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Phase 1: Outreach

a. Overview

Phase 1 “Outreach” began in Spring 2022 and continued through the conclusion of the project in Summer
2024. The primary components of this phase were 1) community outreach, 2) mapping outreach results, and 3)
document review. Audiences included local, city, county, state, federal, and Tribal participants.

b. Community outreach

The project team attended existing meetings to better understand local topics of interest, share information
about the project, and collect insights on how to better conduct the project. The project team also conducted
semi-structured interviews and site visits with local stakeholders regarding SLR and associated impacts (e.g.
flooding, erosion, salinity intrusion, and erosion and deposition). These discussions highlighted additional
contacts for focused outreach and invitations to workshops.

Local meeting attendance included, by region:

Baker Bay

Port of Chinook Commissioners

Port of llwaco Commissioners

Pacific County Marine Resources Committee

Pacific County Planning Commission

Pacific County Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment
Lower Columbia Solutions Group

Grays Bay

Grays River Flood Control District (formerly Grays River Habitat Enhancement District)
Grays River Grange

Wahkiakum County Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management Plan

Wahkiakum County Marine Resources Committee

Wahkiakum County Conservation and Restoration Working Group

Additional engagement with groups or activities external to the project area were used to inform overall project
methods and regional context. These external events or discussions included:

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development’s sea level rise workshops
Washington Coastal Hazards Resilience Network’s Annual Meeting'

Cascadia CoPes Hub (Coastlines and Peoples)?

The Nature Conservancy (regarding Floodplains By Design grant program®)

Focused discussions, interviews, or site visits included:

Baker Bay
e City of llwaco mayor

! https://wacoastalnetwork.com
2 https://cascadiacopeshub.org
3 https://floodplainsbydesign.org



e Columbia Land Trust staff
e |ocal residents
e Pacific Conservation District staff
e Pacific County Department of Community Development staff
e Pacific County Public Works staff
e Sea Resources, Inc. board members
e The Watershed Company staff (planning consultants for City of llwaco and Pacific County)
e United States Army Corps of Engineers staff
e Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife staff
e Washington State Department of Transportation staff
Grays Bay
e Columbia Land Trust staff
e Cowlitz Indian Tribe
e CREST staff (Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce)
e Current and former board members of the Grays River Flood Control District (formerly Grays
River Habitat Enhancement District)
e Local residents
e United States Army Corps of Engineers staff
e Wahkiakum Conservation District staff
e Wahkiakum County Commissioner
e Wahkiakum County Marine Resources Committee members
e Wahkiakum County Port No. 2 Commissioners
e Wahkiakum County Public Works staff
e Wahkiakum Eagle staff
e Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife staff
e Washington State University Extension Wahkiakum County staff
e Washington State Department of Transportation staff

Focused discussions, interviews, or site visits were guided by a conversation guide (Figure 1), though other
topics were covered as relevant. Notes and photographs from these conversations informed ensuing outreach,
along with planning and materials for Phase 2’s workshop series described further in this appendix.
Geographic Issues, ideas, and work-to-date from conversations were incorporated into GIS maps used in
workshops.



1. Introduce ourselves and the project
2. What flooding has affected you, or what efforts have you been involved in?
[follow up about erosion, salinity intrusion, or habitat change — mention specific
projects we know of]
i.  Where and when did it occur? [mark on map]
ii. What caused it?

iii. Has it been addressed? How did these projects/plans come about?
How funded? Who else were you working with?

iv. Related plans, studies, or local knowledge we should be aware of?
Does future conditions or climate change relate to this work?

v. Can you share any lessons learned? What hurdles or successes?

vi. What concerns do you have about projects themselves - how issues
are prioritized and how stakeholders are involved - with restoration
and/or risk reduction projects?

b. Other important related issues?
c. What do you see as the most important habitat issues (now and future
- any species)?

3. What needs to be done?
a. How might SLR (or broader climate impacts) affect these issues?
b. What should happen to address these issues?
i. Location?
ii. Status?
iii.  Who is (or would be) involved in these?
iv.  What momentum or opportunities do they have? What hurdles do
these face?
v.  How would you address those hurdles?
vi. Who would be involved?

4. How can we assist your organization/area to be more resilient to climate change?
a. Recap any direct ways to plug in from conversation above
i. Capacity: Is your organization/community able to respond to
floods or prepare for future floods? Why or why not?
i. What does it mean to be resilient in ___ (county, organization,
area, efc)?
iii. What questions or concerns do you have about climate change/SLR?
b. Who else should we be talking to?
c. Pieinthe sky ideas: what would be great to come from this effort?

Figure 1. Conversation guide used during initial outreach.

c. Mapping outreach results

Based on responses from community outreach, the project team created a GIS map for use in ongoing project
planning Phase 2’'s workshop series. For example, outreach results mapped via GIS were used to determine
preliminary table groupings in Workshop 1. Maps used throughout the workshop series - and shown throughout
this report and appendices - were from this GIS map.



d. Document review

To supplement local perspectives with additional insights, the team collected and reviewed available
documents related to SLR and associated impacts, other potential changes in water level (e.g. projections for
future precipitation change), existing planning and projects, and related topics. Many of these documents are
listed in Appendix A, “Background and Context,” section 4. Past and present news articles were also extremely
helpful for the team to understand local and regional context.



Phase 2: Adaptation Planning Workshops

1. Overview

Phase 2, “Adaptation Planning Workshops", consisted of four public workshops in each bay, with the goal of
further engaging the broad stakeholder group identified through Phase 1. The workshops in each bay occurred
between spring 2023 and summer 2024 (see Fig. B.1). This hands-on workshop series engaged attendees in
collaborative problem-solving, resilience planning, and relationship-building informed by available science and
the Phase 1 outreach results. Workshops were intentionally located in the respective communities at event
venues frequently used for community events and meetings. For Baker Bay, workshops were held at the
Historic Chinook School and for Grays Bay, the workshops were held in Rosburg Community Hall. Community
workshops were advertised using multiple outreach techniques including:

Paid advertisement in the Chinook Observer;

Posting to online event calendars in the Chinook Observer and the Wahkiakum County Eagle;

Press releases to local papers that generated news stories promoting the workshops;

Multi-phase email campaigns to a curated list of local leaders, interested community members, and

workshop attendees;

e Direct mail (addresses for direct mail were generated through GIS mapping of tax lots located in areas
affected by sea level rise and flooding in Grays and through USPS every door direct mail service for
Baker Bay to get residential addresses and P.O. boxes);

Social media campaigns; and
Flyers posted at community gathering spots.

Participant representation in the workshop series included local residents and homeowners, habitat
enhancement district representatives, county commissioners, city council members, state agency staff, among
others. Each workshop provided dinner to all attendees, a table for kids with arts and crafts supplies, a raffle
with gift certificates to local restaurants, and locally canned fish was provided to everyone who attended and
completed a workshop at the end of each workshop.



Lower Columbia River Resilience Workshops (2023)
Parallel workshop series are happening in Grays Bay and Baker Bay.

This workshop series seeks to reduce changing water level’s impacts on people and habitats.
LCEP, WSG, and PCD will help support projects ID’d through these workshops.
LCEP, WSG, and PCD will write up workshop + outreach proceedings to assist local planning.
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e  address questions raised during workshops,
e incorporate perspectives not at workshops,
e invite additional parties

Figure B.1. Outline of workshop series, preceded by community outreach. A fourth workshop occurred for both
bays, during which project results were shared for final feedback (not shown).

Workshop outcomes were accomplished through work during workshops with public participants and work
between workshops by project leads. As an overview, Workshop 1 engaged participants in discussions about
community resilience while identifying community and/or ecological assets and their exposure to
climate-related hazards (such as SLR impacts to tidal wetlands which buffer critical public infrastructure from
storm surge). Participatory mapping in Workshop 1 aided in identification of assets while ensuring that local
lived experiences informed adaptation planning, informed by Phase 1 outreach and data compilation.
Workshop 2 assessed the sensitivity of identified assets to coastal hazards. In scenario-based planning
exercises, content experts guided Workshop 2 participants in reviewing probabilistic SLR projections and
associated flood risks, selecting planning horizons and applying multi-hazards event scenarios to identified
assets. Workshop 3 introduced regional resilience case studies and best practices resulting from Phase 1
outreach, identified assets’ adaptive capacity, and identified potential conceptual designs for nature-based
flood mitigation solutions. Workshop 4 prioritized conceptual hazards and habitat resilience design concepts,
based on community resilience criteria developed through Phase 1 outreach and workshops 1-3, with the
support of licensed engineers with expertise in lower Columbia habitat restoration. Throughout the workshops,
emphasis was placed on applying appropriate nature-based restoration solutions that will achieve maximum
ecological benefits and coastal hazards resilience, while furthering local collaborations and adaptive capacity
through application of resilience principles identified through Phase 1’s outreach and Phase 2's workshops.
Detailed methods for each workshop are outlined below. Full maps shared throughout the workshop series can
be found in Appendix C and F.



2. Workshop 1

Attendance for Workshop 1 was 36 people for Baker Bay and 41 people for Grays Bay, not including the
project team. The agenda for Workshop 1 is shown in Fig B.2. After a brief introduction of the project team,
workshop participants were asked to pair up with another participant and share their name, where they are
from, and a memory that they associate with the bay associated with that workshop.

AGENDA

Project goals:

e Identify and support multi-benefit projects
e Develop a strategy for sea level rise across Baker + Grays Bays

Workshop 1 Goals:

e |Introduce project and workshop process
e |D coastal floodplain-related concerns, questions, and who's involved

e |D themes/goals for moving forward

6:05 Introductions and project overview

Breakout groups:

6:30 What are your concerns? Tell your story
Pick an topic, dig into it

Share-out

710 **DINNER™** (and raffle)

7:30 Discussion of themes: initial goal setting (dinner continues)

7:50-8:00 | Next steps and closing

Figure B.2. Agenda for Workshop 1, which occurred from 6:00-8:00 pm local time on March 30, 2023 in Baker
Bay, and May 25, 2023 in Grays Bay.

Participant pairs were directed to large tabletop maps (Fig. B.3), where they were encouraged to write down
the memory on a sticky note and place the sticky note on the map to denote the location associated with that

memory.
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Figure B.3. Tabletop map provided during Workshop 1.

Participants then received a brief presentation from the project team that covered the background, overview,
and goals of the project in addition to the workshop agenda and expectations for the workshop. Background
information shared during the presentation component of the workshop included explanations of the work
typically done by the partnership team organizations and an overview of the expected layout and format of all 4
workshops. The presentation also directed participants to resources that include case studies of similar coastal
resilience efforts around the state of Washington (located on the Washington Coastal Hazards Case Study
Mapper*) and supplied a brief summary of lessons learned by some of these case studies, including utilizing
collaboration, incorporating nature-based designs, considering multiple geographic scales, coordinating across
projects, and prioritizing multi-benefit approaches. The second portion of the presentation provided an
explanation and maps of current flooding levels experienced in the bay in addition to the flooding that is
expected to be experienced by 1ft and 4ft of SLR (for example, maps for Baker Bay are shown in Fig B.4).

4 https://waecy.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=cb81314d6fb44e0187e7980a1f0cd32b


https://waecy.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=cb81314d6fb44e0187e7980a1f0cd32b

Figure B.4. Maps of (a) current sea level, (b) 1 ft of sea level rise, and (c) 4 ft of sea level rise in Baker Bay,
Washington, presented in Workshop 1.




Finally, the presentation introduced four general impacts related to SLR, which included coastal flooding,
salinity change, habitat change or loss, and erosion and deposition. These environmental processes served as
the basis of small group discussions immediately following the presentation. Participants self-selected into
small groups, each representing a subregion of the bay based on relevant geographies identified during Phase
1 outreach (see Fig B.5) and each facilitated by a project team member.

(b)

Figure B.5. Subregions associated with small group discussions during Workshop 1 at (a) Baker Bay: City of
llwaco, Wallacut River, Chinook River, and Chinook shoreline; and (b) Grays Bay: Grays River mouth, lower
Grays River, middle Grays River, Deep River, and Crooked Creek.

Small groups were given about 15 minutes to share with others in their group the concerns they had in the
assigned subregion pertaining to the four sea level related environmental impacts and identify these concerns
using a sticky note on the map. The groups were then tasked with summarizing and categorizing the identified
concerns into themes and highlighting any questions that arose. Using this information, the individual
participants filled out worksheets, referred to as “Message Box” worksheets, that provided an opportunity to
dive deeper into the specific concerns and issues they identified in their small groups. An example of this

worksheet is given in Fig B.6.




2. CHANGES: Have you
noticed the issue change

oy 5 . ;
o over time? How? /
S

\ /
by /
5. INTERESTED PARTIES: \\ i 3. IMPACTS: Why is this issue
Who might collaborate to 1. ISSUE: important for the community
address this issue? =ISSUE: and other species?

What/where is
your concern re:
changing water
levels?

e Ny

-~
/ 4. CONNECTIONS: What other issues, \

- topics, or processes are related to or \
exacerbate this issue?

Coastal
flooding

Habitat
change, loss

Wetter, saltier

soils

Erosion,
deposition

—_—

Figure B.6. Message Box Worksheet used to identify details around specific sea level rise related concerns in

each bay during Workshop 1.

When all worksheets were filled out, takeaways and insights gleaned from each small group were shared in a

full-group discussion. Following this full-group discussion, participants were given a break for dinner and

encouraged to walk around and take a look at the discussion materials (maps and worksheets) for the other
small groups (representing other subregions) and add sticky notes to identify any important assets or concerns
that might have been missed. Results of the Mapping and Message Box activities are summarized in Appendix

D Table D.1 for Baker Bay and Appendix G Table G.1 and for Grays Bay.

Finally, the full group was reconvened to hear from the participants, answer any questions, and provide
information about next steps from the project team. Participants were also given a survey at the end of the

event (see Fig B.7), which allowed them to provide feedback on the workshop design, to better shape future

events.




Participant Survey

Lower Columbia River Sea Level Rise Resilience, Workshop #1

1. What did you like about this workshop?

2. What would you do differently for future workshops (or the overall process)?

3. Do you plan to attend future workshops in this series? (tentatively June and September)
e Yes.
e No. If not, why?
e Unsure.

4. What days and times of the week would work best for you or others who might be interested? Please
select all that apply.

e Mornings o Weekdays

e Lunchtime o Weekends

e Afternoons e Specific days:
e Evenings

5. If you have takeaways or other thoughts to share, please let us know.

Figure B.7. Workshop 1 survey given to all participants.

Following Workshop 1, the project team analyzed the maps, the worksheets and the surveys and used the
findings from this analysis to synthesize themes, look further into the identified topics, and connect with
additional people/groups that were identified. This information was brought back to Workshop 2. Survey results
for Baker Bay suggested that most survey recipients appreciated the pace and format of the first workshop, in
addition to appreciating the opportunity to gather with friends and neighbors. Specifically, survey recipients
enjoyed that the workshop was interactive, that the facilitators were knowledgeable, and that they were given
the opportunity to hear from other workshop participants. Overall, participants felt heard by the project team
and they enjoyed the mix of open discussion and directed activities. They also really appreciated the food
provided to them and the maps to help orient them to the region and activities. Suggestions for improving
future workshops included reaching out to additional community members who were not represented at the
first workshop, making adjustments to better display the presentation slides and make the content more
readable, and come up with a way for workshop participants to be able to hear the project team and other
participants better. For Grays Bay, several survey recipients mentioned that a larger venue and more space
would be helpful for future meetings. From this feedback, the project team chose a larger room to meet for the
following Grays Bay workshops, invested in a better screen to display the slides more clearly, provided the
slides as printed materials for each participant, and used bluetooth microphones.



3. Workshop 2

Attendance for Workshop 2 was 27 people for Baker Bay and 34 people for Grays Bay, not including the
project team—a decrease in attendance compared to Workshop 1 by approximately 25% and 17%, respectively.
The agenda for Workshop 2 is shown in Fig B.8.

AGENDA

Project goals:
e |dentify and support multi-benefit projects

e Develop a strategy for sea level rise across Baker + Grays Bays

Workshop 2 Goals:
e I|dentify local places/activities that support resilience

e Understand processes associated with issues from Workshop 1
e Prioritize which issues to focus on in Workshop 3

6:00 Project overview

Local priorities and “resilience principles”

6:05

6:20 Places and issues: past, present, future
dedede deded

7:00 DINNER™** (and raffle)

7:20 Prioritizing issues (dinner continues)

7:55-8:00 | Next steps and closing

Figure B.8. Agenda for Workshop 2, which occurred from 6:00-8:00 pm local time on
June 20, 2023 in Baker Bay, and September 19, 2023 in Grays Bay.

At the start of Workshop 2, participants were asked to sit at one of several tables that corresponded to specific
subregions identified as key areas by the project team based on results from mapping activities in Workshop 1.
These subregions are displayed in Fig B.9.
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Figure B.9. Focus subregions for Workshop 2 identified from Workshop 1 in (a) Baker bay and (b) Grays Bay.




Once participants were split by subregion, Workshop 2 began with a brief presentation from the project team,
which included an overview of the project and workshop series and a recap of Workshop 1. From Workshop 1,
sticky notes placed on maps to locate memories, concerns, and important assets were summarized along with
the information gleaned from the Message Box Worksheets (Fig. B.6) to create an overview of themes related
to values and priorities, referred to as “Local Resilience Principles”. These Local Resilience Principles were
presented to Workshop 2 participants and participants were given the opportunity to add any values or
priorities that might have missed in Workshop 1. Results from this activity are presented for Baker Bay in
Appendix D, Table D.1 for Baker Bay and Appendix G, Table G.1. for Grays Bay.

After Workshop, the project team overlaid current and future flooding extents for each subregion (Fig. B.9) on
area maps along with other relevant information including infrastructure, hydrology, flow barriers, and the
assets and priorities identified by workshop participants. These maps are shown in Figures B.10-B.11, (larger
maps can be found in Appendix C and F) and were used as reference in subsequent workshops. Current flood
extents shown on the maps include the mean higher high water (MHHW) tidal extent and the FEMA 100-year
floodplain extent. We chose a sea level rise value of 6’ above current MHHW as our future flooding extent. This
represents a scenario that combines a predicted 20-year extreme flood event (~5’ above current MHHW) plus
projected relative SLR (~1’ above current MHHW) that are likely to occur at the end of the century (~2100),
based on current climate model estimates (UW Climate Impacts Group). These values are consistent with what
is published in the Pacific County 2023 Sea Level Rise Risk Assessment. Table 1 in that document indicates a
50% likelihood of 1’ 2” of SLR and 4’ 7” of additional extreme flood inundation on top of SLR, for a combined
increase of 5’ 9” for the year 2100 (DCG/Watershed, 2023°).

’DCG/Watershed Inc. 2023. Sea Level Rise Risk Assessment. Prepared for Pacific County Department of Community
Development.
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Figure B.10. Maps showing current (left) and future (right) flooding scenarios for subregions (a) llwaco, (b)
Wallacut River, (c) Lower Chinook River, (d) Upper Chinook River, and (e) Chinook Shoreline. Subregions
reflect those in Fig. B.9a. Larger Maps are shown in Appendix C.
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Figure B.11. Maps showing current (left) and future (right) flooding scenarios for subregions (a) Middle Deep
River, (b) Seal Creek, (c) Grays River at Altoona Pillar Rock Rd., (d) Grays River at Loop Rd., (e) Covered
Bridge to Fossil Creek, and (f) the entire watershed. Subregions d, e, and f do not have future flooding
projections provided due to lack of notable change in the map with a few feet of added sea level rise or
stormwater. Subregions reflect those in Fig. B.9b. Larger maps are shown in Appendix F.

With the subregion maps, Workshop 2 participants at each table were given about 15 minutes to discuss the
following four questions regarding their specific subregion:

4. What is providing protection here, or has in the past?

5. What changes are happening in this area?

6. Where would actions have the most community benefit?

7. What questions do you have, or what information is needed?



During this time, designated table facilitators (part of the project team) helped facilitate the discussion and
documented answers. Answers from each table were then re-framed into an “And-But-So” Worksheet, which is
a facilitation tool that allows topics to be tied together with both larger issues and suggested next steps. An
example of the And-But-So worksheet is provided in Fig. B.12. Groups were encouraged to write 2-3
And-But-So worksheets for their subregion.

Flooding is currently affecting Homeowner A

AND

It will affect adjacent properties eventually

’

BUT...

Homeowner A is improving riparian area to
give the river some room to slow down, but
only on their property

SO,

All those homeowners should work together
on a bigger, longer-lasting solution

Table/Location

Figure B.12. Example for And-But-So worksheet used during Workshop 2 to connect past, present, and future
flooding concerns for each subregion at each bay.

Following this activity, workshop participants were brought back together for a full-group discussion to share
their And-But-So worksheets before breaking for a brief dinner break. Food was provided to all participants.

After dinner, each participant was given three stickers. All And-But-So worksheets were displayed on tables
around the edge of the room and participants were encouraged to walk around, read each worksheet and use
the stickers to vote on the top three worksheets they felt represented the most relevant and sustainable topics
for the project. The goal of this activity was to gain insights of the workshop participant priorities regarding
flood-related concerns. Results from the worksheets are shown in Appendix D (Table D.2) and Appendix G
(Table G.2) for Baker Bay and Grays Bay, respectively, and prioritization of these were used by the project
team after Workshop 2 to outline initial potential project ideas presented in Workshop 3.



Finally, the full group was reconvened to hear from the participants, answer any questions, and provide
information about next steps from the project team. Participants were also given a survey at the end of the
event, which was the same format as the survey given at Workshop 1 (see Fig B.7), which allowed them to
provide feedback on the workshop design, to better shape future events. Survey results from Baker Bay
indicates that participants appreciated the opportunity to network and bring the community together, learning
more about the issues they face, hearing from other locals, the new/larger location for the workshop, the pace
of the workshop, the information shared, productive discussions, project facilitators, the action-focused and
solution-oriented approach to flooding concerns, hearing from diverse perspectives, and that the results from
workshop were community-driven. Suggestions from participants on how to do workshops differently in the
future included having a better projector and screen, a longer workshop, a faster paced workshop, more
attendance from locals and agency folks, offering food first, more information about the future water level
projections, having table facilitators that had more knowledge of the subject, and providing a microphone to
better hear people. Survey results from Grays Bay indicated that participants appreciated the opportunity to
talk with others in their community, the amount of things discussed, that the workshop moved at a good pace,
being able to choose to sit at a table for a region that they were most interested in, being able to hear multiple
perspectives, that the event was in person, that the project facilitators were concerned about the local flooding,
the format of the activities, the focus on solving problems, getting to see the maps, being provided good food,
resources shared by project facilitators, and appreciated the project facilitators themselves. Suggestions from
participants on how to do workshops differently in the future included giving more time for people to chat,
sending out summaries from previous workshops, providing beer, offering a different start time, more
discussion around specific hazards, helping people along the Grays River not shown on the maps provided,
providing a microphone and speakers so people can hear better, suggestions on different ways to allow for
votes, and more guidance and explanation around the And-But-So worksheets.

d. Workshop 3

Attendance for Workshop 3 was 20 people for Baker Bay and 52 people for Grays Bay, not including the
project team—a decrease in attendance compared to Workshop 2 by approximately 26% and an increase of
approximately 53% for Baker Bay and Grays Bay, respectively. The agenda for Workshop 2 is shown in Fig
B.13.



AGENDA

Project goals:
e |dentify and support multi-benefit projects
e Document opportunities and constraints for reducing the impacts of
sea level rise and related issues across Baker + Grays Bays

Workshop 3 Goals:
e Discuss potential approaches to issues/ideas from Workshops 1-2

» |dentify how these ideas relate to local context
e |dentify who would need to be part of these ideas

6:00 Workshops series recap

6:05 Revise draft resilience ideas

6:45 How can these ideas move forward?

2:00 **DINNER*** (and raffle)

7:15 Group review of revised ideas (dinner continues)
7:45-8:00 | Discussion and closing

Figure B.13. Agenda for Workshop 3, which occurred from 6:00-8:00 pm local time on
October 25, 2023 in Baker Bay, and January 30, 2024 in Grays Bay.

Participants received a brief presentation from the project team that covered the background, overview, and
goals of the project in addition to the workshop agenda and expectations for the workshop. Background
information shared during the presentation component of the workshop included overviews of the previous two
workshops and efforts made by the project team outside of the workshops.

Based on results from Workshop 2 (particularly that of the And-But-So Worksheets, Fig. B.12, Fig. D.2, and Fig
G.2) , Workshop 3 discussions were split into several focus areas, shown in Fig. B.14.
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Figure B.14. Focus areas Workshop 3 discussions and activities for (a) Baker Bay and (b) Grays Bay.

For both bays, the project team gave a short presentation that covered some background information on
general adaptation scenarios that are typically used for coastal flooding planning. Adaptation scenarios were
presented as four main categories, which included a ‘harden’ approach, a ‘move’ approach, a ‘soften/elevate’
approach, and an ‘other/combination’ approach. Explanations and Washington-specific examples of each of

these categories were shared by the project team.



Next, examples of the four adaptation planning approaches for each location were presented to workshop
participants. Thes examples, referred to as ‘resilience scenarios’, were draft concepts based on results from
the And-But-So Worksheet activity in Workshop 2, which prioritized adaptation concerns identified by workshop
participants (see Appendix B, Phase 2 (Workshop 2) for an explanation of these methods). These resilience
scenarios are shown in Fig. B.15 for Baker Bay and Fig. B.16 for Grays Bay.
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(e) Chinook Shoreline
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Figure B.15. Resilience scenarios presented at Baker Bay Workshop 3 for (a) llwaco, (b) Wallacut River, (c)
Chinook River at Houtchen St., (d) Chinook River at Chinook Valley Rd., and (e) Chinook Shoreline. Graphic
elements and annotations do not represent proposed design or engineering plans, and may not represent
feasible solutions.
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(c) Grays River from Altoona-Pillar Rock Rd to Fossil Creek
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Figure B.16. Resilience scenarios presented at Grays Bay Workshop 3 for (a) Middle Deep River, (b) Seal
Creek at SR 4, and (c) Grays River from Altoona-Pillar Rock Rd to Fossil Creek. Graphic elements and
annotations do not represent proposed design or engineering plans, and may not represent feasible solutions.

With project team guidance, participants were given an opportunity to weigh in their opinion for each of the
resilience scenarios. This was done slightly differently for each bay. For Baker Bay, resilience scenarios were
more location-specific and therefore workshop participants there were split into five groups (one group for each
subregion depicted in Fig B.14a). Each group was then tasked with reviewing and analyzing the resilience
scenarios, using a worksheet. An example of the worksheet used for the ‘harden’ resilience scenarios in
Workshop 3 is shown in Fig. B.17. Participants were given about 20 min to complete this activity.

: HARDEN
1. What might be some tradeoffs (+/-)?  NEAR TERM (0-10 years)

(social, environmental, economic topics)

2. Opportunities for collaboration
(related projects, ideas, or discussions)

3. How might community accept this?

4. Components of interest

Q kil this scenario. Why?

LONG TERM (10+ years)

Figure B.17. Worksheet used in Workshop 3 to get participant feedback on the resilience scenarios.




After completing the resilience scenario worksheets, Baker Bay Workshop 3 participants were given a second
worksheet similar to the Message Box worksheets used in Workshop 1. An example of this worksheet is
provided in Fig. B.18. Information from these two worksheets were used by the project team after the workshop
to support potential projects, more information about these methods are given in Appendix B, Phase 3.

Location; 1. PARTNERS:
Baker Bay SLR Resilience 10/25/23 What people/roles are necesary to collaborate on this idea?
{circle if here now)

B
2. INTEREST:

County PUbHC Works Why would these partners
be interested in
this approach?

Assess impacts to
highway

IDEA: How can we.

Downtown economic

revitalization
Homeowner outreach reduce ﬂOOdF”Q
mn!;e;ihﬁ;m:ﬁ Need for affordable
f-{ave fgcused housing
meeting with partners
Salmon habitat
4. NEXT STEPS: What specific activity(s) restoraﬁon

could help move this idea forward?
(cirlce if already in progress)

When highway is impacted,
Before additional development happens

3. TIMELINE:
When would this idea be possible or necessary,
or what would have to happen first?

Figure B.18. Message Box worksheet used in Workshop 3 with example responses highlighted in yellow.

Results from Workshop 2 for Grays Bay were less location-specific, and instead tended to focus on larger
watershed scale concerns. For this reason, Grays Bay Workshop 3 participants were kept as one large group
for discussions and activities related to the presented resilience scenarios. As a large group, the project team
and workshop participants discussed each resilience scenario together and the project team recorded pros and
cons identified for each by the participants. At the end of the discussion, participants filled out a poll individually
to share which resilience scenario components they liked, disliked, or needed more information for. Poll results

were analyzed by the team after the workshop to help develop a resilience strategy and identify potential
projects.

For both bays, workshop participants were given a short dinner break with food provided by the project team.
After dinner, the project team held full-group discussions with workshop participants to hear reflections and
thoughts from participants about the resilience scenarios and moving forward. Participants were given the
following prompt questions for this discussion:

Do any of the participants want to be an “owner” of a discussed/proposed project?

Consider what could help people act long-term (to benefit future generations)?

What could help people act at larger scales (beyond their own property lines)?

How to engage people who were not at the workshops?

How can local planners, government staff, and elected officials support these efforts?

What else could help preferred actions move forward?

IS



Finally, the project team presented and discussed next steps for the project.

Participants were given a survey at the end of the event, which was the same format as the survey given at
Workshop 1 (see Fig B.7), which allowed them to provide feedback on the workshop design, to better shape
future events. Survey results indicated that participants from Baker Bay appreciated the visuals and the maps
of the potential projects, they enjoyed the discussion among attendees, enjoyed learning about SLR and ways
they can plan for it, appreciated the breakout groups by smaller area, the strong leadership and direction from
the project team, the workshop preparation and organization, the provided food, and getting to hear all the
input from various groups and perspectives. While most participants mentioned that they liked the workshop
series as it, some suggestions from participants on how to do workshops differently in the future included
holding a longer workshop to allow more time for discussion and questions or having fewer question prompts
for the options, more presentation on sea level rise projections, more light and heat in the event space,
sending out information before the workshop so attendees have an opportunity to digest the information
beforehand and come ready with questions, more clear slides in the presentation, clearer directions about
public input, and more outreach to Tribal groups. When asked what the participants liked about the three
workshops as a whole, participants shared that they appreciated how the workshops built off one another, that
they had time to digest between workshops, that they were informative overall, the opportunity to participate
even if an attendee cannot make all the workshops, bringing the scientific community to residents, the diversity
of discussion topics, and the collaboration efforts of everyone involved. Some suggestions from participants on
how to do the 3 workshop series differently in the future included offering more time for discussion, getting
more attendance from local residents, sending information out ahead of time, providing more notice of the
workshops, having more business owners, local politicians, and journalists involved so that news gets out
about the workshops, and possibly holding the workshops closer together without as much time in between.
Participants suggested that future topics to consider could include opportunities for funding, capacity building
and coalition building, a focus on tourist influx to the area in the summertime, the inclusion of tsunami planning,
more engagement from US Fish and Wildlife, the US Army Corps, and WA transportation folks, and more
discussion of land-use planning. Participants also provided general feedback that the food was good and that
they appreciated the workshop series and the project team. Participants from Baker Bay mentioned that they
heard about the workshop series via email announcements, direct outreach from a member of the project
team, announcements in the local newspaper, follow-up from attending prior workshops, invitations from other
workshop participants, announcements at other community events, and facebook.

Survey results indicated that participants from Grays Bay enjoyed hearing from other participants and the
issues they are dealing with, hearing from the diverse perspectives in the room, the leadership and information
presented by the project team, the opportunity to connect with others in the community, feeling like participant
input would be incorporated into possible solutions, the information presented was easy to follow, the expert
facilitation by the project team, and the food provided. While most participants mentioned that they liked the
workshop series as it, some suggestions from participants on how to do workshops differently in the future
included having more small group discussion opportunities to hear from people that are less likely to speak up
in a large group and avoid the overrepresentation by a couple louder individuals, having more engagement and
larger attendance from state agencies and local utilities, having more guest speakers to help inform some of
the topics, providing an executive summary of the workshop series overview for those attendees who might
have missed previous workshops, and receiving more advance notification of the workshops. Participants
suggested that future topics to consider could include logging impacts on flooding and erosion, having more
local and state representatives attend the workshops, offering experienced speakers to cover some of the legal
issues in the area, offering more conversation on assistance to residence around current flossing issues, more
discussion around climate change, and the potential for opening logging roads during flood events to allow for
alternate routes for residents. Other general feedback included a consideration of how potential solutions



would impact fish and an overall appreciation for the workshop series to date. Participants from Grays Bay
mentioned that they heard about the workshop series via email announcements, direct outreach from a
member of the project team, a newsletter, postcards in the mail, flyers hung up at local businesses, follow-up
from attending prior workshops, invitations from other workshop participants, and announcements at other
community events.

e. Workshop 4

Attendance for Workshop 4 was 32 people for Baker Bay and 37 people for Grays Bay, not including the
project team—an increase in attendance compared to Workshop 2 by approximately 60% and an decrease of
approximately 29% for Baker Bay and Grays Bay, respectively. The agenda for Workshop 4 is shown in Fig
B.19.

AGENDA

Project goals:
e |dentify and support multi-benefit projects
¢ Document opportunities and constraints for reducing the impacts of
sea level rise and related issues across Baker + Grays Bays

Workshop 3 Goals:
e Review suggested approaches to issues/ideas from Workshops 1-3
e |dentify next steps for projects and stakeholder coordination

6:00 Workshops series recap, event overview

6:15 Activity: Review Resilience Strategy and project suggestions

7:15 ***DINNER™* (and raffle)

7:30 Discussion: Activity results and next steps (dinner continues)
7:50-8:00 | Closing and survey

Figure B.19. Agenda for Workshop 4, which occurred from 6:00-8:00 pm local time on June 6, 2024 in Grays
Bay, and June 7, 2024 in Baker Bay.

Participants received a brief presentation from the project team that covered the background, overview, and
goals of the project in addition to the workshop agenda and expectations for the workshop. Background
information shared during the presentation component of the workshop included a recap of the previous three
workshops and efforts made by the project team outside of the workshops so far (see Project Support
Methods, Appendix B Phase 3 below). The only agenda item that differed between the two workshops was a
brief additional presentation at the Grays Bay workshop by a representative from Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory (PNNL), which provided initial results of their modeling efforts of flood reduction approaches for the
Grays River. This model focused on dredging scenarios for the bay and river, which produced initial results



showing very limited effectiveness of dredging on local flooding. The presenter discussed their work, asked for
participant feedback, and responded to questions. No such presentation occurred at the Baker Bay workshop.

The participants then participated in an activity to review and provide feedback on potential adaptation
projects. These projects were based on conceptual hazards and habitat resilience design concepts, reflecting
community resilience criteria developed through Phase 1 outreach and workshops 1-3, with the support of
licensed engineers with expertise in lower Columbia habitat restoration. Six projects were presented each for
Baker Bay and Grays Bay. The locations for each of these projects are shown in Fig. B.20. The potential
projects spanned different spatial scales that cover most of the original area of interest and covered several big
issues, including projects that are ready for grants and just need a bit of coordination, projects that need longer
stakeholder coordination and analysis, and projects that are larger planning and capital-intensive projects.

BAKER BAY PROJECTS
1. llwaco shoreline flood protectior
3. Lower Wallacut River water management and flood adaptation

6. llwaco and Pacific County housing planning and upland acquisition

GRAYS BAY PROJECTS

2. Grays River: coordinated flood impacts reduction projects across watershed

3. Gray ing via gages

g
on channel dredging
6. Deep River: coordinated flood impacts reduction projects across watershed

Figure B.20. Map of potential projects for Baker Bay and Grays Bay presented in Workshop 4.

Each participant was given a printed handout with a diagram for each of the six projects in their respective Bay
along with a description of the project and the related community-identified adaptation priorities for that project
that was identified in Workshops 1 and 2. The handout also displayed an analysis done by the project team of
the adaptive capacity (defined as the ability of the “system” to adapt in the way described). The analysis
considered 4 criteria to better understand the adaptive capacity for each potential project, including:
1. Motivation for adaptation: are the affected/involved parties likely to support this work?
2. Access to resources: what resources would help advance this work, and how accessible are they?
3. Authority to implement adaptation decisions: do project partners have the authority to take action?
4. Ability to learn and innovate: Are project partners able to address information gaps, adjust the project
as new learning are acquired, and take advantage of emerging opportunities/ideas that were not
originally planned for?




On the handout, adaptive capacity considerations were color coded as follows:

e Green = high likelihood of happening
e Yellow = somewhat likely to happen

e Red = unlikely to happen or requires a lot of effort

The contents for the potential project handouts are shown in Fig. B.21 for Baker Bay and Fig. B.22 for Grays
Bay. Larger, higher-quality maps can also be found in Appendix E and H.
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Figure B.21. Diagrams (left) and associated community-identified adaptation priorities (right) of the 6 potential
resilience projects in Baker Bay presented in Workshop 4.




1. Grays River dredging o

WA Department of Fish and Wi

to reduce flood impacts =000

gation Channel

Adaptive capacity Suggested next steps
Wahkdakum County thou!
*  Subemit funding/astaIance pragosal o US Armry Corps [COMPLETE]

.  WWiork with LIS Army Corps and others to conduct relevant studies
] SCOMOMIC ASSESETAENTS 10 determine feasiulity of dredging

WA SO O TIONS

Ty prioe

A TEIDUILE; |+
Expenshve; requires ket and iikely malntenance: propesal t US Armyd

\'.M’IJHIIL‘*’

underiying caumes Jcross G
cloes not prave scestid on it awn

1h permitting, reliance / - o
Tough permitting: on LIS Army Corps to conduct ol work wa rt of Fith and Wildiife thoukt
. +  Conduct studies about patential Impacts to e
concen (o Jggregate & i), Ao £

Interested partes.

Abifity to leam and innovate:
Neesisary study of hydrofogy and abitats can inform other cfioets - oL e wmeris ard concerns i mtereted

Mg

This project supports these local priorities:

Intrastriscusre — Sacial Spaces Land uie

tieed b Eactors
tiorariented o

s
Foem can en rgistic with

retoted efforts snd commurnic rest porties
isee Willapa Erosion Control Action Now - WECAN].

Farteipation by agungie
atiie work that buikss refatonshy

dy key organization in all
kiakum County ia the logical
vapeecifac I may
e ghfferent than the County.

Studhes. profotype project
jhtsharing will be
e UwoUGh Smalier p

Key organizations by subregion:
{does ot include all partrers, or reguilators)

Grays Bay:
Wahbkiakum County*
e r

Wahddakum County
iy o State DOT

Suggested next steps

Wahkiskum County okl

Adaptive capacity

Mativation fer sdagtation:
Marry efforts already occurnng: oddresscs prionty nes

 Croate 2 webpage with exsting documens and project ipdates
. .G cvents to better watershed
priacesses, and Do ol comenundios hawe chnlt with Sy 15005,

I the e, this could be tupporned by Wahkiakum County

wbeel, stuhers et M Koo Comumetle’s comLl resinnce oulies 1 s,

M

in Land Truse, WA f Matural

Medm

Ability 12 learn and innavate:

‘Grays River Flood Contral District thoula:

»  Continue o address locakeed fiood i

This project supports these local priorities:

Habitats +
Intrartructure seslogicsl ('M' "'m""“ neosmation Land use Social Spacas
procese

Upper Watershed,
patential gages:
P

Grays Wver Covered Bridge,
potential gages:

Alteona-Pillar Rock Bridge.
potential gage:

Suggested next steps

Columbia Land Trugt shoukd

Adaptive capacity

Supports loc pronities; uncerlsn wivh gage(s| 1o pricitee

aticn info far Covered Bridge gage [COMPLETE]

Granys River Flood Consrol DNSIGT on pbiic
i

* Based e, pririne Wit a

Meium s

phused funding strateqy. Continue to kead comverasion and update
InereTey parties Aboul g et and other gage

- Ovce fundeg
rapngs for sedimen

= wilh FIML b desvetop new
el lar bocal beneht

Gagefs| instaliation, Gperatans/ maintenance, and website ane pabie

. Grays River Flood Control District okt
* CONUCE DUITERCh [0 EnsUre Ehat focals now how to a
lcarn and innovate:
e u . i . read gage data [inchuding 2024 recalibration of the Cavered Bridge
LI EMENgency PrERATEENe1s; INTrmI Walerthed Witk coaranaticn ‘s elivation: datumi_ i service of emen preparedniess and in
and modelng bo feduce Rood impacts MBGM y Cobuambas L Trist: wendy
. *  Communicae 1o the public how new gages can emprove
Lander 1 af wate = And infarm enduring Bood
T e o

WA Department of Ecology ihous
gage data online

This project supports these local priorities:

»  Continue to hos

el achvie: on gage

Habitats +
ecalogical Information Wahkiabum County shoukd
RN . Lo 1) Covered Bridge gage

Tunding oppor 5 for expanding gaging to reduce flood im:




4. Grays River modeling Adaptive capacity Suggested next steps

Meotivation for adaptation: PNNL chould
Variable inputs. Motancad disconietion between mocdehng and ol priorities progets | T aN— -
] ¥
1o model . ....... vy il A i petalion a5 needed 0 el Comeminity
lactual or potential peiomies.
Pacific Northwest National Lab [PNNL suggested project lead] conditions): Aggess o resouUrces; s shawang
" Raintall ¥ runcfl Existmey furels; 2 grants in reamee competitive for funds if colsborative

CRITFC CMOP, chn DNMI.} ok

% & .
S Rt Occurs primandy on computers; interested parbes can guide modelng |+ Continue exting me » i
L, refbectinng ecmamty prioHtes.
Impacts of engoing .
UPETTEA PR PaTISN * ENSUIe Ot exIRing A rew modeing ACUItE ane coordinated
with other research partnen” effors, have a iobust outreach
ancd will rangibly . for focal beredit

Proposed flood impacts Ability te learn and inrevate .
(maps or other datal: reduction projects Prosvachies beetier umelirstandieng of fisks + prope Teasilabity

Expected water level Propased restoration projects
e = i ot ‘ Washington Sea Grant and/or WU Extension Wahkiakum
dry areas Sea level rise County
ment levels Columbia River flows s about modeling ffors, whie uiting
Other questions TAD.. e
encfits of projects This preject supports these lecal priorities:
Other useful infermation TED... —
Habiltats +
pr—l Intarmatisn
proartes

Adaptive capacity  Suggested next steps
Deep Rrver M Sarong communky pricy Wl':d;::-':::'::':\\::"ﬂ\ propatal to LS Ammy Corps [COMPLETE]
oot launch l-dl . * Wark with LIS Army Carpss and others to conduct relevant stucties

Accens to rezources; *  Con
Exprenive: requines smdies and kel mantenance; proogsal to US At

g o et steps

will Do srpeessful by

1 10 resuce Mood Impacts and their
underhying eauses across Deep River witerined, in case dredging
Tough permiting: reflance on US Army Corgs 1o canduct all wark doet not prove successiul o it own

refiance nU.mum- development at Miler Landing

Rice Iztand coordinat
WA Department of Fish and Wildhife should

ABility to learn and innavate: * Conductstudhes
Necessary sty of hyarologsy and habitats can inform other effort

Medin

This project supports these local priorities:

g el Fechewint P e/ RO tumities
character  Infrastructure. Lang ure

6. Deep River: watershed-wide coordmatlon Adaptive capacity Suggested next steps

CREST rmgqesl CREST houlct

it o iy sdress Hutk of flooding :
Sorme efbovts aiready ooy Y SOMIETE AU bt 00! ¥ & Create praject Briefi about their planned And/or angaing wark At
addrcies both underying cau

N SmMall- L LAl projy thee Eadt Dieep River Road cubvedts bo shade ol publc mectngs and on
Upland modifications: o project webpage

® locmify @ point of CoNtact o project kead to Jsist with food
ol projects may net be ¢ a granty; [espocially of tide gates and
rNAgE IMpRovements Ddh’!d dies. Continue 1o atfend local events.

1. Address land management o store runaff
and sediment

2. \dentify drainage pattems and
decammission/modify roads or other features
to store funoff and sediment

Wahkiakum County should

= Assist CREST and Landowrers 10 Dok neguésr comercatians abou
Deep River Mo

Y Babinics BN aious wd chaal TRO divtribesed prajects can focus on inberested bndawner

camplexity

MM + Ausist CRES 3o
order 1o address upland impacs an sowland flooding

g Local residents and landowners ihouki
* Floodplain modifications: . +  Continue to collaborate with CREST to address lood siuet.
6, Muted tidal regulators and floodplain water il ot 3

management improvements 1o replace tide
gates where E Fork Deep River joins mainstem P

This project supports these local priorities: would be
7. Raise road, improve performance as dike
8. Repairfupgrade ex ates et mg; Lo information Land use Social Spaces
processes e

9. Improve drainage behind dikes

Figure B.22. Diagrams (left) and associated community-identified adaptation priorities (right) of the six potential
resilience projects in Grays Bay presented in Workshop 4.

Large maps of the potential projects were displayed around the room and participants were encouraged to
walk around, view the maps and provide feedback for each project and attempt to prioritize the projects. Using
sticky notes, the participants were asked to consider what they liked about the proposed projects, what they
would change about the projects, and document any questions they had about the projects. Additionally,
participants were given 10 raffle tickets eachand instructed to use the tickets as a voting mechanism to denote
the projects they would like to see prioritized (similar to allocating funding to a project with money). Participants
could put all of their tickets towards ‘funding’ one project or they could spread their ‘funding’ among multiple



projects. The intent behind this activity was to gain an idea of what the community sees as priorities in the area
and was not intended for making any final decisions on these projects by the project team. Participants were
given about an hour to complete this activity before breaking for a brief dinner break. Food was provided to all
participants.

During the dinner break, the project team synthesized the feedback from the participant’s sticky notes and
tallied the number of tickets allocated to each potential project. A brief summary of the feedback and the
results of the ticket allocation were shared with participants after dinner. Ticket allocation breakdown is shown
in Table B.1 for each Bay.

Table B.1. Results of ticket (‘funding’) allocation activity for potential adaptation/resilience projects in Baker Bay
and Grays Bay.

Baker Bay Grays Bay
Project # Tickets (% of Project # Tickets (ranking
total tickets) of total tickets)

Project 2. llwaco Stormwater 72 (26%) Project 1. Grays River dredging | 84 (ranked 1 of 6)
Management to reduce flood impacts
Project 3. Lower Wallacut River 51 (18%) Project 3. Grays River 58 (ranked 2 of 6)
water management and flood monitoring via stream gages
adaptation
Project 5. Chinook Shoreline 47 (17%) Project 2. Grays River: 54 (ranked 3 of 6)
erosion reduction and habitat watershed-wide coordination
enhancement
Project 6. llwaco and Chinook 40 (14%) Project 6. Deep River: ? (ranked 4 of 6)
(Pacific County) upland housing watershed-wide coordination
development
Project 4. Chinook Hatchery and 37 (13%) Project 5. Deep River dredging ? (ranked 5 of 6)
Houchen Street flood impacts for navigation
reduction
Project 1. llwaco shoreline flood 34 (12%) Project 4. Grays River 31 (ranked 6 of 6)
protection Modeling

Following the share-out of these results, the project team led a full-group discussion about the potential
projects aimed at identifying next steps. For each Bay, the adaptive capacity for all projects were compared.
This was broken down among the various components of adaptive capacity (motivation, resources, authority,
and innovation, as described above). A visual of this comparison was presented to the participants and is
shown in Fig. B.23 for each Bay. The participants were asked to share any themes they see and any questions
they have regarding this comparison.
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1. llwaco shoreline flood
protection

2. llwaco distributed stormwater
management
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likely to happen
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Figure B.23. Adaptive capacity for potential projects at Baker Bay (top) and Grays Bay (bottom) from project
team analysis presented in Workshop 4.

Next the project team asked workshop participants their opinions on key partners that should be involved in
these potential projects. To facilitate this discussion, the project team presented a list of partners that have
been shared in previous workshops—including the Message Box activity from Workshop 3 (see Fig. B.18) and
other conversations—and ranked this list based on how many times individual partners were mentioned. This
listis presented in Fig. B.24 for each Bay.



Baker Bay

landowners, residents

City of llwaco, Pacific County, Port of llwaco

Columbia Land Trust

businesses, WSDOT, WDFW, PUD #2,
timber/upland landowners, CREST, WA State Parks

Chinook Indian Nation,  housing organizations, newspapers and other media,

Pacific Conservation District, Port of Chinook, Port of llwaco tenants,
private investors, Sea Resources, Inc,, US Army Corps of Engineers
Grays Bay

Wahkiakum County

Columbia Land Trust

Port District No. 2 State of WA US Army Corps

CREST Grays River Grange Grays River Flood Control District
PNNL Private landowners timber/upland landowners

Wahkiakum Conservation District WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

CRITFC CMOP Cowlitz Tribe LCEP Pacific County
State of Oregon WA Department of Ecology WA Department of Natural Resources
WA Sea Grant WA State DOT WSU Extension - Wahkiakum County

Figure B.24. List of suggested main/active partners for potential resilience/adaptation projects for Baker Bay
(top) and Grays Bay (bottom). Larger font denotes that an organization/partner has been suggested more than
that with a smaller font.




The project team then asked participants about any existing strong partner relationships in the area, and if any,
how they could be improved. Participants were also asked to give any additional feedback of which partners
might be missing from the list or should be less involved. This activity was meant to connect the work done in
the workshops to the theory of change (see report Introduction for details on this), particularly getting local
communities collaborating with county, state, and tribal organizations to help make impactful steps forward for
resilience work.

Following this discussion, the project team shared several resilience projects they helped scope so far and
areas of active coordination, driven by participants feedback in the workshop series (see Fig.B.21. B.22 and
Appendix E and H). Efforts happening outside of the workshop series and this project team were also shared to
give a holistic view of what is happening in each Bay. Finally, the project team shared which
organization/partners were working on the six potential projects shared in the earlier activity for each Bay, so
that the workshop participants knew who they could contact regarding each project and be aware of which
projects are not yet being led by anyone. At the time of the workshop, 3 projects in each Bay were being led by
partners (including the City of llwaco, the Port of llwaco, Pacific County, Wahkiakum County, and Pacific
Northwest National Laboratories), and the project team shared contact information for these leading
organizations. Finding local champions for these efforts was an initial objective for the project. For the
remaining 3 projects in each Bay without a lead partner, the project team asked the workshop participants if
any of them would be interested in leading the efforts moving forward. Workshop participants stepped forward
and expressed interest in leading projects. These names were recorded by the workshop team for future
coordination.

Finally, Workshop 4 was closed by announcing the Resilience Strategy efforts underway by the Project Team
to be shared via email to all workshop participants upon completion. The project team wrapped up the
workshop series with a call to action for continued conversations and projects by community members and
local champions to increase the resilience of each Bay into the future.

Similar to the first 3 workshops, Workshop 4 participants were also given a survey at the end of the event, with
a slightly different format than that of Workshops 1-3. This survey is shown in Fig. B.25.



Participant Survey

Lower Columbia River Sea Level Rise Resilience, Baker Bay Workshop #4

1. What did you like about this workshop and/or the workshop series?

2. What would you do differently with this workshop and/or the workshop series?

3. How did you hear about this workshop?

4. What is one thing you learned from these workshops?

5. Have you thought differently about flooding, erosion, or habitat change since you participated in these
workshops? How?

6. Who or what topics were NOT part of these workshops but should be part of resilience work?

7. If you have other thoughts to share, please let us know.

THANKS! Make sure to grab a gift on the way out

Figure B.25. Workshop 4 survey given to all participants.

This survey allowed workshop participants to provide feedback on the workshop series as a whole, to help the
project team better shape future workshop series in other communities. Survey results from Baker Bay
indicated that participants enjoyed the information that was presented in the workshops, the opportunity to
network, the supportive atmosphere and constructive participation from attendees, the pace of the workshops,
the opportunity to hear from multiple perspectives, learning how flood protection can align with habitat
restoration, receiving points of contact for different parents and efforts going on in the area, receiving the
printed handouts with the slides, the location chosen for holding the workshops, the leadership from the Pacific
Conservation District, getting to see how other participants voted on projects, the food offered, and the casual
atmosphere. While survey results indicate that most participants liked the workshop series as it, some
suggestions from participants on how to do workshops differently in the future included having a larger
presentation screen, a plan for additional meetings after the workshop to continue conversations and advance
resilience efforts, having more directly impacted residents attend the workshops, offering updates on how
efforts are progressing, incorporating an ice breaker to get attendees to speak up more, and allowing time for
participant introductions. Participants shared that they learned several things from the workshop series,
including information about SLR in the future, information about different strategies to help with erosion, an



overview of all the different projects being done in the area, how complex the issues are in the area related to
flooding and erosion, how interested it can be to have many different perspectives in the room, how much
flooding will impact llwaco’s core area, information on moving homes and infrastructure out of flood prone
areas, zoning and planning possibilities to aid in keeping new building out of flood zones, the importance of
documentation of plans to secure funding sources, learning about which areas are most vulnerable to flooding,
and a perceived lack of interest from stakeholders—such as the Port of llwaco. When asked whether thoughts
have changed regarding flooding/erosion/habitat change throughout the workshop series, participants shared
that they noticed that people seem interested and that more public education around the historic, current, and
future flooding risks could be helpful, some attendees now pay more attention to flooding along creeks when it
is happening, a deeper understanding of future flooding with help from the future sea level rise maps shared in
the workshops, the need to be proactive in this area, and increased curiosity when seeing flooding in real time
about which approaches (hard or soft for example) could help those areas. Participants suggested that future
topics to consider could include more information on what type of plants should be planted along rivers for
erosion control, a larger participant representation from local residents, and more habitat restoration
opportunities and beaver management alternatives. Survey results also indicate that participants enjoyed the
food provided and expressed their appreciation for the workshop series as a whole. Participants mentioned
that they heard about the workshop series via facebook, postcards in the mail, contacted directly by a member
of the project team, project team announcements at other local events, invitations by other participants, flyers
hung in local businesses, email advertisements, and announcements from the City of llwaco.

Survey results from Grays Bay indicated that participants appreciated that the project team listened to the
community, balanced opportunities, prioritized work, and offered an agenda for conversation while allowing for
flexibility and new ideas. They also enjoyed that multiple stakeholders were brought together, and particularly
enjoyed the opportunity to network and converse with their neighbors. Several participants enjoyed the
informative nature of the workshops and mentioned their appreciation for the additional presentation from
PNNL about modeling work in the area. While most participants mentioned that they liked the workshop series
as it, some suggestions from participants on how to do workshops differently in the future included providing
more informational handouts, holding more frequent meetings throughout the year, having a hub for resources
to access digitally, omitting language that can be perceived as climate alarmism, having additional experts to
help answer questions about the modeling presentation, having more roundtable discussions, and holding the
workshops at a different time. Participants shared that they learned several things from the workshop series,
including how dredging would impact the local flooding, what their neighbors' concerns were, how complex the
flooding issue is, how opinions on flooding solutions differ among different stakeholders, increased awareness
of local agencies and partners, and an increased awareness of ongoing work. When asked whether thoughts
have changed regarding flooding/erosion/habitat change throughout the workshop series, participants shared
that the workshop series brought these issues to the front of their mind, new considerations of watershed
approaches vs. one-time or piecemeal solutions to flooding, insights into how close people should be living to
bodies of water that experience natural change, how to run workshops well, and the importance of having
community conversations. Participants suggested that future topics to consider could include replacing
undersized culverts, how fish would be impacted by dredging, installation of Beaver Dam Analogs (BDAs) in
the upper reaches of the river to reduce flooding in the lower reaches of the river, inclusion the Army Corps in
conversations, a desire for a stronger focus on actionable items, flooding impacts for some specific areas
within the watershed, engagement of Timber companies, hearing from the Cowlitz Tribe about their work in the
upper watershed, information on gravel bar removals, impacts of wetland and floodplain restoration on
flooding, and some more information about the Columbia River. Survey results also indicate that some
participants felt that voting on potential projects should be limited only to residents of that bay. Participants
mentioned that they heard about the workshop series via an announcement in the local newspaper, direct



outreach by a member of the project team, announcement by the project team at other local/community
events, postcards in the mail, and follow-up emails from previous workshops.



Phase 3: Project Support

Phase 3, “Project Support” occurred throughout the project (Fig. B.26). During the initial outreach with
stakeholders and literature reviews during Phase 1, the team identified existing projects, prior attempts,
existing partners, gaps, and needs to move projects forward in the study area. As the team developed
workshop designs throughout Workshops 1 - 2 at Baker Bay and Grays Bay, the team analyzed the
communities’ input to identify issues, principle resilient components, and gaps and came up with potential
project designs as outlined in Appendix B Phase 2. The discussions during workshop 3 were analyzed to
provide the communities’

- preferred designs and/or design components

- feasibility and barriers about each design

- cooperative iteration of participant’s ideal project designs

- Discussion about preferred next steps

- Discussion about a short-term plan and long-term plan.

- identification of potential project leads

- identification of agencies or stakeholders that need to be involved

Based on the discussion points above, the team identified feasible projects or next steps based on all the
discussions and prior information throughout the study, which can be found in Appendix E and H. Through
interviews and literature reviews, on-going projects and local champions were identified and used in
conjunction with the information from the workshops to identify feasible projects and suitable funding sources
to address the community's needs. Additionally, literature reviews (Appendix A) also identified existing
mitigation or restoration projects elsewhere with similar components to create a list of model projects that can
be shared with local communities (see Appendix I).
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Project
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willingness)
Workshop

Figure B.26. Methods to derive recommendations and the next steps.



