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Executive Summary 

The Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan (the Plan) is a comprehensive, long-term 
strategy to reduce flood risk along the 21-mile stretch of the Lower Green River that flows through Auburn, 
Kent, Renton, SeaTac, Tukwila, and unincorporated King County. This corridor is culturally significant Tribal 
ancestral homeland and territory and vital to the region, state, and nation. The Corridor is home to 50,000 
residents and businesses supporting 135,000 jobs and providing more than 12.5% of Washington’s economic 
output.  It hosts critical infrastructure connecting people and goods and contains critical salmon habitat.  Yet 
the corridor remains highly vulnerable to flooding due to aging levees, dense development, and the growing 
impacts of climate change. 

Purpose and Vision 

The Plan sets a 30- to 50-year framework for implementing an approach that balances flood protection with 
environmental stewardship, economic development, and community priorities while honoring Tribal 
interests and treaty rights. This approach is referred to as integrated floodplain management.  It builds on a 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) completed in 2024 and aligns with the commitment of 
the King County Flood Control District (the District) to pursue multiple benefits as part of its flood risk 
reduction projects, including equity and social justice, environmental justice, salmon recovery, resilient 
communities, sustainable agriculture, open space conservation, clean water, sustainable development, 
recreation, and economic vitality. Clear goals and indicators for each benefit guide how projects are 
prioritized and how progress is measured.   

Why It Matters 

If no action is taken, a major flood could inundate up to 8,500 acres, displace thousands of people, damage or 
close critical infrastructure, and result in billions of dollars in losses. The Plan provides a roadmap to protect 
people, property, and natural systems—helping ensure the Lower Green River Corridor remains a safe, 
thriving place for generations to come. 

Core Principles 

The Plan is guided by several core principles: 

 Integrated Floodplain Management: The District will apply a holistic, multi-benefit approach that 
balances flood risk reduction, environmental stewardship, and community needs. 

 Long-Term Vision and Commitment: The Plan is designed to establish a 30- to 50-year framework for 
integrated floodplain management. 

 Collaborative Approach: The District will engage Tribes, agencies, local governments, and community 
members to ensure decisions reflect shared priorities. 

Approach to Flood Risk Reduction 

To strengthen resilience in the corridor, the Plan focuses on: 

 Incorporating climate change projections and best available science into planning and design. 

 Maintaining and improving existing levees and floodwalls for compliance and safety. 



 

J U L Y  2 0 2 6  |  F L O O D  H A Z A R D  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N   v  K I N G  C O U N T Y  F L O O D  C O N T R O L  D I S T R I C T  

Lower Green River Corridor | Flood Hazard Management Plan 

 Exploring levee setbacks and property acquisition to enhance flood storage capacity, habitat restoration, 
and other multibenefits. 

 Prioritizing nonstructural solutions—like floodproofing—to address flood risk in areas where no levees or 
floodwalls exist today.  

Implementation and Next Steps 

The District will develop a Capital Investment Strategy to prioritize projects based on flood risk, severity, 
and consequence. The strategy will also consider opportunities to achieve multibenefits, cost effectiveness, 
and project readiness. The District will adapt its actions over time based on science, evolving conditions, and 
ongoing input from interested parties.  
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Section 1: Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the Plan 
The Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard 
Management Plan ("the Plan") is a long-term vision and 
a strategy for reducing flood risk along the 21-mile 
stretch of the Lower Green River that runs through 
Auburn, Kent, Renton, SeaTac, Tukwila, and 
unincorporated King County (Exhibit 1).  

Located within traditional Tribal territory, the corridor is 
home to a diverse community of nearly 30,000 
residents, and it serves as a major economic engine for 
Washington State. This area supports valuable farmland, 
life-saving medical facilities, cherished parks, vibrant 
community centers, natural habitats crucial to salmon 
populations, and key transportation routes connecting 
people and goods. However, without additional 
measures to manage floods, much of the land within 
the corridor is at risk of substantial inundation during a 
large flood.  

The King County Flood Control District (the District) 
provides county-wide oversight of flood risk reduction. 
This Plan focuses on the Lower Green River Corridor as 
an area where flood risks are especially acute due to 
dense urban development, transportation 
infrastructure, and vital community assets. Section 2 of 
this Plan provides information on the history of flooding 
in the corridor, describes the risks of flooding to the 
natural and human environment, and discusses the 
District’s authority to address this flooding. 

A comprehensive planning approach is essential to 
effectively implement flood risk reduction projects. The 
Plan serves as the long-term blueprint for these efforts 
over the coming decades. It outlines strategies to achieve the following: 

 Protect people and property from flooding 

 Honor Tribal interests and treaty rights 

 Support regional economic prosperity 

 

Exhibit 1. Vicinity Map 
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 Improve fish and other wildlife habitats 

 Deliver desired community multibenefits 

The Plan is guided by several core principles: 

 Integrated Floodplain Management: The District will apply a holistic, multibenefit approach that 
balances flood risk reduction, environmental stewardship, and community needs. 

 Long-Term Vision and Commitment: The Plan is designed to establish a 30- to 50-year framework for 
integrated floodplain management. 

 Collaborative Approach: The District will engage Tribes, agencies, local governments, and community 
members to ensure decisions reflect shared priorities. 

1.2 Development of the Plan  
The Plan builds on a large body of work the District developed over the last decade to address flooding in the 
Lower Green River Corridor. Flood Control District (FCD) Motion 18-01, passed by the Board of Supervisors in 
May 2018, defined the goals and purposes of a Lower Green River Corridor Plan as “to provide an integrated 
and reasonable long-term approach to reduce flood-risk within the Lower Green River Corridor while 
balancing multiple objectives within the study area, including but not limited to economic vitality and 
environmental protection. This integrated approach is intended to protect people, property, and jobs, while 
reducing conflicts between flood facilities, agricultural land use, economic development, equity and social 
justice, habitat restoration, housing, recreation, salmon recovery, water quality, and other issues.” The Plan 
has been informed by analysis developed for the Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), completed in 2024, which is described in Section 2. 

Exhibit 2 shows how the Plan fits in the progression from the PEIS to project implementation. The Plan will 
inform the subsequent development of a Capital Investment Strategy. This strategy will identify the District’s 
specific near-, mid-, and long-term investments in the Lower Green River Corridor. The District will update the 
Capital Investment Strategy as needed to inform project implementation. 

Exhibit 2: Planning Process 
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1.3 Respecting Tribal Interests  
The Lower Green River Corridor lies within the ancestral homelands and territories of indigenous peoples, 
whose descendants are today members of several federally recognized Tribes, including the Muckleshoot 
Indian Tribe, Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, Suquamish Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes, and the Confederated Tribes and 
Bands of the Yakama Nation, as well as the non-federally recognized Duwamish Tribe. These communities 
hold deep cultural, historical, and ecological connections to the river. Moreover, federally recognized Tribes 
with treaty-reserved rights to fish, hunt, and gather in the territory, continue to shape the management of 
the corridor.  

The District acknowledges the sovereign status of Tribal governments and recognizes that meaningful 
partnership requires more than consultation; it requires ongoing, government-to-government collaboration. 
Tribes bring unique and irreplaceable traditional knowledge of the river’s ecosystems, fish populations, and 
cultural resources. Through the PEIS process, the District engaged in outreach to integrate Tribal perspectives 
into the Plan. Tribal priorities include restoring salmon habitat, protecting water quality, and ensuring access 
to traditional fishing, hunting, and gathering places—goals that closely align with the District’s multibenefit 
vision for floodplain management, as described in Section 1.4. Opportunities for continued engagement with 
the Tribes are described in Section 3 of this Plan. 

1.4 Realizing Multibenefits  
In November 2020, the District’s Board of Supervisors passed FCD Motion 20-07, which declared the District's 
commitment to integrated floodplain management and multibenefit projects and to the principles of 
environmental stewardship, equity and social justice, and environmental justice. The motion affirmed that 
the District will plan capital projects incorporating the principles of integrated floodplain management by 
improving the resiliency of the floodplains in King County for the protection of human communities and the 
health of the ecosystem, while honoring Tribal treaty rights and cultural resources and supporting values 
important in the region such as agriculture, clean water, a vibrant economy, salmon and orca recovery, and 
outdoor recreation. It also stated that the District will prioritize the design and implementation of 
multibenefit floodplain management projects that reduce flood risks, ensure public safety, and restore river 
ecosystems in an equitable and just manner, while also advancing the inter-related interests of the 
community. The motion identified 10 multibenefits: 

 Equity and Social Justice: The fair treatment and 
meaningful involvement of all people regardless of 
race, color, ethnicity, religion, income, or education 

 Sustainable Development: A development 
pattern that recognizes flood risk and thereby 
increases resilience to flooding, supports livable 
communities, and advances equity 

 Environmental Justice: The ability of all people, 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income 
(historically disadvantaged populations), to enjoy the 
same degree of protection from environmental and 
health hazards 

 Jobs and Sustainable Livelihoods: The 
diversity and number of jobs that are retained 
and increased in areas suitable for development 
that support residents and employees 

 Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery: Policies 
and actions that help restore and protect riparian and 
instream habitats to benefit fish and aquatic 
organisms and to support long-range recovery goals 
for Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed Chinook 
and steelhead 

 Open Space Conservation: Policies and actions 
that support the retention or increase of open 
space areas 
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 Resilient Communities and Ecosystems: Policies 
and actions supporting the ability of communities, 
built environments, and natural systems to be better 
prepared for, and rebound from, the impacts of 
flooding that may be exacerbated by climate change 

 Sustainable and Clean Water: Policies and 
actions supporting improved water quality 

 Productive and Viable Agriculture: Policies and 
actions that support continued production of crops 
and livestock on the remaining farmland 

 Recreation and Other Opportunities to 
Connect People with Nature: Policies and 
actions that support the connection of 
people with natural resource lands and 
recreational opportunities 

1.5 Organization of the Plan 
This Plan is organized to guide readers through the rationale, regulatory framework, and technical basis for 
proposed flood hazard management strategies in the Lower Green River Corridor. The Plan begins with an 
Executive Summary, which introduces the Plan’s purpose, scope, and foundational commitments, providing 
a concise overview for decision-makers and the public.  

Section 1, Introduction, provides the purpose, background, and overarching framework for the Plan. 

Section 2, Background, describes the history of flooding in the corridor, what is currently at risk, the District’s 
legal authority, and the regulatory context for planning, along with the environmental review process that 
helped shape the Plan.  

Building on this foundation, Section 3, Reducing Flood Risk in the Lower Green River Corridor, outlines 
the District’s preferred approach to managing risk in the Lower Green River Corridor, explaining how 
traditional flood protection infrastructure is integrated with nonstructural tools, multibenefit objectives, and 
respect for Tribal treaty rights.  

Section 4, Prioritizing Investments, describes how projects will be prioritized, introducing the criteria and 
processes that will support the development of and updates to the District’s Capital Investment Strategy.  

Section 5, Adaptive Management and Best Available Science, describes how change can be considered 
over the long-term implementation of this Plan.  

Finally, the Appendices provide the technical underpinnings of the Plan, including design guidelines, 
outreach summaries, and references. Readers are encouraged to refer to the PEIS for more comprehensive 
environmental analysis and to use the appendices as a resource for additional data that supports the 
Plan’s recommendations. 
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Section 2: Background 

2.1 History of Flooding in the Lower Green River Corridor   
Flooding in the corridor has a long and complex history, shaped by both natural processes and over a century 
of human intervention. The river once meandered through a broad alluvial plain, supporting abundant 
salmon runs, riparian forests, and fertile soils. Indigenous peoples lived in close relationship with the river for 
millennia, depending on its resources for food, culture, and trade. 

The arrival of Euromerican settlers in the mid-19th century began a significant transformation of the corridor. 
Newcomers cleared forests, cultivated floodplain soils, and constructed levees and drainage canals to control 
flooding. They also brought diseases such as smallpox and measles, which decimated Indigenous 
communities, and negotiated treaties in the 1850s that displaced Tribes from their ancestral lands. Large-
scale logging in the late 19th century left hillslopes bare, increasing sediment loads and making floods more 
severe. Agriculture flourished in the rich valley-bottom soils, but repeated floods damaged fields, roads, and 
early settlements. 

Several major hydrologic changes occurred in the early 20th century. In 1906, a catastrophic flood diverted 
the White River permanently into the Puyallup River, halving the summer flow of the Lower Green River. In 
1916, completion of the Lake Washington Ship Canal lowered Lake Washington by nine feet, drying up the 
Black River and further reducing flows into the Green River. Around the same time, the city of Tacoma began 
diverting water from the Upper Green River for municipal supply, further constraining downstream flows. 
Farmers and local drainage districts responded by constructing piecemeal levees and revetments, which 
reduced the river’s connection to its floodplain and eroded habitat complexity. 

Exhibit 3: Flooding along the Lower Green River, 1959 

 
Flooding near the former site of the Longacres racetrack (located south of I-405, east of the Green River, and west of Oakesdale Ave SW). 
Photo credit: White River Valley Museum Collection, gift of Jim Sprenger. 
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By the mid-20th century, demands for flood protection escalated. Major floods in 1933 and 1959 devastated 
the Lower Green River Corridor, prompting construction of new levees and erosion control projects, as well 
as calls for a large dam. Completed in 1962, the Howard Hanson Dam fundamentally reshaped flood 
management in the Green River basin. By capturing and gradually releasing high flows, the dam reduced 
flood frequency and supported water supply for Tacoma. It has saved billions of dollars in avoided flood 
damage, including an estimated $4.6 billion in the January 2009 flood alone. However, the dam also blocked 
fish passage to the upper watershed and, along with earlier diversions, it sharply reduced the delivery of 
sediment, cold water, and wood that once sustained downstream habitats. 

The dam and levee system spurred economic and population growth. Boeing and other industries built 
major plants in Renton, Auburn, and Kent, drawing workers and fueling residential expansion. Roads, rail 
lines, and warehouses proliferated across the valley floor, placing people and infrastructure in harm’s way. 
Because flood risk was reduced, but not eliminated, the potential for property damage and loss of life 
increased. Today, the Lower Green River Corridor faces continued vulnerability from aging levees, 
overtopping and erosion hazards, backwater flooding from tributaries, and increasingly frequent high flows. 

The environmental consequences of past management are also 
significant. Confinement of the channel and loss of riparian 
forests have reduced habitat and increased water temperatures, 
creating conditions lethal to salmonids. Three species in the 
corridor—Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout—are now 
listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The decline of 
salmon is not only a direct impact on treaty-reserved rights for 
Tribes to fish at their usual and accustomed grounds, but an 
ecological crisis. Chinook salmon, in particular, are a primary prey 
species for Southern Resident Orcas, also listed under ESA. 

Looking ahead, climate change amplifies these risks. Rising 
temperatures, shifting snowmelt patterns, wildfires, and more 
intense storms are expected to further stress flood protection 
systems, increase peak flows, and exacerbate ecological 
degradation. This layered history, and the uncertain future, both 
underscore the urgency of a coordinated, long-term strategy for 
flood hazard management in the Lower Green River Corridor—
one that protects people and infrastructure while restoring the 
river’s ecological and cultural functions. 

What are riparian areas? 

Riparian areas are lands adjacent 
to streams and rivers. The 
vegetation that grows in riparian 
areas has great ecological value. 
For example, trees provide shade 
that keeps water temperatures 
from getting too high. Vegetation 
also provides overhead cover for 
fish and wildlife. Trees supply large 
woody debris when they fall. The 
roots of trees, shrubs, and other 
plants stabilize riverbanks. Native 
soils and associated plants hold 
water, reducing the severity of 
peak flows and providing 
groundwater to maintain flows 
during the dry season. 
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2.2 What’s at Risk   
The Lower Green River Corridor is one of the most intensively 
developed floodplains in the Puget Sound region, stretching 21 
miles from downstream of the Green River Gorge State Park to 
Fort Dent Park in Tukwila. The corridor contains 28 miles of 
levees, floodwalls, and revetments (Exhibit 4), which have 
reduced, but not eliminated, flooding and erosion. Many of the 
flood hazard management facilities are aging, and they require 
substantial upgrades to remain effective against today’s risks 
(King County 2019). 

Examples of flood hazard 
management and erosion 
control facilities 

• Levee:  earth, stone, steel, or 
concrete structure designed 
and constructed to contain, 
control, or divert the flow of 
water to prevent flooding 

• Floodwall:  stone or 
reinforced concrete structure 
generally constructed in urban 
areas where insufficient space 
exists to construct earthen 
levees  

• Revetment:  structure of stone 
or other material placed along 
the riverbank to stabilize or 
protect the bank from erosion 
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Exhibit 4: Existing Flood Hazard Management Facilities 
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When the Howard Hanson Dam was completed in 1961, it was thought to provide protection against a  
500-year flood. Later hydrologic analysis showed it can actually store only the flood waters from a 140-year 
event (Corps of Engineers 2012). In response to this new information, the District proactively adopted a 
provisional design standard for flood hazard management facilities of 18,800 cubic feet per second (cfs), the 
equivalent of a 500-year flood event, with 3 feet of freeboard (FCD Resolution 2014-09). Freeboard is the 
height of a levee above the flood level it was designed to protect against, used as a safety measure to 
compensate for uncertainty (Exhibit 5). This standard now serves as the planning benchmark, meaning that 
new flood protection facilities and improvements to existing facilities must be designed to withstand floods 
of this magnitude. This shift highlights the critical role of levees and floodwalls in protecting the valley’s 
people and their assets.  

The flood control infrastructure and industrial investment 
encouraged rapid mid-20th century growth. Boeing’s 
Renton, Auburn, and Kent facilities anchored the 
aerospace industry, while warehouses and 
manufacturing centers spread across the flat valley 
floor. Residential neighborhoods expanded in 
tandem, housing the workforce that 
powered regional growth. Today, 
the Lower Green River Corridor 
supports nearly 30,000 residents 
and more than 40,000 jobs, 
including major employers and 
distribution hubs. 

 

 

 

Flood protection enabled growth in the Lower Green River Corridor, but it also concentrated people and 
infrastructure in flood-prone areas. Rail lines, freeways (I-5, SR 167, and SR 99), utilities, and pipelines all 
traverse the valley, making the corridor a critical regional lifeline. Parks, schools, and community facilities also 

What is a 500-year flood? 

Flood events are characterized in terms of their 
chance of occurring each year. Two common 
characterizations are 100-year and 500-year 
flood events:  

• A 100-year flood event has a  
1 percent chance of occurring each year, or a 
26 percent chance of occurring at least once 
during a 30-year period. Local floodplain 
regulations are typically based on the 100-
year flood event.  

• A 500-year flood event has a  
0.2 percent chance of occurring each year, or a 
6 percent chance of occurring at least once 
during a 30-year period.  

A flood event can also be defined by the volume 
of water flowing through the river. For the Lower 
Green River, the median peak flow for a 500-year 
flood equates to 18,800 cfs of water, and a 100-
year event equates to 12,000 cfs of water.  

Exhibit 5: Levee embankment 
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lie within the floodplain. As a result, the consequences of a major flood extend beyond local neighborhoods 
to affect the economic and social fabric of the entire Puget Sound region. 

Modeling shows that a flood at 18,800 cfs could inundate between 5,700 and 8,500 acres in the Lower Green 
River Corridor, affecting 35 to 50 percent of the land area (District 2024). As shown in Exhibit 6, inundation 
depths would range from 1 foot in some areas to over 9 feet in others, overwhelming neighborhoods, 
businesses, and infrastructure. Flood proofing is not feasible in many of these conditions. According to 
estimates by the University of Washington’s Climate Impacts Group in a study funded by the District, climate 
change is projected to increase average winter flows in the Green River by 10 to 22 percent by the 
2080s (Climate Impacts Group 2013). As a result, risks continue to escalate, raising the possibility of events 
that exceed the capacity of the Howard Hanson Dam. 

The combination of aging infrastructure, increasing climate risks, and the concentration of people and assets 
in the floodplain underscores the high stakes. A major flood could cause widespread displacement, billions of 
dollars in economic damages, loss of housing and jobs, and further ecological decline. Without proactive 
management, the Lower Green River Corridor remains a highly vulnerable area where the consequences of 
flooding are borne not just by valley residents, but by the region as a whole. 
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Exhibit 6: Inundation from a 500-year Flood under Existing Conditions  

 
Source: Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan Final Programmatic Impact Statement (April 2024) 
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2.3 The King County Flood Control District’s Authority  
Flood risk management in the Lower Green River Corridor has evolved significantly over the past century, 
shaped by both local initiatives and regional coordination. The predecessor to the King County Flood Control 
District was the Green River Flood Control Zone District, which was originally formed in 1960. The Green River 
Flood Control Zone District was inactive for its first 30 years until it began collecting taxes to fund its work in 
1990. Before 1990, individual jurisdictions and landowners undertook piecemeal flood control projects.  

In 2007, the Green River Flood Control Zone District's functions were integrated into the broader, county-wide 
King County Flood Control District, created under Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 86.15 as a county-wide 
special purpose district. Ten smaller districts were consolidated into a single regional entity. This provided a 
stronger, more stable framework for comprehensive flood risk management throughout King County. The 
District is governed by the Metropolitan King County Council, which serves as its Board of Supervisors, and it 
carries out its programs through interlocal agreements with King County and partner cities. 

The District funds a diverse portfolio of capital projects, including levee repairs and improvements, as well as 
the relocation of levees further from the river (levee setbacks) that reconnect the river to its historic 
floodplain, restore natural river processes, and protect public safety. The District also funds long-term 
planning, system evaluations, and technical studies, and it collaborates with partners on ecosystem 
restoration and salmon recovery as part of its flood risk reduction activities. Under RCW 86.15, the District is 
authorized to perform the following activities: 

 Plan, construct, acquire, repair, maintain, and operate flood and stormwater control improvements 
and facilities. 

 Acquire and manage land or property interests to support floodplain management, habitat restoration, 
and flood risk reduction. 

 Finance capital projects through its taxing authority, providing a dedicated funding stream for flood 
hazard management. 

 Coordinate with Tribal, state, and federal governments, as well as with local jurisdictions, to ensure 
compliance with regulatory requirements and alignment of project goals. 

 Provide technical assistance and grants, including the Steve Bleifuhs Memorial Flood Reduction Grant 
Program, which funds smaller-scale projects that reduce local flood risks or enhance community 
resilience, and Cooperative Watershed Grants to fund Watershed Resource Inventory Area priorities.  

2.4 Planning Framework  
RCW 86.12.210 authorizes the legislative body of any county to adopt a comprehensive flood hazard 
management plan for any drainage basin located wholly or partially within the county. The 2006 King County 
Flood Hazard Management Plan (King County 2006) serves as the Comprehensive Plan for the District. This 
Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan is an area-specific plan that makes the 
Comprehensive Plan goals operational by specifying actions within the Lower Green River Corridor that 
reduce flood risk, while restoring habitat and respecting community priorities. 

The District’s work is closely tied to federal standards and programs. Many levees in the Lower Green are 
enrolled in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) Public Law (PL) 84-99 Program, which provides 
eligibility for federal inspection, rehabilitation, and post-flood disaster assistance. Maintaining compliance 
with PL 84-99 is a key driver for facility maintenance and system improvement.  

In 2019, the District adopted the Lower Green River System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) in 
partnership with USACE. The SWIF identified deficiencies in the flood protection system for the corridor and 
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set forth strategies to maintain PL 84-99 eligibility while also addressing ecological functions, habitat 
restoration, and community values. This Plan is consistent with the requirements of the PL 84-99 Program 
and the approved SWIF.  

2.5 Environmental Reviews and Approvals 

2.5.1 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
This Plan was informed by a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) prepared in accordance 
with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) to evaluate how a comprehensive flood hazard 
management strategy could address regional flood risks while also advancing environmental, social, and 
cultural values (District 2024). After an initial alternatives analysis in 2018-2019, the PEIS process moved into 
expanded scoping and public outreach in 2020, building on the earlier work. Interested parties, including 
cities, Tribes, community groups, and residents, helped refine the issues to be addressed. Between 2020 and 
2022, the District conducted technical studies across multiple resource areas, including flood risk, agriculture, 
salmon habitat, land use, recreation, and social equity. 

Throughout this time, the District conducted outreach and engagement with area Tribes and local 
jurisdictions, and it facilitated opportunities for public participation. Tribal interests and treaty rights, 
community opinions and feedback, and environmental justice considerations were integrated into the 
evaluation process. 

The Draft PEIS was published for public review and comment in June 2023. Feedback and updated technical 
analyses informed the Final PEIS, issued in April 2024, which provided comparative evaluations of the three 
approaches. The PEIS did not identify a preferred alternative, but the District Board of Supervisors 
subsequently directed the preparation of a work plan based on the most robust implementation of 
multibenefits (referred to in the Final PEIS as Alternative 3 – Enhanced Systematic Implementation of 
Multibenefits). This direction established the foundation for the Plan and for future project-level reviews 
under SEPA and, where applicable, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

2.5.2 Reviews and Approvals for Flood Risk Reduction Projects 
This Plan acknowledges the complex regulatory framework in which District projects are implemented, and it 
sets an overall strategy for integrated floodplain management.  Each District project will undergo a project-
specific environmental review and permitting process that complies with the regulations of the jurisdiction in 
which it is located. Some of the requirements and roles relating to project-specific review are discussed 
further in the following sections.  

Role of Tribes 

Tribal governments, with sovereign authority and treaty-reserved rights, have an essential role in cross-
jurisdictional coordination, particularly in areas related to fisheries co-management, cultural resource 
protection, and habitat conservation.  

Role of Cities and King County 

The local jurisdictions within the Lower Green River Corridor—Auburn, Kent, Renton, Tukwila, and SeaTac, 
along with unincorporated King County—control land use within their boundaries pursuant to the Growth 
Management Act. These jurisdictions are responsible for regulating development in the floodplain and along 
the shoreline of the Green River. They also issue permits for District projects in the Lower Green River Corridor 
through application of their Shoreline Master Programs, critical areas ordinances, and other development 
regulations. For example, each of the local jurisdictions has slightly different requirements for restricting or 
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prohibiting development that would increase water levels during the 100-year flood event. Through river 
modeling and other documentation, the District must demonstrate that its projects comply with applicable 
regulatory requirements. 

The local jurisdictions also function as service providers to the District for implementation of flood risk 
reduction projects along the Lower Green River, as documented in Interlocal Agreements. 

Role of State and Federal Agencies 

Additional key agencies involved in floodplain management are as follows: 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) and floodplain mapping. 

 USACE issues permits pursuant to the Clean Water Act and the Rivers and Harbors Act in addition to 
administering the PL84-99 Program.  

 When a USACE permit is required, compliance with other federal laws is also required, resulting in the 
potential for engaging with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 
Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 

 Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), in addition to regulating water quality, wetland, and 
shorelines, provides guidance, resources, and funding related to flood risk reduction.  

 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) plays a role in habitat protection and issues 
hydraulic project approvals for in-water work.  

Many other agencies can be involved in the review of projects in the floodplain, depending on site-
specific conditions. 

 



 

J U L Y  2 0 2 6  |  F L O O D  H A Z A R D  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N   1 5  K I N G  C O U N T Y  F L O O D  C O N T R O L  D I S T R I C T  

Lower Green River Corridor | Flood Hazard Management Plan 

Section 3: Reducing Flood Risk in the Lower Green River Corridor 
The Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan is driven by the District’s primary mandate 
of flood hazard reduction but it places a new, greater emphasis on conserving and restoring habitat while 
achieving multiple benefits in the Lower Green River Corridor. The Plan establishes goals and indicators for 
managing flood hazards in a way that systematically and rigorously advances the multibenefits described in 
Flood Control District (FCD) Motion 20-07. It identifies actions the District will take under its authority while 
highlighting potential partnership opportunities with Tribes, federal and state agencies, local jurisdictions, 
and interested parties. 

The Plan is rooted in the District’s statutory authority under RCW 86.15, which empowers it to plan, 
construct, acquire, maintain, and operate facilities and improvements to manage and control flood waters 
as described in Section 2. All actions must be directly tied to flood hazard management needs, with a focus 
on reducing the probability and consequences of flooding on people, property, infrastructure, and natural 
systems. Within this authority, the District’s goals for the Plan are articulated in FCD Motion 18-01, which 
states the following: 

The goals and purposes… are to provide an integrated and reasonable long-term approach to 
reduce flood risk within the Lower Green River Corridor while balancing multiple objectives 
within the study area, including but not limited to economic vitality and environmental 
protection. This integrated approach is intended to protect people, property, and jobs, while 
reducing conflicts between flood facilities, agricultural land use, economic development, 
equity and social justice, habitat restoration, housing, recreation, salmon recovery, water 
quality and other issues… This integrated approach also is intended to reduce flood risks 
while supporting the economic prosperity of the region and improving fish habitat.  

FCD Motion 20-07 expands on the District’s commitment to integrated floodplain management and 
multibenefit projects and to the principles of environmental stewardship, equity and social justice, and 
environmental justice. Consistent with this direction, the District will prioritize projects that provide multiple 
community and ecological benefits in addition to flood protection. These multibenefits include habitat 
restoration, agricultural viability, recreation and public access, cultural preservation, and economic resilience. 
Not every project can deliver every multibenefit, but over time, the District will build a portfolio that 
advances multiple objectives across the corridor.  

As conditions, science, and regulations change over time, the District will update the Plan, if needed. 

3.1 Corridor-specific Strategies for Flood Risk Reduction  
In general, flood risks can be reduced in several ways. One way is to limit the amount of water in a river, such 
as using a dam to limit flows. Another way of reducing flood risk is to rely on levees and floodwalls that 
manage where the water can go. Yet another way is to adapt areas so they can be flooded with reduced 
damage or no damage to the underlying land uses.  

All of these strategies are used for flood risk reduction in the Lower Green River Corridor. The Howard Hanson 
Dam, upstream of the corridor, collects excess runoff from 220 square miles of the 483-square-mile Green 
River drainage area, storing and controlling the release of water downstream up to the 140-year flood event. 
The USACE, not the District, controls the amount of water in the river through its operation of the Howard 
Hanson Dam. Therefore, the District’s approach to flood risk reduction in the Lower Green River Corridor 
focuses on the existing system of levees and floodwalls and on adaptation to flooding. 

Of the 42 miles of shoreline in the Lower Green River Corridor, approximately 18.5 miles (44 percent) are 
characterized by the presence of an existing levee or floodwall (Exhibit 7). These facilities are essential to 
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protect dense urban, industrial, and critical-service areas. The District’s ongoing approach to flood risk 
reduction in these areas, while rigorously advancing multibenefits, is described in Section 3.1.1 below. 

In areas where no levees or floodwalls exist today, the District’s preference is to first consider other options 
before constructing new facilities. The District’s approach to flood risk reduction in these areas, while 
rigorously advancing multibenefits, is described in Section 3.1.2 below. 

Exhibit 7: Presence and Type of Flood Hazard Management Facility 

 
In addition to levees and floodwalls, the Lower Green River is characterized by nearly 8 miles of revetments, 
which are not intended to prevent inundation but to reduce channel migration, erosion, and scour of the 
shoreline. The District will continue to rely on these existing facilities, maintaining and improving them, 
consistent with the District-wide approach. 

3.1.1 Approach in Areas Protected by Existing Levees and Floodwalls 

PL 84-99 Facilities 

As shown in Exhibit 7, most of the levees and floodwalls in the Lower Green River Corridor (about 17 of 
18.5 miles) are enrolled in USACE’s PL 84-99 (PL 84-99) program. The PL 84-99 levees consist of 13 levee 
segments that are part of 4 levee systems within the corridor, as designated by the USACE: 

17

3

22

PL84-99 levee or floodwall Non PL84-99 levee or floodwall No levee or floodwall
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 Tukwila Authorized Levee System: This system consists of two levee segments (Tukwila 205 and Tukwila 
South) located on the west side (left bank) of the Green River from Interstate 405 (I-405) to north of 
S 200th St (river mile [RM] 12.45 to RM 17.28) within the city of Tukwila (Exhibit 8). 

Exhibit 8: Tukwila Authorized Levee System 
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 Lower Green Right Bank/Signature Point Levee System: This system consists of seven levee segments 
on the east and north side (right bank) of the Green River from south of S 180th St to high ground near 
68th Ave S (RM 14.5 to RM 23.17) within the city of Kent (Exhibit 9). The seven levee segments are 
Desimone-Briscoe School, Boeing, Lower Russell-Holiday Kennel, Upper Russell-Somes Dolan, Kent 
Shops-Narita, Meyers Golf, and Signature Point. 

Exhibit 9: Lower Green Right Bank/Signature Point Levee System 
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 Horseshoe Bend Levee System: This system has one levee segment (Horseshoe Bend) and is located on 
the north side (right bank) of the Green River, from 3rd Ave S to 88th Ave S (RM 24.3 to RM 26.1) within 
the city of Kent (Exhibit 10). 

Exhibit 10: Horseshoe Bend Levee System 
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 Reddington/Galli’s/Dykstra Levee System: This system consists of three levee segments (Brannon Park-
Reddington, Galli’s, and Dykstra) on the west side (left bank) of the Green River from south of S 277th St 
to north of 8th St NE (RM 28.2 to RM 30.8) in the city of Auburn (Exhibit 11). 

Exhibit 11: Reddington/Galli’s/Dykstra Levee System 
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The District intends to maintain enrollment of eligible facilities in the PL 84-99 program, ensuring access to 
federal inspection, rehabilitation, and post-disaster assistance. To maintain enrollment, these levees must 
meet certain structural and performance standards based on annual inspections. Any identified deficiencies 
must be addressed. 

Many of these existing PL 84-99 levees and floodwalls have design deficiencies or maintenance needs, such 
as the following: 

 They are located close to the river channel with over-steepened slopes. 

 There is inadequate or deteriorating rock buttressing at the embankment toe. 

 There is incremental slumping or sloughing riverbank slopes supporting constructed earthen 
levee berms. 

 There are variable levels of protection (many do not meet the 18,800 cfs plus 3 feet of freeboard 
provisional level of protection). 

The SWIF provides additional details about identified 
deficiencies in these levee systems (King County Flood 
Control District 2019). Projects addressing these deficiencies 
are included the District’s 6-year Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP). 

Relocating levees farther from the river (referred to as “levee 
setbacks”) could create opportunities to more rigorously realize 
ecological and community benefits while reducing flood risk. For 
example, the area riverward of a setback levee can often 
accommodate more vegetation that provides habitat for fish and 
wildlife in and along the river, shade that cools the water and 
reduces urban heat islands, and infiltration of precipitation and 
stormwater runoff. The potential achievement of these 
multibenefits is discussed further in Section 3.3. Accordingly, 
when repairing or improving an existing PL 84-99 levee or 
floodwall, the District will also consider relocating facilities 
farther from the river. This could require the acquisition of 
businesses and residential dwellings located immediately 
adjacent to the facility in its existing location.  

Because the areas protected by PL 84-99 facilities tend to be 
heavily developed, opportunities for setbacks are maximized 
through collaboration with local jurisdictions. The District will 
work with the jurisdictions on strategies to identify appropriate 
locations for levee setbacks. These may include areas adjacent 
to the river that are vacant, have low improved value to land 
ratios, or have been identified for redevelopment and could be 
encouraged to incorporate a levee setback through land 
use incentives.   

 

Property Acquisition Strategy 

The District’s property acquisition 
strategy is guided by FCD 
Resolution 2016-22, which 
establishes the process, protocols, 
and criteria for acquiring land in 
support of flood hazard 
management. Condemnation is 
considered only as a last resort 
when essential to achieving flood 
protection goals. Acquisitions are 
pursued primarily to protect public 
health and safety, especially in 
areas with repetitive flood losses, 
high hazard risk, or where capital 
projects protect critical 
infrastructure, economic centers, or 
farmland. While the District has 
broad authority, its approach 
emphasizes voluntary participation 
for land acquisition, fair 
compensation, and minimizing 
impacts to communities.  
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Non-PL 84-99 Facilities 

There are approximately 1.5 miles of shoreline in the Lower Green River Corridor characterized by the 
presence of a levee or floodwall not enrolled in the PL 84-99 Program. In these areas, the District’s approach is 
to consider other options for making the area more resilient to flooding before improving the existing 
facilities to meet the 18,800 cfs plus 3 feet of freeboard level of protection. These areas are as follows:   

 North of I-405 in the city of Tukwila: Fort Dent Levee and Family Fun Center Levee, located on the right 
(east) bank, and White Swan Left Levee on the left (west) bank 

 South of the Auburn Golf Course in the city of Auburn: Pig Farm Levee and Porter Bridge Levee, located 
on the right (east) bank, and Barnett Levee and Fenster Levee on the left (west) bank 

 West of State Route 167 in Kent: Corps 68th AVE S Levee on the left (west) bank   

The District will assess the risk, severity, and consequences of 
flooding in these areas to determine if action is needed. If the 
area provides substantial flood storage, the District will evaluate 
the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of acquiring the property 
and relocating the existing uses to preserve the flood storage. If 
property acquisition is not feasible or cost-effective, the District 
will consider the potential feasibility and cost-effectiveness of 
flood proofing and other nonstructural solutions that increase 
the resilience of the area to flooding. The feasibility of these 
measures is typically driven by the depth and velocity of flood 
waters, while their cost-effectiveness is typically driven by the 
type and density of land uses. If acquisition, flood proofing, or 
other nonstructural solutions are not feasible or cost-effective, 
the District will consider improving the existing levee or 
floodwall to meet the level of protection. This could include 
relocating the facility farther from the river. 

3.1.2 Approach in Areas Without Existing Levees and Floodwalls 
Approximately 21.5 miles of shoreline in the Lower Green River Corridor do not have existing levees or 
floodwalls. The areas without existing levees and floodwalls are often characterized by some combination of 
the following: 

 Higher ground closer to the river channel than in other areas 
that limits the extent of flooding 

 Revetments to reduce scour 

 Parks, open space, and agricultural land uses abutting 
the river 

 Roads that act like levees 

 Regulatory floodway 

The District’s approach in these areas is to assess the risk, severity, 
and consequence of flooding to determine if action is needed, 
then to consider other options before developing new levees or 
floodwalls. Similar to the approach described above for non-PL 
84-99 facilities, if the area provides substantial flood storage, the 
District will evaluate the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of 

Flood Proofing 

Flood proofing refers to non-structural 
measures that modify buildings or areas 
to survive flooding with no or minimal 
damage or disruption. Dry flood 
proofing prevents the entry of flood 
waters into an enclosed area; wet flood 
proofing allows flood waters to enter 
enclosed areas while protecting 
equipment and materials from damage 
caused by flood waters. 

Floodways and Floodplains 

The floodway is defined as the river 
channel and adjacent land that must 
remain unobstructed to carry moving 
floodwater without increasing the 
water surface elevation more than a 
designated height. The floodplain 
includes both the floodway and the 
"flood fringe," where floodwaters 
move more slowly. In other words, 
the floodplain is the whole potential 
flood area, and the floodway is the 
essential path for water flow within it. 
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acquiring the property and relocating the existing uses to preserve the flood storage. If property acquisition 
is not feasible or cost-effective, the District will consider the potential feasibility and cost-effectiveness of 
flood proofing and other nonstructural solutions. If acquisition, flood proofing, or other nonstructural 
solutions are not feasible or cost-effective, the District will consider developing a new levee or floodwall as far 
from the river as practicable. 

Much of the right (east) bank of the corridor in southeast Kent and East Auburn is not protected by an 
existing levee or floodwall, but it has a series of revetments to reduce scour. In much of this area, the valley 
terrain rises relatively quickly from the river channel, compared to the rest of the Lower Green River Corridor. 
As a result, the area of flooding is contained by topography. Much of this area is within the designated 100-
year floodplain, and development is regulated by the local jurisdictions. Land uses are predominantly parks 
and open space, with some pockets of residential development. In these areas, the District may consider 
acquisition to preserve flood storage. Depending on the depth and velocity of flood water, the District will 
also consider flood proofing. If neither acquisition nor flood proofing are practicable, the District will consider 
development of a new levee or floodwall that meets the desired level of protection, as discussed above. This 
could include relocating the facility farther from the river. 

In the Lower Green River Corridor, the regulatory floodway is 
limited to the river channel and the adjacent area shown in 
Exhibit 12. King County regulates land use and development 
within the floodway. Much of this area is agricultural land with 
relatively less development than the rest of the corridor. This 
farmland supports food security, local economies, and the 
cultural heritage of farming communities. Depending on the 
depth and velocity of flood waters in these areas, flood proofing 
could reduce flooding consequences. King County Code, 
Sections 21A.24.230 through 260, describes development 
standards and allowed alterations in flood hazard areas, 
including the floodway. These regulations also provide 
requirements for nonstructural solutions such as building 
elevations and farm pads (elevated areas that protect farm 
equipment and/or livestock from flooding). 

Additional Protection of Agricultural Lands 

As noted above, agricultural lands in the Lower Green River 
Corridor are not typically protected by existing levees and 
floodwalls, and they are often located within the 100-year 
floodplain and/or floodway, providing important flood storage 
at these higher flow events. At the same time, these areas are 
often at risk from more frequent, lower-flow floods (e.g., less 
than or equal to 11,900 cfs) that may not trigger large-scale 
flood management responses but may still cause recurring 
damage to crops, soils, and infrastructure. 

The Board of Supervisors directed the District to study opportunities to reduce these lower-flow floods on 
agricultural lands. This Plan acknowledges that direction and declares the District’s intent to undertake such a 
study as part of its broader implementation efforts. While the study itself is not included in the Plan, it will be 
advanced as one of the projects considered in the forthcoming Capital Investment Strategy. Such a policy, 
while differing from the 18,800 cfs level of protection provided for other properties, would acknowledge the 
importance of the remaining farmlands in the corridor. 

Exhibit 12: Lower Green River Floodway
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Through collaboration with farmers, Tribes, local governments, and agricultural organizations, the District 
will examine additional options such as flood proofing, drainage improvements, or flood leases to reduce 
flood impacts while maintaining agricultural viability. This commitment ensures that agriculture remains a 
central consideration in the District’s integrated approach to floodplain management, balancing public 
safety, economic resilience, and the long-term sustainability of working lands. 

3.2 Achievement of Multibenefits 
This Plan establishes specific goals and indicators for each of 
10 multibenefit categories to guide the District’s flood risk 
reduction investments and to maximize beneficial outcomes in 
the Lower Green River Corridor. Not every flood risk reduction 
project can address every multibenefit category, so these goals 
and indicators are intended to be applied strategically across a 
portfolio of District actions implemented over time to achieve 
comprehensive community benefits alongside flood protection. 

The multibenefit goals are aspirational and qualitative, 
describing desired outcomes in the context of flood risk 
reduction, while indicators are simple, measurable metrics 
within the District's authority that can be applied to both capital 
projects such as levees, floodwalls, home elevations, other flood-
proofing measures, and property acquisition, and to 
programmatic actions such as community engagement, 
informational resources, and grant programs. Many of these 
multibenefits are more fully realized through collaboration with 
other jurisdictions and organizations.  

The realization of multibenefits will be considered in various 
ways through development of the Capital Investment Strategy 
and then through individual project chartering and 
implementation. During project prioritization, the potential for a 
flood risk reduction project to contribute to the multibenefit 
goals will be qualitatively assessed based on preliminary 
information. While the findings in an assessment are subject to change as a project progresses through 
chartering, detailed alternatives analysis, environmental review, and permitting, this preliminary assessment 
enables the District to make informed decisions regarding project prioritization that will be grounded in 
flood risk reduction but layered with consideration of multibenefit potential.  

As projects are implemented, the District will document how a project contributes to the multibenefit goals, 
yielding a better ability to use the indicators to quantify the contribution. The intent is to track progress 
across a variety of projects and over many years to assess the cumulative benefits of District projects—
knowing that not every project can contribute to every multibenefit—and to adapt if needed. 

The subsections that follow describe goals, indicators, and opportunities to collaborate for each of the 
10 multibenefits. Many of the goals and indicators could be applied to more than one multibenefit, and those 
overlaps are noted. Opportunities to collaborate are then summarized in Section 3.3. 

Multibenefits 

As described in Section 1, the 10 
multibenefits are as follows: 

• Equity and social justice 

• Environmental justice 

• Habitat protection and salmon 
recovery 

• Resilient communities and 
ecosystems 

• Productive and viable 
agriculture 

• Sustainable development 

• Jobs and sustainable livelihoods 

• Open space conservation 

• Sustainable and clean water 

• Recreation and other 
opportunities to connect 
people to nature 
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3.2.1 Equity and Social Justice 
The equity and social justice multibenefit is defined as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, ethnicity, religion, income, or education. The Lower Green River Corridor is 
home to a diverse population of over 50,000 residents. Compared to population in the remainder of King 
County, a disproportionally high percentage of these residents are underserved by access to essential 
services, resources, and amenities. The residents, therefore, face barriers and disadvantages with regard to 
achieving positive quality of life outcome. 

Goal 1: Provide fair and accessible engagement in flood hazard management planning. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 The percentage of projects and programs for which outreach by the District is informed by 
demographic analysis 

 The percentage of projects and programs for which information and engagement are accessible and 
offered in a variety of languages and formats that align with the demographics of the area 

 The percentage of projects and programs for which outreach is accessible to the population that lives 
and works there  

Engagement informs the District’s understanding of the evolving needs of people living, working, and 
gathering in the Lower Green River Corridor and the prioritization of District investments. The District has an 
opportunity to collaborate with community organizations and local jurisdictions that have an equity and 
social justice focus to ensure fair and accessible engagement. For example, trusted community members 
(e.g., Community Navigators) can continue to help develop engagement strategies, bridge gaps, and engage 
people where they are. 

Goal 2: As part of flood risk reduction activities, retain or increase safe access to parks, open 
spaces, shorelines, and trails in communities underserved by such access. 

The indicator for achieving this goal is as follows:  

 The number of new or improved access points to parks and open space in communities where gaps are 
present, as defined by low or very low opportunity census tracts in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s 
Opportunity Mapping initiative 

District projects are typically focused on the immediate area of the river—the levees, floodwalls, and 
revetments—where access to parks and open spaces can be included in some places. This access is especially 
important to underserved communities. Collaboration with adjacent property owners and local jurisdictions 
may be needed to allow people to reach these access points. 

Other Opportunities 

Equity and social justice can also be realized in conjunction with many of the other multibenefits, such as 
Environmental Justice (Section 3.2.2) and Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery (Section 3.2.3). 
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3.2.2 Environmental Justice 
The environmental justice multibenefit is defined as the ability of 
all people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income to 
enjoy the same degree of protection from flood risks. 

One way environmental justice can be addressed is by reducing 
the risk of exposure to environmental hazards for historically 
disadvantaged populations. The District can best decrease such 
hazards in the Lower Green River Corridor by reducing the risk of 
flooding, reducing the consequences of flooding, or relocating 
people out of harm’s way. 

Goal 3: Prioritize District actions to reduce flood risk and 
exposure to associated environmental hazards for 
historically disadvantaged populations.  

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Percentage of flood facility improvements that address flood 
protection in areas at high socioeconomic risk as 
characterized in the Washington State Environmental Health 
Disparities Index 

 Number of informational brochures (e.g., Be Flood Ready brochures) distributed to communities located 
in areas at high socioeconomic risk as characterized in the Washington State Environmental Health 
Disparities Index 

Goal 4: Improve existing facilities without adversely impacting historically disadvantaged 
populations. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Number of household displacements avoided by flood facility design refinements in areas at high 
socioeconomic risk 

 Number of business or community asset displacements avoided by flood facility design refinements in 
areas at high socioeconomic risk 

 Where displacements cannot be avoided, the percentage of displaced households that are offered 
replacement housing within the same postal zip code 

The District can collaborate with environmental justice community organizations and members to provide 
information about flood preparedness and to periodically update the District’s understanding of community 
assets in areas of high socioeconomic risk. 

Other Opportunities 

The environmental justice multibenefit can also be realized in combination with other multibenefits—
Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery and Sustainable and Clean Water—through District actions that 
help reduce air pollution and urban heat islands. Heat islands are urbanized areas that experience higher 
temperatures than outlying areas because natural land cover has been replaced with dense concentrations 
of pavement, buildings, and other surfaces that absorb and re-emit the sun’s heat. The District can help 
improve these conditions by incorporating vegetation and tree cover in the design of new, improved, and 
relocated flood hazard management facilities. Trees and vegetation can shade impervious surfaces, 
deflecting radiation from the sun and releasing moisture into the atmosphere.  Trees and vegetation also 

Housing and Neighborhoods 

Protecting housing and 
neighborhoods is a central priority. 
The District will work to reduce risk 
for residential communities, 
especially those facing repetitive 
flooding or disproportionate 
impacts. This will include protecting 
community facilities and services 
relied upon by historically 
disadvantaged populations. Where 
structural measures are not feasible, 
strategies may include flood 
proofing or, in rare cases, 
relocation. 
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improve air and water quality by filtering particles and pollutants. in addition, levees that are relocated further 
from the river can result in the removal of some impervious areas such as paved parking lots.  

Goals and indicators related to trees and vegetation are provided in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.9. Substantial reductions in air 
pollution and urban heat island effect would likely require collaboration with local jurisdictions and land 
owners. Opportunities for meaningful engagement are described under Goal 1 in Equity and Social Justice 
(Section 3.2.1). 

3.2.3 Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery 
The habitat protection and salmon recovery multibenefit is 
defined as policies and actions that help restore and protect 
riparian and instream habitats to benefit fish and aquatic 
organisms and to support long-range recovery goals for 
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed Chinook and steelhead. 
These species, in turn, are indicators for overall ecological well-
being that benefits a wide range of species. 

The District can support increased and improved habitat for 
salmon by retaining unmodified streambanks that provide 
ecological functions important to juvenile salmon rearing. The 
District could also make areas available to restore floodplain and 
riparian habitats where flood hazard management facilities 
would be set further back from the river or where floodplain 
would be acquired to preserve flood storage. Also, where 
practicable, the District could plant trees on existing levees to 
increase shading. This would reduce water temperature and 
provide organic materials that support aquatic life. 

Goal 5: Protect and restore riparian and instream habitats as part of flood risk reduction projects 
and actions 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Percentage of functioning riparian zone in Lower Green 
River Corridor 

 Acres of created backwater and side channel habitat 

 Amount (total pieces) of large woody material per mile 

 Acres of floodplain wetlands created 

 Amount of reduction in shoreline bank armor 

 Amount of grant funding provided for habitat restoration 
projects 

 Acres of increased floodplain connectivity benefiting salmon 

Through coordination with Tribes, agencies, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the District will 
work to identify where flood risk reduction projects could be enhanced to leverage adjacent habitat 
improvement projects.  

Floodplain Connectivity  

Floodplain connectivity 
benefiting salmon is defined as 
habitat intentionally created by 
allowing land to flood during peak 
winter flows in the Green River (i.e., 
9,200 cfs to 12,000 cfs as measured 
at the Auburn gage). 

Design Elements Enhancing 
Habitat and Water Quality 

Whenever practicable, flood hazard 
management facilities will be 
designed to enhance habitat and 
water quality. Examples include 
planting riparian vegetation to 
provide shade, placing large woody 
debris to create habitat complexity, 
and reconnecting side channels or 
floodplain areas. These features 
support salmon recovery while 
maintaining flood protection. 
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Other Opportunities 

Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery can also be achieved in conjunction with the goals and indicators 
for Resilient Communities and Ecosystems (Section 3.2.4) and Sustainable and Clean Water (Section 3.29)   

3.2.4 Resilient Communities and Ecosystems 
This multibenefit is defined as policies and actions supporting the ability of communities, built environments, 
and natural systems in the Lower Green River Corridor to be better prepared for, and to rebound from, the 
impacts of flooding. 

Goal 6: Improve community resilience to flooding.  

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Number of informational brochures (e.g., Be Flood Ready brochures) distributed to residents 

 Number of residents provided information about flood proofing opportunities 

The District can also collaborate with community organizations to distribute Be Flood Ready brochures and 
information about flood proofing. 

Goal 7: Improve ecosystem resilience to flooding riverward of flood facilities. 

An indicator for achieving this goal is as follows:  

 Percentage of flood risk reduction projects incorporating features that support habitat formation over 
time (e.g., channel migration, accumulation of wood) 

Other Opportunities 

Incorporating climate change projections and modeling into flood hazard management and design, 
consistent with the District’s adaptive management approach described in Section 5, can help realize this 
multibenefit. The District could also provide modeling data for large flood events and other technical 
assistance to the local jurisdictions, transportation officials, and agencies that can consider resilience to 
flooding in their own planning and programming.  

Resilient ecosystems can also be achieved through the Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery goal and indicators 
(Section 3.2.3). In addition, many of the other multibenefits support resilient communities, including Equity and 
Social Justice (Section 3.2.1), Environmental Justice (Section 3.2.2), Productive and Viable Agriculture (Section 3.2.5), 
Sustainable Development (Section 3.2.6), Jobs and Sustainable Livelihoods (Section 3.2.7), and Recreation and 
Opportunities to Connect People to Nature (Section 3.2.10)  

3.2.5 Productive and Viable Agriculture 
This multibenefit is defined as policies and actions that support continued production of crops and livestock 
on the remaining farmland in the Lower Green River Corridor. 

The District can help protect agricultural activities by avoiding the development of flood hazard management 
facilities that reduce farmable area, avoiding actions that worsen flooding of agricultural lands, and providing 
flood proofing such as drainage improvements that reduce the consequences of residual flooding. Strategies 
for avoiding worsened flooding conditions on agricultural lands include providing compensatory flood 
storage in conjunction with District projects that reduce capacity elsewhere. 
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Goal 8: Maintain existing farmland. 

An indicator for monitoring this goal is as follows: 

 Acres of farmland displaced by flood hazard management facilities 

Goal 9: Explore the feasibility of District actions that could reduce seasonal flooding of farmland. 

An indicator for achieving this goal is as follows: 

 Completion of a study examining the possible benefits and impacts of flood facilities that reduce 
farmland damage from more frequent, lower volume floods (e.g., 11,900 cfs) 

Goal 10: Improve resilience of farmland and farm infrastructure to flood impacts. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Number of informational brochures (e.g., Be Flood Ready brochures) distributed to farm owners 
and lessees 

 Number of farm owners provided information about flood proofing opportunities 

 Number of farm owners provided information about drainage improvement opportunities through the 
King County Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program 

Coordination of flood risk reduction activities between the District and groups representing agricultural 
interests, such as the King County Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program, the King Conservation District, 
and the King County Agricultural Commission, can increase awareness and provide technical assistance, 
thereby improving the ability of farmers to manage water flow and increase resilience to flooding. As part of 
the seasonal flooding study, the District could engage with farmers to understand the potential benefits of 
reducing the frequency of lower-volume floods and to coordinate with local jurisdictions to share findings. 

Other Opportunities 

The District could consider flood leases to preserve flood storage in agricultural areas subject to seasonal 
flooding. Protection of agricultural business and jobs is also addressed in Jobs and Sustainable Livelihoods 
(Section 3.2.7). 

3.2.6 Sustainable Development 
This multibenefit is defined as a development pattern that recognizes flood risk and thereby increases 
resilience to flooding, sustains a viable economy, supports livable communities, and advances equity. 
Realizing this multibenefit requires collaboration with the local 
jurisdictions with land use authority. 

In the Lower Green River Corridor, the District could help realize 
this multibenefit by working with local jurisdictions and property 
owners to relocate developments and realign infrastructure that 
cannot be reasonably protected from changing patterns in 
flooding. In some places, this could be encouraged as part of a 
“managed retreat” to avoid areas susceptible to inundation.  

 

Managed Retreat 

Managed retreat is the intentional, 
coordinated movement of people 
and infrastructure away from 
flood risk. 
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Goal 11: Preserve flood storage. 

An indicator for achieving this goal is as follows: 

 Acres of land acquired for flood storage, thereby indirectly preventing development in flood-prone areas 

Where land is acquired to preserve flood storage, District coordination with Tribes, jurisdictions, agencies, or 
NGOs can leverage the area acquired to support the other multibenefits. 

Other Opportunities 

This multibenefit could also involve increasing flood-tolerant uses and activities in some areas. This would 
require collaboration with landowners, businesses, and local jurisdictions. This idea is discussed in Resilient 
Communities and Ecosystems (Section 3.2.4), Productive and Viable Agriculture (Section 3.2.5) and Jobs and 
Sustainable Livelihoods (Section 3.2.7), 

The District could also provide modeling data for large flood events and other technical assistance to the 
local jurisdictions as they contemplate revisions to plans for growth and development regulations. 

3.2.7 Jobs and Sustainable Livelihoods 
This multibenefit is defined as the diversity and number of jobs that are retained and increased in areas 
suitable for development that support residents and employees. The District can help realize this multibenefit 
by reducing the likelihood of catastrophic flood damage to existing development, as well as multiple repeated 
costs to repair this damage, in regional growth centers and manufacturing industrial centers. 

Both regional growth centers and manufacturing industrial centers are focal points for planned growth, 
economic development, and transportation infrastructure investments in the Puget Sound region. Auburn, 
Kent, Renton, and Tukwila all have designated regional growth centers in the corridor where growth is 
focused. Kent also has a regional manufacturing industrial center.  

Goal 12: Reduce flood risk to development in regional growth centers and manufacturing industrial 
centers. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Percent or linear foot completion of facility improvement needed to reduce the risk of flooding in 
manufacturing industrial centers at 18,800 cfs 

 Percent or linear foot completion of facility improvement needed to reduce risk of flooding in regional 
growth centers at 18,800 cfs 

Goal 13: Reduce the risk of flooding in areas that support living-wage jobs and a diversity of job 
opportunities, local products, and services. 

An indicator for achieving this goal is as follows:  

 Percent or linear foot completion of improvements to existing facilities needed to reduce the risk of 
flooding at 18,800 cfs 

Goal 14: Improve the resilience to flooding of businesses. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Number of informational brochures (e.g., Be Flood Ready brochures) distributed to businesses in the 
Lower Green River Corridor 

 Number of businesses provided information about flood proofing 
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Coordination between the District, and local jurisdictions, and business owners will be important to 
maximize this multibenefit. This coordination would help determine additional areas, beyond regional 
growth centers and manufacturing industrial centers, that support living-wage jobs and a diversity of job 
opportunities, local products, and services. The effort may include developing additional indicators in the 
future, if appropriate. Protection could also include relocating businesses out of harm’s way. As an example, 
the District could provide the local jurisdiction with technical assistance regarding flood modeling results so 
that local development regulations could be adjusted, if needed. 

Other Opportunities 

The District could also provide modeling results for the Lower Green River to transportation officials 
responsible for access to jobs and to local jurisdictions responsible for economic development so that this 
information can be considered in their own planning and asset management. 

Goals and indicators to help increase the resilience of agriculture are presented in Productive and Viable 
Agriculture (Section 3.2.5) and the resilience of underserved businesses are covered in Environmental Justice 
(Section 3.2.2). 

3.2.8 Open Space Conservation 
This multibenefit is defined as policies and actions that support the retention or increase of open-space areas. 

The District can contribute to this multibenefit in situations when 
new or improved flood hazard management facilities would be 
located further away from the river, and the area on the river side 
of the facilities would be retained or designated as open space. 
This multibenefit could also be realized if the District were to 
acquire floodplains to preserve flood storage, and the acquired 
area were to be designated as open space by the local 
jurisdiction. In so doing, the District could help advance the goals 
of conservation agencies and improve quality of life for area 
residents, including underserved communities as described in 
Equity and Social Justice (Section 3.2.1). This effort would require 
collaboration with local jurisdictions and conservation agencies 
such as the Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office, 
which invests in building and renovating parks, trails, waterfront 
access opportunities, and other outdoor space.  

Goal 15: Retain or increase open space to protect or restore floodplains. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Acres of land acquired by the District to preserve flood storage that may provide open 
space multibenefits 

 Acres of land riverward of levees available for open space 

To help realize this multibenefit, the District would need to coordinate with local jurisdictions, which could 
designate and preserve as open space the lands that have been acquired for flood storage and for levee 
setback projects. The District can also coordinate with local and regional agencies to identify and invest in 
flood risk reduction activities that have a secondary benefit of advancing regional conservation plans. In 
addition, the District could identify opportunities for partners to invest in and leverage open space above 
and beyond the District’s needs for flood risk reduction. 

Open Spaces 

Open spaces are land areas 
designated as open space by the 
local land use authority or land 
where development such as 
buildings, filling, or other 
encroachments that would obstruct 
flood waters is not allowed. These 
areas often coincide with natural 
and scenic areas. 
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Other Opportunities 

District projects and programs that support the Open Space Conservation multibenefit could also help 
achieve goals and indicators for Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery (Section 3.2.3) and Recreation and 
Other Opportunities to Connect People to Nature (Section 3.2.10). 

3.2.9 Sustainable and Clean Water 
This multibenefit is defined as policies and actions supporting improved water quality (temperature and 
chemistry) in the Lower Green River and its tributaries. 

Goal 16: Prevent water temperature increases or potentially reduce water temperature in the 
Lower Green by increasing shade as part of flood risk reduction projects. 

An indicator for achieving this goal is as follows: 

 Increase in acres of tree cover intended to directly shade the river incorporated into the design of flood 
management facilities to the extent practicable 

Where feasible, the District can coordinate tree planting opportunities associated with its projects with local 
jurisdictions that are subject to Ecology’s municipal stormwater permit requirements for urban tree canopy 
management to support water quality. Tree plantings could also be coordinated, where feasible, with the Re-
Green the Green Grant Program. Another opportunity is to prioritize tree plantings in locations that have 
already been identified on the Muckleshoot Tribe Riparian Aspect Mapping (aka ‘Sun Map’) that overlap with 
District flood risk management projects. 

Goal 17: Improve water quality and groundwater recharge in the Lower Green by increasing 
infiltration as part of flood risk reduction. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Increase in acres of floodplain resulting from District projects 

 Decrease in acres of impervious surface resulting from District projects 

Other Opportunities 

The Sustainable and Clean Water multibenefit would also be advanced by District actions that address the 
goals and indicators for Habitat Protection and Salmon Recovery (Section 3.2.3). 

3.2.10 Recreation and Other Opportunities to Connect People with Nature 
This multibenefit is defined as policies and actions that support the connection of people with natural 
resource lands and recreational opportunities. 

Goal 18: Retain or increase public access to parks, open space, shoreline, and trails through flood 
risk reduction activities. 

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Percentage of displaced trails located on levees that are replaced 

 Linear feet of new walking paths riverward of levees that improve public access to the shoreline, 
including possible access to fishing and other water-dependent recreational uses 

 Net gain in acres of land riverward of levees available for park and recreational use 

 Percentage of new or replaced access points that incorporate ADA accessibility 
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Goal 19: Improve the resilience to flooding of parks and recreational facilities.  

Indicators for achieving this goal are as follows: 

 Number of informational brochures (e.g., Be Flood Ready brochures) distributed to park and recreation 
facility owners 

 Number of park and recreation facility owners provided information about flood proofing 

To more fully realize this multibenefit, the District can coordinate with local jurisdictions to identify 
opportunities for recreational elements within flood risk reduction projects that leverage existing plans and 
fill known gaps. The District can also provide opportunities for partners to fund improvements to parks and 
recreation facilities affected by flood risk reduction projects. 

Other Opportunities 

District projects and programs that address the goals and indicators for Open Space Conservation (Section 
3.2.8) can also help people connect with nature. 

3.3 Partnership Opportunities 
The District recognizes that reducing flood risk in the Lower Green River Corridor is not a task it can 
accomplish alone. While the District holds the authority to plan, construct, maintain, and operate flood risk 
reduction facilities, lasting success will depend on strong partnerships with local jurisdictions, Tribes, NGOs, 
businesses, schools, and community groups. Building these partnerships is essential to delivering projects 
that are not only technically sound, but also socially, culturally, and environmentally durable. 

3.3.1 Local Jurisdictions with Land Use Authority 
Cities within the corridor—Auburn, Kent, Renton, SeaTac, and Tukwila, along with unincorporated King 
County, hold the power to shape land use through zoning, permitting, and comprehensive planning. Local 
regulatory authority is described in more detail in Section 2. The District works closely with these 
governments to ensure that flood hazard reduction projects align with local priorities, comprehensive plans, 
and capital investments. 

This coordination is critically important in exploring opportunities to relocate existing levees and floodwalls 
further from the river, to implement non-structural solutions such as flood proofing, and to acquire land for 
flood storage. For example, the city of Tukwila is contemplating the development of a riverfront master plan. 
This could present an opportunity for development incentives to move land uses further from the river and 
to incorporate resilient features closer to the river. As another example, King County is contemplating 
changes to its flood regulations. This could present an opportunity to revisit allowed flood proofing activities 
on agricultural land. 

By working in step with local governments and weaving these policy frameworks into project planning, the 
District can help create a coordinated approach that strengthens resilience, protects natural resources, and 
minimizes regulatory conflicts. 

3.3.2 Tribes  
Working in partnership with Tribes ensures that flood hazard reduction efforts are not only technically sound, 
but also culturally respectful and ecologically restorative. The District is committed to integrating Tribal 
expertise and priorities into project planning, implementation, and adaptive management so that the Plan 
strengthens both community resilience and the ecological health of the Lower Green River Corridor. 
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For example, as described in the multibenefit goals and indicators, the District will prioritize tree plantings in 
locations where District projects overlap with locations identified in the Muckelshoot Tribe Riparian Aspect 
Mapping (aka ‘Sun Map’). Through coordination with Tribes, the District will also work to identify where flood 
risk reduction projects could be enhanced to leverage adjacent habitat improvement projects and support 
other multibenefits. 

3.3.3 Schools, Businesses, Community Groups, and NGOs 
In addition to local jurisdictions and Tribes, the District recognizes the vital role of schools, businesses, 
community groups, and NGOs in shaping the future of the Lower Green River Corridor. These partners bring 
unique expertise, resources, and perspectives that help ensure that flood hazard management projects are 
meaningful to the people who live, learn, and work in the corridor. 

Partnerships with schools and universities create opportunities for environmental education, research, and 
youth engagement. Student projects and volunteer programs can connect young people with the river, 
helping to build the next generation of watershed stewards. Schools located in or near the corridor are also 
directly affected by flood risk, making them critical partners in preparedness planning and community 
outreach. The Lower Green River Corridor is home to thousands of jobs and major regional employers in 
manufacturing, logistics, and distribution. Businesses have a direct stake in reducing flood risk because 
flooding threatens economic activity, supply chains, and employee safety. When the District reaches out to 
businesses, employers can help shape projects that protect both jobs and communities, while also 
contributing resources and leadership to resilience initiatives. 

Local residents and neighborhood organizations are essential partners in ensuring that flood hazard 
management reflects community priorities. Community groups bring place-based knowledge and learned 
experience, advocate for equity, and help connect District projects with the people they are intended to 
serve. Their participation in planning, outreach, and project design helps the District identify potential 
challenges early and ensures that solutions are tailored to local needs. 

Regional and local nonprofits provide expertise in habitat restoration, climate resilience, community 
engagement, and environmental justice. Their work complements the District’s flood hazard management 
mission by creating healthier rivers, more resilient communities, and stronger public support for integrated 
floodplain projects. 

By working with schools, businesses, community groups, and NGOs, the District can expand the reach and 
impact of its projects. These partnerships help ensure that floodplain management is not just about reducing 
risk, but also about building healthier, safer, and more resilient communities for everyone in the Lower Green 
River Corridor. 

3.3.4 Transportation Officials and Operators 
The Lower Green River Corridor has an expansive transportation system, including roadways (freeways, local 
roadways), the freight and goods transportation system (trucking and rail), passenger rail, and transit 
systems, and pedestrian and bicycle trails. The existing system of levees and floodwalls, when improved, 
reduces the risk of flooding for much of this system. However, some facilities are still projected to flood 
during an 18,800-cfs flood event. In these areas, the District could coordinate with transportation officials 
such as the Washington State Department of Transportation, Sound Transit, railroad companies, and local 
jurisdictions to improve the resilience of their respective facilities. 
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Section 4: Prioritizing Investments  
To begin implementing the Plan, the District will prepare, and 
the Board of Supervisors will adopt, a Capital Investment 
Strategy for the Lower Green River Corridor. This strategy will 
include a prioritized list of projects and programs to reduce 
flood risk in the corridor. Project prioritization will be based on 
two main steps: (1) evaluation of flood risk, followed by (2) an 
overlay of multibenefit potential, as defined in the Plan’s 
multibenefit framework, and other considerations. Because 
these priorities can change over time, the District will update the 
Capital Investment Strategy as needed over the long-term 
implementation of the Plan, using this same two-step process. 

4.1 Evaluating Flood Risk 
Because the District’s resources are directed toward addressing the most critical vulnerabilities in the flood 
risk reduction system, the District uses a “worst-first” paradigm prioritizing projects based on an assessment 
of risk, severity, and consequence. Risk (or urgency) is a criterion used to describe how soon the flood risk has 
to be addressed to avoid its occurrence or reoccurrence. Severity and consequence, combined, are prioritized 
using two criteria: (1) the nature and severity of the flooding, irrespective of the scale at which the impact will 
occur; and (2) the scale of the flooding (i.e., does flooding occur over a large area or in a manner that will 
affect a large number of people, or is it largely localized?).   

As described in Section 3, the approach the District will take to address flood risk depends, in part, on 
whether there is an existing PL 84-99 facility. Thus, the initial assessment of flood risk may prioritize needs 
relating to the 17 miles of existing PL 84-99 facilities along the Lower Green separately from those areas 
without PL84-99 facilities, where the near-term focus may be on considering the practicality of solutions that 
do not involve constructing new levees or floodwalls along the river channel. 

For areas with existing PL 84-99 facilities, the District will consider the following in determining priorities: 

 What and who is the levee protecting? For example, are there historically disadvantaged populations? Is 
there critical infrastructure? 

 Is there an identified deficiency with the facility that could lead to a breach at lower, more 
frequent flows? 

 Are there immediate obligations to maintain enrollment in the PL 84-99 Program? 

 Is the levee a “low spot” in meeting the objective for providing 18,800 cfs plus three feet of freeboard (i.e., 
it’s one of the first places flood water would overtop)? 

 Is there an opportunity to set the facility back further from the river that may not be there later? 

 How does each levee function within the five levee systems along the Lower Green? Does it represent a 
gap in otherwise continuous protection within a system? 

 Is there a sequence that avoids and minimizes changes in upstream and downstream flooding? 

For areas without existing facilities, the District will consider the following in determining priorities: 

 What and who is expected to be flooded in a given area? For example, are there historically 
disadvantaged populations? Is there critical infrastructure? 

 How frequently is flooding expected to occur in the area relative to other areas, based on modeling?  

Capital Investment Strategy 

A strategy for investments in 
projects and programs that 
reduce flood risk in the Lower 
Green River Corridor while 
balancing multiple objectives, 
including but not limited to 
economic vitality and 
environmental protection  
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 What are the extent, depth, and velocity of modelled flooding in the area at various river flows? 

 Is the area part of the regulatory floodway or 100-year floodplain? What regulatory protections and 
limitations frame District solutions? 

Ultimately, the District will create a combined list of priorities, based on flood risk. 

4.2 Overlay of Multibenefits and Other Considerations 
After initial prioritization based on flood risk, the opportunity to realize multibenefits will be evaluated for 
each project and programmatic action. As described in Section 3.3, during project prioritization, the potential 
for a flood risk reduction project to contribute to the multibenefit goals will be qualitatively assessed based 
on preliminary information. This preliminary assessment enables the District to make informed decisions 
regarding project prioritization that are grounded in flood risk reduction and layered with consideration of 
multibenefit potential. For two projects with similar flood risk, the project that has the potential to realize 
more multibenefits may be ranked higher. 

In addition to the multibenefits, other considerations include but are not limited to the following:  

 Project readiness  

 Ability to leverage District funds with external resources or funding  

 Cost-effectiveness 

 Meeting or exceeding floodplain management regulations 

4.3 Coordination 
The District is committed to creating a Capital Investment Strategy that guides how and where investments 
in flood risk reduction will occur throughout the corridor. The strategy will reflect shared community values, 
including safety, resilience, ecological health, and overall community well-being.  

Development of the strategy, as well as future updates, will be informed by efforts designed to share 
information and gather input. These efforts aim to incorporate the unique needs, priorities and values of 
Tribes, agencies, jurisdictions, and people who live, work, and rely on the river.  

To support learning and coordination, the District will offer opportunities that may include online updates, 
email communications, and briefings for interested groups and individuals. Community Navigators will 
further enhance outreach and education by connecting with community members in trusted spaces and 
ways that feel relevant, inclusive, and accessible.     
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Section 5: Best Available Science and Adaptive Management  
The Plan is intended to provide a 30- to 50-year vision and strategy for managing flood risk within the 
corridor. During that planning horizon, updated scientific information will become available that is relevant 
to managing flood risk and that can support opportunities to achieve multiple benefits for the community. 
The District is committed to applying best available science and adaptive management. 

Best available science provides the foundation for evaluating flood risks, designing flood protection 
infrastructure, and understanding the potential effects of climate change and land use decisions on 
floodplain function. Examples of how best available science can be applied include the following:  

 Mapping current and future flood extents under modeled flows and projected climate scenarios 

 Identifying and evaluating the performance of existing and proposed flood protection facilities 

 Modeling hydraulic and hydrologic changes due to District actions such as levee setbacks 

 Assessing flood-related hazards such as bank erosion and sediment deposition 

 Informing the siting and feasibility of nonstructural mitigation such as flood proofing 

To ensure scientific rigor and transparency, the District draws from peer-reviewed research, federal and state 
agency guidelines (e.g., FEMA, USACE, WDFW, Ecology, regional datasets [watershed models, LIDAR, 
floodplain maps, habitat assessments]), and monitoring data collected by partners. Ongoing consultation 
with Tribal, academic, and technical experts provides additional oversight and ensures the incorporation of 
local knowledge. 

Adaptive management is a process for monitoring factors that may affect future flood risk, such as emerging 
science and best practices, changing conditions on the Lower Green River Corridor, changing regulations and 
policy priorities, and progress towards achieving goals. Using adaptive management principles allows the 
District to consider adjustments to policies, procedures, and priorities to ensure that outcomes related to 
flood risk reduction and multibenefits are achieved.   

As projects are implemented, the District will continue to monitor changing conditions and track the 
progress of its projects and programs in reducing flood risk and meeting multibenefit goals and indicators. 
The District may make adjustments to its priorities based on changed conditions and its relative performance 
in reducing flood risk and achieving the 10 multibenefits. The District may also contemplate changes to the 
multibenefit goals and indicators during the review process. Such changes would be reflected in updates to 
the Capital Investment Strategy. 

The District is currently considering the frequency of Capital Investment Strategy updates for all watersheds. 
The frequency for the Lower Green River Corridor would be consistent with District-wide policy.  
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Appendix A: Design Guidelines 
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LOWER GREEN RIVER CORRIDOR (RIVER MILES 11 – 32) 
GENERAL DESIGN GUIDANCE APPLICABLE TO DISTRICT-FUNDED PROJECTS 

This general guidance is not intended to supersede other applicable requirements, based on local, 
state, and federal regulations and permitting requirements. Where conflicts arise, the District will 
follow the law.  

This general guidance is intended as a starting point for sponsors with projects funded by the District. 
Project sponsors shall document consideration of this guidance in project charters, developed in 
compliance with interlocal agreements. 

1. Each project that addresses the condition of a levee or floodwall shall also consider increasing 
the capacity, as necessary, to meet the provisional level of protection (18,800 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) plus 3 feet of freeboard as measured at the Auburn gage).  

2. Each project that addresses the condition or capacity of a levee or floodwall shall also consider 
the potential to be relocated farther from the river to improve long-term resilience of the levee 
or floodwall and to realize other multibenefits.   

NOTE: Projects that increase the capacity or setback a levee or floodwall typically require 
property acquisition and thus more time to design, acquire property, permit, and construct. 
Depending on the urgency, severity, and consequence of the flood need, the District may fund 
projects that repair or improve a levee without increasing capacity or relocating farther from 
the river. Service providers shall document the urgency, severity, and consequence in the 
scope of the project submitted to the District. 

3. Regardless of location with respect to the river, each levee or floodwall shall be designed for 
resilience (i.e., ability to better withstand flood events), addressing site-specific river and flood 
conditions (e.g., flood duration, potential for erosion and scour) and other levee factors of 
safety (e.g., seismic, seepage, and slope stability). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers maintains a 
series of engineering manuals, including the Design and Construction of Levees Manual 
(EM 1110-2-1913), that provide principles used in the design and construction of flood 
facilities that address different river and flood conditions. Levees and floodwalls shall be 
designed in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance, approved equivalent, or 
appropriate risk-based analysis. An exception is vegetation which shall be incorporated as 
addressed in #6 below. 

4. Hydraulic modeling of projects shall evaluate upstream and downstream flooding effects 
based not only on the 100-year flood event, as typically required by local code, but also the 
provisional level of protection (500-year flood event, a.k.a. 18,800 cfs plus 3 feet of freeboard as 
measured at the Auburn gage).  The District’s intent is to eventually increase the capacity of all 
of the PL 84-99 levees and floodwalls to meet the provisional level of protection, so impacts 
should be considered incrementally and cumulatively.  
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5. Levees and floodwalls being improved to meet the provisional level of protection shall be 
designed according to the elevations in the attached table. 

6. Each project that addresses the condition or capacity of a levee or floodwall shall apply the 
Vegetation Plan guidelines to support regional considerations for aquatic floodplain and 
riparian habitat as documented in the adopted 2019 System-wide Improvement Framework 
(SWIF) for the Lower Green River as a starting point for the design. As noted in the SWIF 
Vegetation Plan, project sites shall be evaluated for the potential to incorporate improved 
riparian vegetation including large trees into the riverward slopes of the project, especially if 
the Lower Green River Solar Radiation Priorities Map (prepared by the Muckleshoot Tribe) 
indicates that the shoreline location is a shade tree priority. 



This table is intended to inform the levee height needed to meet the adopted provisional level of protection

(18,800 cubic feet per second as measured at the Auburn gage plu 3-foot freeboard) based on the model

developed for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Alternative 3 (with BRPS and P17)

River Mile WSEL WSEL+3 River Mile WSEL WSEL+3 River Mile WSEL WSEL+3

11 25.07 28.07 14.6 34.01 37.01 18.2 40.62 43.62

11.1 25.24 28.24 14.7 34.33 37.33 18.3 40.82 43.82

11.2 25.38 28.38 14.8 34.4 37.4 18.4 41.02 44.02

11.3 25.86 28.86 14.9 34.7 37.7 18.5 41.07 44.07

11.4 26.17 29.17 15 35.01 38.01 18.6 41.08 44.08

11.5 26.45 29.45 15.1 35.23 38.23 18.7 41.32 44.32

11.6 26.65 29.65 15.2 35.38 38.38 18.8 41.69 44.69

11.7 26.73 29.73 15.3 35.4 38.4 18.9 41.92 44.92

11.8 27 30 15.4 35.61 38.61 19 42.05 45.05

11.9 27.68 30.68 15.5 35.88 38.88 19.1 42.26 45.26

12 28.01 31.01 15.6 36.03 39.03 19.2 42.57 45.57

12.1 28.08 31.08 15.7 36.27 39.27 19.3 42.9 45.9

12.2 28.3 31.3 15.8 36.49 39.49 19.4 43.12 46.12

12.3 28.4 31.4 15.9 36.63 39.63 19.5 43.3 46.3

12.4 28.89 31.89 16 36.67 39.67 19.6 43.64 46.64

12.5 29.13 32.13 16.1 36.81 39.81 19.7 43.81 46.81

12.6 29.41 32.41 16.2 37.03 40.03 19.8 43.88 46.88

12.7 29.62 32.62 16.3 37.23 40.23 19.9 44.17 47.17

12.8 29.82 32.82 16.4 37.37 40.37 20 44.31 47.31

12.9 29.83 32.83 16.5 37.52 40.52 20.1 44.46 47.46

13 30.04 33.04 16.6 37.84 40.84 20.2 44.58 47.58

13.1 30.17 33.17 16.7 37.96 40.96 20.3 44.68 47.68

13.2 30.45 33.45 16.8 38.07 41.07 20.4 44.84 47.84

13.3 30.83 33.83 16.9 38.37 41.37 20.5 44.97 47.97

13.4 31.05 34.05 17 38.38 41.38 20.6 44.98 47.98

13.5 31.38 34.38 17.1 38.44 41.44 20.7 45.01 48.01

13.6 31.65 34.65 17.2 38.55 41.55 20.8 45.13 48.13

13.7 31.88 34.88 17.3 38.69 41.69 20.9 45.28 48.28

13.8 31.99 34.99 17.4 38.81 41.81 21 45.44 48.44

13.9 32.43 35.43 17.5 38.99 41.99 21.1 45.6 48.6

14 32.71 35.71 17.6 39.2 42.2 21.2 45.72 48.72

14.1 32.82 35.82 17.7 39.44 42.44 21.3 45.92 48.92

14.2 32.98 35.98 17.8 39.69 42.69 21.4 46.15 49.15

14.3 33.1 36.1 17.9 40.01 43.01 21.5 46.58 49.58

14.4 33.17 36.17 18 40.31 43.31 21.6 46.96 49.96

14.5 33.6 36.6 18.1 40.42 43.42 21.7 46.98 49.98

LOWER GREEN RIVER CORRIDOR - DESIGN GUIDELINES

Table of Water Surface Elevations

Model path: Q:\2006748_PEIS_Support\Hydraulics\RAS\Working\PEIS_Support_Alt3
Plan: p02 Datum: NAVD88 Data assembled by A. Anderson, NHC, 4/24/2026
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River Mile WSEL WSEL+3 River Mile WSEL WSEL+3 River Mile WSEL WSEL+3

21.8 47 50 25.4 54.29 57.29 29 60.43 63.43

21.9 47.04 50.04 25.5 54.37 57.37 29.1 60.93 63.93

22 47.07 50.07 25.6 54.45 57.45 29.2 61.04 64.04

22.1 47.13 50.13 25.7 54.53 57.53 29.3 61.24 64.24

22.2 47.16 50.16 25.8 54.58 57.58 29.4 61.61 64.61

22.3 47.2 50.2 25.9 54.62 57.62 29.5 61.94 64.94

22.4 47.23 50.23 26 54.71 57.71 29.6 62.4 65.4

22.5 47.26 50.26 26.1 54.77 57.77 29.7 63.18 66.18

22.6 47.3 50.3 26.2 54.81 57.81 29.8 63.91 66.91

22.7 47.33 50.33 26.3 54.84 57.84 29.9 64.12 67.12

22.8 47.36 50.36 26.4 54.84 57.84 30 65 68

22.9 47.4 50.4 26.5 54.88 57.88 30.1 65.8 68.8

23 47.44 50.44 26.6 54.96 57.96 30.2 65.97 68.97

23.1 47.48 50.48 26.7 55.03 58.03 30.3 66.11 69.11

23.2 47.58 50.58 26.8 55.1 58.1 30.4 67.19 70.19

23.3 47.61 50.61 26.9 55.1 58.1 30.5 68.27 71.27

23.4 47.77 50.77 27 55.21 58.21 30.6 68.75 71.75

23.5 47.87 50.87 27.1 55.45 58.45 30.7 69.12 72.12

23.6 48.06 51.06 27.2 55.55 58.55 30.8 69.39 72.39

23.7 48.19 51.19 27.3 55.77 58.77 30.9 69.72 72.72

23.8 48.29 51.29 27.4 55.94 58.94 31 69.99 72.99

23.9 49.16 52.16 27.5 55.94 58.94 31.1 70.64 73.64

24 49.43 52.43 27.6 56.04 59.04 31.2 71.14 74.14

24.1 49.9 52.9 27.7 56.3 59.3 31.3 71.38 74.38

24.2 50.52 53.52 27.8 56.89 59.89 31.4 72.11 75.11

24.3 50.95 53.95 27.9 57.15 60.15 31.5 72.48 75.48

24.4 51.13 54.13 28 57.34 60.34 31.6 72.81 75.81

24.5 51.28 54.28 28.1 57.38 60.38 31.7 73.62 76.62

24.6 51.44 54.44 28.2 57.56 60.56 31.8 74.03 77.03

24.7 51.88 54.88 28.3 58.1 61.1 31.9 74.35 77.35

24.8 52.2 55.2 28.4 58.34 61.34 32 74.63 77.63

24.9 52.63 55.63 28.5 58.97 61.97

25 52.9 55.9 28.6 59.56 62.56

25.1 53.05 56.05 28.7 59.97 62.97

25.2 53.67 56.67 28.8 60.14 63.14

25.3 54.13 57.13 28.9 60.25 63.25

LOWER GREEN RIVER CORRIDOR - DESIGN GUIDELINES

Table of Water Surface Elevations (continued)

This table is intended to inform the levee height needed to meet the adopted provisional level of protection 

(18,800 cubic feet per second as measured at the Auburn gage plu 3-foot freeboard) based on the model 

developed for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Alternative 3 (with BRPS and P17)

Model path: Q:\2006748_PEIS_Support\Hydraulics\RAS\Working\PEIS_Support_Alt3
Plan: p02 Datum: NAVD88 Data assembled by A. Anderson, NHC, 4/24/2026
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Appendix B: Outreach 
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Lower Green River Flood Hazard 
Management Plan | Outreach Appendix B 
Overview 

The King County Flood Control District (District) has developed the Lower Green River Corridor Flood 
Hazard Management Plan (Plan). The Plan is a long-term strategy to reduce flood risks along the 21-mile 
stretch of the Lower Green River, which flows through Auburn, Kent, Renton, SeaTac, Tukwila, and 
unincorporated King County.  

The Plan builds on the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) completed by the 
District in 2024. The PEIS studied different ways to reduce flood risk. Next steps include developing 
Capital Investment Strategies (CIS)—specific investment guidelines aligned with the Plan, and then 
implementing flood protection projects consistent with the Plan and CIS. Outreach has been, and will 
continue to be, a central component of this work. 

 

Throughout the PEIS process and subsequent planning stages, the District engaged Tribes, federal 
agencies, local governments, community-based organizations, residents, businesses and 
environmental interests. Community Navigators—trusted local leaders with deep community 
knowledge and strong relationships—helped reach residents affected by flooding, ensuring 
community voices were heard and information was accessible to everyone. Outreach tools included 
mailers, public meetings and briefings, online resources, translated materials, and direct engagement. 
Feedback received through these channels helped shape priorities and inform key elements of the 
Plan. The District also maintains a list of interested parties who receive email updates and information 
at key milestones. 
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PEIS Scoping 

Input from two PEIS scoping periods informed the alternative approaches to flood risk management 
evaluated in the PEIS, the issues used to compare these approaches, and the development of 
conceptual mitigation. The second scoping period was added after comments from the first indicated 
the need to reconsider the alternatives. These comments also offered important insights into the 
priorities of Tribes, agencies, jurisdictions, and community members.  

Scoping outreach was multilingual and broad-based, using a project website, mailed notices and 
postcards, fact sheets, maps, videos, presentations, print ads and media releases, jurisdiction-specific 
roundtable discussions, and a formal public scoping meeting. 

To better reach historically underserved communities by reducing language and access barriers, 
materials were translated into eight languages— Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Russian, 
Ukrainian, Somali, and Tagalog. 

PEIS Review 

Comments submitted during the Draft PEIS review provided meaningful guidance. Some led to 
revisions in the Final PEIS and informed Plan development; others will inform subsequent phases such 
as CIS creation and future project implementation. The District responded to every comment received. 

Engagement tools mirrored those used during scoping, including project website, mailers, emails, fact 
sheets, presentations, videos, print ads, media releases and a social media toolkit. 

A full summary of engagement is available in the Final PEIS Outreach Appendix.  

Community Navigators 

To strengthen outreach before and during the Draft PEIS comment period, the District partnered with 
Community Navigators—trusted leaders with deep experience and understanding of the issues and 
challenges faced by Lower Green River communities. Navigators co-designed clear, accessible 
outreach materials and shared information directly with residents—meeting people where they were 
and making topics relevant to their daily lives. 

Navigators also helped develop and administer a community survey to identify what matters most to 
residents. Survey results underscored the importance of incorporating multiple community benefits 
into an integrated flood risk management approach. Navigators then circled back with communities 
to show how their input was incorporated. 

The National Association of Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies recognized this equitable 
and inclusive community engagement effort by awarding the District its Excellence in 
Communications Award and naming the Community Navigators approach a Nationwide Best Practice. 

https://kingcountyfloodcontrol.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/LGR-FldHazMP-PEIS_Vol-II_English.pdf
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Plan Development 

The robust engagement and feedback gathered throughout the PEIS process directly informed 
development of the Plan. Targeted outreach continued during Plan development to refine and 
prioritize Plan elements. 

Plan Webpage 

The District created a dedicated Plan webpage with information about the Plan’s purpose, objectives, 
process, timeline, meeting materials, contact information, sign-up options for updates, and links to the 
Final PEIS and related documents.  

Partner Planning Committee 

The District convened an advisory committee to provide input during Plan development. An invitation 
to participate on the advisory committee was sent to the project distribution list. 

Committee membership represented a diverse cross-section of interested parties from the project 
area such as elected officials; staff working in surface water, stormwater, dam safety, levees, public 
works, parks, watershed stewardship, habitat, community development; as well as community 
members. Committee members were briefed on their roles and the planning process, and meeting 
materials were provided in advance of each meeting. 

Navigators also served on the Partner Planning Committee and continued sharing Plan and Be Flood 
Ready information within their networks and at community events. Their participation helped reduce 
barriers related to language, trust, and access. Navigator input was considered alongside other public 
input during the development of the Plan. 

The Committee met virtually for four, two-hour meetings during summer and fall 2025 (June 18, 
July 10, September 17, and October 15). Meetings were professionally facilitated and included 
presentations, discussion, and opportunities for questions and feedback.  

Members learned about Plan development and key priorities, and opportunities for collaboration. 
Their input helped clarify key elements of the Plan. Meeting materials and summaries are posted on 
the Plan webpage. 

Ongoing Communications 

The District continues to maintain and update a list of interested parties who receive email updates 
and information and are encouraged to provide input throughout the planning process. 

https://kingcountyfloodcontrol.org/investments/lower-green-river-corridor-flood-hazard-management-plan/
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