 RICE ISLAND TEAM MEETING

NOTES

January 30, 2003

Port of Astoria Conference Room

Attending:

Kathi Larson, USFWS

Matt Van Ess, CREST

Jon Gornick, USCOE

Peter Huhtala, Columbia Riverkeeper

Delvin L. Fredrickson, Upper Grays River Fire Control District

Christy McDonough, CREST

Kahler Martinson, Audubon Society

Sebastian Degens, Port of Portland

Steve Greenwood, Oregon Solutions

I. Group charge and objectives

The primary objective of the group is to make Rice Island sands “ready for marketing” for utilization, by addressing regulatory, transportation, and other issues in advance.  Convenor Matt Van Ness indicated that Rice Island is a potential candidate as fill material for an expansion of San Francisco International Airport, and thus the first question is what the group wants to do about that near-term opportunity.

II. The Oregon Solutions collaborative process

Steve Greenwood explained his role and the Oregon Solutions collaborative process: 

· The process begins with a  problem or opportunity defined by the community – The Lower Columbia Solutions Group has identified beneficial use of dredged material, including Rice Island dredge spoils, as a high priority.
· It is chaired by a community convener identified by the Governor – Matt Van Ess  was appointed by former Governor Kitzhauber to be the convener of the Rice Island project collaborative process.
· It uses a collaborative process involving a team of federal, state, and local governments; business, and non-profits. . Steve Greenwood has been contracted to be facilitator for the Rice Island Oregon Solutions process.
· It works toward an integrated solution that leverages the resources of the team.
· It results in a signed declaration of cooperation.
Steve proposed the following “ground rules” for the collaborative process:

1. We recognize that the best solution depends upon cooperation by all entities at the table.
2. We recognize that each party has a unique perspective and contribution to make, and legitimate interests that need to be taken into account in the solution.
3. We commit to openly expressing our ideas, potential contributions, and our concerns: no holding our cards close to the vest.
4. We are willing to creatively explore potential mutual benefits and solutions:  not simply settling on the first apparent answer.
The group agreed, but decided to add a fifth ground-rule: 
5. An important requisite to collaboration is participation, so we commit to showing up, or sending a representative, to the group meetings.

III. Interests and potential contributions from participants
· CREST: Overall concern for management of dredged material, having long-term capacity (and utilizing Rice Island to enhance that long-term capacity).

· Upper Gray’s River Fire Protection District: Would like to see complete removal of Rice Island because it may be a factor in the flooding and habitat loss in Gray’s River drainage.

· U.S. Corps of Engineers: Rice Island will be reaching capacity within a few years, and ocean dumping is an option they would like to avoid.

· Audubon Society: Fish and wildlife concerns, generally.

· Port of Portland: Concerned about long-term disposal capacity.  “We have staff resources and expertise that can help”.

· NOAA Fisheries: (Written input) Concerned about impact of Rice Island or other sands on overall sediment “budget” in river system.  More questions than answers.

· Columbia Riverkeeper: Like the Rice Island “depot” option better than many other disposal options (e.g. ocean disposal).  “We may have a connection to other SF Bay area environmental groups”.

· U.S. Fish and Wildlife: Concerned about fish and wildlife concerns, generally.  Specifically concerns about eagles and bull trout.  (If signature needed, may need to have other USFWS staff here)

IV. Listing of Questions/Issues for further work

The team assigned a sub-group of Matt Van Ness, Sebastian Degens, Jeff Hill (Sause Bros. Barging), Marcel Hermans (Port of Portland), and Steve Greenwood to contact the people involved in the San Francisco project, and report back to the whole group on the following information: 

· Assumptions embedded in the SFAirport study of the Rice Island option

· Required infrastructure for removing and transporting large volumes of sand from Rice Island. 

· Timing of the SF Airport project

· Availability and cost of options for transporting large volumes of sand (i.e. corroborating or contradicting the findings of the SF Airport analysis that moving such large volumes of sand is simply not feasible).

Other issues to be followed up for the next meeting include: 

· How much sand is actually available on Rice Island (Jon Gornick to follow up)
· What other markets exist, and is Ross Island a feasible market for this sand? (Steve Greenwood to follow up)
· What legal and/or fiscal issues may be involved in Rice Island sands? (Steve to have Division of State Lands report at next meeting)
· Better understanding of the environmental issues involved in the SF Bay options (Peter Huhtula to utilize his contacts to follow up and report back)
Issues to address after the next meeting include:

· Permitting and regulatory issues (DOGAMI involved? Planning issues? Regulatory issues specifically related to additional docks or loading facilities?

· What’s the “management plan” for Rice Island, long term?  (i.e. how much of the island do we want to sell?  Are there impacts to Gray’s Bay?  The sediment loading/deficit? Ensuring the Terns stay away.) Who is responsible for such a plan, and what involvement does the public have?

V. Next Meeting
Note: The next meeting will be scheduled soon, after contacting some of the those who were not present at this meeting.  At that meeting we will determine what kind of response we want to make to the San Francisco team. 

