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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.

Presentation: Public Engagement & Next Steps
Michael Burnham gave a brief overview of the community outreach efforts, including a presentation to
the Nisqually River Council, a meeting with The Olympian’s newspaper editorial board, and social media
and email communications to encourage participation in the online survey which closes on May 8th (as of
the date of the April 27th Stakeholder meeting, more than 50 survey responses had been received).
Burnham also gave a brief overview of the April 17th Public Forum, held at the Lacey campus of South
Puget Sound Community College. The 30+ attendees identified more than 90 actions that the Thurston
region can take. Some of these actions are ones we’re already evaluating, but a few are ones we haven’t
yet considered.
Burnham reviewed the next steps in the plan process. The stakeholders will continue reviewing/refining
actions at today’s meeting. In May, the group will receive a full list of initial actions we’ve revised and
evaluated to date. Using the screening criteria, the stakeholders will evaluate any new actions identified
based on the April 17th Community Forum and online surveys. Finally, the project team will give feedback
on how the criteria were weighted.
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At the June meeting, the stakeholders will receive a list of prioritized actions based on the weighted
criteria. The group will then select three actions for the benefit-cost analysis, and will work to identify
timeframes, leads, and partners for all actions.

Presentation: Benefit-Cost Analysis
Lola Flores of Earth Economics provided an overview of the work Earth Economics does and how the
benefit-cost analysis fits into the Thurston Region Climate Adaptation Plan. In previous eras, natural
capital (fish, forests, prairies, wildlife, etc.) were abundant, but built capital (cities, roads, industry, etc.)
was scarce. Today, we live in an era when built capital is abundant, but natural capital is becoming more
and more scarce.
Thurston County general has 14 landcover types (agriculture, pastures, forests, beaches, marshes, etc.)
and 16 ecosystem services that are generally not accounted for. The purpose of the benefit-cost analysis
is to capture the holistic benefits and costs of a project, including lifecycle, social, economic, and
environmental costs and benefits. The BCA is framed in two scenarios: taking no action (baseline) vs.
taking action. The ‘no action’ scenario does not mean that conditions don’t or won’t change – changes in
climate, infrastructure, population, etc. will continue to affect the ‘no action’ scenario.
Some actions are well-suited to a BCA. For example, Action #4 (Restore riparian vegetation along
freshwater and marine shorelines to stabilize banks, provide shade and flood storage, and slow and filter
polluted runoff) is a good action to perform a BCA on because the costs and benefits are more easily
quantifiable and there are clear environmental/social benefits that can be identified. Other actions, such
as #141 (Elevate, reinforce or relocate important electrical equipment that is within areas at risk of flooding
and/or landslides.) are not as well-suited to the BCA because there are not many added environmental or
social benefits to highlight.

Small-Group Discussions
The stakeholders joined one of three groups to review actions for drought and water use; transportation
and energy, and wildfire and extreme heat:
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DROUGHT & WATER USE (17 ACTIONS)
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PLANTS & ANIMALS (13 ACTIONS)

The Wildfire & Hazard response group began their review at the March 23rd meeting. Since that time, staff
revised/updated the actions based on stakeholder comments and staff review. Overall, the number of
actions has decreased from 31 down to 23. The category was renamed the Wildfire and Extreme Heat to
more accurately convey the risks involved.
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WILDFIRE & EXTREME HEAT (23 ACTIONS)
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