DRAFT King County Advisory Committee Meeting Summary

August 22, 2024
1:30-3:30 p.m.

Committee Members:

Chair, Mayor Dana Ralph, City of Kent

Mayor Jim Ribail, City of Carnation

Mayor Katherine Ross, City of Snoqualmie
Mayor Thomas McLeod, City of Tukwila

Mayor Carol Benson, City of Black Diamond
Deputy Mayor Melanie O’Cain, City of Kenmore
Deputy Mayor Karen Howe, City of Sammamish
Councilmember JC Harris, City of Des Moines
Councilmember John Stokes, City of Bellevue
Deputy Executive Shannon Braddock, King County

Alternates:

Mayor Troy Linnell, City of Algona

Councilmember Amy McHenry, City of Duvall
Mayor Henry Sladek, Town of Skykomish
Councilmember Annette Ademasu, City of Shoreline
Councilmember Valerie O’Hallaran, City of Renton
Councilmember Toni Troutner, City of Kent

Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Dana Ralph called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. Facilitator Steven Schauer, Deputy
Executive Director, King County Flood Control District, called roll.

Approval of minutes
August 14, 2024 minutes moved approval by Deputy Mayor O’Cain, seconded by Deputy Mayor
Howe. Motion approved.

Executive Director Report
Ralph invited Michelle Clark, Executive Director of the King County Flood Control District, to give
the Executive Director Report.

Clark thanked the committee for their efforts in making budget recommendations while
understanding their advisory role rather than having the final vote. She acknowledged their
balanced approach in reviewing financial details and providing input. Clark also clarified that the
budget numbers they recommend will change due to updates in staff salaries, overhead costs, and
ongoing maintenance inspections. She reassured the committee that they would receive all public



budget updates and reports throughout the process. Finally, she emphasized that their
recommendations help initiate the flood district’s budget discussions, setting the stage for further
policymaker decisions.

Potential Revenue Generation
Ralph invited Krista Camenzind, Deputy Division Director, King County Department of Natural
Resources and Parks, Water and Land Resources Division, to give her presentation.

Camenzind provided a brief follow-up presentation addressing questions from previous meetings
regarding property tax distribution and revenue generation. She shared data showing that the
majority of property tax revenue comes from residential properties, with apartments and mixed-
use condos classified as commercial. She also presented an analysis of the District’s "banked
capacity," highlighting the significant amount of revenue not collected over the past six years
despite allowable tax rates. Finally, she reviewed three potential revenue scenarios for 2025,
noting that a $0.07-$0.075 tax rate increase would be necessary to fully fund the district’s six-year
spending plan.

During the Q&A, Councilmember JC Harris asked if it would be easy to calculate the homeowner
impact of different tax rate scenarios, noting that small rate increases may not significantly affect
individual homeowners.

Camenzind acknowledged the request and admitted she had forgotten to gather that information
but stated it wouldn't be difficult to obtain.

Harris further commented that since the district has minimized tax increases in the past, it may be
useful to highlight that a modest increase would not be overly burdensome.

Ralph responded by cautioning that such detailed analysis falls more within the Board of
Supervisors’ decision-making process. While she was comfortable with raising general revenue
concerns, she emphasized that determining specific tax impacts should be left to the board.

Harris accepted this clarification.

Councilmember Annette Ademasu asked Camenzind to clarify the $130,000 per year in untaxed
revenue, wondering if it was related to tax breaks like those for affordable housing programs.

Camenzind corrected the figure, explaining it was actually $130 million per year. She clarified that
under state law, the district could tax up to $0.22 per $1,000 AV but has chosen to collect only
$0.07 in 2024. The $130 million represents the difference between the maximum allowable tax
revenue and what is actually being collected each year.

Deputy Mayor Melanie O’Cain stated the importance of requesting the full amount of funding
needed rather than settling for less. She acknowledged the financial burden on taxpayers,
especially in times of inflation, but argued that underfunding critical water-related projects would
be a mistake. O’Cain reflected on her city's past decision to avoid tax increases for a decade, which
led to financial strain and the need for catch-up funding. Given the available bank capacity and the
significance of the work being done, O’Cain advocated for a tax rate of at least $0.08 to $0.10.



Ultimately, she believed the request should be based on actual needs, while decision-makers can
determine where to make cuts if necessary.

Clark explained, in following up to an earlier comment from Harris, that the District’s decision to
maintain revenue collection at a steady rate of $58—559 million per year was influenced by a
previously large undesignated fund balance. The board was initially cautious about raising
additional revenue without demonstrating the ability to effectively allocate funds. Over time, the
board’s perspective has shifted, as the fund balance has been spent down and demonstrated
needs have become clearer.

Harris clarified his position by emphasizing that infrastructure should be viewed as a long-term
liability rather than an asset. He argued that while fund balances may appear positive in the short
term, infrastructure inevitably degrades over time, requiring proactive financial planning. He
supported a tax increase to $0.07-50.08 to instill a long-term mindset of ongoing investment.

Ralph agreed, noting that the board has now reached a point where the necessity of long-term
planning is evident. She framed the current state of the fund balance as a positive, reinforcing the
need for a sustained financial strategy.

With no further questions or comments from the committee, Ralph ended this agenda item.

Review Second Draft of the Recommendation Letter
Ralph invited Clark to proceed with this agenda item.

Clark informed the group that she and Chair Ralph received a letter from the City of Seattle with
proposed edits, which she would read aloud at the appropriate time, as she has done in the past.
While she had the suggested edits, she did not have the rationale behind them and asked not to
be questioned about their intent.

She noted that all members received the letter the previous Friday and hoped they had reviewed
it. Clark then outlined the key points of the letter, including budget recommendations for 2025,
the need for increased revenue, and concerns that the flood district’s capital needs would exceed
available resources without additional funding. The letter strongly urged the district to evaluate
revenue options and set a minimum fund balance to sustain flood risk reduction projects.

She highlighted that this year’s letter took a firmer stance than in the past, explicitly stating that if
revenue concerns were not addressed, the advisory committee would reconvene in early 2025 to
reassess project funding. Michelle also mentioned minor textual updates, including a typo
correction, and brought attention to proposed language changes from the City of Seattle,
specifically regarding flood event repairs and emergency response funding.

Clark then opened the floor for discussion on those proposed edits.

Ralph questioned whether they were separate or just different ways of saying the same thing,
with Clark initially seeing them as distinct but later realizing they were conceptually similar.



Clark explained that the distinction was important, as emergencies require immediate response,
while unknown repairs emerge over time. She also noted that the flood district has a $1 million
emergency fund for urgent needs, such as the 2020 Cedar River levee breach.

Councilmember Valerie O’Hallaran suggested simplifying the wording to “unknown repair needs
and/or emergencies resulting from flood events,” which Ralph and O’Cain supported.

Ademasu raised a concern that the phrasing made it sound like emergencies and repairs were
separate when, in reality, flood events are the emergencies, and the funds are for repairs resulting
from them. Ralph proposed “unknown and/or emergency repairs resulting from flood events,”
which gained general approval.

O’Cain suggested removing “and/or” for clarity, but Clark pointed out that the distinction was
important because some repairs are discovered later, while others require immediate action
during a flood.

Ralph further questioned whether emergency repairs included preventive actions like
sandbagging, and Clark clarified that such actions might fall outside the flood district’s
responsibility.

Ultimately, the group agreed on revised wording that accurately reflected the district’s role in
emergency response and repairs, and Clark continued with the review of the recommendation
letter.

Clark continued the presentation of the Advisory Committee’s proposed recommendations
regarding flood risk management funding. She outlined various strategies, including reducing
expenditures, raising the tax levy, and implementing bonding policies. The committee emphasized
the significant financial needs for flood risk management over the next six years and beyond. They
suggested that if expenditure reductions are necessary, the district should implement a
transparent process to prioritize investments.

Clark proposed several policies, such as establishing a process to address project implementation
delays, creating a moratorium on adding new projects to the six-year CIP except in emergencies,
and limiting construction to facilities along major rivers or within the King County Rivers inventory.
She explained adjustments to these policies based on feedback from the previous meeting.
Notably, she added language to account for facilities outside the King County Rivers inventory, as
suggested by Hollingsworth, and clarified the need to address delays caused by permitting
agencies like the Army Corps of Engineers.

Next, Clark discussed the district’s grant program for non-riverine flood reduction and habitat
needs, stressing the importance of maintaining a flood reduction focus for all grants and
implementing best practices. She proposed changes to ensure grants are administered efficiently,
including limiting extensions and requiring documented readiness for funding use. A slight
adjustment to the wording was suggested by the City of Seattle, which was approved without
objection.

Clark also proposed acknowledging the contributions of district and county staff in the tax levy
discussion, which was agreed upon. She then highlighted the recommendation to increase the tax
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levy rate by $0.04 to $0.06 per thousand of assessed value for 2025, which would generate
necessary revenue for operating costs and future capital projects.

Ralph acknowledged the robust discussions regarding the proposed levy rate and suggested
further deliberation on the numbers, with the group leaning toward discussing the specifics now
before finishing the review of the recommendation letter.

Howe asked about a suggested starting point for the levy, with O’Hallaran proposing at least a 6-
cent increase.

Harris suggested avoiding a specific number, instead recommending a goal to maintain a positive
fund balance over the six-year period.

Ademasu emphasized that asking for the full amount needed, rather than guessing at a levy rate,
could help clarify the necessary funds for the six-year period. Howe agreed, stating that a specific
number is crucial to demonstrate careful planning.

O’Hallaran proposed using a 7.5-cent increase to meet goals like operating the CIP, maintaining a
$20 million fund balance, and completing the six-year CIP. This would be justified by clear
numbers. Clark asked for clarification of the three goals, and O’Hallaran confirmed they include
operating the CIP, ensuring a positive fund balance, and meeting flood reduction goals.

Ralph asked for clarity about levy mechanics, with Clark confirming that the tax levy can change
annually based on votes, and the goal is sufficient revenue for a positive fund balance over the six
years.

Deputy Executive Shannon Braddock raised the idea of a step-wise levy increase, with smaller
increases each year, but Ralph and others leaned toward not being overly specific in the long-
term, emphasizing clarity of intention over specific figures.

Clark updated the proposed wording to reflect a sufficient levy increase to maintain a positive
fund balance for the six-year period, with a focus on the policy intent.

Harris worried about ambiguity in applying the levy increase in phases and questions whether
there should be a single tax increase. Clark explained that the levy rate is voted on annually,
making future commitments challenging.

O’Hallaran suggested adding a yearly requirement to revisit the levy decision to ensure a positive
fund balance each year, which is ultimately agreed upon, but with Harris favoring a revision to say
"each year" rather than "entire" to focus on annual review.

The section of the discussion concluded with agreement on refining the language to reflect the
intent of maintaining a positive fund balance while keeping flexibility for annual adjustments.
Clark then continued the review of the recommendation letter.

Clark presented the advisory committee’s recommendation letter, discussing several key points.
The letter proposed increasing the levy rate to generate the necessary revenue for the district's
2025 operations and flood reduction projects. She highlighted the need for a bonding policy to



finance large projects like the Pacific Right Bank Flood Reduction Project, ensuring geographic
equity across the county. The letter emphasized the importance of providing adequate resources
to address ongoing and future flood risk reduction needs, particularly in light of climate change.
Clark also added a new sentence proposed by the City of Seattle about the potential for future
emergencies, exacerbated by climate change.

During the Q&A related to this section of the letter, Ralph asked for feedback on the proposed
changes, especially regarding the sentence about climate change and emergency repairs.

Ademasu suggested rewording the sentence to avoid redundancy, which Ralph agreed with.

Harris raised concerns about the emphasis on climate change, questioning if it was material to the
emergency situation.

Clark explained that Seattle’s issues are closely tied to climate change, especially regarding sea
level rise and flooding.

Mayor Henry Sladek also pointed out that past debates, particularly about seawall funding, might
be influencing Seattle's focus on climate change.

Clark clarified that the district previously funded the seawall in recognition of its importance to
the entire region.

Councilmember John Stokes raised concerns and advocated for creating a stakeholder working
group to discuss potential unintended consequences of certain recommendations in the advisory
committee's recommendation letter, particularly concerning flood control projects and grant
programs. Stokes also expressed concerns about limiting new CIP projects to the King County
Rivers Inventory, fearing it would exclude many areas from benefiting from flood control
measures. He emphasized the need for more significant, immediate action to address the
challenges posed by climate change and population growth.

Ralph suggested that this larger conversation about the district’s role and flood control policies
might need a separate process, possibly outside of the current recommendation letter.

Clark agreed, indicating that this requires a broader regional conversation similar to one that
occurred years ago when the district was first formed.

Stokes agreed, acknowledging that while the current processes have worked, the world has
changed, and now is the time to push for more comprehensive, effective solutions.

Harris supports the sentiment of a larger conversation but felt that it should not be included in the
current letter. He highlighted the complexity of coordinating water-related efforts across multiple
agencies and expressed interest in participating in a wider, integrated discussion, but not in the
context of the current advisory process.

Clark continued reviewing the recommendation letter with the discussion focused on refining the
final paragraph, particularly Hollingsworth’s proposed edits to avoid redundancy while



emphasizing climate change’s impact on flood risk. The committee agreed to restructure the
paragraph for clarity and conciseness.

Clark confirmed the inclusion of levy rate scenarios in the letter to provide comprehensive
information for the board’s decision-making. A formal vote was conducted, with Mayor Carol
Benson making a motion to approve the letter and O’Hallaran seconding. The motion passed
unanimously.

Ralph expressed gratitude to Clark, Deputy Executive Director Steven Schauer, and other members
for their contributions. She emphasized the importance of securing adequate funding for flood
reduction projects and committed to advocating for the committee’s recommendations in
discussions with the Flood Control District board.

Next Steps
The advisory committee meeting concluded with a discussion of next steps and key updates.

Clark confirmed that the board’s executive committee meeting will be on September 4th at 1:30
and it will include the presentation of the advisory committee’s letter, officially kicking off the
budget process. She noted the county’s budget deficit and uncertainty about the final budget
timeline but hopes for resolution by the end of September.

Clark also announced the rollout of a new flood warning app, which will provide real-time flood
and road closure updates in multiple languages. She invited members to a presentation next week

but acknowledged their lack of availability.

Ralph expressed appreciation for the group's discussions and efforts, emphasizing the importance
of their work and the difficult budget conversations ahead.

Harris praised the district’s new website and social media presence, with Clark attributing its
success to Schauer, who received recognition for his contributions.

The meeting adjourned with words of gratitude and well wishes.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:19 p.m.



