
 
 
 
DRAFT King County Advisory Committee Meeting Summary 
 
August 7, 2024 
1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
 
Committee Members: 
Chair, Mayor Dana Ralph, City of Kent 
Mayor Nancy Backus, City of Auburn 
Mayor Thomas McLeod, City of Tukwila 
Councilmember JC Harris, City of Des Moines 
Deputy Mayor Melanie O’Cain, City of Kenmore 
Deputy Mayor Karen Howe, City of Sammamish  
Councilmember Joy Hollingsworth, City of Seattle 
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 
 
Call to Order and Roll Call 
Chair Dana Ralph called the meeting to order at 1:35 pm. Facilitator Steven Schauer, Deputy 
Executive Director, King County Flood Control District, called roll. 
 
Public Comments 
No public comments. 
 
Meeting Summary Approval 
Mayor Nancy Backus made motion to approve the minutes. Motion seconded by Deputy Mayor 
Karen Howe. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Executive Director Report 
Michelle Clark, the Executive Director of the King County Flood Control District, emphasized the 
importance of the District's blog, posted on Thursdays, which provides valuable information, 
including project updates. She encouraged following the District on social media platforms like 
Facebook or X to stay informed. 
 
The schedule for reviewing and approving flood reduction grants has been delayed, with the 
process now expected to extend into late August and potentially reach the Board by late 
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September or early October. Despite the delays, Clark noted that there is a good mix of applicants, 
with representation from every King County Council district. 
 
The District will focus on budget discussions during the council recess, with no immediate 
legislative actions. However, a significant piece of legislation to establish a notification policy for 
inventory management is slated for review in September. This policy has been in development for 
years and aims to ensure the District is informed and can coordinate with King County on property 
maintenance and flood reduction projects. 
 
2025 – 2030 Preliminary Draft Budget 
During her preliminary draft budget briefing to the Advisory Committee, Michelle Clark discussed 
the importance of Attachment H, which lists all the District’s projects and serves as a critical 
reference for jurisdiction staff to verify accuracy. She noted adjustments needed for ongoing work 
in the South Park area, specifically related to flood and erosion protection measures. 
 
The 2025 budget is largely a status quo budget, with no new projects or additional funding for 
new initiatives. Four new projects are listed, but they are planned for future years, with no funds 
allocated for 2025. Clark highlighted the challenges of planning long-term projects when 
immediate funding is uncertain. 
 
Clark emphasized the District’s financial difficulties, including a need for an additional $30 million 
in 2025 to maintain current operations. She also mentioned the potential need for $343 million if 
all planned projects were fully executed, underscoring the urgency of addressing the District’s 
financial cliff. 
 
Clark discussed efforts to improve the clarity and accessibility of budget documents, including 
renaming categories and projects for consistency and transparency. She announced plans to 
create a comprehensive budget book that consolidates all relevant information in a single, user-
friendly document, aimed at increasing public trust and understanding. 
 
Clark foreshadowed discussions about revenue generation and potential changes to the budget 
process, stressing the need for careful planning to address ongoing financial constraints and 
ensuring that the District can continue its essential work. 
 
Councilmember JC Harris asked if there was a way to put a Google map link or coordinates next to 
each project on Attachment H. 
 
Clark responded that it may be possible to do that in the budget book, and there are discussions 
underway about creating a map for the budget book that shows where all projects are by basin. 
 
Clark mentioned that going on a basin tour helps her know where the projects are located, and 
she asked if the committee would be interested in a tour. Councilmember Annette Ademasu 
responded in the chat feature that yes she is interested and she finds field tours helpful. 
 
Potential Revenue Generation 
Krista Camenzind, Deputy Division Director at King County's Water and Land Resources Division, 
provided a basic overview of the King County Flood Control District's fund balance and property 
tax revenue generation. She emphasized the importance of understanding budget terminology, 
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explaining that a budget is a forward-looking plan for spending, while actuals are the retrospective 
view of how money was spent. She also explained the concept of fund balance, which is the cash 
available after expenses are paid, likening it to a checking account balance. 
 
Camenzind highlighted that the District's primary revenue source is property tax, currently set at 
$0.07 per thousand assessed value, generating around $59 million annually. She noted that the 
property tax has remained flat for several years, as the District has not raised it beyond the 1% 
statutory limit since 2014. The District has the capacity to increase the property tax rate up to 
$0.25 per thousand assessed value without voter approval. 
 
Regarding the fund balance, Camenzind reported that the District has been spending it down since 
2019, largely due to capital expenditures. The projected fund balance for 2024 is $1.5 million, but 
without changes, a negative $22 million balance is expected in 2025. She presented a table 
illustrating how incremental increases in the property tax rate could help mitigate this deficit, but 
stressed that the figures were illustrative and not a recommendation. Camenzind concluded by 
opening the floor for questions, noting the presence of Steve Klusman, an economist expert at the 
Water and Land Division, to assist with answers. 
 
Councilmember Valerie O’Hallaran wondered if the taxes could be raised $0.03 for years one 
through three and then another $0.03 for years four through six. 
 
Camenzind responded that those scenarios could be run, and that is a common way to run a 
program like a utility. That is a policy decision for the District. 
 
Deputy Mayor Karen Howe suggested that going out for a new levy every two years is a bad idea. 
Instead, she advocated for a longer-term plan, spanning 10 to 25 years, which would provide more 
stability and could be seen as an inflation adjustment. This approach offers a rationale that people 
can understand and support. Howe also emphasizes the importance of timing and considering 
other levies that may be issued in the same year, such as those for parks, EMS, or schools. She 
supports a holistic view of all levies to understand their combined impact on residents, which 
could influence decisions at the municipal level. Howe expressed a desire for insight into the 
overall effect of these levies to make informed decisions. 
 
Clark acknowledged that there were many levies on the ballot, as seen in recent primary results. 
She offered to provide an idea of what to expect based on available public information but 
expressed caution about making speculative predictions regarding specific jurisdictions or 
amounts. Clark emphasized that unlike other levies, which are set for a fixed term (e.g., six years), 
the District board makes decisions on this levy annually. This annual decision-making process adds 
both flexibility and complexity, as it doesn't bind future legislative bodies. She indicated that a 
somewhat speculative overview could be offered but will be careful not to over-speculate. 
 
Howe discussed the importance of understanding and predicting King County levies, such as EMS 
and parks, which are easier to anticipate. She mentioned ongoing discussions about not having 
the EMS levy coincide with the parks levy to avoid detracting from its approval. Howe suggested it 
would be helpful to know about other significant King County levies that might impact residents. 
Additionally, she emphasized the importance of communicating to residents and voters that the 
funds from these levies benefit all jurisdictions involved, which could increase public confidence 
and support. 
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Clark sought clarification and emphasized that the King County Flood Control District is a separate 
government entity from King County, despite some overlap in personnel. She explained that while 
the District can provide information on the expected financial impact of the EMS and parks levies 
on taxpayers, Clark is not involved in or privy to the internal discussions of other government 
bodies. Consequently, the District can only offer data on the levies' current plans, not insights into 
future decisions or changes made by those other entities. Clark offered to provide information 
about what the District understands today. 
 
Camenzind and Klusman acknowledged they could help provide that public information. 
 
Deputy Executive Shannon Braddock mentioned in the chat feature that it’s anticipated that Parks 
Levy would be August and EMS would be November. 
 
Councilmember Annette Ademasu, in the chat feature, asked, “Since majority of FCD revenues 
come from property taxes, could you provide a ‘pie chart’ of types of properties which pay into 
this? 
 
Camenzind responded in the chat feature, “@Annette Ademasu Shoreline Councilmember Do you 
mean by jurisdiction, or by property type such as commercial, residential...?” 
 
Ademasu responded in the chat feature, “commercial, residential” 
 
Camenzind responded in the chat feature, “We can ask the Assessor's Office if they have this 
data.” 
 
Clark sought clarification about Howe’s comment that “jurisdictions get something,” wanting to 
know if that was a reference to the subregional opportunity grant, and if there was a request to 
know which jurisdictions have received grant funds in the past. 
 
Howe wanted to know if were able to do a levy, the funds will get distributed broadly across the 
District to benefit those who pay the levy. 
 
Ralph pointed out the District board has the ability to adjust the rate every year and the 
committee is trying to give them advice with the committee’s recommendation. 
 
O’Hallaran commented that if the taxes get raised by 1% or 5%, that's for the entire District. It's 
not project specific. So it's not necessarily the people who are paying into it who are going to 
definitely benefit this year in their neighborhood. 
 
Howe expressed concerns about how potential increases in levy assessments might be perceived 
by residents. She emphasized the importance of equitable distribution of benefits and clear, 
relatable messaging to ensure that residents understand how everyone benefits from such 
decisions in the long run. Howe also highlighted the need for transparency and making budget 
information easily understandable for the general public. Additionally, she expressed a desire for 
greater resident engagement and dialogue within the committee, noting the current lack of public 
comments and participation. 
 



 

5 
 

Ralph suggested that discussions about broader issues, like how levy decisions are made and their 
impact, should be directed to the District’s Board of Supervisors or King County Council members 
who serve on the District Board. She explained that the committee's role is limited to identifying 
necessary projects and determining the funding required for them. The broader, more 
comprehensive discussions about how these projects fit into the larger context and the overall 
budget are handled by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Mayor Henry Sladek discussed the unique nature of flood control district funding. He pointed out 
that while property taxes are collected from high-value commercial areas, the funds are often 
used for flood control projects in rural areas. This means there's a disconnect between where the 
money comes from and where it's spent, unlike with other types of taxes. 
 
Clark suggested creating a blog post that highlights the countywide benefits of the District. The 
idea is to make the connection between flood control projects and their impact on the entire 
community, such as ensuring food supplies and preventing economic disruptions. She emphasized 
the importance of communicating these benefits to the public, highlighting the benefits of the 
District to the entire county, not just those living near rivers. The blog post will be timed for 
September to coincide with the start of the rainy season and to remind people about the District's 
services and the importance of flood preparedness. 
 
Sladek questioned the revenue generated by the District. He want to clarify if, despite the static 
tax rate of $0.07 per thousand since 2014, the district's revenue has increased due to rising 
property assessed values over the past nine years. 
 
Clark responded that the District has been raising the same amount of revenue approximately 
since 2014. Whether or not that's $0.07, $0.09, $0.05 depends upon the assessed value of 
property. Talking about the levy rate is often a misnomer. The discussion should be about the 
revenue generated and the revenue generated has been static since 2014. 
 
Camenzind mentioned another due out from the chat feature, which is to pull a report that can 
show the property type and the contribution by type. 
 
Potential Options for Expenses and Revenue 
Clark followed up on the previous meeting where she suggested potential solutions related to 
expenses and revenue. She wanted to know if the committee had a chance to consider these 
ideas, whether they are still viable, and if any adjustments are needed. Clark emphasized that 
increasing revenue alone might not solve the problem and that spending efficiency also needs to 
be evaluated. 
 
Ralph discussed potential solutions for managing the District's funds. This includes accelerating 
project timelines, ensuring timely spending of grant money, and maintaining a healthy fund 
balance. She acknowledged the Board of Supervisors' concerns about excessive fund balances but 
emphasized the importance of maintaining a sufficient amount to fund ongoing projects. Ralph 
proposed recommending a list of actions to the Board of Supervisors to address these issues and 
build up the fund for future projects. 
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O’Hallaran mentioned that these suggested ideas resonated with her, “No new grant award until 
substantially spend the prior award for the same project”and “Documented ‘readiness’ to start 
using grant award within 1 year of award.” 
 
Howe agreed and asked if there is staff that can check on progress, or are there progress reports 
to show how projects are proceeding. 
 
Clark responded that King County staff administer the grants and there are reports required. 
 
Howe sought clarification that if a project failed in some way and couldn’t spend the funds or 
experienced a delay, does that get documented so the potentially don’t get funding next time? 
 
Clark clarified her ideas from the previous meeting. She is proposing stricter guidelines for grant 
awards. She suggested withholding new grants until previous ones are substantially spent to 
prevent grant extensions and ensure timely project completion. Clark also propose increased 
reporting requirements to track grant expenditures and accountability. She wants to model the 
grant process after other successful grant programs, such as the Transportation Policy Board. Clark 
acknowledged her perspective is from a policy standpoint and may differ from those with 
operational roles. 
 
Ralph believes the proposed grant guidelines are reasonable and in line with standard practices 
for grant programs. She doesn’t expect any opposition from the Board of Supervisors or others. 
Given the positive feedback from the group, Ralph suggested moving forward with including the 
grant ideas in the recommendation to the Board. 
 
Clark proposed establishing a process to reevaluate existing projects. She acknowledged needing 
more details and suggested involving technical experts at King County to develop a timeline for 
this process. She proposed a deadline of April 1st to present a fleshed-out plan to the board, 
ensuring transparency and accountability. 
 
Councilmember JC Harris expressed concern about potential urban flooding issues. The City of Des 
Moines is currently focused on other projects related to the airport and shoreline but Harris would 
like to ensure that there will still be funding available for urban flooding grants in the future. 
 
Clark confirmed that, at this point, the District board is committed to continuing funding for all 
grants, including those for urban flooding and small streams. She emphasized that these grants 
were created in response to requests from non-river jurisdictions seeking to benefit from the 
District. Clark believes any potential changes to grant funding would be discussed at a higher 
policy level and would not originate from her position.  
  
Ralph moved the conversation on to the next item: the proposal to stop adding new projects to 
the six-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  
 
Clark acknowledged this is a significant policy decision with implications for future work. Given the 
current financial situation, she question if it's appropriate to continue promising future projects 
when the current ones may not be fully funded. This proposal aims to prioritize existing projects 
and avoid overcommitting resources. 
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Ralph emphasized the importance of creating a financially constrained CIP rather than a wish list. 
She highlight the distinction between the two, stating that a wish list can mislead the public into 
believing that projects are actually funded and achievable. Ralph suggested implementing rules to 
ensure the CIP accurately reflects available funds and avoids creating false expectations. 
 
O’Hallaran suggested a parking lot instead of a wish list. 
 
Ralph confirmed the meaning of parking lot as something separate from the six year CIP that 
shows the list of projects that exist outside of that, helping to tell the bigger picture. 
 
O’Hallaran agreed. She doesn’t want to lose sight of things that still need to be done and that we 
are aware of. 
 
Clark commented that this discussion is in alignment with the previous shift to capital investment 
strategies categorized by short, medium, and long-term actions. She proposed creating a separate 
document listing projects beyond the six-year plan to highlight the extensive work required. This 
approach would improve transparency and emphasize the long-term planning efforts. 
 
After receiving approval from the committee, Clark pointed out that there is a capital investment 
strategy in development for the Sammamish River and it is not captured on the current 6-year CIP 
list. Additionally, the Lower Green River just finished the PEIS and it is being contemplated to have 
a plan for the Lower Green, so those projects are also not captured on the current 6-year CIP. 
Clark sought confirmation that the direction she is hearing from the committee is to look both at 
what the District’s commitment is right now and what the long term looks like, and figuring out 
how to address both. 
 
Ralph confirmed that is the direction the committee is requesting. 
 
Clark moved on to the next item which proposes limiting the six-year CIP to projects listed in King 
County's river’s inventory. She highlight that not all CIP projects align with the District's core 
mission of maintaining and operating the existing flood control system. Clark believes this 
proposal addresses a long-standing concern about the District's focus and could potentially spark 
important policy discussions. 
 
Ralph confirmed past committee discussion around scope creep. She referenced earlier 
conversations suggesting that simply increasing rates is not a sufficient solution and that a clearer 
understanding of the organization's purpose is needed. 
 
Sladek sought clarification about properties that are under consideration for purchase, are they in 
existing inventory or not, and would this potential policy recommendation eliminate those or do 
those somehow already exist in King County inventory? 
 
Clark acknowledged the value of conversations during brainstorming and points out that property 
acquisitions, which are crucial for flood risk reduction in certain areas, aren't always included in 
the King County Rivers Inventory. She suggested a revised proposal to limit the six-year CIP to hard 
facilities listed in the inventory while continuing property acquisitions as needed. 
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Sladek clarified his earlier comment wasn’t specifically about purchasing at risk properties. He was 
thinking more about the potential to purchase large properties for flood storage in the 
Snoqualmie River Basin. 
 
Clark responded that right now, She doesn’t know if the District has the ability to do that, but 
acknowledged Sladek’s point as well-taken. Clark will come back to the committee with a better 
response. 
 
Ralph moved the discussion onto looking at the revenue ideas. 
 
Clark believes that increasing revenue alone is not sufficient to address the financial challenges 
facing the District. She emphasized the need for multiple solutions, including potential bonding 
options, to fund large-scale projects and maintain current services. Clark also highlight the 
complexity of the issue and the importance of exploring various revenue streams and cost-saving 
measures. She supported a multifaceted approach that includes raising revenue, but also 
acknowledged the need for further discussion and analysis. 
 
Ralph commented that the conversation about bonding at the next committee meeting will be 
helpful. 
 
O’Hallaran commented that securing funding for important projects will require a combination of 
tax increases, bonds, and grants. She emphasized the importance of telling a compelling story 
about the impact of these projects, using the Black River Pump Station as an example. By 
quantifying the potential economic losses, job impacts, and environmental benefits, the District 
can build a stronger case for funding, even for projects outside specific jurisdictions. 
 
Ralph emphasized the importance of storytelling when advocating for funding. She suggested 
highlighting the impact of flooding on communities, particularly those outside of flood-prone 
areas, to resonate with board members who may not have firsthand experience. Ralph proposed 
quantifying the potential consequences of not addressing flood issues, such as economic losses 
and infrastructure damage, to strengthen the argument for additional funding. 
 
O’Hallaran questioned if the District was to go out for a bond, her understanding is that it would 
have to go to the voters for approval. 
 
Clark was not in complete agreement with that understanding and offered to clarify that bonding 
issue at a future meeting. 
 
Harris questioned which funding strategy, generating more revenue through taxes or issuing 
bonds, is most likely to be successful, and he asked, why choose one over the other? 
 
Clark considered that some board members may favor bonding as a way to spread the cost of 
large, long-term infrastructure projects across future generations while others may prefer the pay-
as-you-go method, which involves paying for projects upfront. Ultimately, both options involve 
taxpayer funds, but the timing of the financial burden differs. 
 
Harris followed up seeking further clarity about how to balance funding sources. 
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Ralph provided an example to consider by using bonds to fund large-scale, expensive projects like 
the Black River Pump Station, allowing the District to continue smaller, more localized projects 
with existing funds. By spreading the cost of major projects over time through bonds, the District 
can maintain progress on multiple fronts, benefiting a wider range of communities and justifying 
the overall financial investment. 
 
Harris emphasized the importance of conveying the message of generational benefits when 
discussing funding options to ensure public support. 
 
Clark acknowledged the complexity of bonding and its potential benefits for large-scale projects. 
She emphasized the need for expert advice from a financial professional, which will happen at the 
next committee meeting, and the potential need to negotiate with King County regarding bonding 
capacity. Clark also will seek clarity from the District’s attorney regarding the question about 
whether the District would have to take a bonding proposal to the voters or not.  
 
Ralph confirmed the committee would like Clark to explore the implications and details behind 
bonding. 
 
Clark added a new suggestion to hold the first 2025 Advisory Committee meeting by April 1, 2025 
to report about the budget and discuss a path forward. She commented that the draft 
recommendation letter she will put before the committee will be strong and it will be up to the 
committee to determine if its strong enough or too strong, just as in past years. Clark mentioned 
she is getting the sense from the committee that the direction is to draft a stronger 
recommendation letter than last year. 
 
Ralph agreed, saying the urgency is growing. 
 
Clark proposed a bold strategy as an option to consider if the District’s board approves a 2025 
budget with the expectation that the board will address the revenue shortfall in the next budget 
cycle. If this occurs, Clark proposed calling for an Advisory Committee meeting in January to 
review recommendations to address the budget shortfall, including potential spending cuts. 
 
Ralph replied that this is a good homework assignment for the committee to discuss at the next 
meeting. She expressed her opinion that the recommendation needs to stress urgency as it’s the 
committee’s residents who will go to them first when flooding happens. 
 
Next Steps 
Clark confirmed that Dwight Dively will be at the next meeting to discuss bonding. 
 
Schauer confirmed the next meeting date and time as Wednesday, August 14 at 9:00 a.m. 
 
Clark mentioned she would start drafting the recommendation letter and share the draft with 
staff to provide an opportunity for jurisdictional staff to provide input into the recommendations. 
 
Ralph mentioned the committee should start reviewing and discussing the draft recommendations 
at the next meeting. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:26 p.m. 


