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Introduction

ECO Resource Group (ECO) was hired by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District (Corps) to conduct a series of conversations with interested parties in the Grays Harbor area regarding the development of a Long-term Management Strategy (LTMS) for maintaining the existing navigation project.  The purpose of these conversations was to gain a better understanding of the issues, perspectives and concerns of these interested parties
 relative to the federal navigation project and navigation features, current and past events such as the breach of the spit at the South Jetty, and efforts to protect and maintain the shipping channel and navigation features.  

It is beyond the scope of this summary report to review the history of actions, events and issues leading to the need for a LTMS, but a chronology of major events is included at the end of the report.

Methodology 

For Conducting and Reporting on Conversations with Interested Parties
Following standard practices of situation assessments and interviewing, ECO Resource Group conducted confidential conversations (a combination of formal and informal interview techniques) with stakeholders to better understand the range of perspectives and concerns about the issues, and about the opportunities for collaboration in the development of a LTMS.  Based upon the history of the Grays Harbor navigation project, ECO and the Corps developed a list of 20 people or organizations that had been involved in various ways in Grays Harbor navigation project issues.  This original list was expanded to 42 based on responses to the question, “Is there anyone else we should be sure to talk with as part of this process?” 
The conversations were in person where schedules could be accommodated, but most were done over the telephone.   Each conversation lasted between one hour and one and a half hours, with some less and some longer. Each conversation consisted of a series of 13 questions (a list of the questions is included at the end of this report) designed to elicit information about various topics:

· interest in the project, 

· understanding of the existing situation in Grays Harbor, 

· the purpose of a LTMS, 

· the issues important to consider in the LTMS and concerns about those issues, 

· the factors that might contribute to or get in the way of a LTMS, 

· the meaning of collaboration and whether it was possible, 

· perceptions of the Corps and the confidence level they would do something to improve the situation in Grays Harbor, 

· what the understanding was of the main stakeholders and their needs (positions, interests), 

· what a viable improvement was (defined as an acceptable outcome or progress in the right direction), 

· how to be effective in the public process, and

· who else should be involved.

The conversations were conducted by ECO between October 2004 and February 2005.  Each conversation was recorded by either David Sale or Sandra Davis
 (some conversations were attended by both).   The combination of formal and informal interview techniques used was intended to allow for both structured responses and a free-flowing sharing of information (“conversations”).  The information recorded was then organized by the questions, and evaluated by qualitative content analysis to come up with a range of summarized responses to each question, and a set of major themes, or issues, that ran across the questions.  The list of responses in the Situation section was primarily filtered to remove duplicative statements or ideas, and names of specific people.

Organization of the Report

This report is organized to present a summary of the range of responses to each question asked during the interviews and a listing of the responses (The Situation), followed by a discussion of the main themes or issues (Emergent Issues).   We then offer our Observations about the responses and the process, and present Next Steps.

The Situation: Range of Interested Party Responses (by question)

This section presents the range of responses received for each of the individual questions.  Each question has a summary paragraph that highlights the main points raised in the conversations, followed by a partial list of responses to provide a flavor of the comments.

1. What is/are your interest(s) in this project? e.g. wildlife, economics, tourism, fishing, etc.

Respondents identified five major areas of interest in the project: (1) pursuing balanced development; (2) maintaining the resource-based economy; (3) navigation and safety; (4) recreation and environmental enjoyment; and (5) fulfilling government’s institutional and regulatory responsibilities. Many of the respondents also expressed the need to rely on good science and establish a logical planning process to develop sustainable, long-term solutions.

BALANCED DEVELOPMENT/MULTIPLE USE

· Long-term sustainability 

· Multiple use 

· Appropriate development; Balance between economic development, resource development and preservation of the environment  

· Watershed planning 

· Tourism 

· Action oriented decisions based upon good science 

RESOURCES/RESOURCE-BASED ECONOMY

· Fishing 

· Oyster leases 

· Resource-based businesses losing revenue 

· Effects of dredging on fish, shellfish, and crab

· Salmon 

· Estuary health 
NAVIGATION/SAFETY
· Threats to the communities and the navigation project 

· Safer navigation 

· Maintaining marine cargo traffic 

· Search and rescue 

· Access to jetty and sand spit

· The south and north jetties 

· Coastal engineering. What are the physical processes?  Erosion.

· Navigation channel features   

· Dredging 

RECREATION/ENVIRONMENTAL ENJOYMENT

· Love the environment, want to see it preserved for everybody 

· Shoreline access. Having a Park facility that allows the public to access the beach, surfing, picnicking.

· Habitats 

· Recreation 

· Viewing 

· Wetlands 

INSTITUTIONAL/GOVERNMENT ROLES AND REGS

· Resolve Half Moon Bay and South jetty issues so focus can get back to the overall Management Strategy 

· Managing (Corps) programs in ways that can satisfy as many customers as possible with economics and resources in mind  

· Insuring a viable study that identifies long-term options keeping with authorities, laws and regulations 

· State owned aquatic lands 

· No net loss of fish or shellfish habitat 

· Community involvement 

· Impacts to my jurisdiction 

· Developing a plan that follows a logical planning process

OTHER

· Long term solution

· Solutions that prevent as much hardening as possible 

· Ocean Shores 

· My home

2. What is your understanding of the existing situation in Grays Harbor? 

Respondents addressed relationships between the parties, physical conditions of the site, elements of the decision-making process, and perceptions of participants’ positions in their answers to this question. The majority perception of relationships between parties is seen as negative based primarily upon respondents' citing of conflicts due to divergent interests and political polarization. Understanding of the physical conditions ranges from viewing breach as threat to navigation and property, to no threats or minimal threats from breach/erosion. Several respondents cited changes in the diffraction mound as the cause of the problem in Half Moon Bay, while others believe conditions are misunderstood, inconclusive or insurmountable. Respondents' positions range from viewing repair of a breach as vital/urgent to “laissez-faire” to opposing repair. Several respondents recommend intermediate engineering adjustments to avoid breach. Responses reveal that participants’ understanding of the physical conditions frequently contributes to or is colored by their interests/positions. Flaws in the process were viewed as resulting from a lack of understanding/poor information, lack of a common goal, the need for more action/less process, and compromises on solutions.

RELATIONSHIPS
· Conflicts due to changes in the community and changing interests 
· Small town politics with the Corps caught in the middle.  The problem is simply science (biology and engineering).  

· Over the last 4-5 years there has been a good relationship with the Corps, and that has led to a lot of good work. This has changed. 

· Polarized 

· Bad blood 

· Highly politically charged. When the Corps was required to fix breach things became political.   

· Facts and perceptions are getting confused – fears are being manipulated 

· Things have been pretty litigious in this region 

· Last year the District had concurrence with all the agencies
PHYSICAL/PLACE
· Definite correlation between the breach and navigation 

· With regards to Half Moon Bay, erosion from storm events and natural ocean erosion are threatening property near Westport. Modifications to the existing jetty may have contributed to the recent erosion in Half Moon Bay: diffraction mound and removal of the remnant jetty. 

· Moving the eastern terminus of the jetty was a bad move. The diffraction mound itself is a good idea. However, it was put in 250-300 feet west of where it should be. 

· The Navigation Project is in as good a shape as it has been in 100 years.  No threats from the breach.  Wave impact on the inner bay may be marginal.  Issues are on the South Beach.  Erosion has slowed down.  

· Dynamics are misunderstood

· Modeling is not conclusive 

· Cross current from breach is a concern for vessels 

· If don’t do anything the breach will reoccur 

· Cross current at submerged jetty 

· Sediments are settling by Buoy 11 

· Ebb tide is an erosional driver, taking sediment out and making the north side shallower 

· Jetty partly responsible for the spit moving (east) due to increased wave energy from the channel  

· Half Moon Bay shore has stabilized 

· Grays Harbor in general is degraded habitat

· Dredging and dumping spoils are impacting crab populations

· Belly dumps are causing mound/berm buildup causing breakers in the channel  

· Sand starved system (erosive). Sources of sand reduced by dams.  

· Projects have had unintended consequences.  Deepening and widening channel increased swell size and rearranged (sediments) in the inner harbor. 

· Need to focus on using maintenance material for replenishment – but not enough material to make up for losses in system  

· Historically breach has occurred before, but w/out jetty (natural condition – Canoe Channel)

· Things started to go wrong when more gravel was placed on the beach as a transition zone and the lawsuit came
· When the gravel becomes depleted, the sand in the breach fill becomes more vulnerable

· Leaving the remnant jetty extension in place has compromised the wave diffraction  mound 

· Before the South jetty was heightened, sand naturally came over the jetty and the jetty was more self-maintaining

· Extending jetty was opposed because of damage to recreation and habitat
PROCESS

· No common agreement on a problem statement. Do not share same vision.

· Biggest problem is lack of good information to keep from polarizing. Everyone is not held to same level of quality, review and honesty related to the reporting of information.  

· Need to develop a plan that will provide some solutions, not a process to dialogue about the solutions

· Coastal Communities is working well, providing solutions and helping to get dollars 

· Too many agendas and cross purposes 

· Lack of coordination of all agencies and parties 

· Compromises have resulted in bad decisions that have compromised technical solutions 

· People don’t understand how different options impact them 

· The authorities don’t seem to be clear

· There is a cost to waiting: real dollars, environmental impacts 

· There are a number of dynamics at play and people are only looking at little pieces of the puzzle.  Need to look at the whole entrance, not just the channel.

· Focus now is on interim actions, and on how to avoid controversy  

· The Corps is limited to the scope of project features; navigation features

· The Feds are being steered into shoreline maintenance mode for protection of expensive property

· Continual emergency (Half Moon Bay/S Beach).  In 10 years, over 9 separate projects and the cumulative effects of these projects are not being evaluated. (has resulted in a lack of trust) 

· Corps PDT has developed a process that is going backward
OTHER PERSPECTIVES
· Breach is a threat to the community, the park, navigation interests, surfing opportunities, and safety to mariners 

· Half Moon Bay is being treated as a natural area.  Erosion here is actually caused and fixed by man.  

· State Parks has laissez faire attitude 

· Existing conditions are the result of a debate over development or no development

· Some agendas are tying the jetty/beach stability to the golf course

· State Parks is not actively participating because of mandate to not interfere with natural processes 

· State Park’s perspective is to take a more natural approach.  Have a policy general preference of retreat strategies rather than hard structures (armouring solutions or facilities installed in hazard areas).

· Problems with the Dept. of Ecology and the permitting process 

· Governmental entities responsible for public safety: Are more than “stakeholders”.

· Amount of money spent is “awful” 

· There is misunderstanding about how the Corps can participate in meeting local goals 

· The community just wants to protect the land and that’s not within the Corps authority 
· Corps has altered Bay mouth to suit shipping (modified natural system)

· I have not seen much navigation that requires a channel

· Corps has responded to the communities’ desire for economic development, specifically related to the bar problem and deepening the draught. Efforts to deepen the channel may not be cost effective. 

· GH is an active harbor needing management. There needs to be not only growth and industry, but appropriate development.  

· The Corps mission is to protect jetties and the shipping channel. The Corps has a history of electing the most sure approaches for protecting ( hardening.  

· Believe that we can be proactive on breach and other issues with little environmental impact

· You can maintain navigation with a breach, but you can’t do it economically
· It’s not too complicated when you look at it from a technical and scientific point of view

3. What do you think the purpose of the long-term management strategy is?

Views on the purpose of the LTMS appear directly tied to people’s interests and goals: positional or needs-based responses ranged from maintaining navigation to protecting the shoreline to promoting economic development. Some respondents focused on the LTMS as a tool to find balance among these interests, while others viewed it as a tool to ensure that science would guide future decisions. 

NAVIGATION/SAFETY

· Maintaining safe navigation at mouth and in the channel

· Protect Westport and city interests e.g. the sewer plant, the jetty, the land that is in the City 

· Protect the Port of Grays Harbor and its ability to move cargo 

· Ensure a breach does not occur again

· Manage dredge material in order to protect navigation features such as the South Jetty 

· Deepening and widening of channel 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

· Economic development 

· Balancing environmental protection, cost effective development/business, and getting the job done  

PROTECT SHORELINE

· Protection of natural resources (salmon, plover, crab) over time

· Impacts to recreation resources 

· Add predictability for those who live along the shore

· Maintain/replicate coastal functions 

· Protect the shoreline in a reasonably stable condition

· Address erosion in Half Moon Bay

· Deal with the erosion situation in an adaptive way

· Mitigation of impacts using natural substrates
MANAGEMENT TOOL/BALANCE
· Integration with the Estuary Management Plan

· Look at the big picture (whole channel, jetties). Has to involve whole harbor. 

· Set vision, priorities and goals to protect the values of Grays Harbor. Create benchmarks. Revisit results over time. 

· A long term solution for the South Jetty breach and Half Moon Bay

· Not dwindling resources in a reactionary mode in Half Moon Bay. Save money, time and energy.

· Maintaining goodwill between the Corps, the stakeholders and the communities 
SCIENCE
· Understand the physical processes including where the sediments are going 

· Understand what the breach will do to the mouth 

· Protect the estuary 

4. What issues are important to consider in developing a long-term management strategy for Grays Harbor? What are your main concerns about the issues?

The majority of issues and concerns identified aligned with respondents’ vested interests or goals: erosion and management of sand; maintaining navigation and safety; protecting natural resources for environmental, recreational, or economic (fishing/crabbing) purposes. 
Some respondents stressed the need to establish a common goal, base the strategy on science/technical information and work within existing regulatory mandates and constraints.

EROSION/DREDGING

· Monitoring the movement of sand 

· Limited quantities of sand

· Managing the incoming energy in Half Moon Bay and the northern side as well 

· Placement of sand, dredged material 

· Look at coast-wide root causes of erosion – Are there larger scale issues? 

NAVIGATION/SAFETY

· Protect the peninsula and infrastructure

· Economic justification for maintenance of navigation project 

· Keep jetty structures in place; no breach, or maintain safety in channel 

· Whether the Corps could maintain the jetty in the future if it were to breach 

ENVIRONMENT/RESOURCES

· Environmental concerns 

· Recreational access  

· Salmon and crab 

· Slope of beach for salmonoids.  Impacts on habitat.

· Reduced impacts to wildlife while protecting City of Westport interests  

· Look at surfing as a resource in the Corps analysis

· Timing of dredging; whether crab populations are present or not  

· Sediment transport.  Beach ecology needs to support forage fish and beach ecosystem.  

GOAL/PROCESS

· Need a common understanding of the goal

· Peer reviewed study plan and strategy 

· Rigorous alternatives analysis

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

· Conformance to regulatory authorities 

· Authorities are not clear  

· Plan integrated with the Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan 

· Politics shouldn’t lead

OTHER

· Temporary vs. long-term impacts 

5. What factors might contribute to the development of a long-term strategy?  What factors or obstacles might stand in the way?

The majority of respondents identified procedural improvements as necessary for success. Suggestions included: start with common definition of problem and goal; develop process that allows for open dialogue, clear decision process, and transparency; and provide stronger leadership. Many respondents felt that better education and adherence to science-based/technical decisions would contribute to agreement on a strategy. Several respondents also stressed the need for greater understanding of the context for people’s positions and the need for compromise. Mistrust, polarization and lack of continuity among players/leaders are identified as additional obstacles. 

CONTRIBUTES:

PROCESS

· Coming to a common understanding of the problem and the goal. Establishing a purpose and need statement.

· Having a forum/process that allows for open and meaningful input

· Clearly communicating the framework of the process and articulating why certain choices or decisions are made

· Stronger leadership

· A healthy technical process to identify realistic alternatives. Define the benefits and impacts.

· Developing common definitions of terms e.g. what constitutes an emergency 

· Define “success” for Long Term Management Strategy

· Clearly define decision makers and decision space. Move the decision making process away from emotion or political impressions or will using Best Available Science

· Sitting down to collaborate. Get the groups together. Look at the alternatives and come to the best solution together.

· Keep ITR group on board to review alternatives, allow for transparency with public

· Go through a “matrix process” to get to viable alternatives

· Having a clear understanding of the Corps authorities

· The Corps making a long term commitment to a course of action they feel can work

· Making decisions that balance economic development and environmental needs

· People restricting their input to their areas of expertise 

· Disconnecting the golf course from the jetty 

· Determining funding for the LTMS 

· Improving the effectiveness and functionality of the PDT

· Strong and constant coordination with agencies 
SCIENCE
· Having good information/education to help people not polarize  

· Build on the science (firm technical foundation) to formulate conclusions and plans 

· Identification of data gaps

· Clarity about the existing situation

· Presentations of the science and modeling that have been done. Mutual understanding of the coastal hydraulics.

· Modeling to determine equilibrium

· A solution based on good science, not peripheral or political issues. Balance benefits to impacts.

RELATIONSHIPS

· Clear and open communication between all stakeholders is critical do develop a long term strategy

· Understanding the context of peoples positions 

· Everyone needs to give something

· Not being in a reactionary mode

· Dialogue about the information (not in lecturing format).  Sitting around table with various actors and talking over the options.

· Being open minded
OTHER

· Direct development so that it is out of harms way

· Integration could be the key to the greatest public good

· Building a Port strategy around the right type of users

OBSTACLES: 

· Polarization 

· Trust issues will get in way, as will a lack of leadership continuity  

· Politics

· Facts are being manipulated 

· Money or lack of it

· Agencies and others are speaking outside their areas of expertise

· Scope of LTMS (entire harbor or breach?) 

· Perceptions that the Corps is taking actions that promote development 

· Differences between divisions within the Corps 
· The focus on peripheral issues: collateral issues

6. What factors do you think are most important to consider when evaluating alternatives? 

Respondents identified three primary categories of factors to consider: (1) impacts of alternatives, including economic, navigational, environmental, recreational and cultural; (2) scientific and engineering considerations, including sediment transport and supply, wave patterns, stability and selection of materials; and (3) need to satisfy regulatory mandates, including the Corps’ authorities, regulations and the Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan. 

IMPACTS
· The estuary – birds, mudflats

· Jobs and economic development 

· Recreation 

· Cultural (historic sites of interest to tribes and others) 

· The community– Westport and Grays Harbor.  At least keep things “status quo” (economically, socially). 

· Subsistence harvesting 

· Wildlife (migratory fowl) 

· Fisheries

· Sediment transport

· Pollution 

· Navigation safety

· South Beach

· Wave climate in the bay and the inlet

· Pattern of diffraction and refraction

· Long term sediment supply

· Wildlife viewing 
SCIENCE/ENGINEERING
· Engineering feasibility

· Model that clearly addresses transport 

· Maintain the land connection to the jetty

· How are the structures functioning in ways that are beneficial and ways that are detrimental?

· How is the entrance functioning? 

· Monitor what’s going on (documentation and analysis). Be able to reverse if problem arises. 

· Is the land connection necessary for stability of the jetty? 

· Salt water intrusion of wells 

· Life-cycle costs of the alternatives

· Infrastructure should occur in non-critical areas
REGULATORY
· Development of long-term solution that is compatible with the Corps authorities and regulations, and is economically justified

· Compliance with Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan 

OTHER
·  (1) Establish evaluative criteria to weigh each alternative (collaboratively); (2) use straw man criteria list; (3) take to agencies and stakeholders; (4) have stakeholders develop criteria from straw man list; (5) then apply criteria to alternatives 

· Cost

· “Buy-in” 

· Look at longer than 2-5 year horizon 

· LTMS should have a comprehensive approach. Look at cumulative impacts.

7. What does collaboration mean to you? Do you believe collaboration is possible in this situation?

Perspectives on the meaning of collaboration vary within the group. Some view collaboration as based on a common understanding of the problem and goal or listening to the concerns of and incorporating a broad range of interests, while others see it as managing differences, describing collaboration as: “compromise,” “balancing act,” “give and take,” or more negatively as “giving in.”  Some definitions of collaboration focus on the process: involvement of all stakeholders, everyone “sitting down” or “getting into one room” together. The need to build trust and credibility, provide for open and equal dialogue, and build concurrence on technical/scientific issues are also themes. The majority of participants feel collaboration is possible, as long as members remain open. Some think collaboration will succeed because it has to. A few think that individual “obstructionists” will make the effort fail, while others are concerned that a collaborative solution will only be overridden later. 

COLLABORATION DEFINED:

PERSPECTIVES

· Collaboration is working together for a common goal, giving and taking. To have collaboration, we must agree on a problem.

· Collaboration means (mushy) giving in to special interests.  Listening to legitimate concerns is always good, but not a workshop. 

· Collaboration is listening to the concerns of all parties and accommodating to the extent possible their concerns on an equal basis

· Collaboration is being proactive

· Incorporating a broad spectrum of interests in developing what alternatives make sense 

· Collaboration is a balancing act 

· Collaboration means an equality of power and purpose. An equal voice, instead of just participation. 

· Compromises are important

· Means inclusiveness and openness of the decision-making process, transparency in engaging in the steps of the LTMS 

· Collaboration means involvement with all appropriate stakeholders. Working together. Providing an opportunity for people who have something to contribute to do so. 
PROCESS
· Frame the issue and develop a shared understanding of context and dynamics 

· A process where everyone understands the issues and what the concerns are. But, it falls back on science to provide the best opportunity to correct the problem. 

· Considers information from a number of sources 

· Getting parties to the table, discussing issues, hearing all opinions, finding middle ground, compromising on the issues, and finding best solution(s)  

· Scientifically it means that a team of specialists is working together in a way that’s cooperative. Information, idea sharing, open review, critical review. Everyone is working towards a common objective.

· Need a level playing field  

· Make sure that all participants are involved (particularly supporters). Partnering effort. Take account of the political process. Need allies within the community and need to build trust and credibility.  
OTHER
· To be successful with an engineering process, you need concurrence at a technical level. Then you can go out for broader feedback. 
· Assateaque Island (Baltimore District) is a good example of an effective multi-interest collaborative process

· Local and regional collaborative examples: Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan, Shoreline Master Planning process, and Washaway Beach. Also Puget Sound Confined Disposal Site Study (MUDS): good specific coordination, a lot of communication. 

IS COLLABORATION POSSIBLE?

YES
· Collaboration is possible 

· It is essential. Collaboration is the only way.

· Collaboration must be done early in the process of developing a long term strategy 

· Collaboration is happening now

· Collaboration is possible, but need to agree on the objective/purpose and goal of the LTMS

· Collaboration is important to dispelling misinformation 

· Collaboration would be good. Would like an opportunity for open dialogue. 

· Collaboration is the best scenario because of the divergence

· Someone must say this is how it will be: We will do it this collaboratively from here on out

MAYBE

· The toughest part is getting everyone together with an open mind 

· Leadership is needed

· Some people may need to step aside for collaboration to be able to happen  

· Optimistic that collaboration is possible, but doubts that everyone will buy into a solution 

· ITR is essential to getting parties to agree 

· Need multiple processes – for example pre-established requirements such as NEPA commenting overlaid with a new series of townhall type meetings and workshops that allow interested parties to participate

· Difficult under the present circumstances but not impossible

· Hopes that collaboration will work. Thinks it will improve things. 

· Majority of  “legitimate” stakeholders could be very helpful.  Be prepared – never satisfy everybody, never enough scientific evidence.  Any process has to have a plan for contingencies. 

· Could be desirable in this situation because have significantly diverging interests and nontraditional interests. Doesn’t know if it’s possible.

· There has not been a cohesive process to hear the information. There have been communications breakdowns. People get frustrated; they start to make their minds up because there isn’t a way to have the dialogue. 

· May not be able to come to consensus, but can understand the perspectives of others

NO

· Collaboration is not possible, because you cannot satisfy the extremes on either side 

· Lack of trust.  Even after collaboration, someone overrides/undermines the decision of group.

· Technical collaboration is not possible with the present actors 

· Collaboration is not possible unless some way can be designed so that a few people cannot obstruct the process

· No win-win exists.  Some people don’t have a lot of room to compromise.

8. How is the Corps of Engineers perceived? What is your level of confidence that the Corps will do something to improve the situation?

Interviewees were very forthcoming about their experiences with and perceptions of the Seattle District related to this project. While this question provided an opportunity to explore what is working well with the Corps and most of the respondents believe that the Corps can do something to improve the situation in Grays Harbor, interviewees noted several areas of potential improvement for the Corps.

Responses reflect participants perceptions of (1) relationships with the Corps, (2) the process applied by the Corps, (3) decision-making by the Corps, and (4) leadership within the Corps. (1) Relationships: Some interviewees cite a good relationship with the Corps, confidence in the Corps’ ability and the intentions of staff. For others, the Corps is perceived negatively, being seen as closed, lacking sensitivity, unconcerned with the environment, pandering, intimidating, as well as poor communicators. Several respondents cite a lack of trust. Others describe the Corps as a steward of taxpayer interests and protector of property. (2) Process: Some perceive that the Corps has been stymied or compromised by process. Various respondents cite poor notice, meeting structure, information, and communications as negatives. The Corps’ process is seen as reflecting a closed, rigid structure with more emphasis on process than solutions. A handful of respondents perceive the Corps’ process as thorough, balanced and responsive. (3) Decisions: Some respondents’ perceptions are based on their opinion of the Corps’ “bad” past decisions. One believes that decisions do not reflect science, while a couple think the Corps has done a good job of accommodating concerns in their decisions. (4) Leadership: For those whose responses included perceptions of the Corps’ leadership, feedback ranged from indecisiveness, weakness, internal conflicts, and being autocratic to being slow and lacking support for staff. 

Overall, the level of confidence in Corps’ ability to improve the situation is relatively high (talented, competent, professional). Some respondents believe that changes are needed for success to occur: need more openness, the will to solve problems, and collaboration. A few respondents have little or no confidence in Corps’ ability to succeed.

PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE CORPS:

RELATIONSHIPS

· Relationship between the Corps and several of the agencies is good. There has also been good communications in Half Moon Bay with the crabbers.

· The Corps is a steward of taxpayer interests

· Believes a lot in the Corps staff. They care a lot about environment, salmon.  Have helped in protecting Ocean shores, LaPush, Willapa, and Washaway Beach.  

· Believes Corps has a strong customer focus and works hard to be open and proactive

· The Corps has no interest in engaging local interests. The public is “stonewalled”.

· Corps should not rely on collaborative process as saving grace; they should be appreciated for deliberately approaching the problem and having taken their “best shot” 

•
The Corps has helped to protect property and structures. They are very open and friendly.  Good communication.  
· Have some good working relationships with people at the Corps. Have some interesting relationships. 

· Lack of trust between stakeholders and Corps. People believe that the Corps doesn’t do what they say they will do.

· Corps needs more sensitivity, an appreciation of difficulties 

· The Corps communicates like engineers, and can’t lay the parameters out well

· Reservoir of cynicism and suspicion

· Corps is not being open; the project sponsor is not included in PDT process 

· The Corps may be exacerbating the situation 

· Corps resents that Coastal Communities have been successful in getting dollars from Congress

· Corps needs to convey to people they have (the situation) under control rather than being apologetic 

· Corps has used “intimidating approaches” in past 

· Concerns about the Corps process being influenced by others.  The Corps looks like front man for local developers.  

· The Corps has demonstrated that their high priority is getting the job done – not environmental protection

· The Corps has come to communities a few times responding to community pressure, generally telling folks what they want to hear  

· Communication is not good; things are not well publicized. This is surprising because Seattle District has reputation of going the extra mile to communicate.  
· Grays Harbor is seen as worst example of how government treats private developers
LEADERSHIP
· Indecisiveness at the Corps. A lot of internal battling going on. 

· The Corps M.O. is autocratic

· Not a strong direction of leadership.  Every three years leadership changes. When the District Engineer changes, directions/approach changes.

· Authority is used fluidly at the Corps  

· Different standards in the different divisions of the agency 

· “Field workers” understand the “real” science, but it gets changed in management

· Seems to be a problem with the Corps working with the Corps. Need someone to bring them together to work as a team and not set each other up.  

· The Corps seems to be discounting their own experts

· The Corps gives confusing and mixed messages. Expectations are high.  The organization is confused. Right now the Corps is the hold-up. 

DECISIONS

· The Corps does a pretty good job of balancing involvement with decisions

· Most of the Corps’ decisions have been made on philosophy rather than science

· The Corps is “Dumping sand down the drain”

· The Corps has compromised designs because of concerns 

· If someone has a concern, the Corps stops and can’t move forward:  doesn’t make decisions and go with preferred alternatives 

· The Corps did not do a good job on Environmental Assessment last year
PROCESS
· The Corps is seen as functioning well 

· The Corps has a deliberate process that looks at each component of the system and provides a greater appreciation of how different predictions and actions are possible

· The Corps is making progress over the conditions of a few years ago 

· There has always been the implicit understanding that the Corps would hold things in place until there could be consensus about a LTMS
· The Corps is in a tough place, moving from one emergency to the next

· The Corps is perceived as stumbling its way through the technical side of things 

· The Corps needs to be about accomplishing projects rather than the process

· The Corps holds bad meetings: the purpose of meetings is not clear, the right resources are not at meetings and there is no follow-up  

· The Corps needs to communicate the basis for their decisions, what they have looked at (evaluated) and have someone be able to answer why they have not considered some things (what has been discounted and why)

· The Corps has compromised some of what they have done because of the opinions of others. Planning processes are undermined when changes are made without studying them first.

· The Corps timeframe is 5-10 years, but in the dynamic world that is too long 

· Individuals within the Seattle District want to keep the research close to the chest. They make it clear they don’t want input from anyone. When the Corps says they are doing a study they actually outsource it, and the group becomes narrow and “closed”.  

· The Corps says that they only do things that are part of their mandate, but some groups force projects through influence. Some people view the Corps as a promoter of City and Port interests: Others view this differently.

· The Corps is locked into O&M.  By not being out front about this, the Corps leaves room for questions and problems.  

· The Seattle District is operating on old information.  Not doing new things leads to credibility issues.  

CONFIDENCE THE CORPS WILL IMPROVE THE SITUATION:

· The Corps has lots of talent: can find a solution 

· The Corps has the authority to resolve Half Moon Bay and South Jetty issues

· Confident that the Corps can do something, though afraid to make decisions

· Yes, I believe the Corps will do something to improve the situation

· The Corps is very competent and watches out for the communities.  If it can be done at all, the Corps will do it. But, they can’t reduce the anger.

· The Corps can be part of finding the solution, but they can’t do it alone

· Confident that the Corps staff are integrous, talented, and professional and that they can solve the problem 

· The Seattle District has been pretty good about making these projects work for dredging interests and the environment. The Corps is perceived as being pretty good to work with and they will do their best to address concerns.

· The Corps has the technical ability to find solution; the question is the latitude or the will to solve the problem 

· Don’t have a high level of confidence unless the process becomes more open 

· 50/50 chance the Corps can improve the situation. It will depend on whether the Corps and outside groups can agree on a strategy.

· Low or no confidence that Corps will solve problem 

9. Who are the main stakeholders (interests) that should be involved in this process? What do you understand their needs are (what they want)? 

Few actually responded to the question of who should be involved. Those that were named as representatives of public include: Coastal Communities, Port, elected officials, the City of Westport and the Corps. One respondent didn’t believe any individuals should have influence. Westport’s needs are viewed as protecting infrastructure and promoting development. The Corps needs include maintaining navigation, infrastructure and meeting mandates. The Port is responsible for commerce. Elected officials must be responsive to constituents. Other groups with needs/wants that were identified include: FOGH/environmentalists (needs are inclusion, restricting development, environmental preservation and solutions, recreation), business/developers (want influence, perceive imbalance w/environmentalists), Parks (avoiding conflict), other state agencies and regulators (mandates/responsibilities), the tribe (cultural resources), and PIE (solutions). It is important to note that these perceptions do not necessarily reflect the interests or perspectives of the various stakeholders.

· Coastal Communities, the Port and elected officials represent the public.  Local officials have the pulse of community. Individuals should not have influence.

· City of Westport – protecting walkway, maintenance of South Jetty

· The City of Westport is interested in the protection of existing infrastructure and land. Need for economic redevelopment. 

· Locals want to replace every grain of sand

· Coastal Communities think they know the solution  

· The Port is responsible for cultivating commerce
· The Corps role is to construct infrastructure projects that protect communities; follow authorities and mandates 

· The Corps needs to keep the shipping lanes open, save the sewer plant

· Environmentalists are concerned about building walls as a solution

· Fishermen and crabbers want to know what the real problem is 

· The Quinault are concerned about dredging of the marina

· State Parks is looking carefully at what they do, not taking sides to avoid angering the wrong people

· FOGH and Audubon want to preserve area in a natural state 

· Recreational interests want access to and preservation of a recreational beach

· Development interests want to develop areas west and south of Westport

· Congressional people want to satisfy needs of constituents

· FOGH wants to block the golf course

· FOGH wants a soft fix

· FOGH and others want to be at the table, feel they have to go to court to be heard and that nobody cares about their position
· Everyone wants things fixed

· WEC and the Audubon Society want to have a natural functioning beach. Want development restricted and water quality protected. Don’t want developments that will result in more armor, more erosion protection. 
· The Park has been silent

· USCG has not been involved

· State Parks has grasp of bigger picture and doesn’t want to maintain shorelines  

· Regulatory agencies are to judge objectively regulations and proposals and weigh in against what they’re responsible for enforcing. Environmental organizations, community based organizations do not have the same statutory responsibility that the others do.

10. What do you see as a viable improvement or solution in Grays Harbor? (An acceptable outcome or progress in the right direction?)  What are the benefits of that solution for Grays Harbor?

Respondents identified several general themes that would help lead to a solution: come to a common understanding of the problem and goals; use scientific/technical information and a scientific approach to evaluate alternatives and develop solutions; and addressing both short-term/interim problems and long-term solutions. Specific physical solutions identified include: structures and engineering solutions to slow shoreline damage (different parties prefer hard vs. soft); regular replenishment of sand/gravel; and moving structures away from the shoreline. Benefits of solutions proposed are described as: reliable navigation and safety of infrastructure, economic benefits, and repair of the Corps’ relationship with public. Respondents favor a long-term solution over more “band-aid” solutions.

GENERAL

· Come to common ground around the problem 

· Develop a scientifically based solution that balances benefits to impacts

· Define interim and long-term actions. Long-term fix: 10-20 years. 

· Make a decision and monitor it to make sure it is working

· Develop LTMS that allows for adaptively managing the resources
· Resolving HALF MOON BAY and South Jetty issues so that the focus can get back to LTMS for Grays Harbor

· Recognize future trends 

· Look at what is good for the entire community
· Manage the risk 
· Look at alternatives that address breach (if ITR says breach is threat)

· Better collaboration/cooperation with the County government  

· Use crab pots instead of trawls to determine if crab are present in dredge and dump areas 

· Continue to fund beach monitoring programs 

· Need good sediment transport model:  holistic approach  

· An honest assessment of baseline information. Bring together existing studies, bring stakeholders together and identify data gaps.  

· Coordinate with other plans (TMDL, Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan)

· The community seeing cooperation rather than conflict 

· Keep Half Moon Bay issues and the Golf Course project separate

· Evaluating the navigation channel in proximity to the jetty and its alignment into the harbor

· Stabilizing South Beach

· Developing a range of alternatives

· Maintaining the structures better than just responding to emergencies 

· Coming up with an agreement similar to the Crab Strategy Agreement that the Corps came up with the crabbers
PHYSICAL
· Structures that slow down shoreline damage 

· A permanent pump station on the inside of Half Moon Bay to pump sand into Half Moon Bay (could result in impacts to fish in HALF MOON BAY). Replenishing sand beats a 30’ wall. 

· Build back further from the dynamic zone.  Keep the shore for water dependent uses.

· Time the placement of sand with the dredging cycle 

· Have a fleet of multi-purpose barges haul sand up from the mouth of the Columbia. Could transfer about 20,000 cu yd/month. 

· In some of the more erosive areas, gravel would be okay for doing a beach nourishment project, instead of sand

· Restore the extension as a hard fix 

· Straighten the channel. Consider moving parts of channel.

· Come up with a soft solution

· No armoring solution 

· Need a hard fix

· Put a spur off South Jetty or detached breakwaters (to keep the sand)

· Build a rock reef to diffuse energy 

· Breach is not an option 

· Extending jetty around Half Moon Bay and connecting to revetment will protect Half Moon Bay from ocean 

· Use Rainbow spray as a means of dumping spoils

· Place dredge material in nearshore of South Beach: get it in close.  Instead of feeding the beach would sacrifice it to ocean but would keep the beach from eroding.
· Rock rim of Half Moon Bay to protect the beach 

· Need to get the diffraction point moved further east in Half Moon Bay. Need to feed the beach on the SW corner.

· Could be a buried revetment between South Beach and Half Moon Bay

· Whatever’s done would need to duplicate what happens in nature: Nourishing the beaches with sand, or small gravel 

· A design that existed soon after they constructed the jetty: a weir type jetty (allows water to flow over top of the jetty) When enough sand comes in, put up something to block it so some of the sand can go out.

· Look at ’97 proposed project. It includes extending revetment (buried with softer features), the South Jetty and realigning the channel. 

BENEFITS

· Would have a functioning navigation channel, improved safety for shipping and the marina 

· Wouldn’t be so focused on the process of band-aid solutions 

· Would improve the public’s perception of the project and improve goodwill between the Corps and local communities

· Would not be in reactionary mode: there are personal and fiscal costs 

· It’s hard to make progress without finding commonality and working collaboratively 

· It would reduce the number of agendas

· Benefits of resolving: continued use of area; protection of Westport and fleet; protection of infrastructure; Economic “security”; importance of ship traffic and channel.  

· A solution would help Westport move forward; a LTMS can provide predictability

· Cost savings in dredging of material and maintenance

11. We are planning to host a Science Fair and public workshop over the next several months -- What advice or concerns do you have? What do you think will help bring people out to attend the Science Fair and workshop?

Respondents provided suggestions for structure of event, information to provide, maximizing attendance, creating best value and how to best involve the public. Suggestions for attendance include: use a variety of mediums to advertise, offer during a time when the maximum number of people can attend or offer multiple times, provide adequate notice to get on people’s calendars and prepare. Meetings should be structured to have clear objective and be meaningful, but with time for dialogue and discussion; allow for participation/presentations by experts and the public; structure should include follow-up, both in terms of results of the meeting and next steps. Information and materials should address technical, historical and current status, and be understandable to a broad range of people. Focus on the need for broad-based, “deep” involvement and account for different styles. Many respondents mentioned that they saw the workshop as an opportunity to build trust, while one interviewee questioned the value of Science Fair.

ATTENDANCE

· Use all devises of communication: needs to be well advertised

· Get invitations out early – need lead-time. Include all main parties on equal footing

· Stakeholders will be participating, probably not the public
· Need a strong story to tell the public.  What has happened, what can be learned from the history?  Where are we going? 
· Important to include environmental community, because they are not always included at the table

· Personal invites to various leaders 

· Would help if the college was the sponsor of the Fair 

· Identify key people and distribute newsletter through these people   

· There have been notification problems in the past 

· Offer during workday, as well as during weekend

· Need to get editors of papers invested for broad-scale exposure. Use the Daily World and the South Beach Bulletin. 

· To increase interest and participation, locals could personally write letters to editor about the issue

· Talk show, KBKW 1450 am Coffee Talk 

· Web presence
STRUCTURE
· Be clear on what the purpose of the meeting(s) is 

· Have the right resources at the meeting 

· Take into account different ways (people have) of expression and learning 

· Everyone needs to have a chance to have input 

· Make sure there is follow-up 

· Science Fair is not conducive to best science – can become lobbying effort  - might be better to have an expert panel and include representatives from everywhere 

· Should include the “visions” of each of the participants as well as the science and engineering 

· Concept that demonstrates education for both sides – shift the perspective

· Workshop should be focused on attaining a common definition of the problem – What is the question/primary issue? 

· There needs to be time for dialogue, genuine discussion, not just facilitated process 

· Use workshop as informational, not collaborative 

· Science Fair needs to define the impacts on others, and provide an opportunity to talk about the impacts 

· For the Science Fair: Who participates? How are they selected? What types of presentations and information? 

· Define how the public would present their information for the Science Fair: the public doesn’t have the resources that the agencies have to make presentations
· Give participants enough time to prepare for the Science Fair

· Don’t have too much of a controlled agenda for the Science Fair
INFORMATION NEEDS
· Topics for education: coastal erosion, beach stability, jetty dynamics

· Panel of coastal engineers talking about options in ways people can understand 

· Have presentations on the history and current status and actions

· Balance between stakeholders perspectives and opinions AND what Corps has to say 

· Some people don’t want to read through a lot of information 

· Have something written so people can get back to us with their thoughts later

· Provide a perspective on what the Corps would like to get out of fair and workshop
BEST VALUE
· Workshops are a way to build trust

· Probably won’t attend the Science Fair because of concerns over the quality of information – all groups are not held to the same level of quality and accountability

12. What are the things you think we (the consultants) should be aware of as we begin to work with the Corps on this project?

· One of the things the players don’t understand, is some of the reforms that are needed are back in D.C. 

· In many cases the Corps is doing what it’s obligated to do based on mandates 

· The conflicts are often about values 

· The ability to implement a solution would create a difference in D.C. in how the dollars can be spent 

· Members of the business community feel the environmental groups have undue influence in this process

· Opponents believe Coastal Communities has an unfair advantage 

· Some people feel PIE is the sole source of information, or alternatively that they do good work. Others mistrust PIE, disagree with their science, and are displeased with their structure and influence.
13. Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 

· It would be good to get on with things

· Right after the City’s sidewalk went in the erosion accelerated. The Corps put gravel on the beach; people didn’t like that.  The Corps consultants are saying the beach is stable, and it isn’t.  People got frustrated – the beach and facilities got impacted. It was not an open process.

· In order for something like this to work, it needs to be related to the whole system and what’s going on in that littoral cell. The Corps needs to look beyond Half Moon Bay.

14. Is there anyone else we should be sure to talk with as part of this process?

Al Perlee, Surf Shop, Westport

Colonel Cunningham, USACE

Colonel Rigsby, USACE

Ray Toste, Crabbers Association

Chuck Maples, developer (condos and golf course)

Mike Coverdale, Realtor, Windermere 

Mark Cedargreen,  fishing charter assoc.

Quinault Tribe 

A state legislator from the “Coastal Caucus” 

Sue Patnude (sp), former Ocean Shores City Mgr 

Previous and Current Mayors of Westport

Grays Harbor County Public Works director

Mike Daniels, Director, Coastal Communities

Guy Gelfenbaum, USGS

WA Environmental Council

1000 Friends of Washington

David Ortman

Loree Randall, Ecology Dredging Program

Joe Sonnerone, Ecology Shoreline Master Programs

Superintendent of school district 

Vladimir Shepsis, former PIE

Peter Ruggero, USGS 

Jim Phipps, Grays Harbor College

Sierra Club


Chambers of Commerce

Lumber Mills

City of Aberdeen

City of Cosmopolis

Steve Wells, CTED

League of Women Voters

Justine Barton

Shoalwater Tribe

Chehalis Tribe

National Estuary Alliance

Mark Horton (Environmental permitting, Port of Grays Harbor)

USFWS

Local leaders in Westport

Berkely “Berk” Barker

David Armstrong, UW School of Fisheries (studies for crab mitigation efforts 

David Simpson  (South Beach study)

Eric Nelson

Norm Skjelbreia 

Hiram Arden

Patty Robinson,

Mike Green

Patricia Graesser

Steve Martin

Les Soule

Steve Babcock

Emergent Themes of the Conversations

A number of recurring themes or issues are threads that ran through the conversations.  While the previous section identified the range of responses for each question, another way to look at the responses is to summarize them based on these themes, to provide a framework for seeing commonalities and areas of disagreement more clearly.  The themes are organized alphabetically to avoid false prioritization.

Authorities  

A frequent topic in the conversations was the Corps authorities:  what they are, how they apply in Grays Harbor, and concerns about the consistency of their application.  A number of comments pointed to a belief that the Corps has the authority to fix the problems in Half Moon Bay (the breach and erosion).  Most comments recognized that the LTMS would have to maintain conformance with Corps authorities, but highlighted differences in understanding or clarity about the specific authorities and how they apply to the navigational features and to protecting the shoreline from erosion.  Most comments referred to the need for the Corps to clearly define and be open about the limits of their authorities.  Comments also pointed to the importance of clearly identifying the objective(s) of a LTMS and finding the authority to do the work.   Comments noted that the authorities seem to be used fluidly, not consistently.  

A related issue to defining the authorities is the connection between shoreline development and maintenance of navigational features.  A number of respondents commented on the relationship, or lack of relationship, between proposed developments such as the golf course, and the protection of erosion related to Half Moon Bay (Half Moon Bay) and South Beach.  Some feel as if the Corps is enabling these developments, or at least making them attractive, by protecting the adjacent shoreline from erosion; while others feel there is no relationship at all between the development and the Corps work to stop erosion in Half Moon Bay.  

Economics

Comments related to economics either referred specifically to the navigation project or generally to the development and vitality of the economy of Grays Harbor.  Specific to the navigation project and the Corps efforts in Half Moon Bay and the South Jetty were concerns primarily about the need for LTMS alternatives to be cost-effective, clearly defining and balancing the benefits and impacts of LTMS alternatives, and the importance of the navigational features to local economic well-being.  Responses also included several questions or comments related to the economic justification for the navigational project and for channel maintenance.

Most of those interviewed made reference to the local economy of Grays Harbor, with a general recognition that economic development was important, and that there was a need to balance environmental protection and economic development, pointing out the importance of the natural resource base (water quality, fisheries, oysters, natural beauty, the beaches) to the economy of Grays Harbor.  Jobs, economic renewal of the communities, diversity and viability were noted as important.  Economic security was seen by a number of interviewees as a benefit of developing a LTMS.  Comments differed however on the types of development, and how development should proceed.  The Port of Grays Harbor was seen by many as a primary driver for the economy, while some interviewees felt there was a stronger focus on the Port and the “industrial” side of the economy that negatively affects the resource base and other aspects of economic development such as oyster growing and recreation.  Some comments also noted that LTMS alternatives should not make the communities worse off economically, including concerns over the viability of natural resource-based businesses such as fisheries, oyster growers and crabbers.  A number of comments focused on building and the development of real estate along the shoreline, with opposing perspectives on whether such development could be done while preserving the environment. 

Leadership

Leadership was frequently mentioned in the conversations.  Most often it was in reference to the Corps of Engineers, and their role and responsibilities in exercising the authorities for the navigation project and more frequently referred to the need for stronger leadership and direction from the Corps.  A common sub-theme was that this leadership is a delicate balance between involving the community and making decisions that may not be unanimously supported.  This lack of decision making by the Corps is perceived as being indecisive and holding up needed work.  These comments were directed at both the Corps in general, and at “upper management” in particular: the turnover of District Engineers resulting in a change of priorities and leadership styles was noted in a number of comments as a factor, as was a perception of a lack of coordination within the Corps Seattle District.   A number of comments highlighted the relation of the decision makers and the technical “folks” (i.e. engineers and scientists), noting that “top bosses” don’t know what the details are, and that because they don’t know who to believe they are taking the politically expedient route, or that management is either dominated by the staff, or alternatively, doesn’t listen to them.  

Also related to responses pertaining to leadership (as well as the Corps authorities in Grays Harbor and to any collaborative effort) is an expressed need for the Corps to clearly define who the decision makers are and what is the “decision space”.  The decision space delineates where and how decisions will be made, and how the Corps will allow for a collaborative process while maintaining their statutory responsibilities, accountability, and authority. Generally, comments pointed to the need to make decisions in a timely manner, and balancing technical and non-technical input, within a clearly defined decision structure and space.

Process

One of the most common references to process was that there needs to be meaningful participation, which was defined variously as open and meaningful input, transparency, getting people together and coming up with the best solution, or “dialoguing”.  Some felt that there was already too much of a focus on the process, that the process was too amorphous, or that it was getting in the way of action or solutions, or at least causing a continual revisiting of what had been done before.  This also related to comments that there is a need for more timely decisions and actions, in that such delays cost both the community and the environment.  

Many comments focused on the need for a common understanding or agreement of the problem or goals, including common definition of terms such as “success”, “emergency”, and others.   Some comments made reference to many agendas, and a lack of coordination between all parties, though others pointed to a good level of coordination between the agencies.  

Improving education, providing good information, better, clearer, and more open communication would help to reduce misinformation and keep stakeholders from becoming polarized.  While a number of people felt that the Seattle District Corps was good at informing the public, suggestions were offered on improving public notices and meetings, and on different ways to communicate with the public (see Question 11 above).

Related to the technical process, a rigorous and healthy alternatives analysis, including a peer reviewed study plan and strategy were seen as positive improvements.  An improved technical process might help to balance compromises of technical solutions that some feel have resulted in bad decisions when designs were changed without adequate review.  Another concern was that different groups are not held to same level of quality or level of review related to the reporting of information.

Relationships 

The single biggest relationship issue that arose was trust.  Most of the conversations included some comment that related to how difficult it was to trust certain people or organizations.   A number of these, from divergent perspectives, related to the undermining of the planning process after it was thought agreements had been reached.   Others had to do with suspicions of unclear motives or agendas. Some respondents feel relationships have broken down. People are venting and dissention is abundant.

A number of people noted that there has generally been a good relationship with the Corps, and that has led to a lot of good work, including a number of good investigations. While others noted that relationships with the Corps have deteriorated in recent years. 

Within the Corps the divisions have different priorities, philosophies and agendas and as a result there are conflicts between them. The public sees the Corps as fragmented and as taking a top down/autocratic approach with stakeholders. There are complaints about a lack of transparency and desires for an open process. People do not understand what they Corps is doing or why. At the same time Corps staff feel they are working hard to be open. Stakeholders want the Corps to be responsive to their requests. They feel it is difficult to turn problems into potential solutions or opportunities without interaction and meaningful dialogue with the Corps.

In addition, Grays Harbor County is changing, and with these changes has come competing interests and differing values. In some cases communities, economics and the environment are thought to be in direct competition with each other. Since the breach has occurred the situation has become politically charged and polarized. Some people have even resorted to lawsuits, feeling no other recourse was available to them.

Science and Technical Issues, General Comments

Almost all of the people we spoke with had perspectives on the scientific and technical issues, most specifically related to Half Moon Bay, South Beach, the South Jetty, the breach and the channel. Other comments included general reference to the whole harbor, or to other specific locations such as Whitcomb Flats.   In general, most felt that a solution based on science was best, and that politics needed to support the science (though politics was defined differently as either part of the normal legislative process or as “behind the scenes” activities).   Many felt that letting scientists and engineers work it out would result in a good product, though others had concerns that because they did not have technical expertise or resources they would be left out of the dialogue.  Many felt that to be successful with the engineering and the project in general, there would need to be concurrence at a technical level so that the specialists are working together in a way that’s cooperative, with idea sharing and open, critical review.  Though there are differences in the technical solutions favored, there is general agreement that changes in designs require further analysis, that the Corps should make effective use of previous work, and that identifying data gaps and peer review are positive steps.  

The point was made by some that the data is clear and that it is the interpretations that differ, mirrored by other comments that the uncertainty in science means a heavy reliance on judgment for interpretation.   Different people cited different studies as dependable, reliable, or the “best”.  

Several comments noted that the cumulative effects of projects are not being evaluated.  Modeling was mentioned by a number of people, and these comments related to concerns whether the models being used are the best ones, whether the models are truly conclusive, the need to incorporate field survey data, and that the models need to address transport.

Because of the uncertainties in the science and the dynamic nature of the shoreline, ocean, and harbor mentioned by many, monitoring and the integration of adaptive management into the LTMS was also pointed to as desirable.  Other comments pointed out different levels of confidence in the quality of the science, and concerns that people are speaking outside their areas and levels of expertise and training.  Quite a few comments also expressed a lack of trust in different scientists, technical perspectives and motivations.  These comments came from scientists as well as non-scientists.  

Half Moon Bay, South Jetty, breach, erosion, and technical solutions

The focal point of most of the comments and perspectives related to scientific and technical issues was the area encompassing Half Moon Bay, the South Jetty, the breach area, and South Beach.  This is the area of major focus of recent Corps’ efforts (since 1997), the area of most controversy, and the site of major navigational features.  It is important to note that many of the comments noted the dynamic nature and the interaction of processes and events in this area of the harbor with other areas.  A number pointed out that a LTMS must look at a broader area than just the channel or navigation features, looking at the whole entrance or even the estuary as a whole, and some comments pointed to the unintended consequences of the project(s) to other parts of the harbor.  Channel deepening is an example:  some believed that the deepening caused higher wave energy and sediment erosion in the harbor, while others believed that impact of channel deepening on the inner harbor may be marginal.

Breach.  Comments regarding whether the breach area was stable, or whether the breach would occur again varied.  Most seemed to indicate that the breach was likely to happen again since the erosion that caused the breach was continuing, though there were differences as to whether the erosion is stabilized or not, and differences as to whether the main erosional problem is from the Half Moon Bay side or due to issues on the South Beach (erosion and sediment budget, larger scale coast-wide causes of erosion).  There are additionally a number of perspectives from both technical and non-technical stakeholders as to the nature and severity of the problem.  Particularly noticeable are differences about whether the breach poses a threat, either to the jetty, the navigation channel, or the City of Westport, varying from the channel and jetty are not in particular danger from the breach, to the equally strong belief that the breach poses a hazard to navigation and to the infrastructure of Westport, and comments that the connection of the jetty to the shore is important.  Generally, each perspective was connected to some supporting science for that position.  

Half Moon Bay.   Many of the comments noted that modifications to the existing jetty have contributed to the recent erosion in Half Moon Bay.   Problems were linked in many comments to the diffraction  mound added to the east end of the jetty, and where these comments attributed the problem to this feature, there was concern raised about the process by which the original design for the mound was changed; some comments noted that the bay had been fairly stable before the change.

Technical Solutions.   Depending on the belief in the cause of the problem, a variety of solutions were put forward in the conversations to reduce the erosion and stabilize the breach area (see page 20 for a list of the various solutions suggested).  They vary from soft fixes such as placement of sand to gravel to hard fixes like rock revetments. While a few felt that the Corps should let nature take its course, others point out that the problem is man-made and thus the solution will need to be as well.  Many comments highlighted the need to come up with a long-term solution; it was also suggested that the solution should not be a single fix, but a design and strategy that is adaptive in nature.  

Natural and Cultural Resources and Habitat 

The comments reflected a general recognition of the intrinsic importance of natural resources to Grays Harbor.  Natural resources also provide a base for the local economy and lifestyles.  In addition, the responses also noted the importance of adequately considering the environment in the development and implementation of a LTMS.   Also mentioned was preservation of historic sites of interest to tribes and others, and of cultural activities, including subsistence activities, and the need to take into account cultural effects and impacts.  Concerns were raised about the effects of the Corps activities on juvenile salmon, crabs, oysters, surf smelt, forage fish, birds, and shellfish (clams).  Comments noted that juvenile salmon use the shallow areas where Corps activities take place to avoid predators.  Concerns about crab were related to dredging and dumping of spoils: the need to use traps rather than trawls in identifying where crab are prior to operations, adequate notification of crabbers before dredging or dumping, and a preference for the Corps to use rainbow spray as means of dumping spoils rather than belly dumps.  Comments noted that oysters are impacted when increased wave action from by Corps activities alters sedimentation patterns in the harbor.  Pee gravel pits where surf smelt spawn in the summer were noted south of the south jetty. 
Habitat issues were raised in concerns about modifications that alter the beach and nearshore ecology and topography, and to indirect project influences on the habitat in other parts of Grays Harbor.  

Relation To Other Planning Efforts

A number of comments from individuals, state and federal agency personnel, and local government felt it was important for the LTMS to be connected in some way to existing plans.  The one mentioned most frequently was the Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan.

Observations and Opportunities

The willingness of interested parties to collaborate is clearly shown from the conversations, and this provides an opportunity for the community, the Corps and the agencies.  

To be successful in this collaborative effort: 

· The Corps must clearly identify and communicate their authorities and how they relate to specific issues in Grays Harbor, as well as to how decisions are made and who is responsible for making them.  Be prepared to tell people clearly what has been decided and “why” decisions have been made.  Provide education to the public about the Corps various role(s) in Grays Harbor. 

· Obtain clarity and common understanding about the existing situation amongst stakeholders. This includes a common definition of the problem.

· Define success of both the LTMS and the collaborative process.

· Develop a long-term communication strategy that will provide a participatory role for stakeholders within the decision space defined by the Corps and which will also keep the public educated and informed.

· Create opportunities for technical dialogue among the agency and consulting scientists (including peer review), and provide opportunities for the public to participate in this technical dialogue as well, as a means for creating a science-based solution to the problems in Grays Harbor.

· Clearly address the issue of minority or dissenting perspectives within the alternatives/ solutions that are developed, to build trust and avoid surprises that can also compromise designs.

· Develop a framework to work through the issues that have been identified through the “interested party conversations” to proactively develop the LTMS.

· Develop a strategy for engaging and getting feedback from interested parties who cannot attend the workshops.

Next Steps

A First Public Workshop

A first public workshop is scheduled for February 24th, 2005 at the Port of Grays Harbor Commission Room.  The purpose of this meeting will be to present the results of this report to the interested parties that participated in the conversations and to other members of the public that may attend, and to receive feedback on whether the report accurately conveys the information shared during the conversations.  

The Corps will present their perspective on the purpose of the LTMS, followed by a discussion of how the Corps purpose relates to the perspectives expressed by the stakeholders.  A situation mapping exercise will then assist in defining the problems related to the LTMS.  Finally, the criteria for evaluation of alternatives will be discussed.  ECO will facilitate this workshop and provide notes to the participants following the meeting.

A Second Public Workshop 

A second public workshop will be held following the refinement of criteria from the first workshop.  It is anticipated that as part of the second workshop, a technical panel will discuss the science related to Grays Harbor and the LTMS, and participants will have an opportunity to provide feedback to the Corps on potential alternatives and how the criteria have been applied to them.

APPENDIX

The Questions 

1. What is/are your interest(s) in this project? e.g. wildlife, economics, toursism, fishing, etc.

2. What is your understanding of the existing situation in Grays Harbor?  

3. What do you think the purpose of the long-term management strategy is?

4. What issues are important to consider in developing a long term management strategy for Grays Harbor? What are your main concerns about the issues?

5. What factors might contribute to the development of a long-term strategy?  What factors or obstacles might stand in the way?

6. What factors do you think are most important to consider when evaluating alternatives? 

7. What does collaboration mean to you? Do you believe collaboration is possible in this situation?

8. How is the Corps of Engineers perceived? What is your level of confidence that the Corps will do something to improve the situation?

9. Who are the main stakeholders (interests) that are or should be involved in this process? What do you understand their needs are (what they want)? 

10. What do you see as a viable improvement or solution in Grays Harbor? (An acceptable outcome or progress in the right direction?)  What are the benefits of that solution for Grays Harbor?

11. We are planning to host a (Science Fair) public workshop over the next several months -- What advice or concerns do you have? What do you think will help bring people out to attend the workshop?

12. Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 

13. Is there anyone else we should be sure to talk with as part of this process?

Interested Parties Taking Part In The Conversations

	Hiram Arden
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	Robert Burkle
	WA. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6

	Mike Coverdale
	Windermere Real Estate

	Bobby D'Angelo
	Bar pilot, Port of Grays Harbor

	Mike Daniels
	Coastal Communities, PIE 

	Rep. Norm Dicks
	6th Congressional District, Washington State

	Paul Easter
	Grays Harbor County Public Works 

	Brady Engvall
	Brady's Oysters

	Chuck Gale
	Pacific International Engineering (PIE)

	Larry Gilbertson
	Quinault Tribe 

	Arthur (RD) Grunbaum 

Linda Orgel
	Friends of Grays Harbor

	Sen. James  Hargrove
	District 24, WA State Senate

	Bill Jolly
	WA State Parks and Recreation

	Craig Juckniess
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	George Kaminsky
	WA Dept. of Ecology

	Nick Krause
	U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC)

	Randy Lewis
	City of Westport

	Col. Debra Lewis
	District Engineer, US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	John Malek
	US Environmental Protection Agency

	Steve Martin
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	Ian Miller
	Surfrider Foundation

	Otto Mooseburner
	US Environmental Protection Agency (former)

	Gary Nelson
	Port of Grays of Harbor

	Eric Nelson
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	Charlene Nelson 
	Shoalwater Tribe

	Gary Burns
	Shoalwater Tribe

	Phil Osborne
	Pacific International Engineering (PIE)

	Al Perlee
	The Surf Shop

	Jim Phipps
	Grays Harbor College (Ret.)

	Karla Reece
	NOAA Fisheries

	Patricia Robinson
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	Dean Schwickerath
	Wildlife Forever of Grays Harbor, Audubon

	Brian Shea
	Grays Harbor County Dept. of Public Services

	Vladimir Shepsis
	Coast and Harbor Engineering 

	Norm Skjelbreia
	US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

	Max Stocks
	Quinault Tribe 

	Ray Toste
	WA Dungeness Fishermans Assoc.

	Kevin Varness
	Grays Harbor County

	Cmdr. D.E. Wallace
	US Coast Guard, Grays Harbor

	Craig Zora
	DNR 


Grays Harbor Navigation Project History

	PERIOD
	EVENT

	1898-1902
	Initial construction South Jetty.  Constructed to 13,734 feet with initial appropriation.  Top elevation +8 feet mllw.  Authorized to 18,154 feet.



	1907-1916
	Initial construction North Jetty, 17,204 feet, top el. +8 feet mllw.



	1935-1939
	South Jetty reconstruction, sta. 80+00 to 210+00, top el. +20 feet mllw.



	1935-1940
	North Jetty reconstruction, outer 7,000 feet, top el. +20 feet mllw.



	1942
	Maintenance dredging of the Bar and Entrance channels no longer required, due to scouring effect of jetty system.



	1950-1956
	Construction of Point Chehalis shore protection (revetment & groins).



	1966
	South Jetty reconstruction, sta. 110+00 to 150+00, top el. +20 feet mllw.



	1970-1973
	Extensive groin replacement and revetment repair along Point Chehalis.



	1975
	North Jetty reconstruction, outer 6,000 feet, to top el. +20 feet mllw.



	1990
	Construction of outer harbor navigation channel improvements.



	1991
	Re-institute maintenance dredging of Bar Channel and Entrance Channel. 



	1992-1996
	Nearshore placement of maintenance dredged material by Corps in Half Moon Bay (1992, 1994, 1996) and off South Beach south of the South Jetty (1993, 1994), to slow down offshore erosion.



	Fall, 1993
	Rehabilitate southern portion (800 feet) of the Point Chehalis revetment.



	December, 1993
	Breach occurs between the South Jetty and the adjacent shore.



	Fall, 1994
	Placement of 600,000 cy of dredged material to close the South Jetty breach.  NWS was tasked to develop “Long Term Maintenance” for the South Jetty.



	1995
	Placement of 82,000 cy of sand by city of Westport to protect sewer outfall line, and placement of 300,000 cy of dredged material by Corps to nourish the Half Moon Bay shoreline (Section 111 project).



	1995
	Relocation of 150,000 cy of breach fill material from Half Moon Bay to ocean side of fill.



	February, 1997
	Placement of 5,000 cy of sand by Corps of Engineers to raise a low area of Half Moon Bay shoreline berm adjacent to western terminus of the Point Chehalis revetment.



	1997
	Placement of 10,000 cy sand berm at Section 111 project.



	June, 1997
	NWS issues Evaluation report titled “Long Term Maintenance of the South Jetty at Grays Harbor, WA.”  Recommended plan is to:  1) Extend South Jetty eastward and 2) Extend Point Chehalis revetment Southward.  This work is to be accomplished in two phases. 

	November, 1998
	Construction of southward extension of Point Chehalis revetment begins.



	Summer, 1999
	Eastward extension of South Jetty postponed indefinitely due to concerns of local stakeholders.



	December, 1999
	Eastern portion of South Jetty is reinforced, remnant jetty crest is lowered, wave diffraction mound is constructed, and 11,600 cubic yards of 12-inch minus rounded cobbles and gravels were placed on the adjacent beach.  This action constitutes a modification of the Eastward Extension of the South Jetty proposed in the ’97 NWS Evaluation Report.



	January, 2002
	16,100 cubic yards of 12-inch minus cobbles and gravels placed along the western shore of Half Moon Bay to slow erosion of south jetty breach fill and maintain access to jetty via haul road.



	April, 2002
	135,000 cy of sand placed on breach fill.

	November, 2002
	Erosion of fill on ocean and Half Moon Bay shorelines resulted in overtopping of the fill.



	February, 2004
	Placement of 30,000 cy of sand by Corps of Engineers to protect breach fill .



	February 2004
	The Corps placed about 29,000 cubic yards of sand on the breach fill. 

	March 13, 2004
	Corps plants additional dune grass at the breach fill. 

	May 2004
	Near shore disposal of maintenance dredged materials in the Half Moon Bay and South Beach beneficial use disposal sites—290,000 cubic yards at Half Moon Bay and 262,000 cy at South Beach. 

	July 2004
	Corps collects fish for diet analysis of Half Moon Bay and South Beach coincident with benthic invertebrate surveys. 

	August 2004
	Corps conducts public information meeting in Aberdeen. 

	August 2004
	Engineering Research and Design Center drafts Half Moon Bay physical model study findings for review. 

	August 2004
	Engineering Research and Design Center drafts breach history and susceptibility study findings for review. 

	September 2004
	Corps awards annual maintenance dredging contract to Dutra Dredging Co. to dredge 1.4 million cubic yards from inner Grays Harbor and place it at the South Jetty and Point Chehalis sites. 

	October 2004
	Corps initiates bird surveys (phase I–literature review) at Half Moon Bay and South Beach. 

	November 2004
	Grays Harbor Resources Open House at Grays Harbor College. 


� Throughout this report, the terms “stakeholders” and “interested parties” are used interchangeably to denote people with an interest or stake in the development of a LTMS.


� ECO Resource Group principals.
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