
  
MEETING MINUTES 

 07/23/2010

Date of Meeting: October 1, 2012 

Subject: 4th  Steering Committee (SC) meeting 

Project Name: Thurston County Flood Hazard Management Plan –Update 

In Attendance: Steering Committee- Mark Swartout, Nichole Hill, Tim Rubert, 

Sue Thorne, Tris Carlson, Paul Brewster, Howard Glastetter,  

Alan Vanell,  

Planning Team- Rob Flaner 

Not Present (excused):  

Summary Prepared by: Rob Flaner- 10/8/2012 

Project No.: 135-12410-12002 

Quorum- Yes or No Yes 

 

Item Action 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

 At the request of Chairperson, Alan Vanell, Vice-Chair, Tris 
Carlson opened the meeting with brief group introduction. 

 Round table introductions by all in attendance 

 Handouts provided included: Agenda, Meeting #3 minutes, Risk 
assessment update memo and Hazard Mitigation Catalog.  

 Risk Assessment update 

The planning team risk assessment lead, Ed Whitford, created a handout for 
the committee on the status of the risk assessment. A summary of the 
handout is as follows: 

 Hazus Inventory/Building Stock 

Thurston County GIS provided parcel, building footprints and tax 
assessor data that was used to update building stock data for the 100 
year floodplain.  Hazus was used to create building specific flood loss 
outputs for the 100 Year flood hazard area. 

Data Gaps:  None 

 Critical Facilities 

The County provided a critical facility/infrastructure spreadsheet, but 
the majority of the records are missing lat/long.  Hazus default critical 
facility data was enhanced with County data where lat/longs were 
available.  Only Critical facilities/infrastructure located in the floodplain 
was updated and modeled. 

Data Gaps:  Facility Lat/Long 

 Flood Hazard Data 

County GIS staff provided the new hydro-enforced LiDAR digital 
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elevation model (DEM).  Using this new LiDAR, along with the 
County’s Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps, 100 year flood depth grids 
were generated. 

Flood of Record data was developed in a digital format using on-line 
records provided by County Staff.  Flood of Record depth grids were 
created in areas where this data was available. 

Data Gaps:  None 

There was discussion by the group on how the risk assessment data will be 
presented in the final plan. Rob stated that all data would be presented by 
municipal jurisdiction. This will be done to better support the county-wide 
hazard mitigation plan. There was a request by the committee for the risk 
assessment data to be further broken down to reflect data by basin boundary 
as well as urban growth area. Rob stated that as long as no new analyses 
were being requested, we can segregate the existing results however we 
choose. So breaking out the results into these components should not be a 
problem.  

On a side note, Rob informed the committee that Ed has taken a new job and 
left Tetra Tech effective October 1, 2012. He was able to complete all tasks 
on the development of the risk assessment before he left, and will still be 
available to the planning team in a support capacity should he be need to 
finalize this project. Rob will assume the lead role for development of the 
risk assessment from here on out. 

Public involvement Results 

There was a group discussion on the status of the public involvement 
strategy.  

Public meetings- Two public open houses were held on August 21st and 22nd. 
The attendance was strong with over 60 citizens attending the 2 sessions. 
Mark discussed how a format change between the 1st and 2nd meetings 
generated more favorable results and atmosphere. This was a good lesson for 
future meetings. Having FEMA present was a huge benefit. The Hazus work 
station was very popular. There was discussion on possible deploying the 
workstation again at the Thurston county Expo occurring in October. 

Survey- as of October 1, 2012, only 43 surveys had been completed. This 
includes those hard copy surveys obtained during the public meetings. Rob 
explained that while this small amount is disappointing, it is not surprising.  
While you always strive to obtain a survey sample of at least 10% of your 
target audience, smaller percentages are the norm in the mitigation outreach 
arena.  Robe encouraged the committee to continue to promote the survey. 
The survey link will be held open indefinitely until the County decides it no 
longer wants to tabulate results. Mark did inform the group that the survey 
was being advertised in the upcoming “flood bulletin”, scheduled for 
dissemination in October. 

Alternatives review/Action Plan status 

Rob explained that the planning team had held a SWOO (Strengths, 
Weakness, Obstacles and Opportunities) session with County staff earlier 
that day. This session constitutes the alternatives review component of the 
CRS planning process. The key output from this session besides the county’s 
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action plan is a flood hazard mitigation catalog, which will represent the 
comprehensive range of alternatives considered in the plan. The SWOO 
session is a facilitated process that looks at strengths, weaknesses and 
obstacles within a planning area with the sole purpose of identifying 
opportunities for risk reduction. The committee was briefed on the actions 
discussed by County staff and was provided a draft copy of the mitigation 
catalog for their review and comment. The SC will have the opportunity to 
review and comment on the action plan when they review the draft plan The 
SC was asked for recommendations for actions to be considered by the 
County. Several possible actions were discussed and were recorded by the 
planning team.  

Plan Maintenance Strategy 

The final action of the SC was to determine a plan maintenance strategy to 
be included in the plan. CRS requires a plan maintenance strategy that 
includes a process for annual progress reporting as well as a timeline for a 5 
year update. A community can receive extra credit under this step for having 
a Steering Committee involved in preparation of the annual progress report 
and committing to involving a Steering committee in the 5-year update. 
There is no requirement that the committee has to be the exact same 
committee that prepared the plan. It just must have a similar size and makeup 
as the committee that was involved in initial plan preparation. Rob asked the 
committee for a recommendation on whether or not to maintain an active 
Steering Committee throughout the plan maintenance strategy. Mark 
explained that is was the County’s desire to have a committee remain active 
after plan completion. All those in attendance agreed that this was a good 
idea. A motion was filed and seconded to have the SC remain a viable body 
for plan maintenance. The motion was confirmed by a unanimous vote by 
those in attendance. 

What’s next? 

The final segment of the meeting was to go over the next steps in the 
process. Rob informed the committee that there would be no further need for 
any future meetings with the Steering Committee. All further action required 
of the committee can be handled via e-mail. The planning team is scheduled 
to have the draft plan ready for internal review by November 1st. there will 
be a 2 week internal review period before the public review draft is finalized. 
A minimum 2 week public comment period will be initiated once the public 
review draft is finalized. During that 2 week public comment period, the 
plan will be posted on the website. A press release will be disseminated 
advertising the public comment period. The County will hold at least one 
public meeting to present the draft plan. Once the public comment period is 
finished, the final plan will be ready for adoption. The draft plan will be sent 
to ISO at the beginning of the public comment period with a request for a 
pre-adoption review. This will allow the County to address any possible 
deficiencies in the plan prior to adoption. Once the plan is adopted, 
appropriate adoption documentation will be forwarded on to ISO. 

To close the meeting, Rob thanked the committee for their involvement in 
this process. It is because of their effort and commitment to this process that 
this plan will be a success. These sentiments were echoed by Mark on behalf 
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of Thurston County. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:55PM 

 

 


