LCSG: Sept. 28 2004 Meeting Notes (Draft)
In attendance:  Wolf, Brody, Gearin, Moriuchi, Van Ess, Beasley, Bergeron; by phone: Huhtula, Jolly, Byler

Issues/Concerns Raised by Some Stakeholders

1. Not enough frank discussion of issues/conflicts at LCSG

2. Some topics have been 'off the table', but need attention: marine safety, channel deepening, ocean disposal

3. Lack of progress on projects on the ground; need to find ways to get through the 'log jams' that come up on various projects

4. Corps participation in Nearshore project has been problematic:  Corps appears to have some information from RSM that it hasn't been sharing;  Doris has said that Corps can't sign the Declaration of Cooperation as currently drafted; Corps funding is uncertain; timeline is too long—will it ever happen?

5. Other issues related to Nearshore project:  concerns about depositing sediment at 40 ft. from shore; concerns about the berm; concerns that sand needs to be put on the beaches or focused on beach replenishment; Corps can best justify the nearshore disposal if it supports the jetty—is that still the goal?; not clear that everyone is on the same page yet although all agree that progress was made at the last meeting.

6. A variety of concerns related to Benson Beach and debate about the Corps cost figures

7. Corps pattern of behavior creates frustration

8. Acknowledgment that it isn't all the Corps fault--LCSG members need to work with Congress and COE headquarters  to help get funding and policy changes.

9. Concerns about Corps 'least cost' policy and how it is applied.

10. Still unclear how RSM and LCSG relate to each other

11. A deepwater site is needed as a contingency, but it should not be the primary option for disposal.  Keeping sediment in the littoral cell is important, but it has to be done in a way that doesn't damage fishing/crabbing and other resources.

12. It was noted that the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy report is very relevant to some of the LCSG work.

Corps’ Perspective

1. Original intentions of LCSG appeared reasonable, but it now seems that expectations may have been too high.

2. It is very hard to deliver projects quickly on the ground for a variety of regulatory reasons.  Most projects are a multiyear effort and have significant lead time for funding.  Projects must fall into specific authorization “pots” to get funded.

3. The Corps is interested in becoming more collaborative, and in  pursuing  situations where interests  overlap.   However, the Corps must be accountable and work within its legal and policy constraints.

4. The Corps didn't want deep water ocean disposal—it proposed nearshore disposal to begin with. It is frustrating that many opposed this, but now people want to revisit ocean disposal. The Corps is starting to take the initial “baby steps” towards a revisit of ocean disposal.   

5. The Corps thinks the LCSG has value and is willing to continue its involvement as long as people recognize what the Corps can and cannot do.  

6. The Corps cannot lobby, but it can help others understand and frame the issues.

7. It is still possible to influence the '06 budget.  '05 budget is very likely to be a continuing resolution (which would mean there would be no project ‘adds’).  The nearshore project has some support at the federal level. 

What Next?

1. Cancel Oct. 6 meeting and reschedule for November 18

2. Clarify the LCSG's goals and objectives—get consensus

3. Relook at the draft Charter and determine if the scope should be broadened or narrowed.  Revisit the wiring diagram.

4. Clarify how the LCSG relates to other groups and other initiatives:  RSM; the regulatory agencies, SW Coastal Communities group, etc.

5. Determine the education needs of the group.

6. Develop a framework and process for the next LCSG meeting to make sure there is productive discussion. 

7. Structure future meetings so that the tough issues can be raised and addressed.

8. Recognize impending WA State-level government transition.

