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Greeting and Introduction
Paul Brewster acted as the facilitator for this meeting. Brewster opened the meeting by having each
person present introduce him- or herself. In addition to the committee members, Lara Whitely Binder
from the UW Climate Impacts Group was also present. Two members of the public were also present.
For those who were not able to attend previous meetings, packets are available for their binders.
Rich Hoey announced that the City of Olympia will be holding a community meeting on sea level rise at
the Olympia Center Multipurpose Room A on Wednesday, February 8th from 6:30 pm – 8 pm.

Presentation: Risk Analysis
Michael Burnham gave a brief review of the risk assessment process to date. The project team and the
stakeholders have identified risks and opportunities associated with climate stressors that affect our
ability as a region to achieve the 12 Sustainable Thurston priority goals. The project team and the
stakeholders assessed each risk’s likelihood, consequence, spatial extent, and time horizon. After some
refining, the project team placed the 126 total risks into a Consequence/Likelihood Matrix based on the
risk assessment. 53 risks were identified as ones with the greatest consequence and likelihood, 32 risks
were of the least consequence and likelihood, and 41 risks fell somewhere in between. The project team
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then selected a draft strategy for each risk. Strategies include taking action to lower the consequence
and/or likelihood of the risk or accepting the risk and the consequences that may occur. Whether the
strategy is taking action or accepting, monitoring the risk must be part of it.
Although stakeholders have been invited to provide feedback on all of the draft strategies, the stakeholder
group only reviewed the strategies for the 53 risks identified as the highest priority. Stakeholders should
ask themselves three questions as they review the strategy for each risk:
 Are we already taking sufficient actions to reduce the risk’s impacts? If yes, then we continue
taking action. If no, then
 Are there other actions we should take to reduce the risk’s impact? If yes, then we take action,
identifying what actions to be taken, who takes the lead, and when the actions need to be
implemented. If no, then
 Can we run the risk for now? If yes, then we accept the risk. If no, then we take action, identifying
what actions need to be taken, who takes the lead, and when the actions need to be
implemented.
Small-Group Discussions and Full-Group Discussion
Burnham broke the stakeholders into two groups to discuss the strategies identified for each high-priority
risk. After each group finished their review, the full stakeholder group came back together to discuss their
impressions and thoughts on the exercise and process to date. Thoughts included:
 Not all the risks are clear-cut – who is responsible? It might be multiple parties
 There is a lot of overlap. We might need to look at actions to see what other risks/stressors are
addressed.
 Need to pay attention to the life cycle of the project. Ex: a repaving project has a different time
scale from a project updating finished floor elevation regulations.
 We need to make sure to investigate actions we are already taking – do they already address
climate change? If not, may need to modify.
 Will actions cause another stressor or cause harm to another stressor? For example, do we raise
I-5 or allow mudflats to develop in the Nisqually?
 Possible criteria to evaluate actions include whether or not the action is appropriate for our
region, whether it is cost-effective, and whether it is maladaptive (unintended negative
consequences)
 Cost is difficult to assess because of scale. We shouldn’t be taking an option off the table due only
to cost because it may need to be implemented in the future.
At the end of the meeting, Burnham gave a brief overview of upcoming meetings. Burnham also
mentioned that a Public Forum is being planned for April to garner community feedback and engagement.
Any suggestions for location would be appreciated.
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Group Members: Candace Penn, Jeanne Kinney, Barb Scavezze, Andrew Kinney, Morgan Greene, Dan Smith
Goal 1: Create vibrant centers, corridors and neighborhoods while accommodating growth
Goal 2: Preserve environmentally sensitive lands, farmlands, forest lands, prairies, and rural lands, and develop compact urban areas
Goal 4: Protect and improve water quality, including groundwater, rivers, streams, lakes and Puget Sound
Goal 7: Support a local food system to increase community resilience, health and economic prosperity
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Group Members:
Bill Paulen, Cynthia Pratt, Chris Hawkins, Mark Maurer, Rich Hoey, Scott Morgan, Wendy Steffensen. Lara Whitely Binder also participated in
this group.
Goal 3: Create a robust economy
Goal 6: Ensure that residents have the resources to meet their daily needs
Goal 7: Support a local food system to increase community resilience, health and economic prosperity
Goal 8: Ensure that the region’s water supply sustains people in perpetuity while protecting the environment
Goal 9: Move toward a carbon-neutral community
Goal 12: Make strategic investments to advance sustainability regionally
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