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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA ) encourages multi-jurisdictional planning for hazard
mitigation. All participating jurisdictions must meet the requirements of Chapter 44 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (44 CFR):

“Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g. watershed plans) may be accepted, as appropriate, as long as
each jurisdiction has participated in the process and has officially adopted the plan.”
(Section 201.6.a(4))

For the King County Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, a Planning Partnership was formed to
leverage resources and to meet requirements of the federal Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA) for as many
eligible local governments in King County as possible. The DMA defines a local government as follows:

“Any county, municipality, city, town, township, public authority, school district, special
district, intrastate district, council of governments (regardless of whether the council of
governments is incorporated as a nonprofit corporation under State law), regional or interstate
government entity, or agency or instrumentality of a local government; any Indian tribe or
authorized tribal organization, or Alaska Native village or organization; and any rural
community, unincorporated town or village, or other public entity.”

There are two types of Planning Partners that participated in this process, with distinct needs and
capabilities:

* Incorporated municipalities (cities and the County)
»  Special purpose districts.

Each participating planning partner has prepared a jurisdiction-specific annex to this plan. These annexes,
as well as information on the process by which they were created, are contained in this volume. This volume
also includes brief profiles of the two Native American tribes that have land within King County. The tribes
are independent, sovereign nations and were not official Planning Partners in this effort. However, they are
important stakeholders in the region, and the King County Planning Partnership recognizes that tribal-level
plans can support or enhance hazard mitigation in the planning area.

THE PLANNING PARTNERSHIP

Initial Solicitation and Letters of Intent

The planning team solicited the participation of the County and all County-recognized special purpose
districts at the outset of this project. A kickoff meeting was held on January 24, 2013 at King County Office
of Emergency Management in Renton to identify potential stakeholders and planning partners for this
process. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the planning process to jurisdictions in the County
that could have a stake in the outcome of the planning effort. All eligible local governments within the
planning area were invited to attend. Various agency and citizen stakeholders were also invited to this
meeting. The goals of the meeting were as follows:

* Provide an overview of the Disaster Mitigation Act.

* Provide an update on the planning grant.
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+  Outline the King County plan update work plan.

*  Describe the benefits of multi-jurisdictional planning,
+  Outline planning partner expectations.

+  Solicit planning partners.

+ Confirm a Steering Committee.

All interested local governments were provided with a list of planning partner expectations developed by
the planning team and were informed of the obligations required for participation. Local governments
wishing to join the planning effort were asked to provide the planning team with a “notice of intent to
participate” that agreed to the planning partner expectations (see Appendix A) and designated a point of
contact for their jurisdiction. In all, formal commitment was received from 59 planning partners by the
planning team, and the King County Planning Partnership was formed.

Maps for each participating city are provided in the individual annex for that city in Parts 2a through 2c of
this volume. Maps showing the location of participating special purpose districts by district type are
provided at the beginning of Part 2d, which includes the special purpose district annexes. These maps will
be updated periodically as changes to the partnership occur, either through linkage or by a partner dropping
out due to a failure to participate.

Planning Partner Expectations
The planning team developed the following list of planning partner expectations, which were confirmed at
the kickoff meeting held on January 24, 2013:

»  Each partner will provide a “Letter of Intent to Participate.”

* Each partner will support and participate in the selection and. function of the Steering
Committee overseeing the development of the update. Support includes allowing this body to
make decisions regarding plan development and scope on behalf of the partnership.

*  Each partner will provide support for the public involvement strategy developed by the Steering
Committee in the form of mailing lists, possible meeting space, and media outreach such as
newsletters, newspapers or direct-mailed brochures.

+  Each partner will participate in plan update development activities such as:

Steering Committee meetings

Public meetings or open houses

Workshops and planning partner training sessions

Public review and comment periods prior to adoption.

Attendance will be tracked at such activities, and attendance records will be used to track and
document participation for each planning partner. No minimum level of participation will be
established, but each planning partner should attempt to attend all such activities.

»  Each partner will be expected to perform a “consistency review” of all technical studies, plans,
and ordinances specific to hazards identified within the planning area to determine the
existence of plans, studies or ordinances not consistent with the equivalent documents reviewed
in preparation of the County plan. For example: if a planning partner has a floodplain
management plan that makes recommendations that are not consistent with any of the County’s
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basin plans, that plan will need to be reviewed for probable incorporation into the plan for the
partner’s area.

* Each partner will be expected to review the risk assessment and identify hazards and
vulnerabilities specific to its jurisdiction. Contract resources will provide jurisdiction-specific
mapping and technical consultation to aid in this task, but the determination of risk and
vulnerability will be up to each partner.

»  Each partner will be expected to review the mitigation recommendations chosen for the overall
county and determine if they will meet the needs of its jurisdiction. Projects within each
jurisdiction consistent with the overall plan recommendations will need to be identified,
prioritized and reviewed to determine their benefits and costs.

*  Each partner will be required to create its own action plan that identifies each project, who will
oversee the task, how it will be financed and when it is estimated to occur.

*  Each partner will be required to complete its normal pre-adoption process prior to submitting
the plan to its governing body for adoption. For example, if it is the community’s normal
process to submit a planning document to a Planning Commission prior to submittal to council
for adoption, then that process must be followed for the adoption of this plan.

»  Each partner will be required to formally adopt the plan.

It should be noted that by adopting this plan, each planning partner also agrees to the plan implementation
and maintenance protocol established in Volume 1. Failure to meet these criteria may result in a partner
being dropped from the partnership by the Steering Committee, and thus losing eligibility under the scope
of this plan.

Linkage Procedures

Eligible local jurisdictions that did not participate in development of this regional plan update may comply
with DMA requirements by linking to this plan following the procedures outlined in Appendix B.

ANNEX-PREPARATION PROCESS

Templates

Templates were created to help the Planning Partners prepare their jurisdiction-specific annexes. Since
special purpose districts operate differently from incorporated municipalities, separate templates were
created for the two types of jurisdictions. The templates were created so that all criteria of Section 201.6 of
44 CFR would be met, based on the partners’ capabilities and mode of operation. Templates available for
the planning partners’ use were specific as to whether the partner is a municipality or a special purpose
district and whether the annex is an update to a previous hazard mitigation plan or a first-time hazard plan.
Each partner was asked to participate in a technical assistance workshop during which key elements of the
template were completed by a designated point of contact for each partner and a member of the planning
team. The templates were set up to lead each partner through a series of steps that would generate the DMA-
required elements that are specific for each partner. The templates and their instructions can be found in
Appendix C to this volume of the Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update.

Workshop

Workshops were held for Planning Partners to learn about the templates and the overall planning process.
Topics included the following: '
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« DMA

* King County plan background
*  The templates

* Risk ranking

*  Developing your action plan

*  Cost/benefit review.

Separate sessions were held for special purpose districts and municipalities, in order to better address each
type of partner’s needs. The sessions provided technical assistance and an overview of the template
completion process. Attendance at this workshop was mandatory under the planning partner expectations
established by the Steering Committee. There was 92-percent attendance of the partnership at these
sessions.

In the risk-ranking exercise, each planning partner was asked to rank each risk specifically for its
jurisdiction, based on the impact on its population or facilities. Cities were asked to base this ranking on
probability of occurrence and the potential impact on people, property and the economy. Special purpose
districts were asked to base this ranking on probability of occurrence and the potential impact on their
constituency, their vital facilities and the facilities’ functionality after an event. The methodology followed
that used for the countywide risk ranking presented in Volume 1. A principal objective of this exercise was
to familiarize the partnership with how to use the risk assessment as a tool to support other plannmg and
hazard mitigation processes. Tools utilized during these sessions included the following:

+  The risk assessment results developed for this plan
* Hazard maps for all hazards of concern

*+  Special district boundary maps that illustrated the sphere of influence for each special purpose
district partner

* Hazard mitigation catalogs
+ Federal funding and technical assistance catalogs

+  Copies of partners’ prior annexes, if applicable.

Prioritization

44 CFR requires actions identified in the action plan to be prioritized (Section 201.c.3.iii). The planning
team and steering committee developed a methodology for prioritizing the action plans that meets the needs
of the partnership and the requirements of 44 CFR. The actions were prioritized according to the following
criteria:

* High Priority—Project meets multiple plan objectives, benefits exceed cost, funding is
secured under existing programs, or is grant eligible, and project can be completed in 1 to 5
years (i.e., short term project) once funded.

* Medium Priority—Project meets at least 1 plan objective, benefits exceed costs, requires
special funding authorization under existing programs, grant eligibility is questionable, and
project can be completed in 1 to 5 years once funded.

*  Low Priority—Project will mitigate the risk of a hazard, benefits exceed costs, funding has
not been secured, project is not grant eligible, and time line for completion is long term (5 to
10 years).
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These priority definitions are dynamic and can change from one category to another based on changes to a
parameter such as availability of funding. For example, a project might be assigned a medium priority
because of the uncertainty of a funding source, but be changed to high once a funding source has been
identified. The prioritization schedule for this plan will be reviewed and updated as needed annually through
the plan maintenance strategy.

Benefit/Cost Review

44 CFR requires the prioritization of the action plan to emphasize a benefit/cost analysis of the proposed
actions. Because some actions may not be implemented for up to 10 years, benefit/cost analysis was
qualitative and not of the detail required by FEMA for project grant eligibility under the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP) and Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) grant program. A review of the apparent
benefits versus the apparent cost of each project was performed. Parameters were established for assigning
subjective ratings (high, medium, and low) to costs and benefits as follows:

*  Cost ratings:

— High—Existing funding levels are not adequate to cover the costs of the proposed action;
implementation would require an increase in revenue through an alternative source (for
example, bonds, grants, and fee increases).

— Medium—The action could be implemented with existing funding but would require a re-
apportionment of the budget or a budget amendment, or the cost of the action would have
to be spread over multiple years.

— Low—The action could be funded under the existing budget. The action is part of or can
be part of an existing, ongoing program.

»  Benefit ratings:

— High—The action will have an immediate impact on the reduction of risk exposure to life
and property.

— Medium—The action will have a long-term impact on the reduction of risk exposure to
life and property or will provide an immediate reduction in the risk exposure to property.

— Low—Long-term benefits of the action are difficult to quantify in the short term.

Using this approach, projects with positive benefit versus cost ratios (such as high over high, high over
medium, medium over low, etc.) are considered cost-beneficial and are prioritized accordingly.

It should be noted that for many of the strategies identified in this action plan, funding might be sought
under FEMA’s HMGP or PDM programs. Both of these programs require detailed benefit/cost analysis as
part of the application process. These analyses will be performed on projects at the time of application
preparation. The FEMA benefit-cost model will be used to perform this review. For projects not seeking
financial assistance from grant programs that require this sort of analysis, the Partners reserve the right to
define “benefits” according to parameters that meet their needs and the goals and objectives of this plan.

Analysis of Mitigation Initiatives

Each planning partner reviewed its recommended initiatives to classify each initiative based on the hazard
it addresses and the type of mitigation it involves. Mitigation types used for this categorization are as
follows: ‘
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* Prevention—Government, administrative or regulatory actions that influence the way land and
buildings are developed to reduce hazard losses. Includes planning and zoning, floodplain laws,
capital improvement programs, open space preservation, and stormwater management
regulations.

+  Property Protection—Modification of buildings or structures to protect them from a hazard
or removal of structures from a hazard area. Includes acquisition, elevation, relocation,
structural retrofit, storm shutters, and shatter-resistant glass.

* Public Education and Awareness—Actions to inform citizens and elected officials about
hazards and ways to mitigate them. Includes outreach projects, real estate disclosure, hazard
information centers, and school-age and adult education.

* Natural Resource Protection—Actions that minimize hazard loss and preserve or restore the
functions of natural systems. Includes sediment and erosion control, stream corridor
restoration, watershed management, forest and vegetation management, and wetland
restoration and preservation.

*  Emergency Services—Actions that protect people and property during and immediately after
a hazard event. Includes warning systems, emergency response services, and the protection of
essential facilities.

*  Structural Projects—Actions that involve the construction of structures to reduce the impact
of a hazard. Includes dams, setback levees, floodwalls, retaining walls, and safe rooms.

COMPATIBILITY WITH PREVIOUS APPROVED PLANS

Of the 59 committed planning partners, 22 were covered by prior plans approved by FEMA. This does not
include local governments covered under the initial 2004 Regional Plan that did not perform and update to
that plan in 2009. Table 1 lists those communities, the status of those plans, and the role this regional plan
will play in achieving compliance and the CRS status if applicable. These 22 plans identified over 280
initiatives. The progress made on these initiatives has been reviewed in the progress report included in
Appendix B of Volume 1 of this plan update.

FINAL COVERAGE UNDER THE PLAN

Ofthe 59 committed planning partners, 54 fully met the participation requirements specified by the Steering
Committee. The principal requirement not met by the other partners was the completion of the jurisdictional
annex template following the workshops. All 54 partners that attended the workshop subsequently
submitted completed templates. Only those 54 jurisdictions are included in this volume and will seek DMA
compliance under this plan. The remaining jurisdictions will need to follow the linkage procedures
described in Appendix B of this volume. Table 2 lists the jurisdictions that submitted letters of intent and
their ultimate status in this plan.
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TABLE 1.
PRIOR PLAN STATUS
Will Be Replaced King County
by King County Regional Hazard
FEMA Regional Hazard CRS Mitigation Plan Will
Approval  Mitigation Plan? Community Become CRS Plan
Jurisdiction Date (Yes/No) (Yes/No) of Record?(Yes/No)
City of Auburn 12/2/2009 Yes Yes Yes
City of Bothell 6/17/2010 Yes No N/A
City of Federal Way 12/2/2009 Yes No N/A
City of Issaquah 1/28/2010 Yes Yes Yes
City of Kent (including annex for Kent Fire  1/27/2005 Yes Yes Yes
Department/King County Fire District 37)
City of Mercer Island 6/16/2011 Yes No N/A
City of Pacific 12/2/2009 Yes No N/A
City of Redmond 1/8/2010 Yes No N/A
City of Renton 4/19/2012 Yes Yes Yes
City of Shoreline (including annex for 12/2/2009 Yes No n/a
Shoreline Fire Department /King County
Fire District 4)
City of Snoqualmie 4/20/2010 Yes Yes Yes
City of Tukwila -~ 2/16/2011 Yes No N/A
City of Woodinville (an annex to the North  11/29/2010 Yes No N/A
King and South Snohomish Counties
Regional Mitigation Plan for Natural
Hazards)
King County (Unincorporated) 1/28/2010 Yes Yes Nod
Covington Water District 1/28/2010 Yes N/A N/A
Highline Water District’ 12/2/2009 Yes N/A N/A
King County Water District 19 12/28/2010 Yes N/A N/A
King County Water District 111 4/20/2010 Yes N/A N/A
North City Water District (known as N/Ab Yes N/A N/A
Shoreline Water District at the time of the
previous hazard mitigation plan’)
Soos Creek Water District 3/18/2010 Yes N/A N/A
Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer 12/2/2009 Yes N/A N/A
District
Southwest Suburban Sewer District 1/28/2010 Yes N/A N/A
South King Fire and Rescue 12/2/2009 No N/A N/A
a.  For unincorporated King County, the CRS plan of record is the 2013 King County Flood Hazard
Management Plan Update and Progress Report.
b.  The 2010 Shoreline Water District Hazard Mitigation Plan was not submitted to FEMA for approval.
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Hazards of Concern

The 2011 plan addressed the following hazards of concern:

» Earthquake *  Severe weather

- Flood | - Wildfire

+ Landslide/mass movement *  Dam failure

» Epidemic/pandemic * Abandoned mines

+  Hazardous materials.

12
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

The following terms are used in the planning partner annexes:

ATC—Applied Technology Council
CED—Community and Economic Development (city department)
CEMP—Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan
CERT—<Citizens Emergency Response Training
CFR—Code of Federal Regulations

cfs—cubic feet per second

CIP—~Capital Improvement Plan

CRS—Community Rating System

DCD—Department of Community Development
DI—Ductile iron

DMA-—Disaster Mitigation Act

DNRP—Department of Natural Resources and Parks (King County)

DOT-—Department of Transportation (King County)

DPER—Department of Permitting and Environmental Review (King County)

EOC—Emergency Operations Center

EPA—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FEMA—Federal Emergency Management Agency
GIS—Geographic Information System

GMA—Growth Management Act (Washington State)
gpm—gallons per minute

Hazus-MH-—Hazards, United States-Multi Hazard
HDPE—High-density polyethylene

HMGP—Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
IBC—International Building Code

IRC—International Residential Code

KCFD—King County Fire District

KCSO-King County Sheriff’s Office

KCWD—King County Water District

mgd—million gallons per day

NFIP—National Flood Insurance Program
NOAA—National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPDES-—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

13
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+  OEM—Office of Emergency Management (King County)

*  OFM—Office of Financial Management (Washington State)
*  PDM—Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program

*+  PRV—Pressure-reducing valve

*+  RCW-—Revised Code of Washington

* SCADA—Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition

»  SPU—Seattle Public Utilities

»  USGS—U.S. Geological Survey

+  WSDOT—Washington State Department of Transportation

*  WTD—Wastewater Treatment Division (a division of King County Department of Natural
Resources and Parks)

14






APPENDIX A.
PLANNING PARTNER EXPECTATIONS

One of the goals of the multi-jurisdictional approach to hazard mitigation planning is to achieve compliance
with the Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA) for all participating members in the planning effort. There are
several different groups who will be involved in this process at different levels. In order to provide clarity,
the following is a general breakdown of those groups: the planning team, which is customarily the Tetra
Tech Team and those actually responsible for the plan’s written development; the Steering Committee,
which represent members from the planning partnership that serve ‘as the oversight body, assuming
responsibility for many of the planning milestones prescribed for this process to help reduce the burden of
time required by each planning partner; the planning partners are those jurisdictions or special purpose
districts that are actually developing an annex to the regional plan; and the planning stakeholders, which
are the individuals, groups, businesses, academia, etc., from which the planning team gains information to
support the various elements of the plan.

DMA compliance requires that participation be defined in order to maintain eligibility with respect to
meeting the requirements which allow a jurisdiction or special purpose district to develop an annex to the
base plan. To achieve compliance for all partners, the plan must clearly document how each planning
partner that is seeking linkage to the plan participated in the plan’s development. The best way to do this is
to clearly define “participation.” For this planning process, “participation” is defined by the following
criteria:

» Estimated Level of Effort. It is estimated that the total time commitment to meet these
“participation” requirements for a planning partner not participating on the Steering Committee
would be approximately 40 hours over the 12 to 14 month period. This time is reduced
somewhat for special purpose districts.

» Participate in the Process. As indicated, it must be documented in the plan that each planning
partner “participated” in the process to the best of your capabilities. There is flexibility in
defining “participation,” which can vary based on the type of planning partner (i.e.: City or
County, vs. a Special Purpose District) involved. However, the level of participation must be
defined at the on-set of the planning process, and we must demonstrate the extent to which this
level of participation has been met for each partner. This planning process will utilize a Steering
Committee that will assume responsibility for many of the planning milestones prescribed for
this process to help reduce the burden of time required by each planning partner. This
committee will be representative of the whole body and you as a planning partner will have
input on its makeup. This committee will meet periodically (frequency to be determined by the
committee) throughout the process and provide direction and guidance to the planning team.
Steering Committee meetings are not mandatory meetings for all planning partners. If you are
not on the committee, your attendance is not required; however, it is our hope that all planning
partners will attempt to remain engaged with this process. Each committed planning partner
will be notified of the date and time for all scheduled steering committee meetings.The
planning team will also request support from the partnership during the public involvement
phase of the planning process. Support could be in the form of providing venues for public
meetings, attending these meetings as meeting participants, providing technical support, etc.

* Duration of Planning Process. This process is anticipated to take 12 to 14 months to complete.
It will be easy to become disconnected with the process objectives if you do not participate in
some of these meetings to some degree. The planning team will keep all planning partners
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apprised of plan development milestones via informational bulletins that will be periodically
distributed to the entire partnership.

*  Critical Facility Update. All planning partners will be requested to update their critical
facilities/infrastructure lists for use during the risk assessment. The CDMS extension to Hazaus
will be used for this process, and guidance will be provided by the planning team.If the list is
not updated, Hazus default data will be used. Updating this list provides a much more detailed
analysis.

*  Capability Assessment. All planning partners will be asked to identify their capabilities during
this process. This assessment will look at the regulatory, technical, financial and floodplain
management capabilities of each municipal partner. Special purpose districts will perform a
different type of capability assessment. These capability assessments will require a review of
existing plans, studies, ordinances and programs pertinent to each jurisdiction to identify
policies or recommendations that can complement the hazard mitigation initiatives selected
(e.g., comprehensive plans, basin plans or hazard-specific plans). This step is important
because increasing a jurisdiction’s capability is a viable mitigation action.

* Action/Strategy Review. All previous planning partners will be required to perform a review
of the strategies from their respective prior action plan to: determine those that have been
accomplished and how they were accomplished; and why those that have not been
accomplished were not completed. The planning team will be available to assist with this task.

*  Action Plan Development. Each planning partner must identify and prioritize an action plan
that they will strive to implement to reduce the risks from hazards they have ranked that impact
their jurisdiction.

* Plan Adoption. The plan must be adopted by each jurisdiction.

One of the benefits to multi-jurisdictional planning is the ability to pool resources. This means more than
monetary resources. Resources such as staff time, meeting locations, media resources, technical expertise
will all need to be utilized to generate a successful plan. In addition, these resources can be pooled such
that decisions can be made by a peer group applying to the whole and thus reducing the individual level of
effort of each planning partner. This will be accomplished by the formation of a steering committee made
up of planning partners and other “stakeholders” within the planning area. The size and makeup of this
steering committee will be determined by the planning partnership during our kick-off meeting. This body
will assume the decision-making responsibilities on behalf of the entire partnership. This will streamline
the planning process by reducing the number of meetings that will need to be attended by each planning
partner. The assembled Steering Committee for this effort will meet monthly (unless decided otherwise) on
an as-needed basis as determined by the planning team, and will provide guidance and decision making
during all phases of the plan’s development.

With the above participation requirements in mind, each planning partner will be asked to aid this process
by being prepared to develop its section of the plan. To be an eligible planning partner in this effort, each
Planning Partner will be asked to provide the following:

* A “Letter of Intent to participate” or Resolution to participate to the Planning Team (see exhibit
A).

» Designate a lead point of contact for this effort. This designee will be listed as the hazard
mitigation point of contact for your jurisdiction in the plan.

+ Identify an un-burdened billing rate for this point of contact which will be used to calculate the
in-kind match for the grant that is funding this project.

+  Approve the Steering Committee.
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+ If requested, provide support in the form of mailing list, possible meeting space, and public
information materials, such as newsletters, newspapers or direct mailed brochures, required to
implement the public involvement strategy developed by the Steering Committee.

« Participate in the process. There will be many opportunities as this plan evolves to participate.
Opportunities such as:

— Steering Committee meetings

—  Public meetings or open houses

— Workshops/ Planning Partner specific training sessions
— Public review and comment periods prior to adoption

Ateach and every one of these opportunities, attendance will be recorded. Attendance records
will be used to document participation for each planning partner. No thresholds will be
established as minimum levels of participation. However, each planning partner should attempt
to attend all possible meetings and events.

*  There will be one mandatory workshop that all planning partners will be required to attend.
This workshop will cover the proper completion of the jurisdictional annex template, which is
the basis for each partner’s jurisdictional chapter in the plan. Failure to have a representative
at this workshop will disqualify the planning partner from participation in this effort. The
schedule for this workshop will be such that all committed planning partners will be able to
attend.

+  After participation in the mandatory annex workshop, each partner will be required to complete
their annex and provide it to the planning team in the time frame established by the Steering
Committee. Technical assistance in the completion of these annexes will be available from the
planning team. Failure to complete your annex in the required time frame may lead to
disqualification from the partnership.

* Each partner will be asked to review the Risk Assessment and identify hazards and
vulnerabilities specific to its jurisdiction. Contract resources will provide the jurisdiction
specific mapping and technical consultation to aid in this task, but the determination of risk and
vulnerability will be up to each partner (through a facilitated process during the mandatory
workshop).

*  Each partner will be required to create its own action plan that identifies each project, who will
oversee the task, how it will be financed and when it is estimated to occur.

»  Each partner will be required to formally adopt the plan.

Planning tools and instructions to aid in the compilation of this information will be provided to all
committed planning partners. Each partner will be asked to complete their annexes in a timely manner and
according to the timeline specified by the Steering Committee.

** Note**: Once this plan is completed, and FEMA approval has been determined for each partner,
maintaining that eligibility will be dependent upon each partner implementing the plan
implementation-maintenance protocol identified in the plan.
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* The new jurisdiction will be required to review both volumes of the Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan, which include the following key components for the planning area:

— Goals and objectives

— The planning area risk assessment

— Comprehensive review of alternatives

-~  Countywide initiatives

— Plan implementation and maintenance procedures.

Once this review is complete, the jurisdiction will complete its specific annex using the
template and instructions provided by the POC.

*  The development of the new jurisdiction’s annex must not be completed by one individual in
isolation. The jurisdiction must develop, implement and describe a public involvement strategy
and a methodology to identify and vet jurisdiction-specific actions. The original partnership
was covered under a uniform public involvement strategy and a process to identify actions that
covered the planning area described in Volume 1 and Volume 2 of this plan. Since new partners
‘were not addressed by these strategies, they will have to initiate new strategies and describe
them in their annex. For consistency, new partners are encouraged to develop and implement
strategies similar to those described in this plan.

* The public involvement strategy must ensure the public’s ability to participate in the plan
development process. At a minimum, the new jurisdiction must solicit public opinion on hazard
mitigation at the onset of the linkage process and hold one or more public meetings to present
the draft jurisdiction-specific annex for comment at least two weeks prior to adoption by the
governing body. The POC will have resources available to aid in the public involvement
strategy, including:

—~  The questionnaire utilized in the plan development

— Presentations from public meeting workshops and the public comment period
— Flyers and information cards that were distributed to the public

—  Press releases used throughout the planning process

— The plan website.

*  The methodology to identify actions should include a comprehensive range of specific
mitigation actions and projects being considered to reduce the effects of each hazard and a
description of the process by which chosen actions were identified. As part of this process,
linking jurisdictions should coordinate the selection of actions amongst the jurisdiction’s
various departments.

*+  Once their public involvement strategy and template are completed, the new jurisdiction will
submit the completed package to the POC for a pre-adoption review to ensure conformance
with the Regional plan format and linkage procedure requirements.

*  The POC will review for the following:
— Documentation of public involvement and action plan development strategies
— Conformance of template entries with guidelines outlined in instructions

— Chosen initiatives are consistent with goals, objectives and mitigation catalog of the
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update
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— A designated point of contact

* Plans will be reviewed by the POC and submitted to Washington State Emergency
Management Division (EMD) for review and approval.

* EMD will review plans for federal compliance. Non-compliant plans are returned to the lead
agency for correction. Compliant plans are forwarded to FEMA for review with annotation as
to the adoption status.

» FEMA reviews the new jurisdiction’s plan in association with the approved plan to ensure
DMA compliance. FEMA notifies the new jurisdiction of the results of review with copies to
EMD and the approved plan lead agency.

* New jurisdiction corrects plan shortfalls (if necessary) and resubmits to EMD through the
approved plan lead agency.

* For plans with no shortfalls from the FEMA review that have not been adopted, the new
jurisdiction governing authority adopts the plan and forwards adoption resolution to FEMA
with copies to lead agency and EMD.

*  FEMA regional director notifies the new jurisdiction’s governing authority of the plan’s
approval.

The new jurisdiction plan is then included with the regional plan, and the new jurisdiction is committed to
participate in the ongoing plan implementation and maintenance strategies.

DECREASING THE PARTNERSHIP

The eligibility afforded under this process to the planning partnership can be rescinded in two ways. First,
a participating planning partner can ask to be removed from the partnership. This may be done because the
partner has decided to develop its own plan or has identified a different planning process for which it can
gain eligibility. A partner that wishes to voluntarily leave the partnership shall inform the POC of this desire
in writing. This notification can occur any time during the calendar year. A jurisdiction wishing to pursue
this avenue is advised to make sure that it is eligible under the new planning effort, to avoid any period of
being out of compliance with the Disaster Mitigation Act.

After receiving this notification, the POC shall immediately notify both the Washington State Emergency
Management Division and FEMA in writing that the partner in question is no longer covered by the
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, and that the eligibility afforded that partner under this plan should
be rescinded based on this notification.

The second way a partner can be removed from the partnership is by failure to meet the participation
requirements specified in the “Planning Partner Expectations” package provided to each partner at the
beginning of the process, or the plan maintenance and implementation procedures specified under
Chapter 21 in Volume 1 of the plan. Each partner agreed to these terms by adopting the plan.

Eligibility status of the planning partnership will be monitored by the POC. The determination of whether
a partner is meeting its participation requirements will be based on the following parameters:

*  Are progress reports being submitted annually by the specified time frames?

*  Are partners notifying the POC of changes in designated points of contact?

* Are the partners supporting the Steering Committee by attending designated meetings or
responding to needs identified by the body?
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*  Are the partners continuing to be supportive as specified in the Planning Partners expectations
package provided to them at the beginning of the process?

Participation in the plan does not end with plan approval. This partnership was formed on the premise that
a group of planning partners would pool resources and work together to strive to reduce risk within the
planning area. Failure to support this premise lessens the effectiveness of this effort. The following
procedures will be followed to remove a partner due to the lack of participation:

* The POC will advise the Steering Committee of this pending action and provide evidence or
justification for the action. Justification may include: multiple failures to submit annual
progress reports, failure to attend meetings determined to be mandatory by the Steering
Committee, failure to act on the partner’s action plan, or inability to reach designated point of
contact after a minimum of five attempts.

*  The Steering Committee will review information provided by POC, and determine action by a
vote. The Steering Committee will invoke the voting process established in the ground rules
established during the formation of this body.

*  Once the Steering Committee has approved an action, the POC will notify the planning partner
of the pending action in writing via certified mail. This notification will outline the grounds for
the action, and ask the partner if it is their desire to remain as a partner. This notification shall
also clearly identify the ramifications of removal from the partnership. The partner will be
given 30 days to respond to the notification.

+ Confirmation by the partner that they no longer wish to participate or failure to respond to the
notification shall trigger the procedures for voluntary removal discussed above.

*  Should the partner respond that they would like to continue participation in the partnership,
they must clearly articulate an action plan to address the deficiencies identified by the POC.
This action plan shall be reviewed by the Steering Committee to determine whether the actions
are appropriate to rescind the action. Those partners that satisfy the Steering Committee’s
review will remain in the partnership, and no further action is required.

* Automatic removal from the partnership will be implemented for partners where these actions
have to be initiated more than once in a 5-year planning cycle.
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