
	
 
Lower Green River Flood Hazard Management Plan 
Partner Planning Committee Meeting Summary  
September 17, 2025 | 2-4 p.m. 
	
Attendees 
Andy Dixon (King County OEM), Ash Gould (KC DNRP), Calvin Rogers (Lund Faucett), Dan 
Brubaker (KC WLRD), Ellen Pepin-Cato (Lund Faucett), Jenifer Young (Parametrix), Jenny 
Bailey (Parametrix), Katie Wendel (KC Roads), Kjristine Lund (Lund Consulting), Kollin 
Higgins (KC DNRP), Kris Faucett (Lund Faucett), Linda Li (Community Navigator), Maia 
Bellon (Cascadia Policy Solutions), Michelle Clark (KCFCD), Patty Robinson (KC DNRP), 
Steven Schauer (KCFCD), Tammy Dang (Community Navigator), Victoria Navarro 
(Community Navigator), Evan Swanson (City of Kent), Matt Goehring (KC DNRP), Vicky 
Navarro (Community Navigator), Tyler Pichette (Pacific Public Affairs), Matthew Austin 
(City of Tukwila), Derek Speck (City of Tukwila), Emma Maria (Community Navigator), 
Heidi Watters (City of Tukwila), Mike Perfetti (City of Tukwila), Jen Tatatzin (City of 
Tukwila) 
 
Agenda 

• Introductions (Kris Faucett, Facilitator) 
• Welcome (Michelle Clark, King County Flood Control District Executive Director) 
• Previous Meeting Recap (Jenny Bailey, Consultant Project Manager) 
• Review Draft Definitions 

o OVERVIEW (Jenny Bailey, Consultant Project Manager) 
o DISCUSSION (Partner Planning Committee) 

• Opportunities to Collaborate 
o DISCUSSION / BRAINSTORM (Partner Planning Committee) 

• Wrap up and Next Steps 

Overview 
• Following introductions and welcome remarks, an update was provided on the 

Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan. The District 
reaffirmed the purpose of the Partner Planning Committee (PPC): to provide 
feedback on selected topic areas that will inform the draft plan. 

• The consultant team walked through several definitions of terminology used in 
the draft multibenefit goals and indicators, based on earlier committee 
feedback. 

• Members discussed draft definitions for open space, floodplain connectivity and 
adaptive management, as well as the District’s thoughts on eliminating the use 
of the term flood-prone areas. Participants raised the need for language that is 
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clear and practical for future reporting and decision-making, while also being 
flexible enough to incorporate emerging science and community perspectives. 

• The committee identified opportunities for collaboration. The conversation 
highlighted partnerships among jurisdictions, Tribes, agencies, and community 
organizations. Ideas included joint scientific studies, coordinated property 
acquisition, and shared approaches to open space and conservation planning. 

• The final Partner Planning Committee meeting will be convened on October 15, 
2025.  

What We Heard 
• Revised multibenefit goals and indicators: 

• Indicators should be clear, measurable, and usable for future 
reporting. 

• Goals should be flexible enough to incorporate emerging science and 
evolving community needs. 

• Draft language should balance consistency across jurisdictions with 
the ability to adapt to local conditions. 
 

• Open space: 
• The definition should be flexible, since ‘open space’ varies across 

jurisdictions; some include buildings or agricultural uses within the 
floodplain. 

• There are nuances in types of open space to keep in mind. Open 
space that provides flood storage and open space that is protected 
from flooding can provide unique but sometimes competing benefits.  
 

• Flood-Prone Areas: 
• This terminology may not be necessary in the multibenefit goals and 

indicators. 
• If used, terminology should be mindful of possible liability concerns 

while still conveying areas at risk. 
• If used, boundaries should be defined using clear standards (e.g., 

geomorphic or historic floodplain definitions) so they can be 
consistently applied. 
 

• Floodplain connectivity: 
• Lower peak winter flow thresholds to reflect conditions that benefit 

salmon habitat. 
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• Avoid limiting floodplain connectivity benefiting salmon to habitat 
“intentionally” created by flood management projects, as 
unintentional habitat can also create benefits.  
 

• Adaptive management: 
• Adaptive management should emphasize active learning, innovation, 

and experimentation, and not passive adjustment. 
• A regular review timeline (every 5–10 years) should be considered to 

integrate emerging science and track progress. 
• Restoration goals should remain the top priority while adapting to 

new information and evolving science. 
 

• Opportunities for collaboration: 
• Emerging science and monitoring should continue to be a priority for 

joint efforts. 
• Identifying open space and conservation areas offers another key 

opportunity for collaboration across jurisdictions and interests. 
• The District should use resources such as the Lower Basin Steward to 

help connect and coordinate among partners. 
• Future restoration efforts should incorporate lessons from past 

projects, where inadequate information-sharing and late-stage 
coordination limited success. 

• Property acquisition strategies could be coordinated at a larger scale. 
Long-term planning and a clear connection to broader habitat and 
flood management goals may make acquisition efforts more 
palatable. A multi-jurisdictional approach could be more effective 
than individual cities acting alone. 

 

 


