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RRESENTATION OUTLINE
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Approval Process
‘ __conomlc Objective
— ASocial Objective
dEnvironmental Objective
L Mission Evaluation

L Analysis and Conclusions
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COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL
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MAIN PLAYERS, .

st Funding
UJSJ cderal Government.
EoVErnments off Oregon and Washington

LQ{ Sponsoring Ports - (Port of Portland and
SteFelens ini Oregon; Vancouver, Woodland,
Kelama and Longview in Washington)

;—;;-- P OJect Construction

= —% U.s. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
Natural Resource Agencies
» National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
» U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS)
Project Supporting Organizations
» Columbia River Channel Coalition
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PROJECT'S MAJOR _

EXECUTION STAGES

e—— e

e pnstruction and Maintenance Dredging
__E____L laintenance Disposal Activities

= OMonitoring Program and Adaptive

—

~Management Process

LlEcosystem Restoration and Research
actions
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ARPROVAL PROCESS ELEMENTS .
- AND MAPPING
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Army Corps of Engineers
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PUBLIC (e.g. The Oregonian)
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Financial Proposal

Biological Assessment
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U.S. Congress

U.S. Administration

\ 4
Natural resource

agencies




“YARDSTICK”

Results 55 > 50: “Go” Results 40 < 50: “No-Go”

50 55 100 40 50 100

WITHOUT PROJECT WITHOUT PROJECT




e ,
ONOMIC OBJECTIVE =

COMMITTEE: SARKA, MEHMET & JUAN

M Nel: ONCEPTS & QUESTIONS
~ Importance of C/B Ratio, Corps Problems”
»Who is benefiting, in what amount?
»Feasible economically?

—

(] INFORMATION SOURCES
»Corps/Port of PDX
»Oregonian/Wash Post

(JGOAL IDENTIFICATION AND PWC
>4 goals, key local issues

LDETERMINING VALUES
»Debate, and disagreement, but a “Go”

LWEIGHTED VALUE

50 70 100

WITHOUT PROJECT




OCIAL OBJECTIVE.

= COMMITTEE: SAM & BRIAN
L1 OBJECTIVE CONCEPTS & QUESTIONS

\J W U J W

» Public well being improved? Tangible social
benefits?

d INFORMATION SOURCES
» Newspapers, discussions, public forums

» Corps/ USFWS — Public relations

(d GOAL IDENTIFICATION AND PWC
» 5 Goals, public evaluations

[ DETERMINING VALUES
> ‘“Little” benefit is identified

J WEIGHTED VALUE

45 50 100

WITHOUT PROJECT




IRONMENTAL OBJEC

- COMI\/IITTEE MATT & EATIH

(0 OBJECTIVE CONCEPTS & QUESTIONS
» IMPACTS TOO HIGH?

- \ D V — ) ¢

(1 INFORMATION SOURCES

> NMFS/USFWS — BIOLOGICAL OPINIONS
(CWA/ESA)

» CORPS - ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
» NWEA/ASTORIA FISHERMAN - WATCHDOGS

(1 GOAL IDENTIFICATION AND PWC
» 8 GOALS, BROAD TOPIC RANGE

O DETERMINING VALUES
» “HARD” SCIENCE —vs- “HISTORY/LAW”

O TOTAL WEIGHTED VALUE
> “GO"

0 50 55 100

WITHOUT PROJECT




FINAL “YARDSTICK”
Results 56.1 > 50:; “Go”

50 56.1 100

WITHOUT PROJECT
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ANALYSIS & CONCLUSIONS =

] IVIDUAL COMMITTEES:

CUSSIONS RU > .
 HAD LOW INCONSISTENCIES
JISAGREEMENTS (D < 0.06), EXCEPTION OF

| SION PWC:
FLECTION OF OUR PERSONAL “UTILITIES” TOWARD THE MISSION
ff: ERS HAD LOW-INCOSISTENCIES (I < 0.06)

3 ONABLE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN 7 INDIVIDUALS (D = 0.10)
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'REFLECTIVE OF THE ACTUAL DEBATE:

“EXPERTS” IN COMMITTEES, SHARING VIEWS

SOME “ARM TWISTING” INVOLVED

“ON-BALANCE”, OUR DETERMINATION MATCHES REALITY “GO”

_—
=
—
- -

YV VY

SIMPLIFIED VERSION OF HDM:

MAY BE EXPANDED AS NEEDED

A REASONABLE APPROACH FOR PUBLIC WORKS

NEED FOR CONTINUED EDUCATION, COLLABORATIONS
PUBLIC FUNDS/PUBLIC GOODS IN SPOTLIGHT
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JANKS, QUESTIONS?




