
Science Collaborative CIU Meeting #7 

March 20th, 10 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

Soldotna Kenai Peninsula Campus 

PRESENT 

City of Homer:  Bryan Hawkins (Harbormaster) 

ADF&G: Ginny Litchfield (Habitat Resource Manager) 

ACOE: Julie Anderson (Civil Works Project Manager) 

KBRR Community Council:  Bob Hartley, Jim Hornaday, George Matz 

KBRR Staff:  Angie Doroff, Steve Baird, Stacey Buckelew, Terry Thompson  

Seldovia Village Tribe: Michael Opheim  

University of AK Fairbanks: Jeff Freymueller (by phone) 

NPS: Rebecca Jones (Outreach & Education Specialist) 

 

ABSENT 

City of Homer:  Rick Abboud (Planning), Walt Wrede (City Manager) 

NOAA:  Kris Holderied (Kasitsna Bay Lab Manager) 

KP Borough: Tom Dearlove (Coastal Program/Resource Manager) 

 

AGENDA & NOTES 

Welcome, introduction, and focus exercise- Angie and Stacey 

Overview of the semi-annual report- Angie 

Workgroup exercise on emerging data and potential study products  

View and discuss draft products  

Analysis update- Jeff Freymueller (by phone) 

Ideas/needs for upcoming June 5th CIU meeting 

Closing remarks, meeting adjourns 

 

FOCUS EXERCISE  

After introductions, we had all participants do a short written exercise that helped them focus on 

their roll in the meeting and in their own words connect their job to this science collaborative 

project’s outcomes (Appendix 1).  We did not have people share these out loud or collect them.  

The exercise Stacey developed had the desired effect, which was to have people (once their 

greetings, beverage, and other needs were met) settled in to the work at hand. Total time= 10 

minutes 

  

OVERVIEW 

The first part of the overview was based on the most recent 6 month progress report and the 

second focused on preliminary results to date (see attached presentation pdf).  In this meeting, 

we focused only on the objectives and hypotheses related to relative sea level (RSL) change.  We 

will focus on the integration and biological objectives in the next CIU meeting.   

 

We went through each objective/hypothesis related to RSL from the earth and ice model view 

and discussed what the preliminary data was showing and how that was relevant to the whole 

study.  During the course of the overview presentation the format was open to questions and 

discussions at all time.  Most of the questions and discussion came during the section on How 

We Can Use the Network of Information.  While these data will not actually help in the 



prediction of earthquakes, they will help the geophysical institute quickly identify land 

movements that are different from ongoing trends which has implications for better predictive 

value.  These data will also provide high precision post-event understanding of plate movements.     

The CIUs took active interest and had some questions relating to the ability of models to predict 

earthquakes. 

 

Prior to developing draft products, we (the research team) need to make some decisions about the 

data.  These decisions were based on CIU feedback from this past summer on timeframes for 

projecting forward (20yrs) and an interest in relating this to the subsidence event following the 

1964 earthquake.  Our own internal discussions resulted in the selection of the long-term and 

COR sites and omitting (for now) the sites with much less data.  Here are the results of those 

discussions:  

• We used data from sites with > 10yrs of data 

– Average uplift rate of 8.6mm/year (+/-0.5mm) = 0.34in/year 

– With the exception of the Homer Spit 5.6mm/year = 0.22in/year 

– Global sea level rise estimates of 3.3mm/year = 0.13in/year 

• We will only project out to 20yrs which will reduce uncertainty in the projections 

– Provides a quite solid projection which will allow us to detect when something is 

different in the trend  

 

One of the CIUs encouraged an article in the Redoubt Reporter in order to broadly disseminate 

new and interesting information about land and sea level change in the region.  

 

Based on this information, we developed and printed three poster-sized maps 1) vertical velocity 

(land level change and regional sea level rise), 2) Beluga Slough (implications for RSL change), 

and the Homer Spit and Harbor (implications for RSL change).  A short overview on each 

product was presented.  Total time= 50 minutes 

 

WORKGROUP PRODUCT REVIEW 

The products were presented individually (each station was facilitated by Steve, Angie, or 

Stacey) and the facilitator provided a summary of data used for each map. The CIUs were split 

into three, roughly equal, groups and traveled to each draft product. The CIU’s were provided an 

evaluation sheet for each product (see attached) and were asked to fill them out to help us 

evaluate how useful the information would be for them (Appendix 2).    

 

Given the shortened time for this exercise there was a mixed success.  The CIUs split up into 

groups of 2-3 people and were given approximately 10 minutes at each station. CIUs spent 

approximately 7 minutes reviewing products, asking questions, and having discussions in their 

groups. With the remaining 3 minutes, CIUs were encouraged to complete their evaluation 

forms. Many CIU’s asked to hold on to their Map evaluations so they could continue to write 

once the exercise was complete. All evaluations were collected at the end of the meeting and 

compiled. 

 

We didn’t have enough time for each station (this was a shorter meeting given the travel to 

Soldotna and set up time) and we (Stacey, Steve, & Angie) needed to provide our CIU’s with 

more information about what they were looking at and how it was generated which cut into their 



time to write the evaluation.  Note: Recommendation for future exercises would include: i) more 

time to review products or send products via email to CIUs before meeting; ii) key messages 

about products developed before meeting (these were done post-hoc), and iii) mandatory 

“quiet”/focused time for CIUs to complete forms after group discussion.  

 

For those CIU’s that could not attend the meeting, we developed an email version for them to 

review and provide written comments via survey monkey.  We also sent this email version to 

CIUs who did attend the meeting and encouraged them to provide more input if they wished.  

When we have input from all participants, we will collate the responses and use these to refine or 

further develop products. 

 

Total time= 30 minutes 

 

ANALYSIS REVIEW & UPDATE 

Jeff Freymueller (phoning in from Japan) provided a Webex presentation on that provided 

greater detail than the overview presentation at the beginning of the meeting.  This turned out to 

be a very fortuitous arrangement (minus a minor glitch initially setting up the phone call).  Many 

of the questions generated while viewing the draft products were answered by this more detailed 

explanation of vertical and horizontal variation in land movements over time and how regional 

sea level models work (strengths and limitations were discussed). CIU questions focused mainly 

on the global sea level rise effect and ability of models to predict earthquake activity. We felt 

that the group’s attention was focused.  When CIUs had to begin getting the concepts sorted for 

themselves as they viewed draft products they, generated more questions.  Having Jeff provide 

this level of detail was very helpful to cement concepts and a deeper understanding of the 

products.  It will be interesting to see how CIU’s who missed the presentation will do with these 

drafts. Total time= 50 minutes 

 

NEXT MEETING 

Because the presentations ran overtime (lots of good questions and a delay in getting the Webex 

functioning properly), we had a very abbreviated discussion about our meeting in June.  I 

basically announced that the next meeting would be focused on the Objectives and hypotheses 

not addressed in this meeting and further development of products. The next meeting is 

scheduled for 5 June 2013 in Homer.    

 

 



Appendix 1. Science Collaborative- Core Intended User Meeting 

Individual focus exercise 

 

1. My name is: 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. I am working with: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

 

3. …. in order to: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

 

4. I do this work specifically by: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

 

5. My participation in this Science Collaborative project will help me in my work by: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

 

Example: 

1. My name is Stacey Buckelew 

 

2. I am working with decision-makers interested in addressing coastal management issues around 

Kachemak Bay. 

 

3. ….in order to promote stewardship of coastal resources along the lower Kenai Peninsula. 

 

4. I do this work specifically by providing professional training and technical assistance, 

outreaching coastal science to the local community, and convening decision-makers around 

relevant or key issues of concern. 

 

5. My participation in this Science Collaborative project will help me in my work by: increasing my 

literacy of local sea-level and land level change, providing me specific tools that I can use when 

addressing the local community, establishing collaborative work relationships, and giving focus 

when seeking future training opportunities.  

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2.Your name:______________  Data product:   ☐ Vertical velocity map   ☐Beluga Slough map   ☐Homer Spit Map  

 
 

 

Summarize in your own words what you think this product is telling you: 

 

 

 

This product will be useful in the work that I do. 

☐  Strongly disagree ☐ Somewhat agree ☐ Agree ☐ Strongly Agree ☐ Decline to comment 

 
I could specifically apply this product by or in the form of: (e.g. give example of how you would use this product) 

 

 

 

The strengths of this product are: add brief comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This product is confusing and/or lacks: add brief 

comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This product could be revised to suit my work by: 

 

 


