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Engaging stakeholders in coastal adaptation planning in light of climate change in the Pacific Northwest:
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INTRODUCTION: Coastal communities along the US West Coast and elsewhere are at risk of coastal flooding and erosion hazards due to sea-level rise, changing storminess patterns, and possible changes to the frequency of major El Nifio events. These issues, coupled with growing development pressures, are intensifying coastal vulnerability in the

Pacific Northwest (NW), including Tillamook County, OR, and Grays Harbor County, WA. Due to the complexity and diversity of coastal regions, which face unique problems and concerns, localized adaptation strategies at the county level are appropriate for successful decision-making. Working with local decision-makers and stakeholder groups can
increase community adaptive capacity (Gallopin, 2006), particularly when faced with uncertainty with respect to both climate change and policy decisions. In this project we work directly with Knowledge-to-Action Networks (KTANS), and apply Envision, a multi agent-based spatially-explicit framework for policy assessment and alternative futuring
(Bolte, 2007), to project future climate change and policy scenarios. The KTANs include land use planners, local government members, county commissioners, planning commission members, state coastal zone management representatives, researchers, students, outreach specialists, and other leaders from the community.
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