitats; 
• Create better of earlier/lower flow connections to existing habitat; and 
• Create new habitats adjacent to the river. 
 
Kollin explained that mapping methods to do those three things included looking for: 
• Low areas in the historic floodplain using new high resolution LiDAR/topography; 
• Locations noted as historic wetlands in land use maps from the 1860’s; 
• Former mainstem channel locations; 
• Sites that could support side channels (like Downey Farmstead) or backwaters (Codiga 

Farms); and  
• Sites larger than around one acre (in general the smaller, the lower the cost benefit). 
 
General assumptions include:  
• The majority of habitat opportunities provide at least a dual benefit; 
• Revegetation would be part of any project that came out of one of these areas, because we 

need shade.  
• Trails and parks, parking lots and private roads can be moved, which doesn’t mean they will 

be, but could be.  
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Kollin reported that we mapped 81 habitat opportunity areas. Many have concepts that could 
be done in phases. For various reasons, the SWIF project team did not incorporate into a SWIF 
alternative five mainstem habitat opportunities and all eight tributary habitat opportunity 
areas. He went over the summary of opportunity results.  If we did a project in every one of the 
habitat opportunity areas we would get the following:  
• Riparian: The 20 year technical recommendation was to attain to 50% of both banks with 165 

foot buffers; if we implemented restoration projects in all the opportunity areas we could 
achieve about 46% of both banks.  

• Riparian-shade:  Using the MIT prioritization method defining riparian shade need areas as 
critical, high, moderate and low; implementation in all these opportunity areas provides 
shade in 54% of the “critical” need areas.  

• Shallow water/slow water habitat: The technical recommendation was for an increase of 15-
25%; we have the potential to create 230 acres of backwater habitat and 19 miles of edge 
habitat through side channels.  

• Side channels: The technical recommendation was for 1.4 miles of side channel in 20 years 
and 2.8 miles in 50 year; implementation in all these areas could create up to eight miles of 
side channels.  

• Floodplains: The technical recommendation was for an increase of 100 year floodplain by 
2,000 acres within 20 years and 4,000 acres with 50 years; implementation in all these 
opportunity areas could create up to 1,260 acres of new or enhanced floodplain areas. 

 
Kollin said the next steps are reviewing the ranking of habitat opportunities with the ITC, 
looking for where the biggest bang for the buck is, and working with the SWIF project team on a 
feasibility assessment of habitat opportunities. 
 
Holly Coccoli, MIT, noting that the habitat opportunity areas for riparian-shade would get us to 
only 54%, said we’ve got to do better than that. We need more shade, and the Green River is 
not “fit for a king.” Warm water holds less oxygen. If a fish has an injury, warm water can make 
them ill through increased numbers of bacteria and they may not survive to spawning. We need 
to reforest the yellow and red areas on the map at same time as flood control actions. The 
warm water in the Green River is almost as warm as in the Ship Canal and Sammamish River, so 
the time is now to reforest the banks of the Green River. 
 
Discussion: 
 Fred Jarrett, Deputy King County Executive, introduced himself, and said he has been 

involved with SWIF from the beginning. He explained that he came to the Forum meeting to 
see what people’s response was to the SWIF presentation, and he asked people not to 
come to a conclusion yet, because the work isn’t completed. 

 Sally Bagshaw reported that in Seattle we are trying to expand the tree canopy. She asked if 
anyone has looked at creating shade and putting in solar panels at the same time. Kathryn 
Campbell said they are doing it in India over their canals. Kollin Higgins responded that it’s 
an intriguing idea, but not likely doable on the mainstem.  
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 Michael Garrity, who is a member of the SWIF Technical Advisory Committee, emphasized 
the importance of shade in the system, and he said he is hopeful SWIF will provide a link 
between levee modifications and shade. 

 Dennis Robertson noted that some of what Kollin is presenting is really dramatic. If we are 
just balancing growth against the few fish we have, then growth will win out. In 1999 
Tukwila committed to helping restore salmon when we were told we had to. He reported 
that Tukwila shares the transition zone with Seattle, and the river with Auburn and Kent, 
and in our city we like development. We are losing, not recovering salmon, and the 
situation has gotten even worse in the last few years. Everyone is a player, and restoring 
salmon isn’t just salmon in the river but also stormwater. There is a huge gap in funding for 
habitat, but an even huger gap for stormwater. We’re all in this together and river runs 
through all of us. We are failing on our basic goals is we don’t restore salmon, and SWIF is 
the start of another chance. Life would be a lot worse for the cities if we fail. 

 James Rasmussen commented that in the next 15 years the Duwamish is going to change. 
Cleanup is going to happen, water quality improvements are going to happen, and what we 
aren’t hearing about in this presentation is any mention of water quality. Getting everything 
to that point is going to be difficult, but there are other things going on that we don’t even 
talk about. The Boeing project is huge, and the Port project on T117 is going to be 
important. Kollin Higgins replied that we can put stormwater facilities somewhere else, just 
not next to the river. Stormwater is not part of the SWIF focus. 

 
Jennifer Knauer said, to recap, SWIF is working closely with the ITC and MIT on the mainstem 
and valley focused on the Lower Green. She said 90% of the opportunity areas from the ITC are 
folded into SWIF Alternative 3. 
 
Marlla Mhoon noted that at the next SWIF Advisory Council meeting we will be picking or 
combining opportunity recommendations, looking for a truly integrated approach. She request 
WEF support for this statement: “The Watershed Ecosystem Forum is committed to working 
together through the SWIF process toward a truly integrated plan for the Lower Green River.” 
 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the statement “The Watershed 
Ecosystem Forum is committed to working together through the SWIF process toward a truly 
integrated plan for the Lower Green River.” 

 

9. August 19, 2014 ITC Meeting 
Lower Green SWIF – Update – Kollin Higgins 
Kollin used maps that he didn’t publicize (at ITC’s suggestion) to create a table with habitat 
features, current conditions, 50-yr technical recommendation, 20-yr recommendation, and 
potential based on mapped habitat opportunities. Potential is the maximum we can get with all 
projects he outlined. 
Not calling these goals at Forum’s request. This is considered an update of Necessary Future 
Conditions. 
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Tomorrow is a meeting of SWIF Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to talk about how to get 
more vegetation along with the SWIF. TAC is municipalities, tribes, businesses, WRIA, etc. Cities 
are Renton, Tukwila, Auburn and Kent, Holly from MIT, Josh Baldy from DOE. Reps covering 
both WDFW & Ecology, PSP at both. American Rivers is at TAC but not Advisory Committee, 
Boeing at both, Master Builders, etc. 
Kollin is willing to answer questions. Presented this to Forum last week – don’t expect to be 
able to do all of these opportunities. 
• Floodplain – King County mapped floodplain area is not accurate, but Kollin isn’t sure how 

to improve the number. Area that actually floods – even Kent’s has places with local 
flooding but not connected to mainstem. Kollin will spend some time trying to get this more 
accurate with Mike, etc. 

• Any talk of dealing with bank scour? We have increased height & length of levees and are 
seeing channel scour. Kollin has not heard SWIF talking about how to deal with this. Mike 
says finding out that river is scouring from studies for SWIF – new information with 20-year 
base – assuming future 10-year scour – looking at increasing from 12000 cfs to 18,000 cfs 
flood protection. With river downcutting, need to deal with toe to keep levees stable.  

• Joan Nolan would like the temperature model to be run with each alternative to see what 
the temperature would be. Will be an item for tomorrow’s TAC meeting. Areas in 
Alternative 3 – will get decent buffer that will provide good amount of shade, but other 
areas outside of project area – not included. SWIF leaving Mill-Mullen floodplain area same 
as it is. Didn’t opt to include 5 areas out of the ones that Kollin identified.  

• Curtis DeGasperi doesn’t support using temperature model to look at shade and 
temperature. SWIF used MIT shade map which prioritizes areas for shade (high and low). 
SWIF also did own shade potential analysis – how much shade would fall on river – Curtis 
encouraged that one to be used instead. County did work on Ecology’s model, Joan would 
like to talk to Curtis about how. 

• Ecology’s TMDL – looking at habitat, temperature, infiltration, stormwater BMPs. 
• MIT is opting for more riparian trees and not necessarily more habitat. Looking for areas to 

remove blacktop. Still uncertainty about whether sides of levees can be planted, or whether 
they will be cleared. Corps provided flexibility – not required to remove plants but may 
need to if it needs to be inspected. Change inspection methods? If they won’t then 
someone needs to sue the Corps like they did in CA. Height of levees will go up 3-5’ – 
whether or not to vegetate levees has potential to have a  huge impact. MIT wants plants to 
be 100’ tall on levees. 2 inspection needs – flood fight – at high water and levee condition. 
LiDAR could be used to see through vegetation. More setbacks – or floodwalls. Kollin would 
advocate for more setbacks because it meets 2 needs – more habitat and easier to defend. 
Political decision right now to get to that 18,800 cfs level of protection.  
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• Modeling impact of increasing floodplain on flood risk was not in original scope – modeling 
being done by one of the SWIF consultants, possibly NW Hydraulics. Could be benefit for 
salmon and flood reduction benefits. 

• Kent still concerned about setting up “goals” (technical recommendations) that aren’t 
attainable, and whether this will be something jurisdictions will be held accountable for. 
Kollin wants to write a separate technical report documenting this and what is technically 
feasible. Basis of plan is necessary future conditions, based on science, and conservation 
hypotheses – our best guess about what needs to happen. Up to us to monitor and 
adaptively manage what we need to do. We are responsible for having the conversation 
about what we can or can’t do, long-term effort. Are not trying to achieve historic 
conditions, but what we can do does not even get us close to historic – we will have to see 
how close to recovery this gets us. The WRIA is proposing that we use areas that are 
currently undeveloped for conversion to habitat/floodplain. If we wait, it becomes much 
more expensive, than doing something like this now. Like the Duwamish – where parcels 
are expensive and buildings and contamination need to be removed. That is a conversation 
at the Forum level. Each of the plans is just a 10-year plan and doesn’t get us to recovery. 
Purposely broke it down into bite-sized chunks that were more attainable over 10 years, 
that we could check along the way how we are doing. Recovery was originally set up to not 
put liability on individual entities. 

Kollin will include some other info into temperature – source control, groundwater/cold water 
inputs, upriver, etc. 
Ranking of Opportunity Areas – handouts provided 
• Kollin would like feedback on which method is better for scoring shallow water habitat. 

Existing projects in habitat plan and ERP are on this list. Is an independent effort but SWIF 
would like to use it to see where opportunities give us biggest bang for buck. This is only fish 
benefit, not feasibility. For the most part – except FCD did eliminate some areas already. 
This is information SWIF will use as they start to look at feasibility. 

• Discussion of weighting – wouldn’t want to weight shallow water – question of then, what 
about side channels, other habitat types. Unweighted is more transparent. Results - 
Good/high opportunity areas are not clustered but are spread fairly evenly throughout the 
Lower Green.  

• Gilliam Creek flapgate removal – SWIF not considering but WRIA can – flapgate cuts fish off 
from some decent habitat on the south side of 405.  Kollin will add that as a project (is in 
the habitat plan).  

• Johnson Creek flapgate was rehabilitated by Segale as part of his project. Creek has 
stickleback. DFW helped him design it. Self-regulating tide gates – recent studies show that 
fish can’t use them as well as it was hoped.  
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• LWD – not very quantified – suggested focusing on putting it in side channels and off 
channel habitat. Could also be used as cover on edges, places to help sediment accumulate, 
and to help form pools. With a contrained channel that is downcutting this is difficult but 
would be good to have the conversation. – Can we get habitat diversity. 

Next Steps: 
• Kollin will make changes he heard.  
• Ranked project list will go to SWIF project team for their work on feasibility. 

Next – possible ITC topics –  
• M&AM 
• SWIF – 9/17 meeting will be a big decision and hold to provide Doug some information – 

right now ITC scheduled for 9/16, will decide if we need to reschedule. SWIF is sending 
information out to TAC by 9/10. 

• Tour Seahurst seawall removal. 
• WDFW – talk to Joe Anderson etc. about meeting later this year or early next year about 

Chinook numbers/monitoring.  Possibly after SWIF is done. 

10. October 7, 2014 ITC Meeting 
Lower Green SWIF – Update – Kollin Higgins 
Habitat ranking process and – high medium low ranked opportunity areas – WRIA maps, not 
SWIF maps – passed around. WRIA produced maps of habitat opportunities, and SWIF selected 
portions to include. We developed a table of targets, goals, existing condition; Kollin revised 
based on ITC input. Suggested amount of floodplain was overestimated because of Kent’s, so 
reduced amount of existing. Estimated the amount of LWD that could be put into new habitat 
areas. 
 
SWIF put some habitat opportunities in each of their 3 alternatives. Alt. 1 is narrow, Alt. 2 is 
somewhat expanded with some habitat, Alt. 3 has the most habitat and incorporates more 
WRIA habitat than others, but not all.  Next meeting of the SWIF Advisory Committee is 10/13 – 
Doug O and Kollin will attend. Will ask whether people agree with their preferred alternative. 
SWIF maps have about 10 out of 50-60 habitat opps.  Haven’t done agricultural areas yet. 
Balancing political and technical issues with ag. – APD impacts and landowner comments. Most 
projects are in Tukwila or north end of Kent, none in Auburn or upstream of Downey/516 
bridge. Doug would like to push for all habitat opportunities to be included, but they would not 
necessarily be funded. SWIF may need to promote them for them to keep credibility. (SWIF is a 
capital investment plan for the next 20 years.) The SWIF Advisory Committee will be making a 
recommendation in next month to FCD of 12 large projects with some habitat components. 
 
Another table – WRIA habitat areas with color coding by which are included in SWIF 
alternatives.  Choices are political and involve policy and how much people want to invest. FCD 
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got agreement about how much flood protection to provide in different areas.  Their products 
are overdue.  
 
The WRIA 9 approach is to identify opportunities that are not yet developed/impervious – 
unlike Duwamish, where we will need to take down buildings and parking lots to create habitat. 
In 20 years that will be our option, if things continue as they are. 
 
Conversation about how this might fit in with Green/Duwamish strategy? Politically people are 
becoming aware, afraid of lawsuits from the tribes. The process is generating a lot of 
conversation –more about habitat than flood prevention or trails. Good to raise awareness, but 
bad if areas aren’t included, it may give those areas not selected a bad name, like they didn’t 
rank high enough.  
 
Ecology’s perspective is that we aren’t providing a multiple benefit analysis on any of the 
alternatives being put forward by FCD – temperature is not even included. Kollin says they are 
assuming in modeling that whole area can be planted, which is not true.  
 
Muckleshoot Tribe (MIT) is seeing Chinook pre-spawn mortality in the Green and Cedar rivers. 
They are sending people out to find out how bad it is. Likely from temperature – this is a new 
problem. 
 

11. November 13, 2014 WEF Meeting 
Ecosystem Restoration Project Executive Committee 
Colonel John Buck, Seattle District Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), showed 
the map of the watershed with all completed, active and proposed Green/Duwamish ERP 
projects. He then highlighted the following projects: 
• Big Spring Creek (King County sponsor):  Phase 1 was completed in 2013; Phase 2 

construction is ongoing, and will reconnect the creek to its historic streambed and to 
Newaukum Creek. Construction will be completed this month, with plantings occurring in 
February 2015.  

• Mill Creek Wetland 5K (Auburn): 2015 construction will restore the stream to its historic 
channel, and install a fish-friendly culvert.  

• Boeing Levee Setback (Kent):  This project is a challenge because of Kent’s required flood 
risk issues and recreation. The city is going to provide a 35% levee raise plan, with design 
completed in 2015 and construction in 2016, but the project is not on schedule so we have 
to go back to Washington D.C. and re-ask for funding.  

• Porter Levee Setback (King County):  Levee setback to Green Valley Road, with design 
completed in 2016 and construction in 2017.  

 
Other highlighted Puget Sound projects: 
• Seahurst Park Phase 2:  Col. Buck said this was a special project for him personally, because 

he, Jeff Dillon, Corps, and Burien officials scoped out Phase 1 of this project. He said he 
thought he was going to get this done before he left one of his earlier postings at the 
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Seattle District leave, but it turned out he was a little optimistic. Phase 2, completed earlier 
this year, removed 1,800 feet of seawall and restored the park to the sound.  

• Horseshoe Bend-SWIF:  The case study at Horseshoe Bend fed the whole SWIF process, 
integrating flood hazard reduction, levee safety, and ecosystem restoration objectives.  

• Puget Sound Nearshore (PSN) General Investigation (GI):  Currently ongoing, with 11 sites 
identified in the draft Feasibility Report.  PSNERP is currently under public review, will cost 
$1.1 billion, involve 5,000 acres of restoration, and includes Beaconsfield-on-the-Sound in 
WRIA 9.  

• Howard Hanson Dam (HHD) Additional Water Supply Project and Fish Passage: Col. Buck 
announced that the dam safety plan was approved on November 6, and we are closing in on 
our funding limit. We are waiting for the NOAA BiOp report (estimated to arrive in March 
2015), and then will come up with a federal strategy for how we’re going to meet our 
obligation for downstream fish passage at the dam. The fish passage facility is the last major 
step. 

 
Discussion: 
 Doug Osterman said normally at a November ERP Executive Committee meeting our action 

item is to approve a list of projects for Congressional appropriation. He asked for 
clarification of why this year’s meeting is different.  Col. Buck replied that we’ve completed 
nine ERP projects, our cost estimates were from back in 2000, and we now have to recertify 
the project cost estimates. Jeff Dillon explained that we must go back to Washington 
because costs have not been kept under control, and Headquarters told ERP Corps folks to 
really go back and look at the costs. We’ve looked at projects that are close to going over 
budget, and went back to sponsors and said you have to really re-examine cost estimates.  

 Doug Osterman asked if there is anything stopping this group from putting the ERP in our 
Legislative Priorities. Col. Buck said nothing is stopping you, but we want to make 
sure/recertify you have real cost estimates to avoid being up to the limit like on HHD. Doug 
noted that one problem is cities that get funding and then keep adding to the scope. He 
asked how WRIA 9 can keep the ERP moving forward. Jeff Dillon said it certainly is not a bad 
idea to let people know your interests 

 Ron Straka asked how long recertification takes, and when the money tap will be turned 
back on. Jeff said our strategy is to push for work plan funding as soon as we can, having 
funding delivered at the end of calendar year 2015, and development in 2016. 

 Marlla Mhoon asked about the Boeing Levee funding being 2014 money. Col Buck explained 
that we were supposed to obligate the funds this year, but when Flood Control District 
decided to raise the levee it added to the costs, and the project was stalled to 
accommodate the design of the levee raise. 

 Stewart Reinbold said he was involved with the Horseshoe Bend SWIF, when levee 
vegetation was a big issue for the county, and there was a lot of misunderstanding around 
the issue. He asked who the point person is for questions about SWIF. Col. Buck reported 
that JoAnne Walls at the Corps should be able to help clarify the SWIF process and answer 
questions about any gray areas. 
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 Noel Gilbrough inquired if there is enough money to cover ERP for FY 2015. Jeff Dillon 
confirmed there is. Noel clarified that support from this group would be therefore 
important for 2016, not 2015.  

12.  January 28, 2015 MC Meeting 
Lower Green System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) 
Marlla overviewed the status of the Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework 
from her vantage point as a member of the SWIF Advisory Council appointed by Dow 
Constantine and Reagan Dunn.  The Management Committee advised that the topic should not 
be on the WEF agenda for the February meeting. 

13.  February 19, 2015 ITC Meeting 
Kollin Higgins 
• Levee alignments for SWIF are agreed upon and have been moved forward, to 

subcommittee, not yet adopted by full FCD board; most of the alignment chosen is the 
narrowest one. Tyler asked if anyone is bring up how this affects recovery and jeopardy? 
Kollin said NMFS is at the table and supports wider alternatives with more habitat, but isn’t 
talking about habitat goals. Policies are still being discussed and changing. There is likely to 
be more discussion regarding revegetation.  

Sarah discussed the vegetation management plan as part of the SWIF – it’s a new strategy for 
the Lower Green, for PL 84-99 levees, based on existing levee conditions and habitat. PL84-99 
levees are under a rehabilitation and inspection program, and if eligible, can receive up to 80% 
of the costs of repairs. 18 miles are eligible in the Green. Policies are currently under 
consideration. Goal is to increase shade and deal with conflicting federal mandates – Corps 
requirement to keep levees visible by removing vegetation over 4” diameter, and CWA to shade 
for temperature. Preliminary plan breaks the levee into six zones and has targets for 
inspectibility, public use, habitat, temperature; a plant palette is being developed. 
 

14. February 11, 2016 WEF Meeting 
Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework Status Report 
Kjris Lund, Executive Director, King County Flood Control District (FCD), reported that we are 
taking the Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) in a new direction, 
and to create a Lower Green River Interim Corridor Plan and commit to a programmatic EIS. By 
way of background, Kjris said the intent of a U.S. Corps of Engineers (Corps) SWIF process is to 
assess and analyze the entire watershed of a river to allow for variances from national Corps 
standards, such as possibly allowing vegetation and mature trees on levees for inclusion in the 
PL 84-99 program, which pays 80% of the cost of repairs to damaged levees. During the Lower 
Green River SWIF process, however, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe (MIT) filed a sixty-day intent 
to sue and, partly as a result, the Corps changed its mind and decided to “accept” rather than 
“approve” the SWIF, which essentially downgraded the Lower Green SWIF as no longer a 
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federal action, preempting the need for an EIS or Section 7 consultation. She said the FCD Board 
of Supervisors, as a tandem decision to the Corps downgrade, decided to pare back the 
products of the Lower Green River SWIF(see below), and develop a corridor plan that is more in 
synch with our values and in line with the original purposes of the Lower Green River SWIF. 
 
Kjris said the focus for the Interim SWIF will be on resolving the bare minimum of PL 84-99 
deficiencies that the Corps directed us to address. Components of the Interim SWIF include:   
• A Deficiency Action Plan to deal with near term actions (fence removal, flap gates), and 

ongoing programmatic or maintenance actions (animal burrows, unacceptable slopes);  
• A Capital Plan to address 11 stability deficiencies on four levees and work on three early 

action capital projects (Lower Russell Road, Tukwila 205, Horseshoe Bend);  
• A Vegetation Plan to work with natural resource agencies to provide and maintain shoreline 

habitat on levees; and  
• Interim Risk Reduction Measures (IRRM) to figure out how to make the public aware of risks 

and inform them of programs on the ground. 
Costs for the Interim SWIF include $85,000-$100,000 capital, $780,000 per year levee 
maintenance and operation, and $523,000 for IRRM costs. 
 
Kjris explained that the Lower Green River Corridor Plan will build on the Interim SWIF and have 
an inclusive scope beyond PL 84-99 levees, including recreation and habitat. The FCD will do a 
programmatic EIS as part of the corridor planning process, evaluating alternatives and new 
ways of looking at options. She said permitting agencies will be working with us, and we will be 
able to get permits more easily because of looking at cumulative impacts and how they fit 
together. At their meeting on February 16 the Board of Supervisors will vote to submit the 
Interim SWIF to the Corps, commit to the Lower Green River Corridor Plan and the 
programmatic EIS, and appoint the Advisory Committee. Most members of the Advisory 
Committee formed for the Lower Green SWIF will be asked to serve again.  She added that 
some Board members and staff are going to Washington DC to lobby the Corps to do Section 7 
consultation under the Endangered Species Act.  
 
Discussion: 
 Dennis Robertson asked if FCD is working with the City of Tukwila on the three levees 

mentioned as part of the Tukwila 205 project. Kjris Lund said yes, Tukwila contracts with 
King County (KC), which has been working with their staff. She said we are not doing design 
work on those levees yet.  

 Marlla Mhoon commented that SWIF has been a long process, and she asked if we still have 
Seattle District Commander Colonel Buck’s support. Kjris confirmed Col. Buck is still serving 
on the Advisory Committee, and he’s happy to do so. 

 Bill Peloza inquired when FCD would like our letter of support. Kjris explained that she has a 
letter drafted that she can provide to staff. She said we are “threading the needle” because 
we are under threat of a lawsuit.  

 Marlla Mhoon asked if FCD has put a good pot of money into this effort. Kjris responded 
that a resolution directs her to put together that budget and scope, and the Board will have 
to approve it. We will also need budget for the EIS. 
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 Mike Mactutis inquired if the technical committee will still be a part of the SWIF. Kjris said 
the technical committee will be different than before, addressing technical issues. Most 
members will be from resource permitting agencies, while the Advisory Committee will 
focus on policy choices. She said Councilmember Mhoon is going to participate again, as is 
Holly Coccoli from the MIT. 

 Kathryn Campbell asked for information on the criteria for picking the EIS firm. Kjris said we 
did a RFQ two weeks ago, and had three excellent firms submit. We hired Parametrix, are 
going out to a RFP process for a big piece of the work, and expect the same three firms will 
submit: ICF, Herrera, and Parametrix. 

 James Rasmussen expressed frustration with how long SWIF has dragged out and held 
things up. We should have moved forward on these projects with the Corps years ago. 
Many in this group see it the same way as the MIT when the process is characterized as not 
going far enough. Marlla Mhoon said every SWIF discussion included multiple benefits, and 
sometimes people didn’t agree. 

15.  July 25, 2018 MC Meeting (draft notes) 
Matt Goehring, WRIA 9 Planning and Technical Coordinator, introduced the King County 
Flood Control District’s (FCD) Lower Green River Corridor Plan as a follow-up to the interim 
System Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) process. The FCD released three flood 
protection alternatives: 1) no action 2) 20 miles of new or improved facilities 3) 30 miles of 
new or improved facilities. None of the alternatives are salmon-friendly and alternatives 2 
and 3 represent increased flood defense protection than what was recommended in SWIF. 
There is a 30 day public scoping period for SEPA tentatively scheduled for September. Matt 
asked the Management Committee for input on how they want WRIA staff to approach this 
and whether the team should reply with a policy comment letter or develop a 4th 
alternative.  
 
Dennis mentioned he is on the Flood Control Advisory Committee and recently asked 
Reagan Dunn about the work done in the SWIF process. Dunn replied that it is all being 
considered. Dennis also noted that he will be representing Tukwila, not WRIA 9, in the 
Corridor Planning process. There was a discussion about who was invited to the planning 
process. It was noticed that the Tribes were not invited. So far, only the invitations to 
Mayors have been distributed. Josh stated that the County has not decided on a 
representative yet, and named a few staff members who are being considered: Kollin 
Higgins, Katie Beaver, Joe Hovenkotter, and Evan Lewis. Josh also said the County’s 
executive branch will likely ask for a 4th alternative. Josh recommended adding this to the 
WEF August agenda, as WRIA 9 jurisdictions will have to prioritize the safety of their 
residents while also representing fish interests and a discussion would be helpful. 
 
Kathy noted that Kollin spent a lot of time going through the science and maps for all the 
alternatives laid out in the SWIF process and suggested this as a starting point for creating a 
4th alternative. Matt added that Kollin’s research only looked at multi-benefit areas, not 
fish-specific. Matt also noted that some of the opportunities identified during SWIF have 
already been lost and asked if more habitat opportunities should be included. Susan 
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suggested WRIA 9 develop a 4th alternative to be considered during the scoping period that 
builds off the SWIF maps and more strongly emphasizes multi-benefits, as some of this work 
can be done in a way that is less harmful to salmon and so much money is involved. Susan 
suggested looking at multiple benefits, with the goal of utilizing money to provide the most 
benefit. Doug agreed that we should include the habitat opportunities that were outside of 
the SWIF’s scope as 4-5 opportunities from SWIF have already been lost. Susan also asked 
whether there was a way to ask the FCD to add a 4th alternative, so that they’re deciding 
between 4 alternatives, not 3 alternatives and a 4th included as a comment. Ron explained 
the process in more detail: The FCD is doing a scoping to prepare an EIS. First the FCD put 
out a statement for scoping, which people can comment on. Then the FCD will prepare an 
EIS after reviewing the comments from the scoping notice. Usually that results in identifying 
a “preferred alternative” which can be a mix of alternatives and incorporate comments. 
Dennis reminded the group that this is at least a year long process likely and the 4th 
alternative we draft isn’t iron clad. Its purpose is to widen the conversation and create a 
more robust consideration of alternatives. It serves as a book-end instead of an exact plan. 
The FCD’s review process will blend alternatives and suggestions.  
 
The Management Committee approved the motion to bring the issue to the Forum at the 
August WEF meeting via materials included in the WEF packet to allow for review ahead of 
time. Doug will replace the stewardship agenda item with LGR corridor planning for August 
WEF. WRIA 9 staff will prepare a body of work summary from WRIA 9 and Kollin’s work 
during the 2014-2016 SWIF process and prepare a brief draft of a 4th alternative that the 
Forum could approve WRIA 9 sending during the scoping period. At the end of the meeting 
it was summarized that WRIA 9 would draft a framework letter to the FCD for expectations 
for scoping.  
 
There was a discussion on who will represent WRIA 9 during the corridor planning process. 
Marlla volunteered to be the representative. It wasn’t decided who would be the alternate. 
Doug was suggested, but Josh stated he needed to bring all this information back to King 
County before agreeing to that.  
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