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Background: 
 
The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) is responsible for administering the State 
Scenic Waterways Program, which is designed to protect the existing scenic, natural, and 
recreation values of 20 designated waterways throughout the State. OPRD is directed by statute 
(ORS 390.855) to periodically study new waterways for potential inclusion in the program, 
though no new waterways have been designated since 1988.    
 
In September 2013, the Governor directed OPRD to analyze at least three waterways for 
potential designation every two years.  An initial screening of all Oregon waterways by OPRD 
and a broad coalition of agencies and stakeholders resulted in a list of approximately 80 river 
segments which have the potential to meet the State’s waterway designation criteria.  Based on 
OPRD’s capacity to complete the waterway assessments, and to provide geographical 
distribution throughout the State, sections of the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers were 
included in the 2013-15 pilot study.   
 
The pilot study resulted in the development of three individual Scenic Waterway qualification 
reports.  New State Scenic Waterway designations are permitted under ORS 390.855, which 
allows for the Governor to designate the waterways based on study and a recommendation by the 
Oregon State Parks and Recreation Commission, and concurrence in that recommendation by the 
Oregon Water Resources Commission. 
 
As concluded by the attached reports, both the Chetco and Molalla River study areas meet the 
required Scenic Waterway eligibility criteria and have significant public support for designation 
into the program.  The attached report concludes that the Grande Ronde River study area does 
not meet all the eligibility criteria and has significant public opposition to the potential Scenic 
Waterway designation.



The success of each new State Scenic Waterway is dependent on balancing the waterway 
protection with the development rights of area property and business owners.  It is also critical 
that OPRD and local proponents develop a strong partnership in environmental stewardship 
efforts and promotion of recreation opportunities along the waterway. Other OPRD heritage and 
recreation designation programs, such as State Scenic Bikeways, require strong, organized local 
proponents before earning an official designation. As OPRD staff studied the candidate streams 
and listened to public feedback, they realized the same approach is extremely advisable for 
scenic waterways. 
 
Staff propose, therefore, that the Oregon State Parks and Recreation Commission only 
recommend the Governor designate a new state scenic waterway, and request concurrence in that 
recommendation from the Water Resources Commission, if three conditions are met: 
 

1. The waterway physically qualifies, as described in statute. 
2. Feedback from general public, direct stakeholders, and any affected county government 

supports designation, as described in statute. 
3. An organized group, including local proponents, requests designation and present at least 

a basic management plan drafted in cooperation with OPRD staff or one of its advisory 
committees.  

 
Of the three waterway candidates studied by OPRD staff in 2014, the Chetco and Molalla meet 
the first two conditions, as documented in the qualification reports prepared for Commission 
review and provided under separate cover. However, staff will ask the Commission to delay 
making a recommendation about their designation as state scenic waterways until such time as 
the third condition is met. In order to fulfill the third condition, OPRD staff will work with an 
advisory committee consisting of direct stakeholders and local Scenic Waterway proponents to 
develop a sound management plan outline, as is OPRD practice for other types of designations. 
During that time OPRD will work with staff of the Water Resources Department to support that 
agency’s review of the proposals and development of recommendations to the Water Resources 
Commission to allow for timely concurrence with any future Parks Commission 
recommendation.  
  
Prior Action by Commission:  None  
 
Action Requested: Receive Qualification reports, provide them to the Governor and Water 

Resources Commission [Department?], and direct OPRD staff to return 
with proponent-supported management plans by December 31, 2015 as a 
precondition for recommending the stretches of the Chetco and Molalla 
Rivers specified in the qualification reports for scenic waterway 
designation. 

 
Attachment:  Chetco, Molalla, and Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway Suitability Reports 
 
Prepared by:  Steve Kay 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Background 
 
The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) is responsible for administering the State 
Scenic Waterways Program, which is designed to protect the existing scenic, natural, and 
recreation values of 20 designated waterways throughout the State. OPRD is directed by statute 
(ORS 390.855) to periodically study new waterways for potential inclusion in the program, though 
no new waterways have been designated since 1988.    
 
In September 2013, the Governor directed Oregon Parks and Recreation Department to analyze at 
least three waterways for potential designation every two years.  An initial screening of all Oregon 
waterways by OPRD resulted in a list of approximately 80 river segments which have the potential 
to meet the State’s waterway designation criteria.  Based on a broad coalition of agencies and 
stakeholders, OPRD’s capacity to complete the waterway assessments, and to provide geographical 
distribution throughout the State, sections of the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers were 
included in the 2013-15 pilot study. 
 
This Oregon Scenic Waterway study, conducted by OPRD, serves as the statutorily required first 
step in the process to possibly designate a new Oregon Scenic Waterway. That process, established 
by ORS 390.855, allows for the Governor to designate new scenic waterways following study and 
approval of the OPRD Commission and the Oregon Water Resources Commission. This study 
document constitutes the first step - a report to OPRD Commission. This study, covering 
approximately 14 miles on the Chetco River, was done to accomplish two objectives: 
 

1. Determine if the river segments meet the qualifications for designation as an Oregon Scenic 
Waterway  (ORS 390.855); and 

2. If the qualifications are met, outline, in general, what type of management designation 
would be appropriate for waterway, if it is found to be eligible, suitable, and ultimately 
designated. 
 

Waterway Eligibility Findings 
 
In 2014, OPRD evaluated the Chetco River during a June, 2014 field visit using eligibility criteria 
established by State statutes (ORS 390.855).  The river was evaluated from 26th to June 27th during 
the optimal float season to assess the waterway’s free-flowing nature, scenic characteristics, and 
recreational qualities.  In addition to OPRD’s on-river evaluation, other agencies, organizations, and 
members of the public also provided feedback on whether the waterway meets the required 
eligibility criteria.  Public input was provided through submitted written comments, an online 
survey conducted by OPRD, and through discussions with agencies, organizations, and community 
members.  Based on OPRD’s field visit and public input, the eligibility assessment resulted in the 
following findings: 
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• Based on the results of this evaluation, the entire study area along the Chetco River met the 
eligibility qualifications for inclusion into the Scenic Waterways Program;  

• All segments of the study area are completely free-flowing within primarily natural banks 
and offer pleasing views of both primitive and rural-pastoral lands from the river; 

• The study area includes a state park with camping and day-use and multiple US Forest 
Service camping and day-use areas, offering hiking and other river-related pursuits such as 
wildlife viewing and scenic enjoyment;  

• The entire study area supports important fish habitat and offers outstanding recreational 
fishing and quality paddling during much of the year;   

• The scenic quality as viewed from the river meets or exceeds the eligibility criteria and is 
enhanced by the unique and sometimes dramatic geology, mixture of vegetation and 
wildlife, water color, and water clarity.   

 
Public Input Findings 
 
In addition to the evaluation of waterway eligibility, OPRD evaluated stakeholder and community 
input to gauge public support and understand issues and concerns associated with the potential 
Scenic Waterway designation.  A webpage was established for the study to provide information on 
the waterway assessment process and to solicit feedback from the public.  Community input was 
collected through a designated email address and through the development of an online survey for 
the waterway.  A community meeting was hosted in Brookings on September 11, 2014 to review 
preliminary findings, answer questions, and obtain public comments.  All property owners with the 
study area received an invitation letter to the meeting and it was advertised thru a news release 
and public notice in the local paper.  Based on OPRD’s analysis of public input, the following 
findings were identified: 
 

• Public input received at the community meeting and through written comments indicates 
that there is strong support for designating the study area into the State Scenic Waterway 
Program; 

• There was consensus among community members that the waterway is free-flowing and 
meets the Program’s exceptional scenic value criteria; and 

• The US Forest Service, organizations, and community members indicated that they observe 
significant recreational use of the Chetco River including fishing, dispersed camping, hiking, 
and floating on the waterway. 

 
Waterway Suitability Conclusions 
 
Based on the OPRD’s eligibility findings and significant support for the potential designation, the 
Chetco River study area is a strong candidate for the Scenic Waterway’s program.  Adequate 
seasonal water flows provide ample opportunities for floating and fishing along the waterway.  
Public access is provided at multiple locations along the waterway including various dispersed sites 
on Forest Service Property, three highly used river bars and Alfred A. Loeb State Park.  Even during 
periods of low water flow, significant levels of dispersed camping, hiking, and fishing occur along 
the Chetco River.  Although highly suitable for inclusion into the Scenic Waterways Program, the 
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following issues should be addressed when considering designation of the Chetco River into the 
program: 
 

• If the Chetco River study area is designated, OPRD should work closely with stakeholders to 
help them form a long-term proponent group for the waterway.  

• The first project for the proponents, with assistance from OPRD, would be to develop a 
management plan for the Scenic Waterway. This is a required component of all designated 
waterways.  

• An important second project would be to develop a water trail guide to encourage 
environmental stewardship, promote outdoor recreation opportunities, reduce potential 
conflicts with private property owners, and promote safety when accessing the waterway. 
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STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate segments of the Chetco River in Curry County, Oregon, to 
determine if they qualify under the criteria of the Scenic Waterway Act for possible designation as 
an Oregon State Scenic Waterway; and to prepare information that would help inform a possible 
management plan for these river sections if they are selected as additions to the Scenic Waterway 
System. 

Study Location and Area  
The Chetco River has its headwaters in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness in southwestern Oregon, near 
the junction of the Oregon Coast Range and Klamath Mountains, eventually flowing after around 
55 miles into the Pacific Ocean between the cities of Brookings and Harbor, near the Oregon-
California border (Figure 1). The river ranges from a high elevation at around 3700 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL) to a low where it enters the Pacific Ocean at MSL, with an average drop of 
about 67 feet/mile (USDA Forest Service, 1993). Other major rivers in the general vicinity include 
the Rogue, Elk, and Illinois River, portions of all three are designated as both Federal Wild and 
Scenic and State Scenic Waterways along with the North Fork of the Smith. The study area on the 
Chetco River is shown below in red, in Figure 1, along with nearby State Scenic Waterways.  
 

 
Figure 1. Location of the Chetco River Study Area in Curry Co., Southwest Oregon 

The Chetco River Study Area referred to in this report is defined as follows: The Chetco River and all 
lands within ¼ mile of each bank, beginning at where the Steel Bridge crosses the river within the 
Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest downstream approximately fourteen miles to Alfred A. Loeb 
State Park, near the city of Brookings, Oregon.  
 
While the upper wilderness section of the river is characterized as steep and heavily dissected, the 
lower fourteen mile study area is less steep with a wider river bottom and more densely forested 
surrounding hill slopes. In some sections, namely the Chetco River Gorge, the river narrows as it 
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crosses through rock outcrops with interesting rock formations, including large colorful boulders in 
the riverbed. After the gorge, the river widens and sand and gravel bars become more frequent 
along the banks. The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Chetco 
River support a variety of riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically 
interesting and diverse Klamath Mountains Ecoregion. Major tributaries in the study area include 
Eagle Creek, South Fork and Emily Creek. The upper study section is primarily composed of federal 
public lands, while the lower portion is a mix of federal, state and private lands with a mix of rural 
residential development and forestry being the dominant land use types on private lands (see: 
Management Setting).  

 
The free-flowing river provides drinking water for the residents of Brookings-Harbor, is home to 
native fish runs including wild salmon and steelhead trout, and attracts a variety of recreational 
users. Only a day-trip away from Brookings-Harbor, Oregon and Crescent City, California, the 
Chetco offers recreational opportunities including fishing, camping, swimming/wading, kayaking, 
picnicking, and adjacent trail-use for hiking.  Fishing for salmon and steelhead is at its peak in the 
winter months along with whitewater kayaking. In the summer, swimming, fishing, boating, 
camping, sightseeing and picnicking are the major attractions (USFS, unpublished report). The 
meandering nature of the river, forested setting, and unique water clarity provide interest in the 
landscape and enhance the recreational experience of floating the river or enjoying its banks (see: 
Recreation). Many visitors are drawn to the river for the striking water color and clarity. An 
approximately 44.5 mile portion of the upper river (from the headwaters to the Forest Service 
boundary) has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River since 1988.  
 
An evaluation of the various natural, scenic and recreational features of the study area was done. 
This information gathered following research, interviews and on-site observations was compared 
with the scenic waterway qualifications (i.e. free flowing; pleasing to look at, primitive, rural-
pastoral; large enough to sustain recreation use without harming the recreational and natural 
resources).  
 
Administration of the Oregon Scenic Waterways Program 
The Oregon Scenic Waterway Program, established by a vote of the people in 1969, is administered 
under the authority of the State Parks Commission through the State Parks and Recreation 
Department (ORS 390.805 to ORS 390.925). The scenic waterway program seeks to preserve, 
protect and enhance scenic, recreational, fish and wildlife and cultural values possessed by each 
individual scenic waterway. The Scenic Waterways Act was created to strike a balance between 
protecting the natural resources, scenic value, and recreational uses of Oregon’s rivers by 
designating them.  The state program currently includes approximately 1,150 miles on 20 
waterways (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2. Oregon’s Existing State Scenic Waterways System 

The Commission's rules specifically outline the manner in which the Scenic Waterways Act is to be 
carried out. The Act and the Commission's rules generally require proposed changes of land use 
within ¼ mile on each side of the river to be evaluated for their potential to impair the natural 
scene. Property owners wanting to build roads, houses, develop mines, cut timber or do similar 
activities must notify the Commission in advance. Within one year of notification, the Commission 
must decide if the proposal will impair the scenic beauty of the river. The Commission relies on its 
rules for each designated scenic waterway to make the determination. Other local and state 
agencies must comply with the Act; and the Commission is instructed to study other rivers for 
possible inclusion in the scenic waterways system.  
 
Filling in the river, removing soil and gravel from the river or changing the riverbank in any way, 
regardless of the amount of soil or rock involved, requires special prior approval of the State Land 
Board and the Director of the Division State Lands. The Director of the Oregon Department of 
Water Resources is required to insure that new water rights issued within the scenic waterway will 
be used only for human consumption, livestock, fish, wildlife and recreation unless adequate flows 
can be assured to protect fish, wildlife and recreation. Dams, impoundments, reservoirs and some 
mining activities are prohibited within the scenic waterway corridor including tributary streams 
within the ¼ mile boundary. The complete Oregon Scenic Waterways Act and Administrative Rules 
are available on the OPRD website at: www.oregon.gov/OPRD/RULES/Pages/waterways.aspx 
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Designation Process for New Scenic Waterways 
The Oregon Scenic Waterways Act (ORS 390.855 to 390.865) establishes procedures by which new 
scenic waterways may be designated (Figure 3). The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department is 
directed to periodically study rivers or segments of rivers and their related adjacent land that may 
meet scenic waterway qualifications. With concurrence of the State Water Resources Commission, 
the Oregon State Parks Commission may recommend to the Governor designation of additional 
scenic waterways. Favorable recommendation is necessary before the Governor may designate a 
scenic waterway. The Governor may or may not choose to designate the candidate scenic 
waterway. Scenic Waterway designation by the Governor becomes effective the day following final 
adjournment of the next or current regular session of the Oregon Legislature. The Legislature could 
(by joint resolution) act to void all, or part of, the Governor’s designation. Scenic waterways may 
also be designated by popular vote through ballot measures, and the legislative assembly may also 
propose additional scenic waterways directly through the usual legislative process. 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Oregon’s State Scenic Waterway designation options  

ORS 390.855 establishes the three criteria for qualification which must be considered in the 
Commission’s study and report:  
 
1. The river or segment of river is relatively free-flowing and the scene as viewed from the river and 
related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral or these conditions are 
restorable.  
 
2. The river or segment of river and its setting possess natural and recreation values of outstanding 
quality.  
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3. The river or segment of river and its setting are large enough to sustain substantial recreation 
use and to accommodate existing uses without undue impairment of the natural values of the 
resource quality or the recreation experience.  
 
Before a river can be designated a State Scenic Waterway it must be found to meet these 
qualifications.  
 
Identification of Scenic Waterway Study Areas 
Initial coarse level screening of Oregon’s waterways indicated that this section of the Chetco River 
may meet the criteria necessary to be considered as a state scenic waterway. The Chetco River  has 
been listed by the National Park Service (NPS) in the National River Inventory (NRI), a “listing of 
free-flowing river segments…that are believed to possess one or more “outstandingly remarkable” 
natural or cultural values judged to be of more than local or regional significance” since 1982 
(National Park Service, 2014). Currently the upper portion of the Chetco, which was designated at 
the federal level in 1988, is no longer in the inventory, however, the eleven miles of river from the 
Wild and Scenic River boundary to the mouth, listed as having outstanding geologic and fish 
resources remains in the inventory (National Park Service, 2012).  
 
The river was also listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways (Oregon 
Department of Transportation, 1987) in which it was found to have “outstanding recreational 
resources” and has been on various lists, including those developed as part of Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Planning (SCORP) as a potential addition to the system 
(Oregon Department of Transportation, 1975); (Oregon Department of Transporation, 1988). A 
large portion of the river (from its headwaters to the National Forest boundary just above Loeb 
State Park) has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River since the passage of the 
Omnibus Oregon Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 1988. The Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) 
identified by the United States Forest Service are recreation, water quality and fisheries  (USDA 
Forest Service, 1993). The river is known for its unique water clarity and as a world-class fishing 
river with some of the largest steelhead on the west coast.  The Chetco is on various lists of the 
best fishing streams, primarily for salmon and steelhead, in the state (Schuhmann, 2012); (Palmer 
T. , 2014). The ORVs identified by the Forest Service are consistent with the qualities of Oregon’s 
State Scenic Waterway system.  The portion below the currently designated Wild and Scenic River 
is listed as having outstanding geology and fish values in the NRI (National Park Service, 2012). 
 
Management of New Scenic Waterways 
 
If the river segments studied in this report were designation as part of the Oregon Scenic 
Waterway System, the law requires OPRD to administer the area in order to protect and enhance 
the value which caused the scenic waterway to be included in the system. Management would be 
based on the “special attributes of each area” and give primary emphasis to protecting the scenic, 
fish and wildlife and recreational features. The aim of the program is to maintain the scenic “status 
quo” condition of the area without “turning back the clock” on land developments. If directed to 
do so by designation, ORPD would classify the rivers, or segments of the river according to the level 
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of existing development, into one or more of six possible classifications. Once the classifications are 
set then specific guidelines for development ae established as state rules. The classifications have 
been established by the Commission and are in use on other scenic waterways. The classifications 
and their general management direction are described as follows: 
 

1. Natural River Areas are generally inaccessible except by trail or river with primitive or 
minimally developed shorelands. Preservation of the primitive character of these areas is 
the goal of this classification.  

2. Accessible Natural River Areas is reserved for relatively primitive, undeveloped areas with 
access by road or railroad. Management emphasis is to preserve the primitive qualities of 
the area. 

3. Scenic River Areas may be accessible by roads but are largely undeveloped and primitive 
except for agriculture and grazing. Management seeks to preserve the undeveloped nature 
of the area. 

4. Natural Scenic View Areas are designated where one riverbank is inaccessible, 
undeveloped or primitive in character while the opposite bank is accessible and developed. 
Preservation of the natural primitive qualities are sought after by management.  

5. Recreational River Areas are readily accessible by road or railroad with some agricultural, 
commercial and/or residential development along the banks. Management is aimed at 
allowing development consistent with what is present while protecting the view and other 
natural features.  

6. River Community Areas are highly developed areas of commercial or residential uses in 
natural settings. Allowing development with an eye toward maintaining the natural setting 
is the aim of management.  

The rules established for each classified river segment generally allow continuation of the use of 
existing structures or improvements. In fact, though some improvements would require 
notification/review/approval by the Commission, many others do not. For example, on some other 
scenic waterways, notification and approval is not needed for construction of new fences; 
maintenance of farm buildings, fences or outbuildings; laying of irrigation lines; crop rotation; 
removal of danger trees; construction of grain storage facilities under certain conditions; 
maintenance of existing residences and outbuildings; minor residential remodeling; construction of 
garages adjacent to existing homes; certain changes in home site landscaping; maintenance of 
roads and bridges; and firewood cutting for personal use.  
 
Mining, road-building, construction of some new structures, placement of mobile homes, land 
clearing and timber harvest are examples of activities requiring approval. River classification and 
the rules or guidelines that follow determine exactly how the natural and scenic beauty of the river 
will be maintained.  
 
If designation on the Chetco River takes place, then further work will be done to specifically outline 
the details of how each river segment would be managed. Public hearings will be held and the 
OPRD and Water Resources Commission must approve the final management plan. The following is 
the “best guess” of the appropriate classifications and management direction that could be applied 
to each river segment. 
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Segment 1: The segment from the Steel Bridge to the Old Low Water Bridge 
 
A Scenic River Area may have nearby development, but for the most part is undeveloped and 
natural appearing. The dominant human influences in a Scenic River Area are agriculture and 
grazing. Roads may be nearby, but are lightly traveled and not easily seen from the waterway. A 
Scenic River Area is managed to protect the scenic quality created by the combination of 
agricultural and natural features. Agriculture and recreation activities compatible with existing land 
uses are allowed. 
 
Segments 2&3: From Old Low Water Bridge to South Fork and again from South Fork to Loeb  
 
A Recreational River Area category contains, mixed agricultural, residential and commercial 
development along the shore and adjacent lands. This type of area is often rural or pastoral in 
character and easily accessible from local roads. These areas are managed to protect the views 
from the river, allow development consistent with existing land uses and provide for a wide range 
of recreational activities within the scenic waterways.  
 
In general:  

• Development is allowed if it does not interfere with the natural scene from the river. On 
scenic waterways where the natural landscape is dominant, this means that development 
other than that requires screening. On other rivers where development is visible and 
dominant, development may be visible if it meets certain requirements for screening, 
density or use.  
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WATERWAY ELIGIBILITY FINDINGS 
 
The approximately fourteen-mile long study area was divided into three segments. The Upper 
Section, includes the Chetco River from the Steel Bridge to the Old Low Water Bridge (USFS Rd 
1846). The Middle Section, includes the Chetco River from the Old Low Water Bridge to the 
confluence with the South Fork of the Chetco River. The Lower Section includes the Chetco River 
from the South Fork to Alfred A. Loeb State Park. An evaluation for each segment was done to 
determine how well it met the scenic waterway qualifications. The criteria (ORS 390.855) were 
broken down into specific scenic, natural and recreational factors.  
 
The evaluation (see: Waterway Characteristics and River Segment Eligibility for Scenic Waterway 
Designation) uses a combination of tools to help determine how well, if at all, the segment is 
eligible for scenic waterway consideration (e.g., free-flowing nature of the waterway; scenic 
quality, as viewed from the river; and natural and recreational resources, including the ability of 
the waterway and its setting to sustain recreational use).  
 
Decisions made during the evaluation of each segment were based on research of natural resource 
and recreational data available for the study area. Maps, aerial photographs, eye-level 
photography and video, on-site investigations (including floating the river, where feasible) and 
interviews with experienced users and recreation and natural resource managers including 
residents, local government officials and state and federal agency personnel.  
 

Waterway Characteristics 

Cultural Resources 

Ethnographic Context 
 
The study area is contained within the Northwest Coast “culture area”. This particular region has 
been delineated by the similarities shared by the numerous tribal groups living along the coast. 
Many of these shared cultural traits are a result of habitation in a similar environment. The 
Northwest Coast is an incredibly rich and relatively stable biotic environment providing numerous 
resources for Native American groups to utilize in the past (Aikens, Connolly, & Jenkins, 2011).  
 
In the early 1800’s, the Oregon coast was occupied by a wide array of Native American tribes 
including various bands of Chinook, Tillamook, Alsea, Siuslaw, Umpqua, Coos, Coquille, Tututni, and 
Tolowa peoples (Suttles, 1990). Together these peoples make up a distinctive Northwestern Coast 
culture area characterized by maritime lifeways, elaborate technology, high population, 
sophisticated art and architecture, and sociopolitical complexity (Moss & Erlandson, 1993).  
 
Ethnographic records suggest that the project area was previously occupied by the Althabaskan 
Chetco peoples. The Chetco, which was the settlers interpretation of the word “Cheti” which 
means, “close to the mouth of the stream” inhabited the area from near the mouth of the 
Winchuck to around Cape Ferrello (Unk, 2001). The Chetco likely spoke a dialect of the Tolowa 

14 | P a g e  
 



language and had similar, yet distinct, culture to the Tolowa who lived to the south near the Smith 
River (Allen, 2003). Some evidence suggests that there were up to nine villages in the area at one 
point, likely extending as far upland to encompass the entire study area and likely beyond (Hodge, 
1912; USFS, unpublished report). During early contact with Euro Americans who documented their 
travels in the area, river navigation by Chetco peoples occurred approximately eighteen miles from 
the mouth (USFS, unpublished report). The Chetco hunted, gathered plants and fished as well as 
lived in the general vicinity of the study area (USFS, unpublished report). Plank slab homes built of 
cedar and sometimes more temporary ones of river grass provided shelter (Beckham & Hartman, 
1978). Nearby high ground likely provided refuge during high water events (floods and/or previous 
large tsunamis like the one in 1700) and are discussed in Tolowa creation and flood myths (USDA-
FS, unpublished report); (Rice, 2005). 
 
Contact with Euro Americans had a significant impact on the Chetco.  By 1854, an estimate made 
by the Indian Agent Isiah Parrish totaled 242, and by 1877 only 63 remained on the Siletz 
Reservation, where many Chetco were removed to shortly after it was created (Walling, 1884); 
(Hodge, 1912). Today some Chetco descendants are enrolled as members of the Siletz Tribe yet 
others are working to get recognized as a separate tribe.  

Historic Context 
 
Gold was discovered in Curry County, including the Chetco River, in the 1850’s and initial 
settlement concentrated in areas where precious metal were found, primarily along the coast. 
Given a lack of direct transportation routes, the area remained relatively isolated but along with 
mining, a few settlers farmed and grazed the lands (USDA-FS, unpublished report). The valley 
through which the Chetco River flows was first settled by Euro-Americans in July 1853 by a 
company of twelve men, including Christian Tuttle from Michigan, A.F. Miller and James Jones from 
Iowa, Thomas Van Pelt from Illinois, and James W. Taggart of Indiana.  Augustus F. Miller located 
near the mouth on the right bank of the river and kept a ferry and public house.  He burned down 
the Native American houses in the area, driving the Chetco tribe from the north side of the river, 
reportedly the impetus for the fighting between the groups and disrupting what had previously 
been an amenable relationship between the Chetco and the settlers (Dodge, 1898). A post office 
named Chetco was among the earliest in southwestern Oregon, established March 3, 1863, with 
A.F. Miller as first postmaster.  It was discontinued November 15, 1910.  Old maps show this office 
at various places on the coast between the mouth of the Chetco River and the Oregon-California 
state line (McArthur, 1992).  
 
Other industries in the area included cattle ranching and logging.  Harrison G. Blake prospected at 
Gold Beach and then went into ranching to become one of the largest landholders in Curry County.  
He and Mary Geisel, were married in 1863.  Their house remains a few miles south of Brookings 
and is occupied by the Chetco Historical Society. In an 1884 description, the Chetco had two ferries 
across it, and the port of landing occasionally welcomed merchandise and carried “away wool, 
hides and dairy products…There are no mills, either for lumber or flour making in Chetco” “but 
there are “two small fisheries” (Walling, 1884). Logging ramped up in the area after a mill went in 
around twelve miles up the river but particularly after the first railroad (including a bridge across 
the river) was built in the early 1900’s and thrived through the 1920’s and again after World War II 
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through the 1970’s and 1980’s (USFS, unpublished report).  Brookings Timber and Lumber 
Company purchased its first mill up the Chetco River in 1907, and in 1912 built a railroad up the 
Chetco River.  The mill operated until the mid 1900’s. Large floods in the 1950’s and 60’s have 
changed the river channel, including filling in deeper pools and changing channel configuration 
(National Marine Fisheries Service, 2014). The mouth and the estuary of the river were changed 
dramatically by the installations of the jetties in the 1960s by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
 
Loeb State Park is located on both sides of the Chetco River.  The first land acquired for this park 
was a gift of 160 acres from the State Board of Forestry on July 11, 1958.  It was named after Alfred 
A. Loeb of Portland, the previous owner of the land. Through a recreational patent on December 
18, 1962, another 120.23 acres, containing a good stand of redwood trees, was acquired for $2.50 
per acre from the Bureau of Land Management who had set it aside for recreational purposes in 
1908 (Armstrong, 1965).  

Natural features 

Landscape/geology 
While the upper wilderness section of the river is characterized as steep and heavily dissected, the 
lower fourteen mile study area is less steep with a wider river bottom and more densely forested 
surrounding hill slopes. In some sections, namely the Chetco River Gorge, the river narrows as it 
crosses through rock outcrops with interesting rock formations, including large colorful boulders in 
the riverbed. This section of the river was notable to early visitors who described it as “a sort of 
vein of bowlders, some of them as large as 500 tons” several miles above which the river “assumes 
the character of a mountain torrent (Shunk, 1893).” After the gorge, the river widens and sand and 
gravel bars become more frequent along the banks. The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, 
and stream terraces of the Chetco River support a variety of riparian and upland vegetation 
characteristic of the botanically interesting and diverse Klamath Mountains Ecoregion. Major 
tributaries in the study area include Eagle Creek, South Fork and Emily Creek.  Large floods in the 
1950’s and 60’s have changed the river channel, including filling in some of the larger holes 
(Maguire, 2001). Downstream of the study area, closer to the mouth, the jetties have also changed 
the river and the estuary. 

Water features 
 
From the headwaters of the river in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness (~3700 ft) to where the river 
empties into the Pacific Ocean near Brookings, the river drops an average of 66.6 feet/mile with an 
average discharge of 2,265 cubic feet per second (USDA Forest Service, 1993). Precipitation in the 
area decreases from an average of approximately 120 inches near the upper reaches to around 80 
inches closer to the coast with the majority falling between October and June in the form of rain, 
along there is some snow in the upper reaches (USFS, unpublished report). Major tributaries in the 
study area include Eagle Creek, South Fork and Emily Creek.  
 
The river is free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, diversion, major rip-
rapping or modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. The river is also naturally 
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flowing (without dams or diversion) throughout the whole length of the river from the headwaters 
in the Kalmiopsis to the Pacific Ocean (e.g., there are no upstream or downstream dams). The river 
has somewhat predictable flows, although as with almost all rivers in Oregon, flow various 
seasonally but derives from naturally occurring phenomenon, including precipitation, springs, and 
some seasonal snow-melt. The river has been described as “one of the flashiest statewide” 
because of winter flows that can spike from “1,000 to 60,000 cfs” in a few days (Palmer, 2014).  
 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maintains a water gauge on the Chetco which is located near the 
end of the study area, just above Loeb State Park near Second Bridge. The quantity of water, as 
demonstrated in Table 1, varies substantially over the year, with the late fall through early spring 
months have the highest flows, and late summer and early fall have the lowest.  The lower section 
of the river also has the benefit of being spring-fed.  
 
Table 1. Monthly mean discharge in cubic feet per second (cfs) based on 44 years of record (1969-2013) as 
recorded at the Brookings gauge on the Chetco River (Source: USGS) 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 
Mean cfs  5,110 4,250 3,910 2,520 1,230 632 204 117 180 532 3,130 5,370 
 
Below is a hydrograph of expected monthly streamflow for the Chetco River. These values 
represent modeled natural streamflow (50% exceedance flow) minus estimated consumptive 
use. For a detailed description of the methodology used to develop these values, please refer 
to the report titled Determining Water Availability in Oregon (OWRD Open File Report SW 02-002). 
 

 

Figure 4. Water Availability Calculation for the Chetco River. Monthly Streamflow in Cubic Feet per 
Second (CFS). Annual volume at 50% exceedance in Acre-Feet.  Source: Oregon Water Resources 
Department (WRD). 
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The maximum discharge was recorded at 76,100 cfs in November 1996 with a minimum discharge 
45 cfs recorded in October 1974 (Figure 5). During the floods that occurred in 1964, before the 
period of record, the discharge was reported at 85,400 cfs (Farnell, 1981).  
 
Water quality is listed as an outstandingly remarkable value (ORV) by the USFS based on the 
“striking color and clarity” which contributes to both recreation and the quality of the river for fish 
and wildlife (USFS, 1993). The Chetco River is the source of water for the communities of Brookings 
and Harbor, Oregon. 
 

 
Figure 5. Peak streamflow as recorded by the USGS near Brookings on the Chetco River (1970-2013) 

Based on his research, Farnell (1981) found that there were grounds to determine the Chetco 
navigable from its mouth to river mile 18.5, near the South Fork, at the start of segment two of the 
study area. The basis of Farnell’s claim was the “carriage of supplies by early settlers, a commercial 
fishery, lumber carriage in the lower reach…and present heavy use by commercial guides (Farnell, 
1981). DSL has not since conducted an official navigability study for the Chetco pursuant to ORS 
274.400-274.412. The Chetco River has been determined by Federal courts (in 1994) to be 
navigable from the mouth to “at least RM 11 (Department of State Lands, 2014).” 

Ecoregion 
 
The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Chetco River support a 
variety of riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically interesting and diverse 
Klamath Mountains Ecoregion (Coastal Siskiyous) along with the Coast Range Ecoregion (Southern 
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Oregon Coastal Mountains).  The ecoregions in the vicinity of the study area, shown in red, are 
shown in Figure 6, below.  
 
The Klamath Mountains Ecoregion is further described by the Chetco Watershed Council (Maguire, 
2001) as  

“Highly dissected, folded mountains, foothills, terraces, and floodplains occur and are 
underlain by igneous, sedimentary, and some metamorphic rock. The mild, sub-humid 
climate of the Klamath Mountains is characterized by a lengthy summer drought. It 
supports a vegetal mix of northern California and Pacific Northwest conifers. A 
portion of the Chetco River watershed…include[s] the Coastal Siskiyous, the Redwood 
Zone and the Serpentine Siskiyous. The Coastal Siskiyous reflect the steep southwest 
mountains located within 60 miles of the coast. The Redwood Zone occurs in a small 
portion of southern Curry County, near the California border. Finally, the Serpentine 
Siskiyous are the southwestern Oregon mountains with soils derived from 
serpentine.” 

The Coastal Sikiyous are the ecoregion at the upper end of the study area, a transitional region still 
modified by the ocean, with a blend of northern and southern vegetation and high species diversity 
(Figure 6). Key characteristics taken from the Watershed Council assessment (Maguire, 2001) 
include: 

• A wetter and milder maritime climate than elsewhere in the ecoregion with productive 
forests on a dissected, mountainous landscape 

• High stream density within the watershed 
• Moderate climate with mean temperatures ranging from 38/50 F in January to 50/76 in July 

and average annual precipitation of between 70-130 inches.  
• Stream channels with a mix of gravel, cobbles and bedrock 

 
The Coast Range Ecoregion is further described by the Chetco Watershed Council (Maguire, 2001) 
as 

“The Coast Range contains highly productive, rain drenched coniferous forests that 
cover low elevation mountains. Sitka spruce forests originally dominated the fog-
shrouded coast, while a mosaic of western red cedar, western hemlock, and seral 
Douglas-fir blanketed inland areas. Today, Douglas-fir plantations are prevalent on 
the intensively logged and managed landscape. A portion of the Chetco River 
watershed is situated within…the  Southern Oregon Coastal Mountains. The Southern 
Oregon Coastal Mountains include the southern coastal area from Bandon to 
Brookings, extending inland from 5 to 20 miles.” 
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The Southern Oregon Coastal Mountains are the ecoregion at the lower end of the study area, a 
transitional mountainous area with an ocean-modified climate (Figure 6). Key characteristics taken 
from the Watershed Council assessment (Maguire, 2001) include: 

• Complex geology, like that of the Siskiyou Mountains, but with lower mountains that aren’t 
as dissected  

• High stream density due to high precipitation, moderately steep gradients and fractured 
geology. 

• Moderate climate with mean temperatures ranging from 36/52 F in January to 52/76 in July 
and average annual precipitation of between 70-140 inches.  

• Stream channels with a mix of gravel, cobbles and bedrock 
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Figure 6. Ecoregions surrounding the Chetco River study area 
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Vegetation 
The upper reaches of the assessed area are more pristine than the lower reaches.  Development 
and recreational use in the lower reaches has resulted in sporadically abundant weed infestations 
and evident human modification of the landscape. The forests at Alfred A. Loeb State Park (Loeb) 
range from very recently logged areas, young second growth forests (including some redwoods) to 
some of the oldest of a very few, old-growth, redwood forests in the state (OPRD, 2003). Rare plant 
communities found in the vicinity of Alfred A. Loeb State Park include the some of the only coast 
redwood association (coast redwood-tanoak/Pacific rhododendron forest) in Oregon that is also 
the “most northerly naturally occurring redwood stand in the world (Kagan, 1998).” The 
myrtlewood grove near the campground at Loeb is notable since many such communities have 
been removed by historic logging and other development; the grove at Loeb contains some of the 
largest remaining trees in Oregon (Kagan, 1998).  
 

 
 

Myrtle groves within the campground at Loeb 
 

Riparian vegetation of gravel bars and wet toe-slopes with soil is typically characterized by white 
alder, Oregon ash, willows, coltsfoot, torrent sedge, and California wild grape.  Wet rock 
outcroppings and mossy streamside cliffs are often colonized by interesting communities of ferns, 
bryophytes, and flowering forbs. Conifers are infrequent in the riparian zone. Upland habitats 
adjacent to the waterway are usually mixed conifer and broadleaf forest composed of douglas-fir, 
bigleaf maple, pacific madrone, canyon live oak, tanoak, and alder.  Vine maple, california beaked 
hazelnut, oceanspray, and swordfern are common understory plants. Some of these forests are 
very old and have large diameter trees with interesting branching.  Other areas are younger, either 
because of logging history or wildfire.  Sparse live oak and madrone are abundant on rocky 
promontories and outcroppings, and these features provide interesting contrast with mesic forest. 
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Mimulus cardinalis, the scarlet monkeyflower provides color along the banks of the Chetco River 

 
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plant Species 
There is habitat for a few relatively rare, but unlisted plant species including the giant purple 
trillium (Trillium kurabayashii), shown below in Table 2. The old-growth forests at Loeb and the 
surrounding USFS lands are rare in their own right (as some of the only redwoods in Oregon and 
some of the largest remaining myrtle trees) support a number of listed wildlife species, described 
below in the fish and wildlife section.  
 
Table 2. At-risk plant species documented in study area1 
Scientific Name Common Name Federal 

Status 
State 
Status 

State 
Rank 

Arcangeliella camphorate fungus   S1 
Dudleya farinose Sea-cliff stonecrop    
Lathyrus delnorticus Del Norte pea    
Orthodontium gracile Moss   S2 
Orthodontium pellucens Moss   S2 
Trillium kurabayashii Giant purple trillium   S2 
1 Source: ORBIC. State heritage rankings 1-4; 1=extremely rare to 4=concern.  

Fish and Wildlife 
Mammals and birds present in the general area include black bear, black tailed deer, elk, rabbits, 
mice, squirrels, chipmunks, skunks, mountain lion, beaver, raccoon weasel, martins, otters, quail, 
song-birds, owls, buteos, rapters and pelagic birds (USDA-FS, unpublished report). Salmonids native 
to the Chetco River watershed include chinook, coho, steelhead and cutthroat trout although 
information about historic numbers and distribution is not well understood (Maguire, 2001); 
(National Marine Fisheries Service, 2014). A table detailing the life history patterns of anadramous 
salmonid in south coast watersheds is available in the Chetco River Watershed Assessment 
(Maguire, 2001).  
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Generally salmonoids are believed to be present either in the main-stem of the Chetco or its 
tributaries as spawning adults, eggs, or young for much of the year, although it varies by species as 
the life cycle of each varies.  Other fish known to occur in the area include Pacific lamprey, three-
spined stickleback, and assorted sculpin (USDA Forest Service, 1993). Lots of newts (some people 
say the river should be called the “Newt River”), skunk, various birds as well as a few non-native 
crawfish were noted during the field visit.  
 
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Animal Species 
At-risk wildlife species are those experiencing population declines or are otherwise at risk. They 
include federal endangered, threatened, candidate species and species of concern; state 
endangered, threatened, and candidate species; state critical and vulnerable species, and species 
with a state Heritage rank of S1 (critically imperiled), S2 (imperiled due to rarity or vulnerability), 
and S3 (rare, uncommon, or threatened). This list was determined by compiling documented 
species occurrences in databases maintained by ORBIC, USFS, eBird, ODF, and ODFW, as well as 
potential habitat within the study area buffer determined from the Oregon GAPS vegetation 
project. Three species listed under the Federal and/or state Endangered Species Acts, and 40 
federal and/or state sensitive species have the potential to occur or do occur in the study area 
(Table 3). None of these species were found during the course of the present study, although 
specific animal surveys were not conducted.  
 
Table 3. At-risk animal species occurrences in study area1 

Scientific Name Common Name Occurrence Federal  
Listing 

State 
Listing 

State 
Rank 

Anaxyrus boreas Western toad Present   SV CS S4 
Aneides ferreus Clouded salamander Present   SV CS S3S4 
Ascaphus truei Coastal tailed frog Present SOC SC  S3 
Batrachoseps attenuatus California slender salamander Present     S3 
Plethodon elongatus Del Norte salamander Present SOC SV  S4 
Rana boylii Foothill yellow-legged frog Present SOC SC/SV 

CS 
S2S3 

Rhyacotriton variegatus Southern torrent salamander Present SOC SV CS S3 
Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk Vicinity SOC SV  S3S4 
Aquila chrysaetos Golden Eagle Vicinity     S3 
Asio flammeus Short-eared Owl Vicinity     S3 
Brachyramphus marmoratus Marbled murrelet Present FT ST CS S2 
Bucephala albeola Bufflehead Present     S2B 
Chordeiles minor Common nighthawk Vicinity   SC  S5B 
Elanus leucurus White-tailed kite Vicinity     S2B,S3N 
Grus canadensis canadensis Sandhill Crane Vicinity     S3N 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle Vicinity   SV CS S4B,S4N 
Icteria virens Yellow-breasted chat Vicinity SOC SC  S4B 
Melanerpes lewis Lewis's woodpecker Vicinity SOC SC  S2B,S2?N 
Oreortyx pictus Mountain quail Vicinity SOC SV  S3S4 
Patagioenas fasciata Band-tailed pigeon Present SOC  CS S3B 
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Podiceps grisegena Red-necked grebe Potential   SC  S1B,S4N 
Progne subis Purple martin Vicinity SOC SC  S2B 
Sialia mexicana Western bluebird Present   SV  S4B,S4N 
Strix occidentalis caurina Northern spotted owl Present FT ST  S3 
Oncorhynchus kisutch Coho 

Southern Oregon Coast ESU 
Present FT SV  S2 

Oncorhynchus mykiss Steelhead, winter 
Klamath Mountains Province ESU 

Present     S2S3 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Chinook, fall 
Southern Oregon Coast ESU 

Present   SV  S2 

Pomtiopsis binneyi Robust walker Present   SV  S3 
Arborimus albipes White-footed vole Potential SOC   S3S4 
Arborimus longicaudus Red tree vole Potential PS:FC SV CS S3 
Bassariscus astutus Ringtail Vicinity   SV  S3 
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat Present SOC SC CS S2 
Lasionycteris noctivagans Silver-haired bat Potential SOC SV CS S3S4 
Martes Americana Pacific marten Present   SV  S3S4 
Myotis evotis Long-eared myotis Potential SOC   S4 
Myotis volans Long-legged myotis Potential SOC SV CS S3 
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis Potential SOC   S3 
Sciurus griseus Western gray squirrel Potential   SV  S4 
Actinemys marmorata 
marmorata 

Western Pond Turtle Present SOC SC CS   

Lampropeltis zonata California mountain kingsnake Vicinity SOC SV  S3S4 
1 FE: Federally endangered; FT: Federally threatened; FC: Federal candidate for listing; SOC: Federal Species of Concern; ST: State threatened 
SC: State critical; SV: State vulnerable; CS: Conservation Strategy; S1: Critically imperiled in the state; S2: Imperiled in the state; S3: Rare, 
uncommon, or threatened in the state; S4: Apparently secure; S5: Widespread; B: Breeding; H: Historical occurrence; N: Non-breeding 

 
The Chetco River Population of coho salmon has recently been identified as a core population that 
is at high extinction risk by the NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service, 2014).  Historically the 
population was likely a “fair sized run” and although coho currently exist along the entire study 
segment, the population has “diminished greatly” from historic conditions (National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 2014); (Maguire, 2001). Identified key limited stresses and threats include 
“degraded riparian forest conditions…lack of floodplain and channel structure” along with altered 
hydrologic function, development and impaired water quality, particularly in the lower river 
channel and tributaries (National Marine Fisheries Service, 2014).” The highest priority recovery 
actions include increasing instream flows, improving timber harvest practices, increasing large 
woody debris and structure, increasing riparian vegetation and improving off-channel habitats 
 (National Marine Fisheries Service, 2014).  
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Clouded salamander, a sensitive species documented in the study area (image source: ODFW) 

 

Recreation  
 
The Chetco was also listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways in which it was 
listed as having “outstanding recreational resources”, particularly for salmon and steelhead fishing 
along with drift-boating and to a lesser extent (substantial to moderate) other types of boating 
including canoeing, power-boating, kayaking and rafting and “other recreation” which included 
hiking, swimming, camping and nature viewing (ODOT, 1987). Fishing, coupled with diverse boating 
activities reflects the importance of water dependent recreation and other water related activities 
on the Chetco River. 
 
Access  
Two primary roads, the North and South Bank Chetco River Roads provide access to the study area, 
along with associated USFS spur roads. The primary boat launch areas include the major river bars 
managed by the USFS, notably Miller, Nook, and Redwood bars along with South Fork. Access to 
the river is also possible near the Steel Bridge at the beginning of the study area, along with access 
via trails in the area, namely the Chetco Gorge Trail (#1112). Loeb, South Fork, Redwood, Nook and 
Miller bars all provide relatively easy access to the river and can accommodate both vehicles and 
trailers. Steel Bridge has very limited parking and is primarily used by kayakers to access the Chetco 
Gorge section of the river. Kayakers will also put in higher up on the river, both in the upper 
Wilderness section (which requires a difficult hike-in, made more challenging following the 2002 
Biscuit Fire) and also at a small put-in site with limited parking across the river from privately held 
Tolman Ranch on USFS road 1917-067. 

26 | P a g e  
 



Focal points 
The majority of recreation focal points, with the exception of Alfred A. Loeb State Park (Loeb), are 
minimally developed and dispersed locations within the Rogue-River Siskiyou National Forest.  The 
only truly developed campground in the study area is Loeb State Park managed by Oregon Parks 
and Recreation Department (OPRD). Loeb State Park, nestled within a grove of myrtlewood trees, 
provides approximately 45 electrical campsites with water, three rustic log cabins that face the 
river, flush toilets and hot showers. The park, which is approximately 320 acres, is mostly 
undeveloped (except for the campground and day-use area) and has an annual overnight 
attendance of approximately 20,000 and day-use attendance of on average, around 118,000/year 
(Figure 7).  Access to the Riverview Trail, which parallels the river and meets up with the Redwood 
Nature Trail which provides a pleasant, moderate 1.2 mile loop hike (FS #1111), accessed from the 
day-use area at Loeb or a USFS trailhead. The trail allows visitors to see redwoods, mature 
myrtlewood, tanoak and Douglas-fir trees and seasonal wild flowers.  

 

Figure 7. Approximate day-use and camping visitation at Alfred A. Loeb State Park (2002-2013).  

The Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest (Gold Beach Ranger District) maintains several (minimally 
developed, but not quite dispersed) campgrounds on the river banks in the study area including 
South Fork Camps, Redwood Bar, Nook Bar, and Miller Bar, all accessed from the North Bank 
Chetco River Road (which becomes FS Rd 1376). They previously had a campground at Little 
Redwood which they have closed.  The use-season for the first-come-first served river bar 
campgrounds is mid-May to late September. South Fork Camps is located at the confluence of the 
South Fork of the Chetco, approximately 40 minutes from Brookings. Activities include picnicking, 
swimming, scenic enjoyment, floating and other forms of non-motorized water sports, along with 
tent, camper and small trailer camping. Facilities include restrooms and river access, visitors are 
asked to pack-out their trash. Redwood, Nook and Miller Bars are located a few miles apart and are 
approximately 30 minutes from Brookings and popular for camping (tent, camper or small trailer), 
picnicking, fishing, swimming, floating, water play and scenic enjoyment. Facilities include 
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seasonally placed porta-potties, trash collection and river access. Those wishing to float on the 
Chetco can find a no-fee, no commercial, self-service registration station near Miller Bar.  

Important recreational features within the study area are presented in Table 4, including access 
points and key locations for various types of water-dependent and water-based recreation along 
the Chetco River.  

Table 4. Important recreational features within the study area 

Key 
feature 

River 
Access 

Fishing Boating/ 
floating 

Major 
Rapids 

Swimming/ 
wading 

Camping Other water-
based 

recreation 
Steel 
Bridge 

U X X  X Di X 

Chetco 
Gorge 

 X X X 
 

X Di X 

South 
Fork 

M X X  X M X 

Nook 
Bar 

M X X  X M X 

Miller 
Bar 

M X X  X M X 

Loeb 
State 
Park 

D X X  X D X 

X-present; U-Undeveloped; M-Maintained (e.g., some facilities); Di-Dispersed; D-Developed 
 

Types of use 
The Chetco is well known as a destination fishing river, however it is also beloved by locals for its 
swimming holes, scenery, camping, hiking, and hunting. The Chetco has two seasons of peak (and 
different) use with a relatively quiet period in between, when locals describe the river “taking a 
break,” however, there are year-round recreation opportunities (Table 5).  In fall and winter 
months, the primary uses include fishing for salmon and steelhead, both on the river (e.g., 
driftboats) and from the banks, along with some whitewater enthusiasts.  

Table 5. Recreation use seasons within the Chetco River study area 

 
 
In the spring the river receives less pressure from visitors, until the summer recreation season 
starts and use shifts to bank-based activities such as camping (primarily on the river bars and at 
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Loeb), wading, hiking, along with swimming, fishing and recreational boating (including inner tubes 
and similar inflatables), sightseeing and four-wheeling. 

The Chetco is described as a “splendid South Coast river” that provides a “solitude and wilderness 
experience” with excellent bank and boat fishing (Schuhmann, 2012). As early as the around 1913 
fishing, including via drift boats, has occurred on the Chetco as high up as the South Fork, but more 
often from the bars slightly lower down like Miller Bar (Farnell, 1981). The Chetco is currently 
known primarily for its “superb winter steelhead” but also for its fall chinook run (one of the 
“strongest and biggest in the state”), and is listed among the best salmon fishing rivers in Oregon 
(Schuhmann, 2012). Anglers (from the banks and in drift boats) concentrate in the river areas 
below the South Fork but have in the past used the area up to the Low Water Bridge down to areas 
below the study area.  The salmon fishing season starts with fall rains and extends through 
December with winter steelhead extending fishing from December through March (Harvey Young, 
pers. comm, 2014). There is also year-round cutthroat fishing (Schuhmann, 2012).  

 

Drift boats on the Chetco (Source: USDA-FS, Rogue River-Siskiyou NF) 

A recreation user study was conducted for the USFS (Johnson, Shelby, & Moore, 1989) that helps 
capture some of the major users and perceived conflicts on the river and likely haven’t changed 
substantially since then, except that use of the river has likely increased.  The types of anglers are 
split, approximately 60/40 between commercial and non-commercial users of the river based on 
estimates of USFS staff (USFS, unpublished report). The study found that during the fishing season, 
"crowding at prime fishing holes," and "too many boats," were most concerning to users.  The ROS 
class for the recreation section of the river (which overlaps the study area) is classified as “roaded 
natural (USDA Forest Service, 1993).” 

Respondents from the survey noted they come to the Chetco for: 

• A high quality fishing experience in a natural setting 
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• Peace and solitude 
• Relax and get away from it all 

 
Since the visitor use surveys and an analysis of carrying capacity were conducted, motorized boat 
use has been prohibited in the study area (which was noted as a primary concern by users at the 
time) and the USFS has worked to manage use by limiting the number of commercial river guide 
permits issued (40 guides) and keeping track of all boaters by requiring self-registration. The USFS 
has a management standard that the carrying capacity of 34 boats on the river at any one time will 
be met 80% of the time (USFS, pers. comm., 2014). Based on monitoring of river use this standard 
is typically met, although reporting has not been consistent as staff levels have been reduced in 
recent years.   

Experienced whitewater kayakers paddle the river during higher water months, when the 
challenging Class 4-5+ rapids of the Chetco River Gorge surrounded by unusual rock formations, 
including Candycane and Conehead rapids are a draw. Flows of around 2400 cfs are noted to be 
ideal for floating the gorge, however a range of around 500 (barely runnable) to 3000 cfs (high but 
runnable) is provided to whitewater enthusiasts (Keller, 1998). During the study visit, the river has 
running slightly higher than average, around 400-500 cfs, due to a small early summer storm 
(Figure 8).   

 

Figure 8. Water levels before, during, and after the study visit (June 26-27, 2014). 

At these levels, some portaging around the major rapids in the gorge (partially for safety) was 
necessary but it provided an enjoyable float, with more opportunities to evaluate the area than 
would be afforded during higher water. 
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Floating on the river during lower water months has become an increasingly popular activity on the 
river along the entire study segment. Below the South Fork, non-motorized boaters can float for 
much of the year on a variety of craft, including sit-on-top kayaks, inflatable kayaks and rafts, and 
other flotation devices. One commercial guide has been issued a permit from USFS to run a limited 
number of small guided trips on the upper river and another guide is in the process of applying for 
a permit for the lower river, including at least a portion for the study area. 

 

Recreation use at Redwood Bar on a summer weekend (image courtesy of Rogue River-Siskiyou NF) 

Scenic resources 
The view from the river and adjacent lands ranges from pleasing to outstanding along the entire 
study reach from the “steel bridge” to Alfred A. Loeb State Park. The fourteen mile study area is 
less steep (than the upper wilderness section of the river which is typically characterized as steep 
and heavily dissected) with a wider river bottom and more densely forested surrounding hill slopes. 
In some sections, namely the Chetco River Gorge, the river narrows as it crosses through rock 
outcrops with interesting rock formations, including large colorful boulders in the riverbed. After 
the gorge, the river widens and sand and gravel bars become more frequent along the banks. The 
steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Chetco River support a variety 
of riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically interesting and diverse Klamath 
Mountains Ecoregion and Coast Range Ecoregion.  

The river is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of minor cultural 
modifications made for the bridges and roads. The few developments that do exist are quite 
localized so their visibility does not detract noticeably from the general remote feeling of the area.  
The “steel bridge” crosses the river at the starting point of the study area.  Other developments 
along the river include remnants of the old low water bridge (NF-1846); some impacts from timber 
harvest and a few residential homes on private lands, although most of them are at least partially 
screened as viewed from the river. The remote feeling of the area combined with views of forested 
slopes, interesting geologic features and striking water clarity and color combine to provide 
outstanding to generally pleasing views of the river and its surrounding scenery.  
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During the study visit to the river, staff filled out field inventory datasheets to help document 
scenic quality. The methodology is based on those used by federal land management agencies 
(e.g., BLM, USDA-FS) to conduct scenic resource inventories and includes a description of various 
landscape elements, including landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity and 
cultural modifications.  Along the study area, four locations were chosen that help characterize the 
river-scape and they are described below in Table 6-Table 9. The region of comparison for 
determining scarcity is the state of Oregon, particularly other riverscape views.  

Table 6. Scenic resource inventory of the view just below the “steel bridge”  

The view as seen from the riverbank is of moderate scenic quality; it is a pleasing river-scape view in 
remote, forested setting. 

  
Landform Wide river bottom with steep valley walls. Cobble islands and river bars. Large 

braided shallow channels 
Vegetation Willow and alder dominated cobble bars with sedges, riparian hardwood 

forest, and second growth conifer (douglas-fir) forest above. Patches of late 
seral conifer forest in locations in the background. 

Water Wide, shallow river with a cobble bottom. Riffle-pool. Scattered small 
boulders. Very clear water. 

Color Bright to dark green vegetation. Grey, marbled, white and reddish rocks. 
Browns in the trees with some yellowish green moss. 

Adjacent scenery Riverbank, riparian stream terrace. 
Scarcity Rock types, water clarity, remoteness 
Cultural modification Steel bridge is visible, it does not detract significantly from the natural setting. 
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Table 7. Scenic resource inventory of the view within the Chetco River Gorge.  

The view as seen from within a large boulderfield in the Chetco River Gorge (known as “Candycane 
Rapids”) is of high scenic quality; it is an exceptional river-scape view with unique geology, dramatic 
colors in remote setting. 

  
Landform Huge boulderfield in the bottom of a canyon. Colorful chert-like striped (likely 

the namesake of the rapids) rock. Multiple whitewater channels and pools 
winding through the rocks. Steep forested canyon slopes with large rock 
outcroppings.  

Vegetation The canyon bottom is dominated by willow, alder and torrent sedge. The toe 
slope is dominated by alder, maple, coltsfoot, and sword fern. The upper 
slopes are dominated by late seral douglas-fir, live oak, tank oak and maple.  

Water Clear water with whitewater, which is turbulent in areas, particularly within 
narrow chutes between large rocks. Some deeper clear pools and eddies, 
sieves, reversals and chutes.  

Color Unique colorful rocks with reds, greens, purples, grays that is chert-like and 
heavily striped within exceptionally clear water. Patches of green moss. Lighter 
green alder-maple forest with dark green confiers and live oak create contrast 
in the upland vegetation.  

Adjacent scenery Forested canyon setting with some larger/older trees. Areas of mossy rock 
outcroppings. Interesting mix of tree species with lots of canopy height and 
diversity.  

Scarcity Unique rock types, substrate, water clarity, remoteness 
Cultural modification None. 
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Table 8. Scenic resource inventory of the view just upstream of Rainbow Creek 

The view as seen from the riverbank is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing river-scape view with 
interesting vegetation, colorful geology and clear water in an undeveloped setting.  

 
Landform River bottom with steep low canyon walls. Large boulders in the bed and bank 

combines with cobbles of various sizes and a sandy beach/river bar to create 
rich textures and colors.  

Vegetation Riparian alder, ash, coltsfoot, torrent sedge, California grape, willow and 
mossy rocks and some swordfern. Notable aquatic vegetation includes 
filamentous algae clumps in the foreground near the riverbank. Upland 
vegetation is dominated by douglas fir (some old, large trees), alder, maple, 
and tan oak. Some second growth confier forest is visible along with a few live 
oak.  

Water Clear, somewhat tourmaline green-hued water with some filamentous algae 
patches in the foreground. Some small rapids (Class II) with a rapid, glide, pool 
sequence.   

Color Greens, greys and reds of the rocks dominate the view with some yellow green 
and brown in the riparian and forest vegetation. Somewhat tourmaline green 
hued (but still clear) water. 

Adjacent scenery Forested canyon setting with some larger/older trees. Areas of mossy rock 
outcroppings. Interesting mix of tree species with lots of canopy height and 
diversity. Possibly artificially flat, modified river terrace above the river bank. 

Scarcity Nothing individually was particularly scarce; however the remote feeling 
riverscape view was notable. 

Cultural modification What appears to be an artificially flat, modified river terrace in the adjacent 
scenery above the river bank, while not visible in the view evaluated was 
noted. 
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Table 9. Scenic resource inventory of the view just upstream of 2nd bridge and Loeb State Park 

The view as seen from the riverbank is of moderate scenic quality; it is a pleasing river-scape view 
with interesting and colorful vegetation, exceptionally clear water in an area used seasonally by 
relatively large numbers of recreationists (mostly on the river bar).  

 
Landform Flat, cobble bar with sandy river terraces; steep, low canyon walls, river 

channel with bends and straights that creates visual interest. Distant forested 
ridges.  

Vegetation Willow and torrent sedge on the river bars; riparian slopes of alder, ash, 
coltsfoot and alder, big leaf maple, madrone, tan and live oak with towering 
firs. Second growth fir on one slope.  

Water Shallow, fast-flowing glide of extremely clear water with somewhat tourmaline 
green hue; long glide with riffles.  

Color Multi-hued green and red along with grey bleached rocks; brown hues of 
dormant grasses and varying yellowish greens in the riparian and forest 
vegetation. Somewhat tourmaline green hued (but still clear) water. 

Adjacent scenery Cobble-bars; willow riparian areas with alder at the base of the slopes, with 
interesting ridges lines in the distance. Snags created visual interest. Some 2nd 
growth visible in the distance.   

Scarcity Tan oak/live oak combined with late-seral fir; water clarity.  
Cultural modification RVs and trailer on river bar. Would be more numerous in the summer or on a 

better weather day.  
 
It is possible to obtain views from the river itself throughout this section by floating the river, when 
water levels allow. Roads follow the river in some parts; however, much of it (namely the 
interesting Chetco Gorge) cannot be viewed from a vehicle or from the side of the road. It is 
possible to access the river banks themselves without a great deal of effort (in many cases by 
vehicle), including from the USFS road near the Steel Bridge, off the Chetco Gorge Trail (#1112) 
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which may require fording the river during low water, along with vehicular access from the river 
bars (e.g. South Fork, Nook, and Miller).   

More photos that capture the scenery of the Chetco River study area are available on the OPRD 
Flickr page at: https://www.flickr.com/photos/orstateparks/sets/72157646949323231/. 

Management Setting 
 
Land ownership 
The majority of the study area (~63%) is managed by the USDA United States Forest Service (USDA-
FS) and includes lands within the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest located within the Gold 
Beach Ranger District in Curry County, Oregon. Private lands, which make up 32% of the study area, 
include private industrial forest lands (primarily South Coast Lumber Co.) along with a mix of non-
timber lands such as rural residential. Table 10, below, shows the break-down between public and 
private land ownership as does Figure 9 which shows the same thing spatially on a map.  
 
Table 10. Approximate land-ownership within the Chetco River study area 

Ownership type Approximate percentage 
Public county >1% 

state 3% 
federal 63% 
                                                                       Total:   67% 

Private private                                                16% 
industrial timber                                                 16% 
                                                                       Total:   32% 

Other*                                                                                        2% 
*Other includes gaps, water, roads and other things not attributed to a specific owner in the tax lot data. 

 
Land use 
The majority of land-use in the study area is forestry (including federal forest lands) followed by 
agriculture and range-lands along with rural residential and recreation. Livestock grazing occurs on 
some land adjacent to the Chetco River, including near the confluence of the South Fork.  
 
The rural residential community known as “Wilderness Retreat” is located near the confluence of 
First Creek and includes several homes along the south bank of the Chetco, a few of which are 
visible from the river as they sit up on a high embankment, however, most of them are screened at 
least partially with vegetation. The river in this study segment is crossed by two bridges (not 
including the historic bridge known as the “low-water crossing”) and has a road paralleling it for 
much of the study area. However, the road is not visible from the river for the majority of the study 
segment.  
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Figure 9. Approximate land ownership types within study area 
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Application of Scenic Waterway Criteria 
 

1) Upper Section: Steel Bridge to Old Low Water Bridge (USFS Road 1846)  
 
The upper section of the study area meets the eligibility criteria (ORS 390.855).  
 
Free-flowing: The first criterion that must be met is that “the river or segment of river is relatively 
free-flowing.”  
 
The Chetco River is completely free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, 
diversion, major rip-rapping or modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. The 
river is also naturally flowing (without dams or diversion) throughout the whole length of the river 
from the headwaters in the Kalmiopsis to the Pacific Ocean (e.g., there are no upstream or 
downstream dams). The Chetco flows within natural banks, with the exception of minor cultural 
modifications made for the bridges. The river has generally regular and somewhat predictable 
flows, although as with almost all rivers in Oregon, flow various seasonally but derives from 
naturally occurring phenomenon, including precipitation, springs, and some seasonal snow-melt.  
 
Scenery: The second criteria that must be met is that the “scene as viewed from the river and 
related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral, or these conditions are 
restorable.”  
 
The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in this section ranges from moderate, but 
pleasing to exceptional river-scape views with unique geology, dramatic colors in a remote, 
forested setting. The few developments that do exist are quite localized so their visibility does not 
detract noticeably from the general remote feeling of the area.  The “steel bridge” crosses the river 
at the starting point of the study area.  Other developments along the river include remnants of the 
old low water bridge (NF-1846), which is the start of the next study segment.  It is possible to 
obtain views from the river itself throughout this section by floating the river, when water levels 
allow. Roads follow the river in some parts; however, the majority of this segment cannot be 
viewed from a vehicle or from the side of the road. It is possible in a few areas to access the river 
banks themselves without a great deal of effort, although the only obvious river access point is at 
the put-in (off the USFS road near the Steel Bridge) or above the study segment across the river 
from the Tolman Ranch property (off the USFS Rd).  USFS maintains a trail in the area, the Chetco 
Gorge Trail (#1112) near the location of the old low water bridge. The remote feeling of the area 
combined with views of forested slopes, interesting geologic features and striking water clarity and 
color combine to provide outstanding to generally pleasing views of the surrounding scenery of the 
area. 
 
Recreation and natural resources: The final two criteria that must be met are that the river or 
segment of river and its setting must “possess natural and recreation values of outstanding quality” 
and be “large enough to sustain substantial recreation use and to accommodate existing uses 
without undue impairment of the natural values of the resource or quality of the recreation 
experience.”  
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This section of river has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River since 1988. The river 
has been found outstanding for its recreation, water quality and fisheries  (USDA Forest Service, 
1993). Fishing on this section, as allowed by fishing regulations, is primarily from those that hike-in 
or float down the river and fish from their kayaks. Since access for drift boats is limited (in the past 
the low water crossing was a put-in), commercial use is limited in this section.  
 
Recreational boating is becoming increasingly popular in this section, with access possible via USFS 
roads and floats possible for recreationists of a variety of skills levels, depending on the flow. 
During various water levels, kayaking the “Lower Chetco Gorge” is a regional favorite amongst 
intermediate to expert paddlers.  The two named major rapids in this section, Candycane and 
Conehead, rate between 4-5+ during higher flows for those favoring the “big water” experience. 
However, at lower flows, the most difficult sections can be by-passed by portaging.  This section of 
the river is likely too narrow for rafts due to narrow chutes and portaging required at low water, 
however, it is floatable at various water levels in both hard-shell and inflatable kayaks.  At the time 
of the site visit, some portaging around Candycane and a portion of Conehead Rapids was 
necessary due to water levels and obstructions. Fishing is possible, however recreational fishing 
use, is much lower than the other sections in the study area. Hike-in access to the Lower Chetco 
Gorge for day-use and camping is possible via USFS roads and trails. This segment includes 
dispersed camping on USFS property. Hunting for deer and elk in the forests surrounding the river 
is possible along this section during the appropriate seasons.  
 
Overall the recreation opportunities on this section of the river have the potential to be (and 
currently are) popular enough to attract visitors from beyond the local area, additionally they are 
relatively rare within the region with only a few rivers, like the Illinois and Smith R. offering 
somewhat similar experiences. While several rivers in the region offer somewhat similar scenery, 
the diversity of recreation opportunities and year-round nature of recreation on this river is quite 
unique.  

Natural resources of national and state importance exist in the study area as there are quite a few 
rare and listed species known to occur or that have the possibility of occurring because of habitat 
and proximity to known occurrences. Three species listed under the Federal and/or state 
Endangered Species Acts, and 40 federal and/or state sensitive species have the potential to occur 
or do occur in the study area. The Chetco River Population of coho salmon has recently been 
identified as a core population that is at high extinction risk by the NMFS (National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 2014).  While only a few rare species of plants have been documented in the 
study area, the condition of the riparian and forest ecosystems of this upper segment is more 
pristine than the lower reaches, which are more impacted by human uses. Some of these forests 
are very old and have large diameter trees with interesting branching.  Other areas are younger, 
either because of logging history or wildfire.  Sparse live oak and madrone are abundant on rocky 
promontories and outcroppings, and these features provide interesting contrast with mesic forest. 
 
It appears that this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values and that 
it is large enough to sustain the existing levels of recreation use. The nature of the existing water-
based uses and surrounding lands in the study segment indicates it meets the eligibility standards 
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for recreation set in state statute. The importance of the river as critical habitat for fish and wildlife 
should not be overlooked; the statue requires that both criteria be met.  

2) Middle Section: Old Low Water Bridge to South Fork 
 

The middle section of the study area meets the eligibility criteria (ORS 390.855).  
 
Free-flowing 
The Chetco River is completely free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, 
diversion, major rip-rapping or modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. The 
Chetco flows within natural banks in this section, with the exception of minor cultural 
modifications made for the roads and former bridge, along with some impacts from timber harvest 
and grazing. As previously noted the river is also naturally flowing throughout the whole length of 
the river and has generally regular flows.  
 
Scenery 
The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in this section is typically moderate, but 
pleasing with a few areas that have more dramatic river-scape views with unique geology, dramatic 
colors (e.g., rocks and water clarity) in a largely remote, forested setting. The few developments 
that do exist are quite localized so their visibility does not detract noticeably from the general 
remote feeling of the area.  Cultural modifications include those made for the roads and former 
bridge (remnants of the low water bridge are visible from the river and banks), along with some 
impacts from timber harvest, grazing and a few residential homes (and one vacation rental) on 
private lands. The character of this section is generally primitive with only a few infringements on 
the naturalness of the corridor. The developments that do exist (primarily the vacation rental 
property and the USFS recreational area, which while below the South Fork is visible from this 
section) are so localized that their visibility does not detract noticeably from the general 
naturalness of the area.  

It is possible to obtain views from the river itself throughout this section by floating the river, when 
water levels allow. Roads follow the river in some parts; however, and some of this segment can be 
viewed from a vehicle, although there are very few places to pull over on the side of the road. It is 
possible in a few areas to access the river banks; primarily at the USFS managed South Fork 
dispersed/minimally developed campground and day-use area.  The remote feeling of the area 
combined with views of forested slopes, interesting geologic features and striking water clarity and 
color combine to provide outstanding to generally pleasing views of the surrounding scenery of the 
area.  

Recreation and natural resources 
This section of river has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River 1988. The river was 
found to be outstanding for recreation, water quality and fisheries  (USDA Forest Service, 1993). 
The river is known for its unique water clarity and as a world-class fishing river with some of the 
largest steelhead on the west coast.  The Chetco is on various lists of the best fishing streams, 
primarily for salmon and steelhead, in the state (Schuhmann, 2012); (Palmer T. , 2014).  
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This segment includes dispersed camping on USFS property and at the maintained property at 
South Fork. Day-use pursuits including recreational fishing hiking and non-motorized boating are 
also popular. Fishing on this section, as allowed by fishing regulations, is primarily from those that 
hike-in or float down the river and fish from their kayaks. Since access for drift boats is limited (in 
the past the low water crossing was a popular put-in), commercial use is limited in this section.  
 
Recreational boating is becoming increasingly popular in this section, with access possible via USFS 
roads and floats possible for recreationists of a variety of skills levels, depending on the flow. This 
section of the river is generally wide enough for rafts, but portaging may be required at low water. 
It is floatable at various water levels in hard-shell, sit-on-top, and inflatable kayaks. Fishing is 
possible, however recreational fishing use, is lower than the lowest sections in the study area. 
Hike-in access from the Chetco Gorge trailhead for day-use and camping is possible via USFS roads 
and trails. This segment includes dispersed camping on USFS property. Hunting for deer and elk in 
the forests surrounding the river is possible along this section during the appropriate seasons.  
 
Overall the recreation opportunities on this section of the river have the potential to be (and 
currently are) popular enough to attract visitors from beyond the local area. While several rivers in 
the region offer somewhat similar scenery, the diversity of recreation opportunities and year-
round nature of recreation on this river is quite unique.  

Natural resources are similar to those described for section 1, above. In summary, natural 
resources of national and state importance exist in the study area as there are quite a few rare and 
listed species known to occur or that have the possibility of occurring because of habitat and 
proximity to known occurrences.   
 
It appears that this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values and that 
it is large enough to sustain substantial recreation use. The nature of the existing water-based uses 
and public access to the river and surrounding lands in the study segment indicates it meets the 
eligibility standards for recreation set in state statute. The importance of the river as critical habitat 
for fish and wildlife should not be overlooked; the statue requires that both criteria be met.  

3) Lower Section: South Fork to Alfred Loeb State Park. 
 
The lower section of the study area meets the eligibility criteria (ORS 390.855).  
 
Free-flowing 
The Chetco River is completely free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, 
diversion, major rip-rapping or modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. The 
Chetco flows within natural banks, with the exception of minor cultural modifications made for the 
roads and bridge, along with some impacts from grazing on private lands, forest management and 
logging activities. As previously noted the river is also naturally flowing throughout the whole 
length of the river and has generally regular flows. 
 
Scenery 
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The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in this section is moderate, but pleasing with 
largely primitive river-scape views of interesting and colorful vegetation, exceptionally clear water 
in an area used seasonally by relatively large numbers of recreationists. This lower segment is 
primarily primitive, undeveloped, with some rural-pastoral features due to some grazing on private 
lands. There are only a few minor infringements on the naturalness of the corridor. Cultural 
modifications in this section include those made for the roads and bridge, along with some impacts 
from timber harvest and grazing, a few residential homes visible from the river and the recreation 
areas at the USFS managed river bars (e.g., Nook, Miller, Redwood) and at Loeb State Park. The 
state park campground is minimally visible from the river with only the river access road and a few 
rustic log cabins visible. Recreation, including vehicles and RV’s are present, seasonally in large 
numbers, on all of the river bars in this section.  
 
Recreation and natural resources 
This section of river has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River 1988. The river was 
found to be outstanding for recreation, water quality and fisheries  (USDA Forest Service, 1993). 
The river is known for its unique water clarity and as a world-class fishing river with some of the 
largest steelhead on the west coast.  The Chetco is on various lists of the best fishing streams, 
primarily for salmon and steelhead, in the state (Schuhmann, 2012); (Palmer T. , 2014).  
 
Recreational opportunities in this section include day-use pursuits (e.g., hiking, scenic enjoyment, 
swimming, non-motorized boating, hunting etc.) and camping on both State (Loeb) and USFS 
property, along with significant seasonal recreational fishing opportunities. Recreational boating 
(e.g., kayaking, rafts and other float devices) is possible throughout this whole stretch during much 
of the year with multiple put in and take out spots on public lands.  Alfred A. Loeb State Park 
provides developed camping along river with trail access to day-use picnic areas and a small 
network of family-friendly trails along the river and up into the redwoods (which are also located 
on adjacent USFS property). The Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest maintains campgrounds on 
the river banks in the study area including South Fork Camps, Redwood Bar, Nook Bar, and Miller 
Bar, all easily accessible from Brookings. Activities include picnicking, fishing, swimming and water 
play, scenic enjoyment, floating and other forms of non-motorized water sports, along with tent, 
camper and small trailer camping.  
 
Overall the recreation opportunities on this section of the river have the potential to be (and 
currently are) popular enough to attract visitors from beyond the local area. While several rivers in 
the region offer somewhat similar scenery, the diversity of recreation opportunities and year-
round nature of recreation on this river is quite unique. The fishing on this section of river is often 
described as “world-class” and people come from all over the state, region, country, and in some 
cases the word to experience fishing on the Chetco River.  

Natural resources are similar to those described for section 1, above. In summary, natural 
resources of national and state importance exist in the study area as there are quite a few rare and 
listed species known to occur or that have the possibility of occurring because of habitat and 
proximity to known occurrences.  Notable for this section are the rare plant communities found in 
the vicinity of Alfred A. Loeb State Park, which include some of the only coast redwood association 
(coast redwood-tanoak/Pacific rhododendron forest) in Oregon that is also the “most northerly 
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naturally occurring redwood stand in the world (Kagan, 1998).” The myrtlewood grove near the 
campground at Loeb is notable since many such communities have been removed by historic 
logging and other development; the grove at Loeb contains some of the largest remaining trees in 
Oregon (Kagan, 1998). 
 
It appears that this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values and that 
it is large enough to sustain substantial recreation use. The nature of the existing water-based uses 
and abundance of public access to the river or surrounding lands in the lower study segment 
indicates it meets the eligibility standards for recreation set in state statute. The importance of the 
river as critical habitat for fish and wildlife should not be overlooked; the statue requires that both 
criteria be met.  
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PUBLIC INPUT FINDINGS 
 

On-going Scenic Waterways Program administration and promotion of waterways with statewide 
significance requires cooperation and collaboration between OPRD, stakeholders, property owners, 
and the local community.  When determining whether the Chetco River would make a good 
addition to the program, OPRD reached out to members of the public to engage them in the 
assessment process and encouraged participation by offering multiple opportunities to provide 
input.  The following methods were used to gather feedback on the study and to gauge public 
support for including the Chetco River into the Scenic Waterways Program. 
 

Stakeholder Input 
 
Early in the study process, OPRD engaged with property and business owners in the study area.  
Government agencies and organizations which may have an interest in the possible Scenic 
Waterway designation were also contacted.  OPRD found that although property owners, including 
those that manage commercial forest land, had some concerns about how the potential 
designation could affect use of their property.  During these discussions, it was explained that new 
regulations would be focused on maintaining the waterway’s existing scenic character and that 
impacts from new development could be screened by installing new plantings.  Stakeholders 
indicated acceptance of potential regulation when they understood that existing uses of the study 
area would be exempt from review, and that OPRD would re-engage with stakeholders during the 
development of a waterway management plan. 
 
OPRD also reviewed preliminary study findings with United States Forest Service (USFS), a large 
land holder in the study area, to obtain feedback on the potential designation.  USFS staff noted 
that recreational activities within the study area includes all forms of boating, hiking, swimming, 
nature viewing, fishing and camping.  Well-developed access is provided to the recreation area 
from the North and South Bank River roads, as well as associated US Forest Service roads. 

Written Comments 
 
OPRD developed a webpage to provide information regarding the Scenic Waterway assessment 
process and to solicit input on potential waterway designations.  The project website and an email 
address for submitting written comments were advertised in a news release and through a public 
notice in the local paper.  At the publicized September 11, 2014 community meeting, comment 
forms were also distributed to members of the public.  OPRD found that the majority of the 
submitted emails were generated through a national proponent campaign to express support for 
the designation of all three waterways.  An analysis of other individual emails, letters, and 
community meeting comment forms also show strong support for including the Chetco River in the 
State Scenic Waterways Program.  All written comments that were received have been attached to 
this report as Appendix B.  A summary of written comments in opposition and support of 

44 | P a g e  
 



designating the Chetco River into the Scenic Waterways Program has been provided below in Table 
11.  
 
Table 11. Summary of the types of written comments received during the public comment period for the 
Chetco study area 

Written Comment Type Opposed Support 
Individual Emails and Letters 1 10 
Community Meeting Comment Forms 1 5 
Email Campaign 0 164 

Total Written Comments: 2 179 
 

Online Survey 
 
From August 25th to October 15th, OPRD posted a link to an online survey for the Chetco River study 
area on the agency’s 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment webpage.  The survey resulted in 
feedback from 47 respondents.  Surveyed participants were asked about what benefits or 
problems they associate with including the Chetco River into the Scenic Waterways Program.  
Through the survey, respondents could indicate support or opposition to one, two, or all three 
segments of the waterway being studied.  Survey results indicated that 33% of survey respondents 
were opposed to designating one or more of the waterway segments, and 67% of the respondents 
were in favor of the designation.  The complete results of the survey have been attached as 
Appendix C. 
 

Community Meeting 
 
In advance of the September 11, 2014 meeting, OPRD sent out a news release to all media outlets 
in SW Oregon and published a public notice in the Curry Coastal Pilot newspaper.  In addition, a 
personal meeting invite was sent to approximately 76 property owners within the study area along 
the Chetco River.  The meeting was facilitated by OPRD staff and was attended by approximately 
55 members of the public.  At the meeting, a short presentation was provided to describe the study 
process, preliminary eligibility findings, initial stakeholder feedback, and how the Scenic Waterways 
Program is managed by OPRD.  Following this presentation, OPRD staff asked for questions and 
comments from members of the public. 
 
During the meeting, OPRD staff fielded a variety of questions about what implications a new Scenic 
Waterway designation would have on properties along the waterway.  Meeting voiced concerns 
about existing mining operations and  asked how a Scenic Waterway designation could regulate 
that activity and protect water quality.  There were also questions about what program funding 
would be available to monitor development activities and implement habitat restoration projects.  
In addition, meeting attendees asked questions about the review process for new development 
proposals.  Although meeting attendees were disappointed that OPRD does not have funding to 
actively patrol State Scenic Waterways, or has funding for habitat restoration projects, the majority 
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of community meeting attendees did express support for the potential designation.  Community 
members wanted to learn more about the designation process and showed interest in participating 
in the development of a future waterway management plan.   A full transcription of the feedback 
received at this community meeting has been attached as Appendix A. 
 

County Commission Input 
 
To ensure that local government input was also included in this report, OPRD requested feedback 
on the Chetco River Scenic Waterways study from the Curry County Board of Commissioners.  On 
November 5, 2014 the Commission will hold a meeting to review the findings from State Park’s 
community meeting and to obtain feedback from interested citizens prior to responding to OPRD’ 
request.  At this meeting, the Curry County Commission is planning to pass a resolution in support 
or opposition to designating the river under the Scenic Waterways Program.  Once this resolution is 
available, it will be attached to this report as Appendix B. 
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WATERWAY SUITABILITY CONCLUSIONS 
 

Based on this study’s eligibility and public input findings, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
has concluded the Chetco River study area is a strong candidate for the Scenic Waterway’s 
program. Staff are recommending to the Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission that these 
findings be considered when determining whether this section of the Chetco River is suitable for 
recommending State Scenic Waterway designation to the Governor.  A State Scenic Waterway 
designation is intended to recognize rivers which have outstanding scenic, natural and recreational 
values; reserved for the best of the best waterways in Oregon.  Both local community members 
and input received from US Forest Service staff indicate that the waterway clearly meets the 
program’s eligibility criteria. 
 
The Scenic Waterways Program is designed to provide stewardship of rivers with statewide 
significance by balancing the protection of that resource with the development interests of 
property owners.  This study has documented that land owners which have provided input within 
the study area have some concerns about how new regulations may affect future development of 
their property.  However, these stakeholders were not strongly opposed to the possibility of new 
regulations focused on protecting scenic values as long as their existing development rights were 
maintained.  At the community meeting, the majority of attendees indicated support of a new 
State Scenic Waterway designation for the Chetco River.  In addition, the analysis of written 
comments indicates that there is significant support for including the waterway into the program.  
For all of the reasons identified above, OPRD has determined that the Chetco River study area is 
suitable for inclusion into the Scenic Waterways Program. 
 
If this section of the Chetco River is designated into the Scenic Waterways Program, OPRD would 
re-engage with Chetco River property owners, stakeholders, agencies, organizations, and other 
interested community members during the development of a waterway management plan.  
Previously identified issues and concerns, as well as provisions to accommodate existing uses, 
would be addressed in the management plan.  To provide responsible on-going management of 
designated Scenic Waterways, it is recommended that the State establish a new Scenic Waterway 
Program Fund for the development of needed public facilities and promotional materials.  If the 
Chetco River study area is designated as a Scenic Waterway, this new program funding source 
should be utilized to develop and publish a water trail guide for the management area.  The water 
trail guide would serve as an essential management tool for a waterway listed as having statewide 
significance.  By making the guide available to the public, it would encourage environmental 
stewardship, promote outdoor recreation opportunities, reduce potential conflicts with private 
land owners, and promote safety for those recreating on the river. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Background 
 
The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) is responsible for administering the State 
Scenic Waterways Program, which is designed to protect the existing scenic, natural, and 
recreation values of 20 designated waterways throughout the State. OPRD is directed by statute 
(ORS 390.855) to periodically study new waterways for potential inclusion in the program, though 
no new waterways have been designated since 1988.    
 
In September 2013, the Governor directed OPRD to analyze at least three waterways for potential 
designation every two years.  An initial screening of all Oregon waterways by OPRD resulted in a list 
of approximately 80 river segments which have the potential to meet the State’s waterway 
designation criteria.  Based on a broad coalition of agencies and stakeholders input, OPRD’s 
capacity to complete the waterway assessments, and to provide geographical distribution 
throughout the State, sections of the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers were included in 
the 2013-15 pilot study. 
 
This Oregon Scenic Waterway study, conducted by OPRD, serves as the statutorily required first 
step in the process to possibly designate a new Oregon Scenic Waterway. That process, established 
by ORS 390.855, allows for the Governor to designate new scenic waterways following study and 
approval of the OPRD Commission and the Oregon Water Resources Commission. This study 
document constitutes the first step - a report to OPRD Commission.  This study, covering 
approximately 29 miles on the Grande Ronde River, was done to accomplish two objectives: 
 

1. Determine if the river segments meet the qualifications for designation as an Oregon Scenic 
Waterway  (ORS 390.855); and 

2. If the qualifications are met, outline, in general, what type of management designation 
would be appropriate for waterway, if it is found to be eligible, suitable, and ultimately 
designated. 
 
 

Waterway Eligibility Findings 
 
In 2014, OPRD evaluated the Grande Ronde River during a field visit using eligibility criteria 
established by State statutes (ORS 390.855).  The river was evaluated from April 10th to April 11th 
during the optimal float season to assess the waterway’s free-flowing nature, scenic 
characteristics, and recreational qualities.  In addition to OPRD’s on-river evaluation, other 
agencies, organizations, and members of the public also provided feedback on whether the 
waterway meets the required eligibility criteria.  Public input was provided through submitted 
written comments, an online survey conducted by OPRD, and through discussions with agencies, 
organizations, and community members.  Based on OPRD’s field visit and public input, the eligibility 
assessment resulted in the following findings: 
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• Based on the results of the study, the river section from confluence with Sheep 
Creek to Tony Vey Meadows, and the river section from Tony Vey Meadows to Red 
Bridge State Wayside, do not meet all of the Scenic Waterways eligibility criteria; 

• When applying program eligibility criteria from Red Bridge State Wayside to Hilgard 
Junction State Park, OPRD finds that this river section only marginally meets the 
eligibility criteria; 

• All segments of the study area were found to be completely free-flowing within 
primarily natural banks and offer generally pleasing views of both primitive and 
rural-pastoral lands from the river; 

• This study area includes two state parks with camping and day-use and a forest 
service campground and day-use area, offering hunting, hiking and other river-
related pursuits such as wildlife viewing and scenic enjoyment; 

• Other than at designated recreation areas, there is limited recreational fishing and 
floating opportunities due to the short seasons and lack of public access along much 
of the study area; 

• Levels of recreation use throughout the study is relatively low and confined largely 
to locals from the surrounding areas and visitors driving through the area; and   

• Lack of public access and limited facilities present a potential conflict with private 
land owners if the study area were to sustain a substantial increase in recreation 
use.  

 
Public Input Findings 
 
In addition to the evaluation of waterway eligibility, OPRD evaluated stakeholder and community 
input to gauge public support and understand issues and concerns associated with the potential 
Scenic Waterway designation.  A webpage was established to provide information on the waterway 
assessment process and to solicit feedback from the public.  Citizen input was collected through a 
designated email address and through the development of an online survey for the waterway.  A 
community meeting was hosted in La Grande on September 24, 2014 to review preliminary 
findings, answer questions, and obtain public comments.  All property owners within the study 
area received an invitation letter to the meeting and it was advertised through a news release and 
public notice in the local paper.  Based on OPRD’s analysis of public input, the following findings 
were identified: 
 

• The majority of comments received clearly demonstrate that local residents and business 
owners are strongly opposed to the potential of a Scenic Waterways designation and feel 
that it would unnecessarily create new regulations and make it significantly more difficult to 
develop their property; 

• Public input indicated that unless funding is made available for area conservation, 
recreation, and development mitigation projects, the program could create an economic 
hardship for individuals planning to make improvements to their properties. 

• Several property owners within the study area were concerned that, due to dry conditions, 
required screening vegetation under a Scenic Waterway designation would not survive 
unless it could be installed directly adjacent to the river; 
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• Local gun club members were significantly concerned that a Scenic Waterway designation 
would eventually lead to the adoption of other new regulations by local, state, and federal 
agencies, resulting in the elimination of the gun range within the study area; 

• Both community members and US Forest Service staff indicated that locals are the primary 
recreational users of this section of the Grande Ronde River and that this use is occurring 
primarily at designated recreational areas like the Federal Bird Tracks Recreational Area, 
Red Bridge State Wayside, and Hilgard Junction State Park; 

• Included with the written comments are emails from several conservation groups and other 
individuals who support a Scenic Waterway designation so protection of the Grande Ronde 
River’s natural, scenic, and recreational values will be enhanced; 

• Some community members were concerned with the requirement to establish a minimum 
recreational water flow under a new Scenic Waterway destination since this regulation 
could prevent issuing future water rights to area farmers; and 

• A number of community members indicated that recent placement of woody debris within 
and along the river to improve fish habitat has significantly reduced public access to the 
river and it’s potential to accommodate recreational use. 

 
Waterway Suitability Conclusions 
 
Based on the OPRD’s eligibility findings and passionate local opposition to the possible designation, 
the Grande Ronde River study area is not a strong candidate for the Scenic Waterway’s program.  
OPRD finds that due to seasonal water flows and lack of public access, the study area has limited 
recreational use, other than at existing recreational sites.  This study has identified deep-seated 
resistance to the regulatory aspects of the Scenic Waterways Program and this would likely result 
in problematic management of a new waterways designation.  When considering whether the 
study area is suitable for inclusion into the Scenic Waterways Program, the following issues are of 
particular concern: 
 

• All residents and business owners which have provided input within the study area have 
voiced strong opposition of any new regulations which affect use of their property; 

• There was consensus at the community meeting that new regulations on this section of the 
Grande Ronde River are not needed or required to protect the existing scenic, recreational, 
and natural qualities of the waterway; 

• Both local community members and US Forest Service staff indicated that there is very little 
hiking, camping, fishing or other similar recreational use other than at developed facilities 
at designated State and federal use areas,  

• Opposition to including the Grande Ronde River into the Scenic Waterways Program was 
also stated through resolution by the Union County Commission, after reviewing the 
September 24th Community Meeting input and holding an additional public hearing on 
October 15th. 
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STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

Study Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate segments of the Grande Ronde River in Union County, 
Oregon, to determine if they qualify under the criteria of the Scenic Waterway Act for possible 
designation as an Oregon State Scenic Waterway; and to prepare information that would help 
inform a possible management plan for these river sections if they are selected as additions to the 
Scenic Waterway System. 

Study Location and Area  
The Grande Ronde River has its headwaters near the Anthony Lakes recreation area in the 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest in the Blue Mountains of Union County, eventually flowing after 
approximately 200 miles into the Snake River once it enters Washington State. The river ranges 
from an elevation at the start of the study area, near Sheep Cr. of around 4,092 feet above MSL 
(mean sea level) to a low at Hilgard of around 2950 feet above MSL, with an average drop of about 
39 feet/mile. The Grande Ronde system is characteristically a meandering stream in the truest 
sense of the word. The study segment travel a distance of approximately 30 river miles in a straight 
line distance of only about 19 miles. The variability in flows and the constant meanders provide 
interest in the landscape and enhance the recreational experience of enjoying the river, although 
the season in which to do this from a boat is relatively limited along with some public access issues. 
The gently rolling to steep and rocky topography of the Grande Ronde River provide a variety of 
different vegetation cover types common in the Blue Mountains ecoregion -  ranging from open 
grassland, to shrub steppe, deciduous riparian forest, scrub-shrub wetland, and coniferous forest, 
woodland, and savanna. Other major rivers in the general vicinity include the Wallowa and Minam 
Rivers, both Grande Ronde tributaries and also State Scenic Waterways (shown in blue, Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1. Location of the Grande Ronde River Study Area in Union Co., Northeast Oregon 
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The Upper Grande Ronde Study Area referred to in this report is defined as follows: The Upper 
Grande Ronde River and all lands within ¼ mile of each bank, beginning at the confluence of Sheep 
Creek (near the junction with Highway 51) in Tony Vey Meadows and ends at Hilgard Junction State 
Park, near the city of La Grande, Oregon. 
 
The meandering nature of the river, rural pastoral combined and sometimes forested setting 
provide interest in the landscape and enhance the recreational experience of enjoying the river and 
its banks on public lands (see: Recreation ). The river segment under study is known for its 
importance as a salmon stream, it also supports steelhead, bull trout and mountain whitefish and a 
multitude of other upland wildlife. Recreational activities include fishing, camping, 
swimming/wading, hunting, rafting, kayaking, scenic enjoyment, wildlife viewing and hiking (see: 
Recreation). An approximately 42 mile portion of the lower river (from the confluence with the 
Wallowa River to the Oregon-Washington border) has been designated as both a State Scenic 
Waterway and Federal Wild and Scenic River since 1988.  
 
The adjacent lands are a mix of public (federal and state) and private lands, varying by segment. 
The adjacent public lands are predominantly owned by the United States Forest Service (USFS) and 
managed as part of the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest with camping and day-use areas. Red 
Bridge State Wayside and Hilgard State Park are also located along this reach of the river offering 
day-use and camping services. Private lands are a mix of rural residential development with 
agriculture and forestry being the dominant land use types on private lands (see: Management 
Setting). 
 
An evaluation of the various natural, scenic and recreational features of the study area was done. 
This information gathered following research, interviews and on-site observations was compared 
with the scenic waterway qualifications (i.e. free flowing; pleasing to look at, primitive, rural-
pastoral; large enough to sustain recreation use without harming the recreational and natural 
resources).  

Administration of the Oregon Scenic Waterways Program 
The Oregon Scenic Waterway Program, established by a vote of the people in 1969, is administered 
under the authority of the State Parks Commission through the State Parks and Recreation 
Department (ORS 390.805 to ORS 390.925). The scenic waterway program seeks to preserve, 
protect and enhance scenic, recreational, fish and wildlife and cultural values possessed by each 
individual scenic waterway. The Scenic Waterways Act was created to strike a balance between 
protecting the natural resources, scenic value, and recreational uses of Oregon’s rivers by 
designating them.  The state program currently includes approximately 1,150 miles on 20 
waterways (Figure 2).  
 
The Commission's rules specifically outline the manner in which the Scenic Waterways Act is to be 
carried out. The Act and the Commission's rules generally require proposed changes of land use 
within ¼ mile on each side of the river to be evaluated for their potential to impair the natural 
scene. Property owners wanting to build roads, houses, develop mines, cut timber or do similar 
activities must notify the Commission in advance. Within one year of notification, the Commission 
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must decide if the proposal will impair the scenic beauty of the river. The Commission relies on its 
rules for each designated scenic waterway to make the determination. Other local and state 
agencies must comply with the Act; and the Commission is instructed to study other rivers for 
possible inclusion in the scenic waterways system.  
 
Filling in the river, removing soil and gravel from the river or changing the riverbank in any way, 
regardless of the amount of soil or rock involved, requires special prior approval of the State Land 
Board and the Director of the Division State Lands. The Director of the Oregon Department of 
Water Resources is required to insure that new water rights issued within the scenic waterway will 
be used only for human consumption, livestock, fish, wildlife and recreation unless adequate flows 
can be assured to protect fish, wildlife and recreation. Dams, impoundments, reservoirs and some 
mining activities are prohibited within the scenic waterway corridor including tributary streams 
within the ¼ mile boundary. 
 
The complete Oregon Scenic Waterways Act, State Statutes and Administrative Rules are available 
on the OPRD website at: www.oregon.gov/OPRD/RULES/Pages/waterways.aspx 
 

 

Figure 2. Oregon’s Existing State Scenic Waterways System 

Designation Process for New Scenic Waterways 
The Oregon Scenic Waterways Act (ORS 390.855 to 390.865) establishes procedures by which new 
scenic waterways may be designated (Figure 3). The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department is 
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directed to periodically study rivers or segments of rivers and their related adjacent land that may 
meet scenic waterway qualifications. With concurrence of the State Water Resources Commission, 
the Oregon State Parks Commission may recommend to the Governor designation of additional 
scenic waterways. Favorable recommendation is necessary before the Governor may designate a 
scenic waterway. The Governor may or may not choose to designate the candidate scenic 
waterway. Scenic Waterway designation by the Governor becomes effective the day following final 
adjournment of the next or current regular session of the Oregon Legislature. Scenic waterways 
may also be designated by popular vote through ballot measures, and the legislative assembly may 
also propose additional scenic waterways directly through the usual legislative process.  The 
Legislature could (by joint resolution) act to void all, or part of, the Governor’s designation. ORS 
390.855 establishes the three criteria for qualification which must be considered in the 
Commission’s study and report:  
 

1.  The river or segment of river is relatively free-flowing and the scene as viewed from the 
river and related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral or these 
conditions are restorable.  

 
2.  The river or segment of river and its setting possess natural and recreation values of 

outstanding quality.  
 
3.  The river or segment of river and its setting are large enough to sustain substantial 

recreation use and to accommodate existing uses without undue impairment of the 
natural values of the resource quality or the recreation experience.  

 
Before a river can be designated a State Scenic Waterway it must be found to meet these 
qualifications. 
 
 

 

Figure 3. Oregon’s State Scenic Waterway designation options  
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Identification of Scenic Waterway Study Areas 
Initial coarse level screening of Oregon’s waterways indicated that this section of the Grande 
Ronde River may meet the criteria necessary to be considered as a state scenic waterway. The 
Grande Ronde River has been listed by the National Park Service (NPS) in the National River 
Inventory (NRI), a “listing of free-flowing river segments…that are believed to possess one or more 
“outstandingly remarkable” natural or cultural values judged to be of more than local or regional 
significance” since 1982 (National Park Service, 2014). Currently the lower portion of the Grande 
Ronde, which was designated at the federal level in 1988, is no longer in the inventory; however, 
the initial listing indicated the river possessed outstanding scenery, recreation, geology and 
fisheries (National Park Service, 2012).  
 
The river was also listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways (Oregon 
Department of Transportation, 1987) in which it was listed as having “outstanding recreational 
resources” and in previous lists (e.g., Oregon State Park System Plans) developed by OPRD as a 
potential addition to the system (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1975). A large portion of 
the lower river (from the confluence with the Wallowa River to the Oregon-Washington state line) 
has been designated as a Federal Wild and Scenic River since the passage of the Omnibus Oregon 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 1988. The Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) identified by the 
United States Forest Service for the river are scenery, recreation, geology and fisheries (National 
Park Service, 2012). The ORVs identified by the Forest Service are consistent with the qualities of 
Oregon’s State Scenic Waterway system.  

Establishing New Scenic Waterway Management Plans 
If the river segments studied in this report were designation as part of the Oregon Scenic 
Waterway System, the law requires OPRD to administer the area in order to protect and enhance 
the value which caused the scenic waterway to be included in the system. Management would be 
based on the “special attributes of each area” and give primary emphasis to protecting the scenic, 
fish and wildlife and recreational features. The aim of the program is to maintain the scenic “status 
quo” condition of the area without “turning back the clock” on land developments. If directed to 
do so by designation, ORPD would classify the rivers, or segments of the river according to the level 
of existing development, into one or more of six possible classifications. Once the classifications are 
set then specific guidelines for development ae established as state rules. The classifications have 
been established by the Commission and are in use on other scenic waterways.  
The classifications and their general management direction are described as follows: 
 

1. Natural River Areas are generally inaccessible except by trail or river with primitive or 
minimally developed shorelands. Preservation of the primitive character of these areas is 
the goal of this classification.  

2. Accessible Natural River Areas is reserved for relatively primitive, undeveloped areas with 
access by road or railroad. Management emphasis is to preserve the primitive qualities of 
the area. 
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3. Scenic River Areas may be accessible by roads but are largely undeveloped and primitive 
except for agriculture and grazing. Management seeks to preserve the undeveloped nature 
of the area. 

4. Natural Scenic View Areas are designated where one riverbank is inaccessible, 
undeveloped or primitive in character while the opposite bank is accessible and developed. 
Preservation of the natural primitive qualities are sought after by management.  

5. Recreational River Areas are readily accessible by road or railroad with some agricultural, 
commercial and/or residential development along the banks. Management is aimed at 
allowing development consistent with what is present while protecting the view and other 
natural features.  

6. River Community Areas are highly developed areas of commercial or residential uses in 
natural settings. Allowing development with an eye toward maintaining the natural setting 
is the aim of management.  

The rules established for each classified river segment generally allow continuation of the use of 
existing structures or improvements. In fact, though some improvements would require 
notification/review/approval by the Commission, many others do not. For example, on some other 
scenic waterways, notification and approval is not needed for construction of new fences; 
maintenance of farm buildings, fences or outbuildings; laying of irrigation lines; crop rotation; 
removal of danger trees; construction of grain storage facilities under certain conditions; 
maintenance of existing residences and outbuildings; minor residential remodeling; construction of 
garages adjacent to existing homes; certain changes in home site landscaping; maintenance of 
roads and bridges; and firewood cutting for personal use.  
 
Mining, road-building, construction of some new structures, placement of mobile homes, land 
clearing and timber harvest are examples of activities requiring approval. River classification and 
the rules or guidelines that follow determine exactly how the natural and scenic beauty of the river 
will be maintained.  
 
If designation on the Grande Ronde River takes place, then further work will be done to specifically 
outline the details of how each river segment would be managed. Public hearings will be held and 
the OPRD and Water Resources Commission must approve the final management plan. 
The following is the “best guess” of the appropriate classifications and management direction that 
could be applied to each river segment. The river seems most appropriate to the “Recreational 
River Area” category which contains, mixed agricultural, residential and commercial development 
along the shore and adjacent lands. This type of area is often rural or pastoral in character and 
easily accessible from local roads. These areas are managed to protect the views from the river, 
allow development consistent with existing land uses and provide for a wide range of recreational 
activities within the scenic waterways. In general, development is allowed if it does not interfere 
with the natural scene from the river. On scenic waterways where the natural landscape is 
dominant, this means that development other than that requires screening. On other rivers where 
development is visible and dominant, development may be visible if it meets certain requirements 
for screening, density or use.  
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WATERWAY ELIGILBITY FINDINGS 
 
The approximately 29 mile long study area was divided into three segments. The Upper Section 
includes the Grande Ronde River from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Tony Vey Meadows. The 
Middle Section includes the Grande Ronde River from below Starkey (near Meadow Creek) to Red 
Bridge State Wayside. The Lower Section includes the Grande Ronde River from Red Bridge State 
Wayside to Hilgard Junction State Park. An evaluation for each segment was done to determine 
how well it met the scenic waterway qualifications. The criteria (ORS 390.855) were broken down 
into specific scenic, natural and recreational factors.  
 
The evaluation (see: Waterway Characteristics and River Segment Eligibility for Scenic Waterway 
Designation) uses a combination of tools to help determine how well, if at all, the segment is 
eligible for scenic waterway consideration (e.g., free-flowing nature of the waterway; scenic 
quality, as viewed from the river; and natural and recreational resources, including the ability of 
the waterway and its setting to sustain recreational use).  
 
Decisions made during the evaluation of each segment were based on research of natural resource 
and recreational data available for the study area. Maps, aerial photographs, eye-level 
photography and video, on-site investigations (including floating the river, where feasible) and 
interviews with experienced users and recreation and natural resource managers including 
residents, local government officials and state and federal agency personnel.  
 
Waterway Characteristics 

Cultural Resources 

Ethnographic Context 
The Grande Ronde River lies within the Plateau culture area.  Distinguishing features of the Plateau 
include riverine (linear) settlement patterns; reliance on a diverse subsistence base of fish, game 
and root resources; complex fishing technology; mutual cross-utilization of subsistence resources 
among the various groups; extension of kinship ties through intermarriage;  extensive trade links; 
limited political integration; and relative uniform mythology, art styles, and religious beliefs and 
practices.  
 
The Weyiiletpuu (Cayuse), Imatalamlama (Umatilla), and Waluulapam (Walla Walla) are described 
as people who fished, gathered roots, berries, medicines, and other flora, and hunted on a 
seasonal round basis.  Their winter villages were located along the Columbia River and several of its 
tributaries such as Butter Creek, McKay Creek, Umatilla River, Grande Ronde River, Imnaha River, 
Wallowa River, and Snake River.  They spread out during the summer and fall through the Blue 
Mountains, into Grande Ronde and Wallowa valleys, and as far as the John Day, Silvies, and 
Malheur rivers.  There were a number of villages along the Grande Ronde River, including hunting 
and fishing settlements, root gathering areas, and base camps for hunting.  With the introduction 
of the horse, the Cayuse adopted an equestrian mode of life, and seasonally traveled with the 
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Flathead and others in “going to buffalo” on the Plains.  By the early historic period, stock-raising 
had become an important part of the Cayuse economy (Senn, 2007).  

Historic Context 
Contact between Native Americans and Euro Americans on the Columbia Plateau began with Lewis 
and Clark’s expedition, followed by other explorers and fur trappers. John Jacob Astor who formed 
the Pacific Fur Company was at the headwaters of the Grand Ronde River on December 28, 1811. 
The Pacific Fur Company representatives camped at the point where Five Points Creek joins the 
Grande Ronde River near Hilgard on August 4, 1812 (Senn, 2007). In his journal, dated September 
14, 1827, Peter Skene Ogden, a Canadian fur trade and explorer, notes they had reached the Clay 
River, or what was commonly called Riviere deGrande Ronde.  This name may have been applied 
because where the Grande Ronde River leaves the valley it is frequently very slightly yellow in 
appearance, or putty colored, due to valley drainage (McArthur, 1992). 
 
Transportation has always been a key theme in the history of northeastern Oregon.  The Oregon 
Trail began as a series of Native American trails, later connected by fur traders and then emigrants.  
Stage coach lines were established, followed by railroads, including the Oregon Railroad and 
Navigation Company (OR&N).  Hilgard, located approximately seven miles west of La Grande, was 
originally established on July 9, 1883 with a post office and the name of Dan.  It changed on August 
23, 1883, apparently named for Eugene W. Hilgard, Dean of the College of Agriculture at the 
University of California.  As the cousin of Henry Villard, builder of the railroad over the Blue 
Mountains, he was engaged to conduct an agricultural survey of the area in the early 1880s (Senn, 
2007) and (McArthur, 1992).  
 
In about 1911 the A.H. Strange Lumber Company sent representatives to Union County to look 
over timber lands. In August of that year the company formed the Mount Emily Timber Company 
to acquire and hold timberlands. Within two years the company held over 100,000 acres of prime 
timber. In 1925, they constructed a sawmill in La Grande, processing a daily cut of 150,000 board 
feet.  The company also purchased the Grande Ronde Lumber Company logging railroad. The 
Grande Ronde river drainage remained a primary source of logs for the company, but it lost some 
importance as the company purchased other timberlands, mainly in the Enterprise/Joseph area.  In 
1955 the Valsetz Lumber Company acquired the Mount Emily Lumber Company. In 1960 the 
Valsetz Company sold out to Boise-Cascade (Taubeneck, 2000).  
 
In the 1950s, the Mount Emily Lumber Company donated land forming two state parks along the 
Grand Ronde River.  Red Bridge State Park is located at the Hilgard-Starkey Secondary Highway 
crossing of the Grande Ronde River.  An area of 35.2 acres was obtained from Mount Emily Lumber 
Company in March 1951.  An additional two-acre tract, an abandoned railroad right-of-way 
through the property, was a gift from the Boise Cascade Corporation in July 1961.  The area was 
named Red Bridge presumably because Union County kept the bridge painted red long before the 
highway became a part of the secondary highway system (Armstrong, 1965).  
 
Hilgard Junction State Park is located at the Starkey Highway junction on the Grande Ronde River.  
The first land obtained for this park was in 1951 and consisted of a five-acre lease from the U.S. 
Forest Service.  A year later an adjoining one-acre tract was given to the state by Mount Emily 
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Lumber Company; in 1966, 79 acres was donated by their successor, Valsetz Lumber Company 
(Armstrong, 1965). 

Natural features 

Landscape/geology 
The Upper Grande Ronde River flows out of the Blue Mountains of Eastern Oregon flowing north 
and then northeast through Oregon, eventually downstream to the southeast corner of 
Washington State before joining the Snake River.  The Grande Ronde River watershed is located in 
the Blue Mountains physiographic province which is an uplifted, mountainous region with several 
large, north-trending, fault-bounded valleys and depressions.  Major structural features include 1) 
northeast-trending folds and faults of the Blue Mountains uplift, and 2) cross-cutting northwest-
trending fault zones that break the core of the uplift into a series of shallow basins separated by 
faulted ridges (Ferns et. al., 2010).  
 
The valley walls adjacent to the Upper Grande Ronde River consist of various types of volcanic 
bedrock.  At higher elevations, the Upper Grande Ronde Valley was occupied by the westernmost 
glacier that originated from the Anthony Lakes cirque complex.  Studies by Pogue et. al., (N.d.) and 
Geraghty (N.d.) show that valley glaciers advanced from the top of the Grande Ronde River Valley 
downstream approximately two miles in two pro-glacial episodes.   Following the cool and wet 
Pleistocene Epoch, the climate in Eastern Oregon became relatively warmer and drier.  As glaciers 
retreated and levels of precipitation decreased, overall discharge and sediment supply also 
decreased allowing the Grande Ronde River to erode and redistribute alluvial material downstream 
forming small sections of terrace along the valley margin. Infrequent mass wasting episodes 
associated with fire, earthquakes, landslides and large floods also helped shaped the valley margins 
by forming small alluvial fans. These fans are generally comprised of gravels and sand with cobble 
material.  The geology and processes associated with the changing climate during and following the 
last ice age resulted in a valley that contains relatively wider valley segments separated by narrow 
canyon reaches.  

  
Geological formations along the river in the study area 
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Water features 
The Grande Ronde River drains the northeastern area of the Blue Mountains in northeastern 
Oregon. The river flows in a generally northeastern direction, and is tributary to the Snake River 
(Hampton & Brown, 1963). Over the course of the study area (~30 miles) the elevation drops 
~1,100 feet putting the average stream gradient at ~1.5%.  The study area upstream of the 
Meadow Creek input can be characterized as largely confined, having slightly higher than average 
stream gradient.  Stream width to depth ratios tend to be decreased given an increase in large 
wood presence and hydrologic complexity.  The study area downstream of the Meadow Creek 
input can be characterized as having large sections unconfined with a less than average stream 
gradient.  Stream width to depth ratios tend to be increased largely due to a lack of in-stream 
structure and simplified hydraulics (Bureau of Reclamation, 2014). Tributaries in the study area 
include Sheep Creek, Fly Creek, Meadow Creek, along with Beaver and Spring Creeks.  
 
The upper river is free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, major diversion or 
significant modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. Exceptions include 
modifications made for the highway, roads, and historic and current agriculture and logging 
practices. The river is also, for the majority of its reach, naturally flowing (without dams or major 
diversion) from the headwaters in the Blue Mountains to where it meets the Snake River near the 
base of Hells Canyon (e.g., there are no upstream or downstream dams). However, about seven 
miles below La Grande, a large ditch was built in the 1860’s for agricultural purposes and currently 
diverts most of the river’s water away from its original course. The river has somewhat predictable 
flows, although as with almost all rivers in Oregon, flow various seasonally but derives from 
naturally occurring phenomenon, including precipitation and snow-melt.  
 

  
River spanning large woody debris on the upper Grande Ronde River 
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The Upper Grande Ronde River is largely driven by snow-melt or rain-on-snow events.  Typically 
the highest peaks in the hydrograph are around April and May, while low flow months extend from 
July through October. OWRD operates gaging stations near the study area but mostly for very short 
time periods and/or not within the study area.  The USGS has only one gaging station on the 
Grande Ronde River located at Troy, OR.  This site was not chosen given the distance downstream 
of the study area.  Below is a hydrograph of expected monthly streamflow for the Grande Ronde 
above Haywire Canal. These values represent modeled natural streamflow (50% exceedance 
flow) minus estimated consumptive use. For a detailed description of the methodology used to 
develop these values, please refer to the report titled Determining Water Availability in 
Oregon (OWRD Open File Report SW 02-002). 
 

 
Figure 4. Water Availability Calculation for the Grande Ronde above Haywire Canal. Monthly Streamflow 
in Cubic Feet per Second (CFS). Annual volume at 50% exceedance in Acre-Feet.  Source: Oregon Water 
Resources Department (WRD). 

Major historical events that impacted the Upper Grande Ronde River hydrology started in 1820’s 
with the decimation of the beaver population by the Hudson’s Bay Company and American 
trappers.  In the 1860’s Gold was discovered in Tanner Gulch and started a wave of placer mining 
and dredging.  Around this same time period timber production kicked-off that over time saw the 
creation of dams, river side mills, and rail lines for transportation (Bureau of Reclamation, 2014). 
Stream restoration, including the placement of large woody debris, has increased, particularly 
along and within the upper river above the study area. 
 
In 2000, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality developed a Water Quality 
Management Plan based on Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) thresholds for the Upper Grande 
Ronde River (Department of Environmental Quality, 2001).  The river through the study area is a 
303(d) listed stream for Temperature, Habitat Modification, PH, and Sedimentation.  The TMDL’s 
established address salmonid fisheries concern for spawning and rearing. 
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Ecoregion 
The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Grande Ronde River 
support a variety of riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically interesting and 
diverse Blue Mountains Ecoregion.  The ecoregions in the vicinity of the study area, shown in red, 
are shown in Figure 5, below. The study area is within the maritime influenced zone of the Blue 
Mountains Ecoregion.  
 
The Blue Mountains Ecoregion is described in the Oregon State Natural Areas Plan (ORNHIC, 2010) 
as  

“Landscapes include deep, rocky-walled canyons, glacially cut gorges, dissected 
plateaus, broad alluvial river valleys, and numerous mountain lakes, forests and 
meadows.  Due to sharp elevational differences, the climate varies over broad 
temperature and precipitation ranges. Overall, the ecoregion is characterized by 
short, dry summers and long, cold winters. The flora is intermediate between the east 
Cascades and the western Rocky Mountains of Idaho and Montana. Species 
composition changes with elevation and longitude. Western juniper dominates the 
western portion of the region, sagebrush and grassland steppes dominate the entire 
eastern length of the region, ponderosa pine woodlands are characteristic at mid-
elevations and mixed coniferous forests dominate at higher altitudes. 

Before European settlement, Ponderosa pine savannas, basin big sagebrush steppe, 
native grasslands and riparian woodlands were widespread in this region. Today, 
many bottomland habitats have been replaced by irrigated cropland, juniper has 
expanded into many former shrub-steppe vegetation types, and ponderosa pine 
savannas have been cut or are being invaded by Douglas fir and grand fir. 
 
 The diversity in elevation, soils and climate yields diverse habitats and many endemic 
plant species. Bighorn sheep, elk and large mammal populations here are among the 
largest in the state. The variety in habitats, including low, mid and high elevation 
grasslands, shrublands and forests results in this ecoregion having more habitat 
diversity than all but the Klamath Mountains Ecoregion.”  

The Maritime-Influenced Zone, of which the study area is a part of, is describes by Clarke and Bryce 
(1997) as: 

• Directly intercepting marine weather systems moving east through the break in the Cascade 
Range at the Columbia River Gorge 

• Having rain and snow delivered all by one of the seasons (e.g., summer), the moisture 
availability is sufficient to support forests at lower elevations than elsewhere in Ecoregion. 
A forest of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir occurs and has a dense and diverse shrub layer 
beneath it. 
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Figure 5. Ecoregions surrounding the Grande Ronde River study area 

Vegetation 
The gently rolling to steep and rocky topography of the Grande Ronde River provide a variety of 
different vegetation cover types common in the Blue Mountains ecoregion -  ranging from open 
grassland, to shrub steppe, deciduous riparian forest, scrub-shrub wetland, and coniferous forest, 
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woodland, and savanna. Riparian vegetation contrasts strikingly with the surrounding arid 
landscape.  This riparian vegetation is typically characterized by willows, black cottonwood, red-
osier dogwood, wild rose, hawthorn, and mountain alder, woolly sedge, creeping spikerush, and 
rushes. 
 
Upland forested vegetation is usually colonized by ponderosa pine, western larch, douglas-fir, 
snowberry, mallow ninebark, serviceberry, heartleaf arnica, bunchgrasses, weedy grasses, elk 
sedge, and pinegrass.  Upland savanna and meadow is usually characterized by bunchgrasses, 
buckwheat, lupine, balsamroot, and sparse ponderosa pine. Some reaches of the waterways show 
substantial development in the form of roads, fences, and infrastructure.  Evidence of farming and 
ranching is common. 
 
Existing riparian conditions vary throughout the study reach.  In confined reaches, riparian 
vegetation appears at greater density likely due to less disturbance and public land ownership.  In 
unconfined reaches, riparian vegetation appears less dense and lacking in an abundance of age 
class variation and old growth trees.  Some areas in unconfined reaches are devoid of riparian 
vegetation due to adjacent land use of domestic livestock grazing.  The highway 244 grade which 
runs along the Upper Grande Ronde River for a portion of the study reach has had a significant 
impact on the floodplain and subsequent vegetation structure. 
 
Existing upland conditions are less variable.  Some forested areas appear over-stocked with 
younger age class timber, while some forested areas have either been through wildfire or 
prescribed fires and look more open and natural for this forest type. 

 
Photo of the river and surrounding vegetation near Red Bridge State Wayside 

At both Bird Track Springs and Starkey, vegetation summaries for the surrounding communities 
were developed as part of a Bureau of Reclamation Report (BOR, 2014) and are included here as 
they help summarize the vegetation types within the study area (Table 1-Table 2).  
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Both areas are comprised of a combination of evergreen forest, mixed forest, shrub/scrub and 
grassland/herbaceous communities.  
 
Table 1. Vegetation Summary within a 30 meter belt width at the Bird Tracks Springs area (Source: BOR, 
2014).  

 

 

 

 

 

The area close to Starkey has a larger percentage of residential/cleared area due to development in 
the area (Table 2).  

Table 2. Vegetation Summary within a 30 meter belt width at the Starkey area (Source: BOR, 2014). 

Vegetation Type  Acres  Percent  
Developed (residential/cleared)  7.6  7.5  
Barren  1.7  1.7  
Evergreen Forest  10.3  10.2  
Mixed Forest  26.8  26.4  
Shrub/Scrub  7.2  7.5  
Grassland/Herbaceous  41.8  41.2  
Pasture/Hay  6.0  5.9  
Total  101.5  100  
 
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plant Species 
There is habitat for a few at-risk, but unlisted plant species including Lycopodium complanatum, 
Penstemon deustus var. variabilis, and Phlox multiflora shown below in Table 3. The habitats 
present in the study area also support rare and/or listed wildlife species, described below in the 
fish and wildlife section.  
 
Table 3. At-risk plant species documented in study area1 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status State 
Status 

State 
Rank 

Lycopodium complanatum Ground cedar   2 

Penstemon deustus var. variabilis Hot-rock penstemon   3 

Phlox multiflora Many-flowered phlox   2 
 

1 Source: ORNHIC, 2010; 
State heritage rankings 1-4; 1=extremely rare to 4=concern.  

Vegetation type  Acres  Percent  
Developed (residential/cleared)  0.6  0.9  
Barren  0.5  0.6  
Evergreen Forest  16.5  23.3  
Mixed Forest  3.3  4.7  
Shrub/Scrub  9.7  13.6  
Grassland/Herbaceous  40.5  57.0  
Total  71.1  100  
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Fish and Wildlife 
The Upper Grande Ronde basin supports a wide variety of aquatic and terrestrial species.  The 
Upper Grande Ronde River supports habitat for Snake River Chinook salmon and Steelhead trout, 
as well as Bull trout (all species ESA listed Threatened).  A significant amount of effort is paid to 
fisheries recovery in the Upper Grande Ronde River through habitat enhancement efforts by 
agencies, Tribes, and private landowners.  The majority of the in-stream enhancement efforts are 
taking place on the river upstream of the Meadow Creek input. Upland wildlife roam and range 
throughout the Upper Grande Ronde basin. Notable species include Mule deer, Elk, Black bear, 
Cougar, and Bobcat.  Deer and Elk hunting seasons attract hunters to the Upper Grande Ronde 
basin.  An “Area of Known Wolf Activity” for the Mt Emily Pack is to the west of Elgin, north of I-84, 
along with a unnamed new pack in the southern portion of the Catherine Creek Unit, south of 
Union (given the range of wolves, it is not impossible for them to be in the area).  
 
Other species known to occur in the vicinity of the study area include coyote, beaver, river otter, a 
variety of hawks, bald eagles, osprey, vultures, spotted frogs, Canada goose (Branta Canadensis), 
common merganser (Mergus merganser), and mallards (Anas platyrhynchos). Multiple golden 
eagles have been documented nesting in the study area. Beaver activity and lodges were noted 
during the site visits, along with observations of red-tailed hawks, Canada geese, common 

mergansers and mallards, various songbirds and signs of coyotes 
and elk.  
 
The Bird Tracks Springs (campground and day-use) property 
owned and managed by the USDA-FS provide good habitat for 
wildlife.  The property has an unconfined floodplain, connected 
back channels, and a healthy and diverse riparian vegetation 
structure.  Forest Service biologists consistently note the 
presence of the relatively rare and elusive Lewis’s woodpecker on 
the property.  The woodpecker is known to breed in relatively 
open habitat in low numbers along eastern Oregon rivers and 
streams.  
 
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Animal Species 
The study area contains suitable habitat for a number of at-risk 
species. At-risk wildlife species are those experiencing population 
declines or are otherwise at risk. They include federal 
endangered, threatened, candidate species and species of 

concern; state endangered, threatened, and candidate species; state 
critical and vulnerable species, and species with a state Heritage rank of S1 (critically imperiled), S2 
(imperiled due to rarity or vulnerability), and S3 (rare, uncommon, or threatened). The list, shown 
below in Table 4 was determined by compiling documented species occurrences in databases 
maintained by ORNHIC, USFS, eBird, ODF, and ODFW, as well as potential habitat within the study 
area buffer determined from the Oregon GAPS vegetation project. Five species listed under the 
Federal and/or state Endangered Species Acts, and 40 federal and/or state sensitive species have 
the potential to occur or do occur in the study area (Table 4). Several state and federally listed 

Lewis’s woodpecker  
(Source: Wikipedia; CC BY-SA 3.0) 

22 | P a g e  
 



species of concern are also known to inhabit the study area, including the harlequin duck and the 
fringed myotis, a species of bat (ORNHIC, 2010). None of these species were found during the 
course of the present study, although specific animal surveys were not conducted.  
 
The Grande Ronde River includes multiple runs of at-risk anadromous fishes (Table 4), and is 
Federal critical habitat for resident bull trout and Snake River Basin ESU summer steelhead. Federal 
recovery plans for Snake River Basin ESU summer steelhead and Snake River ESU spring/summer 
chinook are in progress, and the recovery plan for bull trout is in draft form.  
 
Table 4. At-risk fish and wildlife species occurrences in the study area1 

Scientific Name Common Name Occurrence Federal  
Listing 

State  
Listing 

State 
Rank 

Anaxyrus boreas Western toad Potential   SV CS S4 
Rana luteiventris Columbia spotted frog Present PS:FC SC/SV  S2S3 
Scaphiopus intermontanus Great Basin Spadefoot Potential SOC     
Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk Present SOC SV  S3S4 
Aquila chrysaetos Golden Eagle Present     S3 
Bucephala albeola Bufflehead Vicinity     S2B,S5N 
Bucephala islandica Barrow's goldeneye Present     S3B,S3N 
Chordeiles minor Common nighthawk Present   SC  S5B 
Contopus cooperi Olive-sided flycatcher Present SOC SV CS S2S3B 
Dryocopus pileatus Pileated woodpecker Present   SV  S4 
Empidonax traillii adastus Willow flycatcher Present SOC SV  S3B 
Falcipennis canadensis Spruce grouse Potential   SV  S3 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle Present   SV CS S4B,S4N 
Histrionicus histrionicus Harlequin duck Present SOC   S2B,S3N 
Icteria virens Yellow-breasted chat Present SOC SC  S4B 
Melanerpes lewis Lewis's woodpecker Present SOC SC  S2B,S2?

N 
Oreortyx pictus Mountain quail Vicinity SOC SV  S3S4 
Otus flammeolus Flammulated owl Vicinity   SV  S3B 
Picoides albolarvatus White-headed woodpecker Vicinity SOC SC  S2 
Picoides arcticus Black-backed woodpecker Vicinity   SV  S3 
Pinicola enucleator Pine grosbeak Potential     S2? 
Sialia mexicana Western bluebird Present   SV  S4B,S4N 
Spizella breweri Brewer's Sparrow Present     S3B 
Strix nebulosa Great gray owl Present   SV  S3 
 Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed cuckoo Vicinity FT SC  SHB 
Oncorhnchus tshawytsha Chinook, spring/summer 

Snake River ESU 
Present FT ST S1 

Oncorhynchus mykiss Steelhead 
Snake River ESU 

Present FT SV S2S3 
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Salvelinus confluentus Bull trout 
Grande Ronde SMU 

Present FT SC S2 

Canis lupus Gray wolf Potential PS:FE SE  S1S2 
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat Potential SOC SC CS S2 
Euderma maculatum Spotted bat Potential SOC SV  S2 
Lasionycteris noctivagans Silver-haired bat Potential SOC SV CS S3S4 
Lasiurus cinereus Hoary bat Potential   SV CS S3 
Lepus townsendii White-tailed jackrabbit Potential   SV  S4? 
Myotis thysanodes Fringed myotis Present SOC SV CS S2 
Myotis volans Long-legged myotis Potential SOC SV CS S3 
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis Potential SOC   S3 
Chrysemys picta Painted turtle Potential   SC  S2 
Crotalus oreganus Western rattlesnake Potential   SC  S5 

1 FE: Federally endangered; FT: Federally threatened; FC: Federal candidate for listing; SOC: Federal Species of Concern; ST: State threatened 
SC: State critical; SV: State vulnerable; CS: Conservation Strategy; S1: Critically imperiled in the state; S2: Imperiled in the state; S3: Rare, 
uncommon, or threatened in the state; S4: Apparently secure; S5: Widespread; B: Breeding; H: Historical occurrence; N: Non-breeding 

 
 

The Upper Grande Ronde population of spring run Chinook was severely depressed to the point 
that recreational fisheries were closed in the mid-1970’s (Carmichael et. al., 2010a) and resulted in 
an aggressive hatchery intervention program (Carmichael et. al.,  2010b). Hatchery programs were 
also developed for summer steelhead. Hatchery supplementation is an interim measure to 
conserve these salmonid populations; recovery to sustainable levels will require addressing the 
primary limiting factors by restoration of high quality habitat (Carmichael et. al., 2010b). 
Restoration priorities include increasing instream flows, improving timber harvest practices, 
increasing large woody debris and structure, increasing riparian vegetation and improving off-
channel habitats (BOR, 2014).  
 
The Grande Ronde Bull trout SMU includes 12 populations resident to the tributaries surrounding 
the Grande Ronde. There are no hatchery programs to supplement the native stock, and the 
Grande Ronde core area identified in the Recovery Plan contains one of the five most stable bull 
trout populations in the recovery unit (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2014). To promote recovery of 
this population, the Recovery Plan calls for screening of irrigation diversions, removing passage 
barriers, improving instream flow, and reducing introduction of new threats (USFWS, 2014).  
 

Recreation 
 
The Grande Ronde River, including the study segment under review in this report, was listed in a 
1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways in which it was listed as having “outstanding 
recreational resources” for both fishing (e.g., salmon, steelhead and trout), boating (e.g., kayaking, 
rafting, drift-boating) and “other recreation” which included hiking, swimming, camping and nature 
viewing (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1987). While the entire study segment (up as far as 
Sheep Cr.) was included in the map provided in the survey, it is possible that many of the 
respondents were describing recreation on the more commonly used lower stretches of the river.  

24 | P a g e  
 



Access  
Two primary roads, Oregon Highway 244 and USFS 5160 (Grande Ronde River Rd) provide access to 
the study area; along with associated USFS spur roads. Public access to the river is possible near 
Meadow Creek and at Bird Track Springs (on USDA-FS lands), and at Red Bridge and Hilgard 
Junction State Parks, although the access at both Meadow Cr. and Bird Track Springs afford very 
limited parking. Both Hilgard and Red Bridge can accommodate both vehicles and trailers, although 
there are no designated boat launch areas at any of these locations. 

Focal points 
The majority of recreation focal points, with the possible exception of Hilgard Junction and Red 
Bridge State Parks, are minimally developed (e.g., Bird Track Springs) and dispersed locations 
within the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.  The only somewhat developed campgrounds (e.g., 
water, full restrooms) in the study area are at Hilgard and Red Bridge, both managed by Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD). These parks are also considered “primitive” by OPRD 
since most other state park campground offer utility hookups. 
 
Hilgard Junction State Park, located between the banks of the Grande Ronde and I-84, provides 
approximately 18 primitive sites with water nearby, picnic tables, fire-rings and flush toilets. While 
the park does not provide utility hook-ups, it can accommodate self-contained RV’s and has one 
ADA-accessible site. The day-use area has an Oregon Trail interpretive shelter, horseshoe pits and 
access to the river. The park property at Hilgard, which is approximately 255 acres, is mostly 
undeveloped (except for the campground and day-use area and an area of the property leased to 
the Oregon Youth Authority) and has an annual overnight attendance of approximately 2,800 and 
day-use attendance of on average, around 71,300/year (Figure 6).  The park is open seasonally, 
generally from April-October. 
 

 
Figure 6. Approximate day-use (red squares) and camping visitation (blue diamonds) at Hilgard Junction 
State Park (2002-2013)  
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Red Bridge Wayside, located between the banks of the Grande Ronde and Hwy 244, provides 
approximately 10 walk-in tent sites and 10 sites that accommodate self-contained RV’s. The first-
come-first-served sites have water nearby, picnic tables, fire-rings and access to flush toilets. The 
day-use area has horseshoe pits, picnic tables and access to the river. The park property at Red 
Bridge, which is approximately 37 acres, is mostly undeveloped (except for the campground and 
day-use area) and has an annual overnight attendance of approximately 1,500 and day-use 
attendance of on average, around 20,800/year (Figure 7).  The park is open seasonally, generally 
from April-October. Compared to other state parks with camping and day-use in the system, these 
are relatively low figures for both overnight and day-use (even given the seasonal nature of the 
park), and it has been described as being somewhat “under-utilized” given the facilities that are 
available at the site. The park is planning on hosting a “Lets-Go-Camping” event at the park in 2015 
to showcase what the park has to offer.  
 

 
Figure 7. Approximate day-use (red squares) and camping (blue diamonds) visitation at Red Bridge State 
Wayside (2002-2013)  

The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest offers dispersed camping in the vicinity along with camping 
at Bird Track Springs, across the road from the river day-use area (both directly off State Highway 
244). The campground at Bird Track Springs offers 22 tent/trailer sites with three that are ADA 
accessible.  Many of the campsites will accommodate larger trailers or RVs. Individual campsite 
parking areas range from 25-80 feet in length (USDA Forest Service, 2014a). The seasonally open 
campground has an on-site host and facilities include campsites and a vault toilet. Popular activities 
include camping, hiking, scenic enjoyment, and wildlife viewing.  
 
The Bird Track Interpretive Site is located along the Grande Ronde River off Oregon Highway 244 
directly across from the Bird Track Springs Campground. It is popular with birders, photographers, 
and those wanting to view wildlife and plants during the spring, summer, and fall, and with 
snowshoers in the winter.  The recreation site has one main trail (#1940) which is 1.2 miles long 
and five other smaller spur trails with interpretive displays which wind along the river 
and cottonwood trees (USDA Forest Service, 2014b).  
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Above the study segment there is a USFS recreation area with camping along the river (Spool Cart 
Campground), limited recreational fishing opportunities, and some dispersed/primitive camping 
and picnicking sites. Spool Cart Campground provides developed seasonal camping nestled in the 
forest along the river banks. The rather large (12) campsites include many sizeable enough for RVs 
(without hookups) and several provide direct trail access to the river.  The Forest Service notes that 
the name comes from the fact that in the past “trains stopped here and left spools of cable; for 
loggers to transport to work sites using carts (USDA Forest Service, 2014c).” The abandoned USFS 
Grande Ronde Group Camp is also visible on the east side of the USFS road (NF 51).  
 
Important recreational features within the study area are presented in Table 5, including access 
points and key locations for various types of water-dependent and water-based recreation along 
the Grande Ronde River.  
 
Table 5. Important recreational features within the study area 

Key 
feature 

River 
access 

Fishing Boating/ 
floating 

Major 
Rapids 

Swimming/ 
wading 

Camping Other 
water-based 

recreation 
Meadow 
Cr. 

U X X    X 

Red 
Bridge 

U X X  X D X 

Bird 
Track 
Springs 

U X X  X M X 

Hilgard 
Junction 

M X X  X D X 

X-present/possible; U-Undeveloped; M-Maintained (e.g., some facilities); Di-Dispersed; D-Developed 
 

Types of use 
The Lower Grande Ronde River (defined here as its confluence with the Wallowa River downstream 
to Oregon-Washington border, 80.8 miles) is a designated State Scenic Waterway as well as a 
Federal Wild and Scenic River.  River Management is a joint effort between the BLM (Vale office), 
OPRD, and the USFS.  This section of river is used year round, but peak dates are April through 
August  (Bureau of Land Management, 2011) and Table 6.  Primary activities include rafting and 
kayaking (white water in late spring), fishing, camping, hunting, bird watching, and scenic 
enjoyment/relaxing (Table 6).  
 
The Upper Grande Ronde River (upstream from Hilgard Junction State Park) is utilized primarily as a 
resident trout fishery, whereas the Lower River is a world class steelhead trout and resident trout 
fishery.  The Upper Grande Ronde River is designated critical habitat for Chinook salmon, Steelhead 
trout and Bull trout for spawning, rearing and migration (Department of Environmental Quality, 
2001). The Lower Grande Ronde River is designated critical habitat for Chinook salmon and 
Steelhead Trout for rearing and migration (Department of Environmental Quality, 2001). 
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Fishing season according to Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife regulations (2014) is from 
January 1st – April 15th, then again from September 1st through December 31st.  From the Stateline 
to Rondowa, fishing is open for adipose fin clipped Steelhead only, and only adipose fin clipped 
trout may be kept.  From Rondowa upriver to Meadow Creek, fishing is open for adipose fin clipped 
Steelhead only.  Both river sections allow for Trout fishing from May 24th to October 31st, five fish 
per day (minimum of eight inches in length, only one 20” or longer). 
 
Little information is available about users of the area, except for anecdotal information from park 
and USFS staff. Types of use include: ATVs, mountain biking, horseback trail-riding, scenic 
touring/driving for pleasure, some fly fishing from the road, birdwatching, hunting, some dispersed 
camping, camping in designated locations on USFS and within State Parks. Some rafting/kayaking 
occurs but it is relatively limited due to lack of public access, distance, and the short season. The 
USFS describes the use at their properties as “light” and the river as a scenic river, not likely a 
recreational one due to low levels of use and lack of river access along much of the area.  
 
During certain flows, in the spring, kayaks and rafts can float between Meadow Cr. and Hilgard 
Junction State Park. The reach is generally described as an area that is not that popular with 
paddlers and “gets little attention”, especially above Red Bridge State Wayside (Keller, 1998). The 
study area is categorized as a Class 2+ spring run with a variety of hazards, including barbed wire, 
the rifle range and downed trees (Palmer T. , 2014); Keller, 1998; WKCC, 2004). Flows of between 
500-2500 cfs are recommended for boating. During lower-flows in the summer and fall, wading and 
some inner-tubing is possible  (Keller, 1998) and (WKCC, 2004). During the study visit, during mid-
April, the river was running around 500 cfs which did not require any portaging and provided an 
enjoyable float, even for less experienced boaters.  
 
Table 6. Recreation use seasons within the Grande Ronde River study area 

 

Scenic resources 
The view from the river and adjacent lands ranges from generally pleasing to quite excellent in a 
few locations along the area studied. Some reaches of the waterways show substantial 
development in the form of roads, fences, and other agricultural/ranching related 
infrastructure.  Evidence of farming and ranching is common and in these areas help create a rural-
pastoral setting. The 29 mile study area has a combination of gently rolling to steep and rocky 
topography which provides visual interest along with a variety of different vegetation cover types 
common in the Blue Mountains ecoregion. Vegetation types range from open grassland, to shrub 
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steppe, deciduous riparian forest, scrub-shrub wetland, and coniferous forest, woodland, and 
savanna (see: Vegetation).   

 
Rafts on the Grande Ronde River during spring flows 

Riparian vegetation, where present, contrasts strikingly with the surrounding arid 
landscape.  Riparian conditions vary through the study reach. In confined reaches, riparian 
vegetation appears at greater density likely due to less disturbance and public land ownership.  In 
unconfined reaches, riparian vegetation appears less dense and lacking in an abundance of age 
class variation and old growth trees.  Some areas in unconfined reaches are devoid of riparian 
vegetation due to the adjacent land use of domestic livestock grazing.  The highway 244 grade 
which runs along the Upper Grande Ronde River for a portion of the study reach has had a 
significant impact on the floodplain and subsequent vegetation structure; however, it is only 
visually prominent in a few areas. Upland forested vegetation; typically colonized by visually 
prominent ponderosa pine, western larch, and Douglas-fir along with a mix of upland savanna and 
meadow create diversity in the landscape. Existing upland conditions are less variable than riparian 
ones.  Some forested areas appear over-stocked with younger age class timber, while some 
forested areas have either been through wildfire or prescribed fires and look more open and 
natural for this forest type. 
 
The river in the study area is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of 
some cultural modifications made for the bridges and roads, recreation and agriculture uses. The 
few developments that do exist are quite localized so their visibility does not detract noticeably 
from the general remote and rural-pastoral feeling of the area.  
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The road as seen from the Grande Ronde River, in some sections 

Developments along the river include the forest service road, state highway, I-84, along with 
several bridges, youth correctional facility, rifle range, state park campgrounds (at Red Bridge and 
Hilgard) and the minor developments (e.g., benches and trails) at the Bird Track Springs. Other 
cultural modifications include impacts from timber harvest and farms and ranches on private lands. 
The semi-primitive and rural-pastoral feeling of the area combined with views of forested slopes, 
interesting geologic features combine to create generally pleasing views of the river and its 
surrounding scenery.  

 
Rural pastoral setting as seen from the Grande Ronde River 

During the study visit to the river, staff filled out field inventory datasheets to help document 
scenic quality. The methodology is based on those used by federal land management agencies 
(e.g., BLM, USDA-FS) to conduct scenic resource inventories and includes a description of various 
landscape elements, including landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity and  
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cultural modifications.  Along the study area, six locations were chosen that help characterize the 
river-scape and they are described below in Table 7-Table 11. The region of comparison for 
determining scarcity is the state of Oregon, particularly other riverscape views. 
 
Table 7. Scenic resource inventory of the view near Tony Vey Meadows  

The view as seen from the road is of moderate scenic quality; it is a pleasing view of the meadows, 
forested hills and meandering river in a rural-pastoral setting.  

  
Landform Meadow in a valley with view of the meandering Grande Ronde river, heavily 

forested hillsides, and filtered views of snowcapped peaks in the distance. 
Vegetation The immediate foreground is dominated by weeds and grasses with a mix of 

grasses, rushes and sedges in the meadow in the foreground and a mix of 
ponderosa, lode pole, western larch and fir on the hills in the middleground 
and background. 

Water Grande Ronde River meanders through the scene in glide riffle and pool-riffle 
patterns.  

Color Variable colors with dark and light greys and browns in the meadow, dark 
green forested hills, bright blue sky, white riffles on the water of a steel 
gray/blue river. 

Adjacent scenery USFS road, dense forested slopes. 
Scarcity Large meadows lacking shrubs and trees on the banks of the river due to land 

management, but contributes to the rural pastoral quality of the scene. 
Cultural modification Abandoned cabin/structure, lean to/camp structure, metal gate, USFS road in 

the immediate foreground, signs of grazing in the meadow. These features do 
not detract but contribute to the rural-pastoral setting of the view. 
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Table 8. Scenic resource inventory of the view of the river from the roadside near Starkey  

The view of the river as seen from the road is of lower scenic quality; however, it is a generally 
pleasing view of the river, riparian vegetation and open-forested hillsides in a rural-pastoral setting.   

 
  

Landform Grande Ronde River prominent in the foreground with gravel bars, distant 
low hills, pasture, steep hill to the north with rock outcroppings. 

Vegetation The immediate foreground is dominated by weeds and grasses within the rip-
rap, open forested hillsides, pasture river terrace, willow and mountain alder 
fully occupy the riparian zone.  

Water Grande Ronde River with active side channels; riffle glide pattern, prominent 
eddies. 

Color Variable colors , including grey of riprap in foreground with green grasses, 
greyish deciduous trees with some green-up from spring; bright green slopes 
in the background with contrasting exposed dark scree and dark green 
evergreens, brownish grey riparian vegetation 

Adjacent scenery USFS road, dense forested slopes. 
Scarcity Large meadows lacking shrubs and trees on the banks of the river due to land 

management, but contributes to the rural pastoral quality of the scene. 
Cultural modification Riprap and USFS road in immediate foreground, abandoned cabin/structure, 

lean to/camp structure, metal gate in the distance, signs of grazing in the 
meadow. Most of these features do not detract but contribute to the rural-
pastoral setting of the view. 
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Table 9. Scenic resource inventory of the view near Meadow Creek 

The view as seen from the river and banks is of moderate scenic quality; it is a pleasing view of the 
river, riparian vegetation and forested slopes in a rural setting along Highway 244.    

  
Landform Moderately steep sloped canyon, open scree and grass slopes interspersed with 

pine/fir forests; healthy riparian areas, variability in the topography combined with 
interesting lines in the forested slopes in the distance.    

Vegetation Riparian shrubs mixed with grasses and rushes; healthy stand of ponderosa pine 
with some fir, dogwood/alder/willow is well established in the riparian areas.    

Water Grande Ronde River prominent in the foreground has glides and gentle riffles, some 
eddies and bends in the river create interest.  

Color Some seasonal color from the dogwoods (red), variety of greens (light to dark) from 
grasses and conifers, river gravel and rock of various greys, green tint to water.   

Adjacent 
scenery 

Highway 244, timber management evident on forested (thinned) slopes.  

Scarcity Mature open forest interspersed with talus slopes and grasslands.   
Cultural 
modification 

Road and guard rail but not overly obtrusive These features detract slightly from 
the overall quality of the view. 
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Table 10. Scenic resource inventory of the view at Red Bridge State Wayside 

The view as seen from the river and banks is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing view of the river, 
interesting geology (e.g., basalt rock outcroppings), riparian vegetation and open grasslands on the 
slopes in a park setting.   

  
Landform Sandy beach with small rocks and cobbles in the immediate foreground on the 

banks of the Grande Ronde River which has a uniform (e.g., straight) and constant 
gradient and is prominent in the foreground. Steep forested slopes with basalt 
outcroppings along with grassy slopes with patchy pines interspersed create visual 
diversity and interest.   

Vegetation Variability in the types including well established riparian vegetation, namely alder 
and willow. Mixed fir/pine on the north slopes, some mature cottonwoods and 
dogwood adds interest along with seasonal wildflowers, a mix of grass and shrubs 
in the understory and open grasslands on slopes.   

Water Grande Ronde River with a ripple-run pattern, generally low complexity, small 
slackwater, a few eddies, pretty good water clarity and pleasing flow.  

Color Mix of bright to dark greens in the vegetation, along with browns, opaque green 
water with some silt, red dogwoods, grey/bluish black and red rocks, dark grey 
basalt on pale green and brown and yellowish (from dead grasses) colors on slopes. 
Blue sky with white riffles the greenish water and some seasonal colors from 
wildflowers and cottonwoods provide interest.   

Adjacent 
scenery 

Natural/park setting with dispersed recreational features some big cottonwoods.  

Scarcity Eastern Oregon arid ponderosa with mature cottonwoods in good shape combined 
with steppe and ponderosa pine, open grasslands and rocky outcrops. The 
condition of the vegetation and relative isolation are notable.  

Cultural 
modification 

Private property fencing is somewhat visible on the grassy slopes (but fits into the 
rural-pastoral setting) along with gabions in the immediate foreground on park 
property.  Filtered views of the park’s recreational amenities are mostly out of the 
view. These features do not detract substantially from the overall quality of the 
view. 
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Table 11. Scenic resource inventory of the view at Bird Track Springs day-use area 

The view as seen from the river and banks is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing view of the river, 
riparian vegetation and forested hillsides in a semi-primitive park-like setting.   

  
Landform Grande Ronde River prominent in the foreground with vegetated benches in a 

wild park-like setting. Small bends in the river in both directions provide visual 
interest. Rolling hills with pine and grassy open understory with some large 
trees along the river. Some small basalt outcrops are visible in both directions 

Vegetation Multi-story ponderosa pine with cottonwoods. Grasses, sage buttercup, 
lichens on trees, riparian shrubs and lots of large downed wood and some 
snags provides visual interest. Open forest woodland with grassy understory.  

Water Grande Ronde River with a little bit of whitewater, small curves in the river 
provide interest, ripple-run pattern. Some slack water with eddies on the 
edges.  

Color Variable colors, including a variety of greens, browns, reds, with bleached 
grey logs, yellow buttercups, orange on ponderosas, some seasonal variation 
in the cottonwoods and wildflowers. Variety of blues in the river and sky 
provide contrast with the greens and browns of the vegetation.  

Adjacent scenery Park-like setting with an open forest, some larger trees. Forest Service day-
use area.  

Scarcity Well preserved mature ponderosa and cottonwoods with some older trees. 
The condition of the vegetation in Eastern Oregon is notable along with the 
diversity in the landscape with big benches and mature trees along with a lack 
of visible grazing impacts.  

Cultural modification Rock dikes/jayhoooks from older habitat/fishery related modifications to the 
river, possible enhancements of large woody debris.  These features do not 
detract from the view. 
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Table 12. Scenic resource inventory of the view at Hilgard Junction State Park 

The view as seen from the river and banks is of moderate scenic quality; it is a generally pleasing 
view of the river, riparian vegetation and steep forested slopes in a park-like setting with 1-84 in the 
adjacent scenery.   

  
Landform Grande Ronde River prominent in the foreground with steep slopes, a 

broader floodplain, forested slopes and intermittent grasslands, and impacts 
from the highway grade.  

Vegetation Mainly fir in dense stands, riparian shrubs and trees, upland grasslands.   
Water Grande Ronde River runs in a riffle-glide pattern with small curves and 

whitewater providing some visual interest. Wide/gentle floodplain of low 
complexity.  

Color Variable colors, including a variety of greens, browns, reds, and oranges, 
brown on power-poles with silver/white lines, some diversity in colors of 
cobbles along the banks.   

Adjacent scenery Park-like setting with recreational features, mature cottonwoods and 
timbered slopes. Other modifications include impacts from the bridge, roads, 
and associated signage.  

Scarcity Mossy areas on north slopes create some visual interest.   
Cultural modification Prominent power-lines in the foreground, bank hardening (e.g., rip-rap), 

along with significant modifications in the adjacent scenery.  These features 
detract somewhat from the overall quality of the setting.  

 
It is possible to obtain views from the river itself throughout the lower two of the three study 
segments. The upper section (from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Tony Vey Meadows) is 
generally inaccessible because of private property and lack of public access points. In the past, 
prior to habitat enhancements that added large woody debris to the river, it has been noted that 
this section was passable in the spring. During the site visits, it was found to no longer be safe or 
feasible given the number of portages that would be required due to the debris in the river. It is 

36 | P a g e  
 



possible to view the river from the river between Meadow Creek and Hilgard Junction State Park 
during a limited time-period during the spring. There are also several public access possibilities on 
public lands at Meadow Creek, Red Bridge State Wayside, Bird Track Springs day-use area, and 
Hilgard Junction State Park. Either the USFS road or the State Highway follows the river for much of 
the study area, although there are limited options for getting out of one’s vehicles. It is possible to 
enjoy a scenic drive along this stretch by vehicles (e.g., cars, bikes).   
 
More photos that capture the scenery of the Grande Ronde River study area are available on the 
OPRD Flickr page at: https://www.flickr.com/photos/orstateparks/sets/72157646949323231/. 

Management Setting 
 
Land ownership  
The study area is an almost evenly divided mix of public (47%) and private lands (49%) with the 
majority of public lands managed by the USDA United States Forest Service (USDA-FS) as a part of 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, located in Union County, Oregon. Other public lands 
include those owned by Oregon Parks and Recreation Department at Red Bridge State Wayside and 
HIlgard Junction State Parks and a few parcels owned by the county and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation. Private lands include a mix of uses including agriculture, most notably livestock 
grazing, along with some rural residential development and other farm uses (Table 13,  Figure 7).  
 
Table 13. Approximate land-ownership within the Grande Ronde River study area 

Ownership type Approximate percentage 
Public county >1% 

state 5% 
federal 42% 
                                                                       Total:   47% 

Private private                                                49% 
                                                                       Total:   49% 

Other*                                                                                        4% 
*Other may includes gaps, water, roads and other things not attributed to a specific owner in the tax lot data. 
 
Land use 
The majority of land-use in the study area is agricultural along with some forestry (including federal 
forest lands) and some rural residential and recreation uses. Livestock grazing occurs on much of 
the private lands within the study area.  The rural residential community known as Starkey is 
located near the end of study segment 1, however, access to the river (except from the road) is not 
really feasible at this location given the predominance of private property within the lower part of 
this section Figure 8.  
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Figure 8. Approximate land ownership types within study area 
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Application of Waterway Eligibility Criteria 
 

1) Upper Section: Confluence of Sheep Creek (near the junction with Highway 51) in Tony 
Vey Meadows to the confluence with Meadow Creek  

 
The upper section of the study area does not meet all of the eligibility criteria set in statute (ORS 
390.855).  
 
Free-flowing: The first criterion that must be met is that “the river or segment of river is relatively 
free-flowing.”  
 
The river is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of cultural 
modifications (e.g., rip-rap) made for the road, some remnant effects of suction dredge mining 
(mostly above the study area) and impacts from grazing and forestry on private lands.  The river is 
also, for the majority of its reach, naturally flowing (without dams or major diversion) from the 
headwaters in the Blue Mountains to where it meets the Snake River near the base of Hells Canyon 
(e.g., there are no upstream or downstream dams). However, about seven miles below La Grande 
(well below the study area), a large ditch was built in the 1860’s for agricultural purposes and 
currently diverts most of the river’s water away from its original course. 
 
Scenery: The second criteria that must be met is that the “scene as viewed from the river and 
related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral, or these conditions are 
restorable.”  
 
The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in this section ranges from relatively low (on 
the side of the road with no viable river access), but still pleasing to moderate and pleasing views 
of the river-scape with unique geology, variable colors in either a primitive-feeling, forested or 
rural-pastoral setting. The character of this section is a combination of rural-pastoral and primitive 
with only a few infringements on the naturalness of the corridor. The developments that do exist 
(primarily as the river runs through the Starkey) are so localized that their visibility does not detract 
noticeably from the naturalness of the area and generally contribute to the rural-pastoral character 
of the area. The exception is the road (State Highway 244) as it runs close to the river along much 
of this study segment with rip-rap lining it in a few spots.  Features expected of a “rural-pastoral” 
setting include fencing, gates and other signs of grazing on private property.  Above the study area, 
a bridge and associated rip-rap crosses the river near Clear Creek, where visitors can learn about 
the history of mining in the area and recent efforts to conduct habitat restoration.  Other 
developments along the river in the general vicinity include remnant signs of old suction dredge 
mining activities (e.g., Aurelia mine off USFS Rd 5138), an old day-use shelter, Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla Indian’s Fish Acclimation Facility (which spans the river’s width) and a fish 
collection/monitoring station.  
 
After the pastoral setting of Tony Vey Meadows where the river meanders through grazed 
meadowlands, the character of the river-scape changes quite quickly to become a narrow canyon 
with moderately steep forested slopes leading down to rivers edge. Interesting basalt outcroppings 
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are present intermittently along both sides of the river and provide some variety to the visual 
landscape and some diversity in vegetation (e.g., mossy covered rocks, lomatians).  
 
The remote feeling of the area combined with views of forested slopes, the Blue Mountains 
(seasonally snow-topped), and interesting geologic features combine to provide generally pleasing 
views of the surrounding scenery of the area.  However, along most of this section, it is difficult to 
obtain views from the river itself due to poor access and floatability issues. However, Forest Service 
roads follows the river closely and most of it can be viewed from a vehicle or from the side of the 
road (although there is very limited parking). There are no obvious developed river access points 
on public lands in this segment; although there are some above the study area that could provide 
access if/when the river is floatable.  
 
Recreation and natural resources: The two criteria that both must be met are that the river or 
segment of river and its setting must “possess natural and recreation values of outstanding quality” 
and be “large enough to sustain substantial recreation use and to accommodate existing uses 
without undue impairment of the natural values of the resource or quality of the recreation 
experience.”  
 
At the time of the site visit, during which staff explored the upper portion of the river above the 
study area to look for potential recreational opportunities and constraints, the river was also very 
shallow in spots and would require carrying/dragging a vessel across rocks when not portaging. As 
you move down along the river, steep banks begin to make access difficult, with no developed or 
maintained river access points. While the “8 miles above Tony Vey Meadows” has been noted as 
being floatable in the past, things have changed considerably with an emphasis placed on fish 
habitat enhancement efforts (WKCC, 2004). While fishing might be possible, recreational fishing 
use, if any, is extremely limited in this upper-most section of the Grande Ronde River during most 
of the year. This segment includes dispersed camping, some ATV use, and hunting is possible along 
this section during the appropriate seasons. Occasional use of the roadways in the study area by 
biking enthusiasts has been noted by land-managers and Cycle Oregon had a route through here in 
the past. 
 
Recreational boating of the upper river is very limited, requiring frequent portaging due to river-
spanning obstructions (e.g., logs placed for habitat enhancement) and other hazards (e.g., woody 
debris) that have increased in recent years. If possible at all, kayaking (the river is too narrow in this 
section for rafts) would require very frequent portaging due to the large number of river-spanning 
obstructions (e.g., logs placed for habitat enhancement) and other obstructions (e.g., natural large 
woody debris) that have increased in recent years. At least in one spot, river spanning barbed wire 
fencing was observed and would present an additional hazard to boaters (visible from the road). 
During the site visit, a river spanning obstruction of large woody debris and logs was present 
immediately below what is described in the Soggy Sneakers guidebook as the “Stygian Steps” 
(WKCC, 2004). Opportunities to get out before reaching the debris are limited and the run would 
be short due to the barbed wire obstruction not far above the Steps.  
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The gently rolling to steep and rocky topography of the segment provide a variety of different 
vegetation cover types common in the Blue Mountains ecoregion. Riparian vegetation, where 
visible from the road, appeared generally less dense and lacking in an abundance of age class 
variation and old growth trees.  Some areas are devoid of riparian vegetation due to domestic 
livestock grazing.  The highway 244 grade has had a significant impact on the floodplain and 
subsequent vegetation structure. There are no listed plants that have been documented in the 
study area, although there are a few relatively rare species that may be found in the area.  
Several state and federally listed animal species of concern are also known to inhabit the study 
area, including multiple runs of at-risk anadromous fishes. There is Federal critical habitat for 
resident bull trout and Snake River Basin ESU summer steelhead in the area. The Grande Ronde 
Bull trout SMU includes 12 populations resident to the tributaries surrounding the Grande Ronde. 
The Grande Ronde core area is identified in the Recovery Plan as containing one of the five most 
stable bull trout populations in the recovery unit (USFWS, 2014). Restoration priorities for Chinook 
and Bull trout include increasing instream flows, improving timber harvest practices, increasing 
large woody debris and structure, increasing riparian vegetation and improving off-channel 
habitats (BOR, 2014; USFWS, 2014).   
 
It does not appear that this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values 
or that it is large enough to sustain substantial recreation use. The limited nature of the existing 
water-based uses in the upper study segment, combined with the lack of public access to the river 
(except visual access from vehicles or the roadside) indicate it may not meet the eligibility 
standards for recreation set in state statute. The importance of the upper-river as critical fisheries 
habitat should not be overlooked; however the statue requires that both criteria be met. 

2) Middle Section: Below Starkey (near Meadow Creek) to Red Bridge State Park 
 
The middle section of the study area does not meet all of the required eligibility criteria (ORS 
390.855).  
 
Free-flowing: The river is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of 
cultural modifications (e.g., rip-rap) made for state highway 244 some impacts from grazing and 
forestry on private lands.  
 
Scenery: The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in this section ranges from moderate 
and pleasing to more exceptional in nature in a few locations, far exceeding the minimum criteria 
of “generally pleasing.” Riverscape views include interesting and unique geology, variable colors in 
either a primitive-feeling, forested or rural-pastoral setting.  This middle segment is a combination 
of primitive and rural-pastoral with only a few minor infringements on the naturalness of the 
corridor, primarily the road (state highway 244). However, the ability the access the view from the 
river is limited to a small area of public land near Meadow Creek which may, during a short season 
afford recreationists the ability to float the river and obtain these views.  
 
Recreation and natural resources: Recreational opportunities include day-use pursuits (e.g., scenic 
enjoyment, bird-watching and other nature-viewing, hunting etc.) and both dispersed camping on 
USFS lands and possibly some seasonal recreational fishing and hunting opportunities, although it 
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is likely relatively limited given the small size of the public land parcels and lack of access in this 
segment.  
 
Recreational boating (e.g., kayaking, rafting) is possible throughout this whole stretch with a put-in 
just below Starkey, near the confluence with Meadow Creek and either a put-in, take-out or break-
spot at either Red Bridge State Wayside or one can continue on to USFS managed Bird Track 
Springs day-use area. Boating is flow-dependent and therefore limited to a relatively short season, 
generally from sometime in March thorough late May. There are no developed boating facilities at 
either location. Parking is limited to a few vehicles on the side of the road near Meadow Creek. 
There is a substantial day-use parking lot available at Red Bridge State Wayside at the start of the 
next segment.  
 
Natural resources are similar to those described for section 1, above.  
 
It does not appear that this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values 
or that it is large enough to sustain substantial recreation use. The limited nature of the existing 
water-based uses and lack of public access to the river or surrounding lands in the middle study 
segment indicates it may not meet the eligibility standards for recreation set in state statute. The 
importance of the upper-river as critical fisheries habitat should not be overlooked; however the 
statue requires that both criteria be met.  

3) Lower Section: Red Bridge State Park to Hilgard Junction State Park 
 
The lower section of the study area only marginally meets all of the eligibility criteria (ORS 
390.855).  
 
Free-flowing: The river is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of 
cultural modifications (e.g., rip-rap) made for state highway 244, I-84, the state parks, and some 
impacts from grazing and forestry on private lands.  
 
Scenery: The lower section of the study area along the Grande Ronde River (Red Bridge State 
Wayside to Hilgard Junction State Park) is primarily rural pastoral in character, with cultural 
modifications including ranches, state park campgrounds, a USFS day-use area and campground, 
the state highway, a rifle-range, a youth correctional facility and I-84. As the landscape opens up 
and is less constrained by sharp slopes, the views are of larger areas with extending ridgelines, 
hillsides interspersed with ponderosa pines. 
 
Recreation and natural resources: Recreational opportunities include day-use pursuits (e.g., scenic 
enjoyment, bird-watching and other nature-viewing, hunting etc.) and both dispersed camping on 
USFS lands and at the USFS managed campground across the road from the river at Bird Track 
Springs along with Red Bridge State Wayside, along with some seasonal recreational fishing 
opportunities.  
 
Recreational boating (e.g., kayaking, rafting) is possible throughout this whole stretch with a put-in 
just below Starkey, near the confluence with Meadow Creek and either a put-in, take-out or break-
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spot at either Red Bridge State Wayside or one can continue on to USFS managed Bird Track 
Springs day-use area or Hilgard Junction State Park. Boating is flow-dependent and therefore 
limited to a relatively short season, generally from sometime in March thorough late May. There 
are no developed boating facilities at any of the locations. There is day-use parking available at 
both Hilgard Junction State Park and Red Bridge State Wayside. Occasionally people have been 
seen on inner-tubes between Red Bridge and Hilgard.   
 
Red Bridge Wayside provides approximately ten walk-in tent sites and ten additional sites that 
accommodate self-contained RV’s. The first-come-first-served sites have water nearby, picnic 
tables, fire-rings and access to flush toilets. The day-use area has horseshoe pits, picnic tables and 
access to the river. The seasonally-open (April-October) park has an annual overnight attendance 
of approximately 1,500 and day-use attendance of on average, around 20,800/year. Compared to 
other state parks with camping and day-use in the system, these are relatively low figures for both 
overnight and day-use (even given the seasonal nature of the park), and it has been described as 
being somewhat “under-utilized” given the facilities that are available at the site. During the 
summer, visitors will come down to the river and swim and wade near the day-use and 
campground. There is a fair amount of use by hunters in the shoulder season. There is some fly 
fishing that occurs at Red Bridge.  
 
The seasonal campground at Bird Track Springs offers 22 tent/trailer site and associated facilities. 
Popular activities include camping, hiking, scenic enjoyment, and wildlife viewing. The Bird Track 
Interpretive Site is located along the Grande Ronde River off Oregon Highway 244 directly across 
from the campground. It is popular with birders, photographers, and those wanting to view wildlife 
and plants during the spring, summer, and fall, and with snowshoers in the winter (USDA Forest 
Service, 2014b). The recreation site has one main trail and five other smaller spur trails with 
interpretive displays which wind along the river and cottonwood trees (USDA Forest Service, 
2014b). Parking is limited to a few spots along the road, unless visitors walk across the road from 
the campground. The Forest Service describes the use at both of these locations as “light” with 
users generally being locals from the surrounding area. Occasional use of the roadways in the study 
area by biking enthusiasts has been noted by land-managers and Cycle Oregon may have had a 
route through here in the past.  
 
The La Grande Pistol and Rifle Club owns and operates a firing facility downstream of Bird Track 
Springs.  The active facility orients the firing direction toward the river where recreational users 
pass.  There is a ~5-ft. tall set of earthen berms behind the targets that is built to protect direct 
line-of-fire from possibly injuring boaters.  There is a riverside warning side immediately upriver of 
the range, warning boaters of possible live fire.  During the staff survey, the gun range was visible 
as boats approached the range and in use.  The orientation of the range toward the river and the 
opposing high banks serves the purpose of the firing range given its proximity and location from 
Hwy. 244.  This land use adjacent to this section of river affects its potential to “sustain substantial 
recreational use” or an outstanding recreational experience.  
 
Active ranches within this reach pose potential conflict in recreation and adjacent land use.  In 
certain years and at certain flows, the river coarse meanders through adjacent low-lying pastures.  
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This results from both natural occurrences (i.e. natural avulsion, capturing of high flow channels, 
log jams) as well as cultural alterations (bank stabilization).  This could result in unintentional 
trespass by river users as river users. 
 
Hilgard Junction State Park, located between the banks of the Grande Ronde and I-84, provides 
approximately 18 primitive camping sites and a day-use area. The park has an annual overnight 
attendance of approximately 2,800 and day-use attendance of on average, around 71,300/year 
(Figure 5).  The park is open seasonally, generally from April-October.  During the summer, visitors 
will come down to the river and swim and wade near the day-use and campground. Some tubing 
and swimming occurs on the river between Red Bridge and Hilgard.  There is a fair amount of use 
by hunters in the shoulder season. Some erosion is evident on the riverbanks at Hilgard from 
recreational water-based use near the day-use and campground. 

Natural resources are similar to those described for section 1, above.  
 
It is not clear whether this section meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values or 
that it is large enough to sustain substantial recreation use. The limited nature of the existing 
water-based uses in the lower study segment indicates it may not meet the eligibility standards for 
recreation set in state statute. Public access to the river is limited, for most of the year, to 
recreational facilities on public land at Red Bridge State Wayside, Bird Track Springs day-use area, 
and Hilgard Junction State Park.  The importance of the upper-river as critical fisheries habitat 
should not be overlooked; however the statue requires that both criteria be met.  

Overall the recreation opportunities on the river do not appear to have the potential to be popular 
enough to attract visitors from beyond the local area, nor are they particularly unique or rare 
within the region. Several rivers in the region, including the lower Grande Ronde River, offer similar 
scenery and more outstanding recreation opportunities than this study area. Natural resources of 
national and state importance exist in the study area as there are quite a few rare and listed 
species known to occur or that have the possibility of occurring because of habitat and proximity to 
known occurrences.   
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PUBLIC INPUT FINDINGS 
 

On-going Scenic Waterways Program administration and the promotion of waterways with 
statewide significance requires cooperation and collaboration between OPRD, stakeholders, 
property owners, and the local community.  When determining whether the Grande Ronde River 
would make a good addition to the program, OPRD reached out to members of the public to 
engage them in the assessment process and encouraged participation by offering multiple 
opportunities to provide input.  The following methods were used to gather feedback on the study 
and to gauge public support for including the Grande Ronde River into the Scenic Waterways 
Program. 

Stakeholder Input 
 
Early in the study process, OPRD engaged with property and business owners in the study area.  
Government agencies and organizations which may have an interest in the possible Scenic 
Waterway designation were also contacted.  OPRD found that stakeholders which own property 
along the Grande Ronde River were very concerned about the possibility of new regulations and 
felt that it could be significantly more difficult to develop their land with a Scenic Waterway 
designation.  Property owners also felt that they were currently good stewards of their land and 
new regulations were not needed to protect this section of the Grande Ronde River.  In addition, 
property owners at the meeting were concerned that if this river segment were promoted as a 
State Scenic Waterway, the waterway could attract individuals which do not share local 
stewardship values.   
 
After reviewing possible screening requirements for Scenic Waterway designations, residents and 
business owners cited concerns about establishing additional landscaping in an arid environment.  
Although it was understood that existing development would be exempt from OPRD review 
process, several property owners expressed concern that the designation could lead to the 
adoption of additional land use regulations by other state, federal, and local agencies. 
 
OPRD also reviewed preliminary study findings with US Forest Service (USFS), a large land holder in 
the study area, to obtain feedback on the potential designation.  USFS staff noted that almost all 
recreational users within the study area are locals.  Comments from both the public and US Forest 
Service staff indicated that following the clearing of ice from the river channel each spring, there 
are very few individuals which float the waterway during an annual 4-6 week window.  Other than 
hiking, camping, and fishing at Red Bridge State Wayside Park and Hilgard Junction State Park, the 
only other observed recreational activity within the study area is wildlife viewing at the USFS Bird 
Track Springs site.   
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Written Comments 
 
OPRD developed a webpage to provide information regarding the Scenic Waterway assessment 
process and to solicit input on potential waterway designations.  The project website and an email 
address for submitting written comments were advertised in a news release and through a public 
notice in the local paper.  At the publicized September 24, 2014 community meeting, comment 
forms were also distributed to members of the public.  OPRD found that the majority of the 
submitted emails were generated through a national proponent campaign to express support for 
designating all three waterways.  The majority of individual emails, letters, and community meeting 
comment forms show intense local opposition for including the Grande Ronde River in the State 
Scenic Waterways Program.  Other written comments submitted by conservation groups and other 
individuals expressed support for new regulations which would protect the natural, scenic, and 
recreational values of the Grande Ronde River.  All written comments that were received have 
been attached to this report as Appendix B.  A summary of written comments in opposition and 
support of designating the Grande Ronde River into the Scenic Waterways Program has been 
provided below in Table 14.  
 
Table 14. Summary of the types of written comments received during the public comment period for the 
Grand Ronde study area 

Written Comment Type Opposed Support 
Individual Emails and Letters 9 4 
Community Meeting Comment Forms 18 1 
Email Campaign 0 164 

Total Written Comments: 27 169 
 

Online Survey 
 
From August 25th to October 15th, OPRD posted a link to an online survey for the Grande Ronde 
River study area on the agency’s 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment webpage.  The survey 
resulted in feedback from 140 respondents.  Surveyed participants were asked about what benefits 
or problems they associate with including the Grande Ronde River into the Scenic Waterways 
Program.  Through the survey, respondents could indicate support or opposition to one, two, or all 
three segments of the waterway being studied.  Statewide survey results indicated that 34% of 
survey respondents were opposed to designating one or more of the waterway segments, and 66% 
of the respondents were in favor of the designation.  Union County survey results indicated that 
48% were opposed to designating the waterway segments, and 52% were in favor of the 
designation.  The complete results of the survey have been attached as Appendix C. 
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Community Meeting 
 
In advance of the September 24, 2014 meeting, OPRD sent out a news release to all media outlets 
in NE Oregon and published a public notice in the La Grande Observer newspaper.  In addition, a 
personal meeting invite was sent to approximately 54 property owners, who are direct 
stakeholders within the Grande Ronde River study area.  The meeting was facilitated by OPRD staff 
and was attended by approximately 55 members of the public.  At the meeting, a short 
presentation was provided to describe the study process, preliminary eligibility findings, initial 
stakeholder feedback, and how the Scenic Waterways Program is managed by OPRD.  Following 
this presentation, OPRD staff asked for questions and comments from members of the public. 
 
During the meeting, OPRD staff fielded a variety of questions about what implications a new Scenic 
Waterway designation would have on properties along the waterway.  Meeting attendees voiced 
general opposition to any government program which could create another layer of review, new 
regulations, or could generate additional expense for land and business owners who wish to 
develop their property.  Community members cited another recent government program which 
placed woody debris within and along the waterway to improve fish habitat.  Property owners 
indicated that this resulted in reduced public access to the river, formation of hazardous ice dams 
during the winter, and flooding of some area properties during the spring. 
 
While members of the public indicated that they are concerned about environmental issues, they 
also stated that area property owners are capable of providing adequate stewardship of the 
waterway without additional regulations.  Several property owners within the study area were 
concerned that, due to dry conditions, required screening vegetation under a Scenic Waterway 
designation would not survive unless it was located in the riparian area adjacent to the river.  
Several representatives of a gun club located along the waterway voiced concerned that a 
waterway designation could eventually lead to the adoption of new regulations by other local, 
state, and federal agencies, resulting in the possible elimination of their gun club use on the 
property.  Community members in attendance were alarmed by the need to establish a minimum 
recreational water flow with a new Scenic Waterway designation, and were concerned that this 
regulation could prevent the issuance of future water rights to area farmers and ranchers.   
 
OPRD found that all public comments received at the community meeting were in opposition to 
the possible Scenic Waterway designation.  Attendees did not feel that additional protection of the 
waterway’s existing scenic, natural, and recreational values were necessary.  In addition, these 
community members did not feel that any measurable benefits could be achieved by designating 
the Grande Ronde River into the Scenic Waterways Program.  A full transcription of the community 
meeting has been attached as Appendix A. 
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County Commission Input 
 
To ensure that local government input was included in this report, OPRD requested feedback on 
the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterways study from the Union County Board of Commissioners.  
On October 15, 2014 the Commission held an independent public hearing to obtain feedback from 
interested citizens prior to responding to OPRD’ request.  At this hearing, the majority of those who 
testified were strongly opposed to the possible waterway designation.  At the hearing, community 
members testified that new regulations would create additional burden for property owners due to 
the increased costs associated with mitigating scenic impacts.  They also testified that with a 
designation, there could be increased visitation to the area, resulting in more trespassing and 
littering issues on private property along the waterway.  In general, the opponents felt that a 
Scenic Waterway designation would provide no benefit to the local community.  After further 
consideration at their November 12, 2014 meeting, the Union County Commission will adopt a 
resolution in support or opposition of designating the river into the Scenic Waterways Program.  
When the resolution is available, it will be attached to this report as Appendix B. 
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WATERWAY SUITABILITY CONCLUSIONS 
 

Based on this study’s eligibility and public input findings, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
staff has concluded the Grande Ronde River study area is not a strong candidate for the Scenic 
Waterway’s program.  Staff are recommending to the Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission 
that these findings be considered when determining whether this section of the Grande Ronde 
River is suitable for recommending State Scenic Waterway designation to the Governor.  A State 
Scenic Waterway designation is intended to recognize rivers which have outstanding scenic, natural 
and recreational values; reserved for the best of the best waterways in Oregon.  While particular 
segments within river reaches exhibit significant scenic qualities, the summation of recreational, 
scenic and natural resources values throughout the reaches of study does not rise to the level of 
“outstanding” in a state-wide context. 
 
All river segments in this study are limited in meeting the criteria that it must “possess natural and 
recreational values of outstanding quality” and be “large enough to sustain recreation use and to 
accommodate existing uses without undue impairment of the natural values of the resource or 
quality of the recreation experience”. Both local community members and US Forest Service staff 
indicated that there is little hiking, camping, fishing or other similar recreational use other than at 
several designated State and federal use areas along the waterway.  Public input also indicates that 
following the clearing of ice from the river channel each spring, very few individuals have been 
observed to recreate on the waterway during the annual 4-6 week float window.  Based on staff 
analysis using the criteria as established in statute and with the information available during the 
period of study, the Grande Ronde River study area only marginally meets the program’s eligibility 
criteria. 
 
The Scenic Waterways Program is designed to provide stewardship of rivers with statewide 
significance by balancing the protection of that resource with the development interests of 
property owners.  This report has documented that all participating direct stakeholders, which 
include residents and business owners within the study area, are strongly opposed to any new 
regulations which could impact existing or future use of their property.  The analysis of community 
meeting comments and local stakeholder input clearly shows that new regulations for Grande 
Ronde River study area are not desired, or believed to be needed, for the protection of existing 
scenic, recreational, and natural qualities of the waterway.  Public input also suggests that unless 
new program funding is made available to residents and business owners for area conservation, 
recreation, and development of mitigation projects, the program could create an economic 
hardship for property owners along the waterway.  For all of the reasons identified above, OPRD 
staff finds that the Grande Ronde River study area has low suitability for inclusion into the Scenic 
Waterways Program.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Background 
 
The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) is responsible for administering the State 
Scenic Waterways Program, which is designed to protect the existing scenic, natural, and 
recreation values of 20 designated waterways throughout the State. OPRD is directed by statute 
(ORS 390.855) to periodically study new waterways for potential inclusion in the program, though 
no new waterways have been designated since 1988.    
 
In September 2013, the Governor directed OPRD to analyze at least three waterways for potential 
designation every two years.  An initial screening of all Oregon waterways by OPRD resulted in a list 
of approximately 80 river segments which have the potential to meet the State’s waterway 
designation criteria.  Based on a broad coalition of agencies and stakeholders, OPRD’s capacity to 
complete the waterway assessments, and to provide geographical distribution throughout the 
State, sections of the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers were included in the 2013-15 pilot 
study. 
 
This Oregon Scenic Waterway study, conducted by OPRD, serves as the statutorily required first 
step in the process to possibly designate a new Oregon Scenic Waterway. That process, established 
by ORS 390.855, allows for the Governor to designate new scenic waterways following study and 
approval of the OPRD Commission and the Oregon Water Resources Commission. This study 
document constitutes the first step - a report to OPRD Commission. This study, covering 
approximately 13.2 miles on the Molalla River, was done to accomplish two objectives: 
 

1. Determine if the river segments meet the qualifications for designation as an Oregon Scenic 
Waterway  (ORS 390.855); and 

2. If the qualifications are met, outline, in general, what type of management designation 
would be appropriate for waterway, if it is found to be eligible, suitable, and ultimately 
designated. 
 

Waterway Eligibility Findings 
 
In 2014, OPRD evaluated the Molalla River during field visits using eligibility criteria established by 
State statutes (ORS 390.855).  The river was rafted from a primitive put-in approximately 0.3 miles 
east of the Table Rock Fork confluence on Copper Creek to a primitive take-out managed by 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife approximately one mile north of the North Fork 
confluence during the optimal float season to assess the waterway’s free-flowing nature, scenic 
characteristics, and recreational qualities.  In addition to OPRD’s on-river evaluation, other 
agencies, organizations, and members of the public also provided feedback on whether the 
waterway meets the required eligibility criteria.  Public input was provided through submitted 
written comments, an online survey conducted by OPRD, and through discussions with agencies, 
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organizations, and community members.  Based on OPRD’s field visit and public input, the eligibility 
assessment resulted in the following findings: 
 

• Based on the results of the study, the entire study area along the Molalla met the 
eligibility qualifications for an Oregon Scenic Waterway. 

• All segments of the study area are completely free-flowing within primarily natural 
banks. 

• The study area offers pleasing views of semi-primitive lands with a variety of 
geologic, plant and wildlife features visible from the river and present on the 
adjacent lands. The scenic quality as viewed from the river, as well as from the 
adjacent land, meets or exceeds the standard of “pleasing” with areas where the 
scenery is outstanding in nature.  There are some cultural modifications (e.g., 
residential homes, the road) within the corridor; however, those that do exist are 
localized in nature such that their visibility does not detract noticeably from the 
general naturalness of the area. 

• There is an abundance of wildlife on the forested slopes and the river supports 
important fish habitat.  

• This study area offers camping and day-use, multiple Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) camping and day-use areas adjacent to the river, recreational fishing and 
quality paddling during certain times of the year, with opportunities for boaters of a 
variety of skill levels. 

• It appears that present recreation use is such that the river and its setting are able 
to maintain existing natural and recreational values, although the river is not 
without conflicts in a few more intensively used locations.  

 
Public Input Findings 
 
In addition to the evaluation of waterway eligibility, OPRD evaluated stakeholder and community 
input to gauge public support and understand issues and concerns associated with the potential 
Scenic Waterway designation.  A webpage was established for the study to provide information on 
the waterway assessment process and to solicit feedback from the public.  Community input was 
collected through a designated email address and through the development of an online survey for 
the waterway.  A community meeting was hosted in Molalla on September 15, 2014 to review 
preliminary findings, answer questions, and obtain public comments.  All property owners with the 
study area received an invitation letter to the meeting and it was advertised thru a news release 
and public notice in the local paper.  Based on OPRD’ s analysis of public input, the following 
findings were identified: 
 

• Public input received at the community meeting and through written comments indicates 
that there is strong support for designating the study area into the State Scenic Waterway 
Program; 

• There was general consensus among community members that the waterway is free-
flowing and meets the Program’s exceptional scenic value criteria; 
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• Bureau of Land Management (BLM) staff, organizations, and community members indicated 
that they observe significant recreational use of the Molalla River including fishing, 
dispersed camping, hiking, and floating on the waterway; 

• BLM and the Molalla River Alliance identified that this reach of the Molalla River is similar to 
the reach being proposed as a Federal Wild and Scenic River; 

• Molalla River Alliance indicated that the Molalla River is a prime example of a wild 
Cascadian stream and is home to the largest run of wild winter steelhead on the upper 
Willamette River system; 

• BLM estimated that 50,000 annual visitors recreate on or near the Molalla River, 
participating in rafting, kayaking, hiking, picnicking, swimming, tubing, mountain biking, 
horseback riding, camping, hunting and fishing activities. 

 
Waterway Suitability Conclusions 
 
Based on the OPRD’s eligibility findings and significant support for the potential designation, the 
Molalla River study area is a strong candidate for the Scenic Waterway’s program.  Adequate 
seasonal water flows provide ample opportunities for floating and fishing along the waterway.  
Public access is provided at multiple locations along the waterway including Turner Creek Bridge, 
Hardy Cr. Trailhead, Cedar Grove Recreation Site, and Three Bears Recreation Site.  Even during 
periods of low water flow, significant levels of camping, hiking, and fishing occur along the Molalla 
River.  Although highly suitable for inclusion into the Scenic Waterways Program, the following 
issues should be addressed when considering designation of the Molalla River into the program: 
 

• If the Molalla River study area is designated, OPRD should work closely with stakeholders to 
help them form a long-term proponent group for the waterway.  

• The first project for the proponents, with assistance from OPRD, would be to develop a 
management plan for the Scenic Waterway. This is a required component of all designated 
waterways. OPRD would work closely with the BLM, Tribes, landowners, other agencies, the 
Molalla River Alliance and other interested parties in the management planning process if 
the river is designated. 

• An important second project would be to develop a water trail guide to encourage 
environmental stewardship, promote outdoor recreation opportunities, reduce potential 
conflicts with private property owners, and promote safety when accessing the waterway. 
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STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

Study Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate a segment of the Molalla River in Clackamas County, 
Oregon, to determine if they qualify under the criteria of the Scenic Waterway Act for possible 
designation as an Oregon State Scenic Waterway; and to prepare information that would help 
inform a possible management plan for these river sections if they are selected as additions to the 
Scenic Waterway System. 

Study Location and Area  
The Molalla River has its headwaters in the Table Rock Wilderness Area in the lower west slopes of 
Oregon's Cascade Range in rural Clackamas County, eventually flowing after around 51 miles into 
the Willamette River near Canby, Oregon. OPRD is studying one ~13.2 mile upper river segment, 
beginning at the confluence of the Table Rock Fork and ending at Glen Avon Bridge, near the city of 
Molalla, Oregon (Figure 1). The study area ranges from a high elevation at around 1196 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL) to a low at the Glen Avon Bridge at 528 feet above MSL, with a drop of about 
51 feet/mile.  Other major rivers in the general vicinity include the Clackamas and Sandy Rivers, 
portions of which are both designated as both Federal Wild and Scenic and State Scenic 
Waterways. The study area on the Molalla River is shown below in red, in Figure 1, along with 
nearby State Scenic Waterways, shown in blue.  

 
Figure 1. Location of the Molalla River Study Area in Clackamas Co., Northwest Oregon. 

The Molalla River Study Area referred to in this report is defined as follows: The Molalla River and 
all lands within ¼ mile of each bank, beginning at the confluence of the Table Rock Fork 
downstream approximately 13.2 miles to the Glen Avon Bridge, near the city of Molalla, Oregon.  
 
While the upper wilderness section of the Molalla River is characterized as having steep gradients, 
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the lower thirteen mile study area is less steep as it flows through a series of pools riffles, and 
rapids (Bureau of Land Management, 1993). In some sections, the river narrows as it crosses 
through rock outcrops with interesting rock formations, including a dramatic basalt rosette. The 
steep hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Molalla River support a variety of 
riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically interesting and diverse Klamath 
Mountains Ecoregion. Major tributaries in the study area include the Table Rock Fork of the 
Molalla, Copper Creek, Horse Creek, Bear Creek, Pine Creek, and Trout Creek. The North Fork of the 
Molalla enters the main-stem just below the study area. The upper study section is primarily 
composed of federal public lands, with some private industrial timberlands, while the lower 
portion is primarily private lands with a mix of rural residential development and forestry being the 
dominant land use types on private lands (see: Management Setting). 

 
The free-flowing river provides drinking water for the residents of Canby and Molalla, is home to 
native fish runs including wild salmon and steelhead trout, and attracts a variety of recreational 
users. Only a day-trip away from the Portland and Salem Metropolitan areas, the Molalla offers 
recreational opportunities including fishing, camping, swimming/wading, kayaking, rafting, 
picnicking, scenic enjoyment and adjacent trail-use for hiking, biking, and horseback riding.  Fishing 
for salmon and steelhead is at its peak once the rains start along with whitewater kayaking, which 
extends through the spring. In the summer, swimming, fishing, camping, sightseeing and picnicking 
are the major attractions (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  
 
The clear water, forested setting, and interesting geological features provide interest in the 
landscape and enhance the recreational experience of floating the river or enjoying its banks (see: 
Recreation). Thousands of visitors are drawn to the river for the geology and other scenic and 
recreational qualities of the river corridor. An approximately 15.1 mile portion of the upper river 
(and a section of the Table Rock Fork) has been proposed as a Federal Wild and Scenic River and 
there are several bills pending in Congress.  
 
An evaluation of the various natural, scenic and recreational features of the study area was done. 
This information gathered following research, interviews and on-site observations was compared 
with the scenic waterway qualifications (i.e. free flowing; pleasing to look at, primitive, rural-
pastoral; large enough to sustain recreation use without harming the recreational and natural 
resources).  

Administration of the Oregon Scenic Waterways Program 
The Oregon Scenic Waterway Program, established by a vote of the people in 1969, is administered 
under the authority of the State Parks Commission through the State Parks and Recreation 
Department (ORS 390.805 to ORS 390.925). The scenic waterway program seeks to preserve, 
protect and enhance scenic, recreational, fish and wildlife and cultural values possessed by each 
individual scenic waterway. The Scenic Waterways Act was created to strike a balance between 
protecting the natural resources, scenic value, and recreational uses of Oregon’s rivers by 
designating them.  The state program currently includes approximately 1,150 miles on 20 
waterways (Figure 2).  
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The Commission's rules specifically outline the manner in which the Scenic Waterways Act is to be 
carried out. The Act and the Commission's rules generally require proposed changes of land use 
within ¼ mile on each side of the river to be evaluated for their potential to impair the natural 
scene. Property owners wanting to build roads, houses, develop mines, cut timber or do similar 
activities must notify the Commission in advance. Within one year of notification, the Commission 
must decide if the proposal will impair the scenic beauty of the river. The Commission relies on its 
rules for each designated scenic waterway to make the determination. Other local and state 
agencies must comply with the Act; and the Commission is instructed to study other rivers for 
possible inclusion in the scenic waterways system.  
 
Filling in the river, removing soil and gravel from the river or changing the riverbank in any way, 
regardless of the amount of soil or rock involved, requires special prior approval of the State Land 
Board and the Director of the Division State Lands. The Director of the Oregon Department of 
Water Resources is required to insure that new water rights issued within the scenic waterway will 
be used only for human consumption, livestock, fish, wildlife and recreation unless adequate flows 
can be assured to protect fish, wildlife and recreation. Dams, impoundments, reservoirs and some 
mining activities are prohibited within the scenic waterway corridor including tributary streams 
within the ¼ mile boundary. The complete Oregon Scenic Waterways Act and Administrative Rules 
are available on the OPRD website at: www.oregon.gov/OPRD/RULES/Pages/waterways.aspx 
 

 

Figure 2. Oregon’s Existing State Scenic Waterways System 
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Designation Process for New Scenic Waterways 
The Oregon Scenic Waterways Act (ORS 390.855 to 390.865) establishes procedures by which new 
scenic waterways may be designated (Figure 3). The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department is 
directed to periodically study rivers or segments of rivers and their related adjacent land that may 
meet scenic waterway qualifications. With concurrence of the State Water Resources Commission, 
the Oregon State Parks Commission may recommend to the Governor designation of additional 
scenic waterways. Favorable recommendation is necessary before the Governor may designate a 
scenic waterway. The Governor may or may not choose to designate the candidate scenic 
waterway. Scenic Waterway designation by the Governor becomes effective the day following final 
adjournment of the next or current regular session of the Oregon Legislature.  The Legislature 
could (by joint resolution) act to void all, or part of, the Governor’s designation. Scenic waterways 
may also be designated by popular vote through ballot measures, and the legislative assembly may 
also propose additional scenic waterways directly through the usual legislative process. 
 
ORS 390.855 establishes the three criteria for qualification which must be considered in the 
Commission’s study and report. Before a river can be designated a State Scenic Waterway it must 
be found to meet these qualifications, usually in an exceptional manner: 
 
1. The river or segment of river is relatively free-flowing and the scene as viewed from the river and 
related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral or these conditions are 
restorable.  
2. The river or segment of river and its setting possess natural and recreation values of outstanding 
quality.  
3. The river or segment of river and its setting are large enough to sustain substantial recreation 
use and to accommodate existing uses without undue impairment of the natural values of the 
resource quality or the recreation experience.  
 

 
 

Figure 3. Oregon’s State Scenic Waterway designation options  
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OPRD & WRD 
Commissions 

Governor 

Designates Not 
designated 

Public meetings & 
comment period 

Legislature may 
override 

10 | P a g e  
 



Identification of Scenic Waterway Study Areas 
Initial coarse level screening of Oregon’s waterways indicated that this section of the Molalla River 
may meet the criteria necessary to be considered as a state scenic waterway. The Molalla River  
has been listed by the National Park Service (NPS) in the National River Inventory (NRI), a “listing of 
free-flowing river segments…that are believed to possess one or more “outstandingly remarkable” 
natural or cultural values judged to be of more than local or regional significance” since 1993 
(National Park Service, 1993). The Molalla is listed in the inventory as having outstanding scenery, 
recreation and geology and is the longest free-flowing (e.g., no dams) tributary of the Willamette.  
 
The river was also listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways in which it was 
found to have “outstanding recreational resources (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1987). 
A similar section has been nominated as a recreational river area under the Federal Wild and 
Scenic River program. The Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) identified by the BLM are 
recreation, scenery and geology (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  The ORVs identified by the 
BLM are consistent with the qualities of Oregon’s State Scenic Waterway system. The river is 
known for its unique geology and outstanding year-round recreational resources.  The Molalla is on 
various lists of the best intermediate whitewater rivers in the state (Palmer T. , 2014).  

Establishing New Scenic Waterway Management Plans 
If the river segments studied in this report were designation as part of the Oregon Scenic 
Waterway System, the law requires OPRD to administer the area in order to protect and enhance 
the value which caused the scenic waterway to be included in the system. Management would be 
based on the “special attributes of each area” and give primary emphasis to protecting the scenic, 
fish and wildlife and recreational features. The aim of the program is to maintain the scenic “status 
quo” condition of the area without “turning back the clock” on land developments. If directed to 
do so by designation, ORPD would classify the rivers, or segments of the river according to the level 
of existing development, into one or more of six possible classifications. Once the classifications are 
set then specific guidelines for development ae established as state rules. The classifications have 
been established by the Commission and are in use on other scenic waterways. The classifications 
and their general management direction are described as follows: 
 

1. Natural River Areas are generally inaccessible except by trail or river with primitive or 
minimally developed shorelands. Preservation of the primitive character of these areas is 
the goal of this classification.  

2. Accessible Natural River Areas is reserved for relatively primitive, undeveloped areas with 
access by road or railroad. Management emphasis is to preserve the primitive qualities of 
the area. 

3. Scenic River Areas may be accessible by roads but are largely undeveloped and primitive 
except for agriculture and grazing. Management seeks to preserve the undeveloped nature 
of the area. 
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4. Natural Scenic View Areas are designated where one riverbank is inaccessible, 
undeveloped or primitive in character while the opposite bank is accessible and developed. 
Preservation of the natural primitive qualities are sought after by management.  

5. Recreational River Areas are readily accessible by road or railroad with some agricultural, 
commercial and/or residential development along the banks. Management is aimed at 
allowing development consistent with what is present while protecting the view and other 
natural features.  

6. River Community Areas are highly developed areas of commercial or residential uses in 
natural settings. Allowing development with an eye toward maintaining the natural setting 
is the aim of management.  

The rules established for each classified river segment generally allow continuation of the use of 
existing structures or improvements. In fact, though some improvements would require 
notification/review/approval by the Commission, many others do not. For example, on some other 
scenic waterways, notification and approval is not needed for construction of new fences; 
maintenance of farm buildings, fences or outbuildings; laying of irrigation lines; crop rotation; 
removal of danger trees; construction of grain storage facilities under certain conditions; 
maintenance of existing residences and outbuildings; minor residential remodeling; construction of 
garages adjacent to existing homes; certain changes in home site landscaping; maintenance of 
roads and bridges; and firewood cutting for personal use.  
 
Mining, road-building, construction of some new structures, placement of mobile homes, land 
clearing and timber harvest are examples of activities requiring approval. River classification and 
the rules or guidelines that follow determine exactly how the natural and scenic beauty of the river 
will be maintained.  
 
If designation on the Molalla River takes place, then further work will be done to specifically 
outline the details of how the river would be managed. Involvement of tribes, relevant state and 
federal agencies, landowners, recreation users, local officials and other interested parties would be 
essential. Public hearings must be held and the OPRD and Water Resources Commission must 
approve the final management plan. The following is the “best guess” of the appropriate 
classifications and management direction that could be applied to each river segment.  
 
The study suggests two possible management classifications for the study area. The 
classifications—consistent with those found on similar stretches of designated scenic waterways—
include a Scenic River Area and Recreational River Area. Management strategies for these areas are 
aimed at generally maintaining the scenic “status quo”, while allowing new developments that are 
unobtrusive, well-designed, compatible with the natural surroundings, and, in some cases, 
screened from view from the river by topography or vegetation.  
 
A Scenic River Area may have nearby development, but for the most part is undeveloped and 
natural appearing. The dominant human influences in a Scenic River Area are agriculture and 
grazing. Roads may be nearby, but are lightly traveled and not easily seen from the waterway. A 
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Scenic River Area is managed to protect the scenic quality created by the combination of 
agricultural and natural features. Agriculture and recreation activities compatible with existing land 
uses are allowed. 
 
 A Recreational River Area contains mixed agricultural, residential and commercial development 
along the shore and adjacent lands. A Recreational River Area is often rural or pastoral in character 
and easily accessible from local roads.  A Recreational River Area is managed to protect the view 
from the river, allow development consistent with existing land uses and provide for a wide range 
of recreational activities within the scenic waterway.  
 
A combination of these designations would be generally consistent with existing federal 
management of these areas, which are managed as a recreational river (from the southern 
boundary line of T. 7 S., R. 4 E., sec. 19, downstream to the edge of the Bureau of Land 
Management boundary in T. 6 S., R. 3 E., sec. 7) as part of the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Program. Although the river has not yet been designated by Congress as a Federal Wild and Scenic 
River, the BLM manages the river since it has been found to be both eligible and suitable for 
designation.  
 
The Federal government defines “recreational river areas” are “those rivers or sections of rivers 
that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have some development along their 
shorelines.”  
 
In general, development is allowed if it does not interfere with the natural scene from the river. On 
scenic waterways where the natural landscape is dominant, this means that development other 
than that requires screening. On other rivers where development is visible and dominant, 
development may be visible if it meets certain requirements for screening, density or use.  
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WATERWAY ELIGILBITY FINDINGS 
 
The approximately 13.2 long study area includes the Molalla River from confluence of the Table 
Rock Fork downstream to Glen Avon Bridge.  An evaluation for the study area was done to 
determine how well it met the scenic waterway qualifications. The criteria (ORS 390.855) were 
broken down into specific scenic, natural and recreational factors.  
 
The evaluation (see: Waterway Characteristics and River Segment Eligibility for Scenic Waterway 
Designation) uses a combination of tools to help determine how well, if at all, the segment is 
eligible for scenic waterway consideration (e.g., free-flowing nature of the waterway; scenic 
quality, as viewed from the river; and natural and recreational resources, including the ability of 
the waterway and its setting to sustain recreational use).  
 
Decisions made during the evaluation of each segment were based on research of natural resource 
and recreational data available for the study area. Maps, aerial photographs, eye-level 
photography and video, on-site investigations (including floating the river, where feasible) and 
interviews with experienced users and recreation and natural resource managers including 
residents, local government officials and state and federal agency personnel.  

Waterway Characteristics 

Cultural Resources 

Ethnographic Context 
Archaeological research confirms human presence in the Willamette Valley by about 11,000 years 
ago. The importance of camas as a staple food is attested by the abundance of camas processing 
ovens, particularly after c.7000 BP. By 3500 years ago there is evidence for systematic burning in 
the valley, presumably to enhance the productivity of economic plants, especially edible seeds, 
nuts, and roots. This activity is accompanied by the notable accumulation of midden deposits, and 
formation of the "Kalapuya mounds" common throughout the valley. These features are thought to 
indicate a relatively sedentary lifeway, marking the initial development of the pattern of 
permanent villages documented in the ethnographic record (Connolly T. , 2003). 
 
The Kalapuya Ahantchuyuk maintained settlements on the Molalla River. The Ahantchuyuk 
represented one of at least 13 distinct Kalapuya dialect groups who occupied the Willamette Valley 
at the time of contact. This linguistic diversity in the valley suggests that relatively stable resident 
Native communities occupied their valleys for a long period of time. Although the region 
experienced waves of fatal epidemics, those of the 1830s were particularly disruptive for Native 
lifeways and social organization, leading to relocations and re-combinations of formerly 
independent communities (Connolly T. , 2003). 
 
The Kalapuya spent the drier portion of the year, from about March through October, in family 
camps situated in close proximity to seasonally available food sources. Family groups reassembled 
at permanent village sites during the winter months.  Multifamily winter houses were built, and 
may have been rectangular, and made of bark, planks, or both, partitioned inside for each resident 
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family. Plant resources are emphasized as being the staple of the Kalapuyan diet. Chief among 
these was camas (Camassia sp.), a bulb of the lily family that commonly occurs in wet meadows. 
From June through as late as October, large quantities of camas bulbs were harvested by women 
using digging sticks, and baked in stone-lined pit ovens. Other important plant resources include 
seeds of tarweed and grasses, hazel nuts, and various types of berries. Intentional burning in the 
valley by the Indians kept the grasslands open and free of dense undergrowth, promoted the 
growth of valuable food plants, made easier the harvesting of seed plants, and provided open 
grazing for deer and elk which were subsequently hunted (Connolly T. , 2003). 
 
The Molalla resided in the Western and High Cascades, along the upper stretches of river systems 
draining both sides of the range between Mt. Hood and Mt. McLoughlin. Winter villages were 
typically at the lower elevations, and include settlements on the Molalla River and on Abiqua 
Creek, a Pudding River tributary. However winter villages extended from “their legendary 
birthplace near Mount Hood to present day Oregon City and just east of Salem to the foot of 
Mount Jefferson (Johnson, 1999)”. Game, primarily deer and elk, constituted the single most 
important Molalla resource. Fish and vegetables were also important, as were huckleberries from 
highland zones. Molalla used speak and basket fishing to catch fish, including salmon and 
steelhead, hearding the fish into the baskets (Johnson, 1999). Like their Kalapuya neighbors, fire 
was regularly used to maintain upland meadows, to directly promote the range of food plants, or 
to maintain upland browse for game (Connolly T. , 2003). The area near the Table Rock and Dickie 
Prairie is known as a culturally important area (bother for tribal use and as a travel corridor) to 
members of the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde as somewhere where tribal members and 
their ancestors lived and as a gathering area, notably for beargrass.  
 
The BLM found that prehistoric cultural resources in the corridor “support a finding of an 
outstandingly remarkable value” because of the large number of sites of regional importance 
(Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  
 

Historic Context 
The earliest Euro Americans in the region were fur trappers, who frequented the Willamette Valley 
in the decades following the Lewis and Clark expedition. Thomas McKay came to the mouth of the 
Columbia in 1811 with the Pacific Fur Company, participated in establishing the American post at 
Fort Astoria, and subsequently worked as a trapper, guide, and interpreter for the Hudson's Bay 
Company.  By the 1820s, some trappers began to settle on small farms in the northern Willamette 
Valley, especially in the area between the Willamette and Pudding rivers that came to be known as 
French Prairie due to the predominance of French-Canadians (Connolly T. , 2003). 
 
The Barlow claim was reportedly purchased from Thomas McKay in 1848. Samuel Barlow and his 
family traversed the Oregon Trail in 1845, reaching The Dalles in September. There he learned that 
a boat to ferry them down the Columbia was not immediately available, and was likely beyond his 
means, so he and a few others, decided to attempt an overland route around the south slope of 
Mt. Hood. This overland route to the Willamette Valley, known as the Barlow Road, was reportedly 
the most difficult section of the entire Oregon Trail, but carried an estimated 75% of the early 
immigrants to the Willamette Valley. In 1854 Samuel Barlow deeded his 640 acre claim to his son 
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William, who established the Barlow town site on the family claim (Connolly T. , 2003).  
 
In the early 1850s the current Indian Affairs Superintendent began to secure treaties with the 
Molalla, initially hoping to relocate tribes east of the Cascades (Johnson, 1999). The treaty of the 
Molalla, notable as the last western Oregon treaty, was written in 1855. An 1856 letter written by 
Joel Palmer includes some information about the area covered by the treaty that was eventually 
ratified by the Federal Government in 1859 (Palmer J. , 1856).  
 

“the tract includes the western slope of the Cascade Mountains, and is drained by the 
waters of the North and South forks of the Umpqua River, Calapooias Creek, and the 
North Fork of Rogue River. It is very Mountainous, but contains it is said, good tracts of 
table land, and an occasional open prairie on the margin of the streams. The intrinsic 
value of this tract is by no means great, so far as know. It borders however a country 
destined to contain a dense population, and must ultimately be the source from which 
timber will be obtained for use of the settlement. So long as…these Indians reside 
there, collisions between them and our citizens could scarcely fail to occur”  

 
In 1955, a federal register showed that 141 descendants of the Molalla were enrolled members of 
the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde.  In 1957 an executive order created the Grand Ronde 
Indian Reservation and the tribe remained a confederated tribe (of which there were ancestors of 
the Molalla) until the reservation was terminated and most of the lands were sold. Tribal members 
worked to reorganize and in 1983 the tribe was restored, along with a portion of the original 
reservation.   
 
Bee Ranch, located near the start of the study area was originally a bee apiary in the late 1800’s, 
whose owner, Henry Russell also built a cabin and bar of timbers floated down the Table Rock Fork 
(Bureau of Land Management, 1993). In the 1920’s and 1930’s the property was used for grazing 
cattle and at one point for both a fire guard station and camp for transient workers building trails 
in the area (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  

Natural features 

Landscape 
The Molalla River rises from the slopes of Table Rock, Soosap Peak and Goat Mountain in Oregon’s 
western Cascades (Farnell, 1979). While the upper wilderness section of the Molalla River is 
characterized as having steep gradients, the lower thirteen mile study area is less steep as it flows 
through a series of pools riffles, and rapids (Bureau of Land Management, 1993). The study area is 
a “transition zone into the Western or Ancestral Cascade” from the Willamette Valley (Alfsen, ND). 
Through much of its course, the Molalla River is currently cutting through the Willamette Valley 
and the channel is lower in elevation than the valley itself (Alfsen, ND). As the river runs below the 
study area, the character changes as the river widens up as it flows through semi-forested and 
agriculture lands in the valley before it enters the Willamette River near Canby.  
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In some sections, namely Horse Creek Canyon, and the area near the columnar basalt rosette, the 
river narrows as it crosses through rock outcrops with interesting rock formations. Various 
landslide (aka mass wasting) events into the river canyon have created the sequence of rapids 
known as the “Three Bears Run” popular with non-motorized recreational boaters (Alfsen, ND).  
The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Molalla River support 
typical riparian and upland vegetation types characteristic of the West Cascades Ecoregion. Major 
tributaries in the study area include the Table Rock Fork of the Molalla, Copper Creek, Horse Creek, 
Bear Creek, Pine Creek, and Trout Creek.  

 
Basalt rosette on the Molalla River 

 
The BLM found that while some of the features of the geology are unique but not outstandingly 
remarkable in regional significance (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  

Water features 
 
The Molalla River drains the lower west slopes of the Cascades in northwestern Oregon. The river 
flows in a generally west and north direction, and is tributary to the Willamette River. The Molalla 
is the longest free-flowing (e.g., no dams) tributary of the Willamette. From the headwaters of the 
river in the Table Rock Wilderness (~4800 ft) to where the river empties into the Willamette River 
near Canby (~70 ft), the river drops an average of about 90 feet/mile. 
 
Precipitation in the area decreases from an average of approximately 100 inches near the upper 
reaches to around 40 inches closer to the mouth with the majority falling in the late fall and early 
winter in the form of rain, although there is some snow in the upper reaches (Bureau of Land 
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Management, 1993). Snow pack plays only a minor role in the storage of water in the watershed; 
however spring snow melt plays a role in peak flows, often peaking during rain on snow events 
(Bureau of Land Management, 2010). The study area is snow-free for most of the year, allowing for 
year-round access and recreation (Bureau of Land Management, 2010).  
 
Over the course of the upper river, the elevation drop brings the stream gradient to around 1.2%, 
with the gradient decreasing to an even milder drop of about .25% in the lower river, below the 
study area (Bureau of Land Management, 2010).  Major tributaries in the study area include the 
Table Rock Fork of the Molalla, Horse Creek, Bear Creek, Pine Creek, and Trout Creek. The North 
Fork of the Molalla enters the main-stem just below the study area.  
 
The river is free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, diversion, or significant 
modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. Exceptions include modifications 
made for the roads, bridges, historic and current logging practices, and a few residential homes. 
The river is also naturally flowing (i.e., without dams or diversion) throughout the whole length of 
the river from the headwaters in the in the Table Rock Wilderness Area in Oregon's Cascade Range 
to the Willamette River. The river has somewhat predictable flows, although as with almost all 
rivers in Oregon, flow various seasonally but derives from naturally occurring phenomenon, 
including precipitation, rain on snow and to some degree, seasonal snow-melt.  
 
A currently operable water gauge is located on the Molalla, however, it quite far from the study 
area, near Canby at river mile (RM) six where the discharge is about twice the flow higher up on 
the river, near Wilhoit (RM 32.5). The Oregon Water Resource Department no longer operates the 
Wilhoit gauge; however, its 58 year period of record is quite substantial (1935-1993). Average 
flows at that gauge were approximately 548 cfs, with a high of 24,300 cfs and a low of 18 cfs 
(Farnell, 1979).  The quantity of water, as demonstrated in Figure 4 varies substantially over the 
year, with the late fall through early spring months having the highest flows, and late summer and 
early fall having the lowest.  Below is a hydrograph of expected monthly streamflow near the 
downstream end of the study area (i.e., the area above the North Fork of the Molalla). These 
values represent modeled natural streamflow (50% exceedance flow) minus estimated 
consumptive use. For a detailed description of the methodology used to develop these 
values, please refer to the report titled Determining Water Availability in Oregon (OWRD Open File 
Report SW 02-002). 
 
Historical information indicates that there were many sawmills in the Molalla valley, and at least 
three used the Molalla and associated tributaries for transporting logs, up to round River Mile 32 
(there was a mill located near Shotgun Cr.) in the early 1900’s, however, much of this type of 
activity occurred below the North Fork or on Milk Creek which was used as a natural flume for 
many years, starting in the late 1800’s (Farnell, 1979). Based on his research, Farnell (1979) found 
that there were grounds to determine the Molalla navigable from its mouth to river mile 26.5, just 
downstream of the study area. However, DSL has not since conducted an official navigability study 
for the Molalla pursuant to ORS 274.400-274.412. 
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Figure 4. Water Availability Calculation. Monthly Stream-flow in Cubic Feet per Second (CFS) on the 
Molalla River, above the North Fork. Annual volume at 50% exceedance in Acre-Feet.  Source: Oregon 
Water Resources Department (WRD). 

The BLM found that while water quality is important for other outstanding resource values, namely 
recreation, the character of the Molalla’s hydrology is not unique enough to be outstandingly 
remarkable in regional significance (Bureau of Land Management, 1993). The Molalla River is the 
source of water for the cities of Molalla (est. pop. ~8,000) and Canby, Oregon (est. population 
~16,000). The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has found that the Molalla-Pudding has 
exceeded water quality standards for summer stream temperatures. To improve stream 
temperatures, Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) were established in 2008 that target recovery 
or maintenance of effective shade. The BLM is the designated agency responsible for monitoring 
water quality in the area (Bureau of Land Management, 2010).  
 
Designated beneficial uses for the Molalla River include public and private domestic water supply, 
irrigation, livestock watering, fish and aquatic life, wildlife and hunting, fishing, boating, recreation, 
aesthetic quality, hydro-power, and commercial navigation and transportation (Department of 
Environmental Quality, 2005).  
  

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

19 | P a g e  
 



Ecoregion 
 
The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Molalla River support a 
variety of riparian and upland vegetation characteristic of the botanically interesting and diverse 
West Cascades Ecoregion.  The ecoregions in the vicinity of the study area, shown in red, are 
shown in Figure 6, below.  
 
The West Cascades Ecoregion is further described in the Oregon Natural Areas Plan (ORBIC, 2010) 
as 

“…This mountainous, heavily forested ecoregion is bounded on the west by the farms 
and woodlands of the Willamette Valley or the drier forests and valleys of the 
Klamath Mountains. To the east, it spills over the crest of the Cascade Mountains to 
the drier pine forests of the East Cascades. 

The crest of the Cascade Range is dominated by a series of volcanic peaks. In Oregon, 
Mount Hood is the highest at 11,240 feet, but a dozen others top 8,000 feet. The 
western slopes of the range feature long ridges with steep sides and wide, glaciated 
valleys. Most of the rivers draining the northern two-thirds of the ecoregion flow into 
the Willamette Valley and then to the Columbia River system; the southern third 
drains to the Pacific Ocean through the Umpqua and Rogue River systems. The 
climate varies with elevation and, to a lesser extent, latitude. Higher elevations 
receive heavy winter snows… 

The ecoregion is almost entirely forested. Douglas-fir-western hemlock forests 
dominate large areas up to elevations of about 3,300 feet. However, most of the 
previously-harvested forests of the lowlands and lower slopes now support mixed 
conifer-deciduous forests, with young Douglas fir and western hemlock forests found 
in a mosaic with hardwood species such as bigleaf maple and red alder.” 
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Figure 5. Ecoregions surrounding the Molalla study area 
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Vegetation 
The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Molalla River support 
typical riparian and upland vegetation types characteristic of the West Cascades Ecoregion.   
Riparian vegetation of gravel bars and wet toe-slopes with soil is typically characterized by alder, 
douglas-fir, bigleaf maple, salmonberry, ninebark, ferns, bryophytes, and Scouler’s corydalis.  The 
abundant patches of Scouler’s corydalis are the most notable botanical point of interest.  Riparian 
vegetation associated with wet cliff walls is characterized by abundant hanging bryophytes, ferns, 
and saxifrages. 

 
Vegetation along the banks of the Molalla River 

 
Upland vegetation in primarily mesic coniferous forest dominated by douglas-fir, bigleaf maple, 
and red alder.  Some steep and rocky peaks and ridges are home to Oregon white oak woodland 
and grassy wildflower meadows.  Scotch broom and blackberry are sporadically abundant in upland 
areas.  Much of the forest present on hillsides visible from the river has been logged in the past, 
but some impressive late-seral forest is present. While much of the study area’s uplands have been 
impacted by logging, unique habitats include “rocky outcrops, cliffs, tallus slopes, wetlands, and 
riparian areas”, many adjacent to the river (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  
 
Disturbed roadside fillslopes and cutbanks are visible from the river in many locations.  The upper 
reaches of the river segment assessed are generally in better condition with respect to native 
vegetation than are the lower reaches.  Lower reaches contain much more evident human 
modification and settlement. 
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At-Risk Plant Species 
There is habitat for a few at-risk, but unlisted plant species including Actaea elata and Corydalis 
aqua-gelidae shown below in Table 1. The habitats present in the study area also support a number 
of listed wildlife species, described below in the fish and wildlife section. 
 
Table 1. At-risk plant species in the vicinity of the study area1 

 
Scientific Name Common Name Federal 

Status 
State 
Status 

State 
Rank 

Actaea elata var. elata Tall bugbane      C 4 

Corydalis aqua-gelidae Cold-water corydalis SOC     C 1 
 

1 Source: ORNHIC 
C-Species of Concern; SOC-Species of Concern 
State heritage rankings 1-4; 1=extremely rare to 4=concern.  
 

Fish and Wildlife 
The study area provides a diversity of upland and aquatic habitats for a wide range of wildlife 
species. Mammals of note include elk, black-tailed deer, river otter, and beaver. Notable breeding 
birds include northern spotted owl, osprey, golden eagles, harlequin ducks, and many neotropical 
migrants.  Other wildlife include squirrels, raccoons, foxes, coyotes, cougars, bears, rough skinned 
newts, Pacific tree frogs, pacific giant salamanders, garter snakes, song birds, wood ducks, grouse, 
pileated woodpeckers, dippers, great blue herons, osprey, and mergansers. Wildlife values of local 
significance found to be interesting and unique include the presence of a golden eagle nest site and 
harlequin duck nesting area (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  

  
Northern red-legged frog, a sensitive species documented in the study area (image source: ODFW) 

Aquatic species include a number of native and non-native fish species. The BLM’s watershed 
analysis (1999) notes that native populations of fish in the river include winter steelhead trout 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss), coastal cutthroat trout (O. clarki clarki), mountain whitefish (Prosopium 
williamsoni), largescale suckers (Catostomus macrocheilus), longnose dace (Rhinichthys 
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cataractae), redside shiner (Richardsonius balteatus) and northern pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus 
oregonensis). A list of at risk species is presented below. Non-native species include resident 
rainbow trout and stray hatchery summer steelhead trout (Bureau of Land Management, 2010). A 
list and discussion of at risk species is presented below. 
 
At-risk Fish and Wildlife Species 
At-risk wildlife species are those experiencing population declines or are otherwise at risk. They 
include federal endangered, threatened, candidate species and species of concern; state 
endangered, threatened, and candidate species; state critical and vulnerable species, and species 
with a state Heritage rank of S1 (critically imperiled), S2 (imperiled due to rarity or vulnerability), 
and S3 (rare, uncommon, or threatened). The study area contains suitable habitat for a number of 
at-risk species and a number of state and federally listed species are known to exist in the area, 
including several salmonids (Table 2) and the Oregon slender salamander (Corynorhinus 
townsendii), which is a species of concern (ORNHIC, 2010). None of these species were found 
during the course of the present study, although specific animal surveys were not conducted. 
 
This list shown below in Table 2 was developed by compiling documented species occurrences in 
databases maintained by ORNHIC, USFS, eBird, ODF, and ODFW, as well as potential habitat within 
the study area buffer determined from the Oregon GAPS vegetation project. Five species listed 
under the Federal and/or state Endangered Species Acts, and 31 federal and/or state sensitive 
species have the potential to occur or do occur in the study area (Table 2).   
 
Table 2. At-risk animal species occurrences in the vicinity of the study area1 

Scientific Name Common Name Occurrence Federal 
Listing 

State 
Listing 

State 
Rank 

Anaxyrus boreas Western toad Potential  SV CS S4 
Aneides ferreus Clouded salamander Potential  SV CS S3S4 
Batrachoseps wright Oregon slender salamander Present SOC SV S3 
Rana aurora Northern red-legged frog Present SOC SV S3S4 
Rana pretiosa Oregon spotted frog Potential FT SC  S2 
Rhyacotriton cascadae Cascade torrent salamander Potential  SV  S3 
Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk Vicinity  SOC SV  S3S4 
Aquila chrysaetos Golden eagle Present   S3 
Chordeiles minor Common nighthawk Potential  SC  S5B 
Contopus cooperi Olive-sided flycatcher Present SOC SV CS S2S3B 
Dryocopus pileatus Pileated woodpecker Present  SV  S4 
Empidonax trailli bresteri Little willow flycatcher Present SOC SV S3B 
Falco peregrinus Peregrine falcon Vicinity  SV S2B 
Histrionicus histrionicus Harlequin duck Present SOC  S2B,S3N 
Melanerpes lewis Lewis's woodpecker Vicinity SOC SC  S2B,S2?N 
Oreortyx pictus Mountain quail Vicinity  SOC SV  S3S4 
Patagioenas fasciata Band-tailed pigeon Present SOC  CS S3B 
Podiceps grisegena Red-necked grebe Potential  SC  S1B,S4N 
Progne subis Purple martin Vicinity SOC SC  S2B 
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Sialia Mexicana Western bluebird Vicinity  SV  S4B,S4N 
Strix occidentalis caurina Northern spotted owl Vicinity  FT ST S3 
Oncorhynchus mykiss Steelhead, winter run 

Upper Willamette River ESU 
Present FT SV S2 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Chinook salmon, spring run 
Upper Willamette River ESU 

Present FT SC S2 

Bliabates oregonius Salamander slug Present   SH 
Calliophrys johnsoni Johnson’s hairstreak Potential   S2S3 
Hemphillia malonei Malone jumping slug Present   S3 
Megomphix hemphilli Oregon megonmphix Present   S3 
Arborimus longicaudus Red tree vole Vicinity SOC SV CS S3 
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat Potential SOC SC CS S2 
Lasionycteris noctivagans Silver-haired bat Potential SOC SV CS S3S4 
Myotis evotis Long-eared myotis Potential SOC   S4 
Myotis Volans Long-legged myotis Potential SOC SV CS S3 
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis Potential SOC   S3 
Sciurus griseus Western gray squirrel Potential  SV  S4 
Actinemys marmorata marmorata Western Pond Turtle Potential SOC SC CS S2 

1 FE: Federally endangered; FT: Federally threatened; FC: Federal candidate for listing; SOC: Federal Species of Concern; ST: State threatened 
SC: State critical; SV: State vulnerable; CS: Conservation Strategy; S1: Critically imperiled in the state; S2: Imperiled in the state; S3: Rare, 
uncommon, or threatened in the state; S4: Apparently secure; S5: Widespread; B: Breeding; H: Historical occurrence; N: Non-breeding 

 
The Molalla River is a natal stream for Upper Willamette River Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) 
chinook and Upper Willamette River Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of winter steelhead. Both 
species are unique in that their run timing coincides with high spring water flows that allow them 
passage over Willamette Falls, and from there to disperse to multiple sub-basins including the 
Molalla.  Once past the falls, adults disperse through the waterways and “hold” in deep pools until 
spawning (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2011).  

  
Salmon seen from the banks of the Molalla R. (image courtesy of Mark Schmidt) 
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Chinook in the study area are severely depressed, and are at high risk of extinction, whereas 
steelhead are at low risk of extinction (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2011) and the late-
run fish are entirely native stock (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).  About 20% of the 
Willamette Basin winter steelhead are produced in the Molalla watershed (Bureau of Land 
Management, 2010). Restoration actions that would benefit both anadromous salmonids species 
include increasing physical habitat structure especially via large wood presence, reducing fine 
sediments, improved access to wade-able streams, improving water quality through vegetative 
shading and reducing agricultural run-off, and restoring suitable spawning areas. For more 
information on chinook and steelhead, see the Upper Willamette River Conservation and Recovery 
Plan (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2011).  

Recreation  
 
The Molalla was listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways in which it was 
listed as having “outstanding recreational resources”, particularly for canoeing/kayaking, salmon 
and steelhead fishing and to a lesser extent (substantial to moderate) other types of boating 
including rafting, trout fishing, and “other recreation” which included hiking, swimming, camping 
and nature viewing (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1987). Boating, coupled with fishing 
and other activities reflects the importance of water dependent recreation and other water related 
activities on the Molalla River. 
 
The BLM notes that recreation on the Molalla River is an “outstandingly remarkable value” due to 
the river-related resources of regional significance and proximity to major metropolitan areas 
(Bureau of Land Management, 1993). Key recreational uses that were found to be exceptional 
include fishing, day-hiking, camping, non-motorized boating, picnicking, and swimming/wading. 
Other recreational uses noted include biking and nature study (Bureau of Land Management, 
1993). The BLM found that the “presence of year-round angling opportunities is important (Bureau 
of Land Management, 1993)”. Recent estimates of annual visitation in the corridor are around 
50,000 visitors per year, with much of the use occurring between May and the end of September 
(Bureau of Land Management, 2010).  

Access  
The study area is accessed by travelling east on Highway 211 following signs to Feyrer County Park 
to S. Feyrer Park Rd and onto Dickey Prairie Road. Once over the Glen Avon Bridge, primary access 
is along the S. Molalla Forest Road once it begins to run along BLM property, about 1.5 miles after 
the bridge. All recreation sites are accessed from this road.  There is a parallel road on the other 
bank, but it does not provide recreational access.  Major trailheads along this road with parking 
and restrooms are Hardy Creek Trailhead and Turner Creek Bridge. Others include Amanda’s 
Trailhead, Americorp’s Trailhead, Sandquist’s Trailhead, and Annie’s Cabin Trailhead. Paddlers 
typically put in for the “3 Bears Run” near Turner Bridge or higher up on the river for a longer run. 
Some kayakers will also put in higher up on the river (above the study area), both on the Table 
Rock Fork and for the challenging Copper Creek rapids known as Lightning Lonnie (Class IV) and 
Dungeon, located near Dungeon Cr. (Keller, 1998).    
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River access is mostly undeveloped, with the exception of pedestrian trails down to the river. There 
are no designated paddling access points, however, the BLM has it in their plans to develop a 
system of put-in and take-out locations to facilitate boating and improve safety. Potential sites for 
improvements (e.g, signing, pedestrian ramps for kayaks and rafts) include Turner Bridge, located 
within the study area.  

Focal points 
Most of the recreation focal points are minimally developed and dispersed locations within Molalla 
River Recreation Area, operated by the Salem BLM District. The BLM maintains several new 
seasonal campgrounds on the river banks in the study area including Three Bears Recreation Site 
and Cedar Grove, all access from the S. Molalla Forest Road. BLM previously had dispersed 
campground along the corridor but are discontinuing that now that there are dedicated 
campgrounds. The use-season for the first-come-first served campgrounds is mid-May to mid-
September. Three Bears is located at the about four miles south of Glen Avon Bridge, 
approximately 10 miles SE of Molalla, Oregon.  Activities include picnicking, swimming, scenic 
enjoyment, floating and other forms of non-motorized water sports, along with tent camping. 
Facilities include restrooms, fire-rings, picnic tables, potable water, restrooms and river access. 
Cedar Grove, a group-camp operated by special recreation permit, is located at milepost 6 on the 
Molalla Forest Road. Facilities include water, restrooms and 11 tent camping sites with fire rings 
and picnic tables. Groups of up to 40 people may stay at the group-camp with advance reservations 
through the Salem BLM District office. Trailheads (some with parking: P and restrooms: R) include: 
Amanda’s Trailhead, Americorp’s Trailhead (P), Sandquist’s Trailhead, Hardy Creek Trailhead (P, R), 
Annie’s Cabin Trailhead (P), and Turner Creek Bridge (P, R).  

Important recreational features within the study area are presented in Table 3, including access 
points and key locations for various types of water-dependent and water-based recreation along 
the Molalla River.  

Table 3. Important recreational features within the study area 

Key 
feature 

River 
Access 

Fishing Boating/ 
floating 

Major 
Rapids 

Swimming/ 
wading 

Camping Other 
water-
based 

recreation 
Table Rock 
Fk 

U  X  X  X 

Horse Cr. 
Canyon 

  X X 
 

X  X 

Turner Cr. 
Br. 

U X X  X  X 

Papa Bear 
R. 

 X X X X  X 

Mamma 
Bear R. 

 X X X X  X 

Baby Bear 
R. 

 X X X X  X 

Annie’s D X X  X  X 
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Trailhead 
Cedar G. 
Rec Site 

D X X  X D X 

Hardy Cr. 
Trailhead 

D X X  X  X 

3 Bears 
Rec Site 

D X X  X D X 

X-present; U-Undeveloped; M-Maintained (e.g., some facilities); Di-Dispersed; D-Developed facilities in the vicinity of 
these key features/areas on the Molalla River.  

Types of use 
Annually, thousands visit the Molalla River Recreation Corridor for year-round recreation including 
hiking, kayaking and white water rafting, touring and mountain biking, camping, horseback riding, 
hunting, fishing, swimming, picnicking, nature watching, or to simply enjoy the sounds of the river 
(Table 4). There are more than 30 miles of non-motorized trails which access numerous waterfalls 
and vistas. 

The Molalla is well known as a recreational river for visitors from the surrounding metropolitan 
areas, including Portland and Salem. However, it is also beloved by locals from Molalla and 
surrounding communities in Clackamas County for its swimming holes, scenery, camping, hiking, 
fishing and hunting. The Molalla has two seasons of peak (and different) use. In fall and winter 
months, the primary uses include fishing for steelhead, primarily from the banks, along with 
whitewater enthusiasts and other day-uses like hiking. In the spring, while there is still enough 
water in the river, whitewater boating continues. The summer recreation season starts and use 
shifts to bank-based activities such as camping (in the past dispersed, shifting to developed 
campsites), wading, hiking, along with swimming, fishing and recreational boating (including inner 
tubes and similar inflatables) and sightseeing. 

A summer recreation user study conducted for the BLM (White & Virden, 2007) found the most 
popular activities to be swimming (68%), picnicking (56%), camping (50%), trail-hiking (40%), and 
fishing (40%). Other popular activities include sightseeing, wildlife viewing/birding, horseback 
riding, photography and nature study. A small number of visitors were engaged in recreational 
mining, mostly hand-panning for gold. The majority of visitors surveyed are day-visitors, spending 
about five hours on-site with slightly fewer visitors (slightly under half) staying overnight (White & 
Virden, 2007). Most visitors noted that the Molalla River was the primary destination for their trip 
(79%) and that they travelled there in a group (93%). The majority of survey respondents noted 
that viewing the scenic beauty is very important to them along with recreation in the corridor 
(White & Virden, 2007). Respondents from the survey noted they come to the Molalla for: 

• Natural qualities and features, viewing the scenery and nature; 
• Opportunity for solitude/experiencing tranquility; and  
• Unique recreation opportunities  and opportunities to socialize 
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Table 4. Recreation use seasons within the Molalla River study area 

 
 
Non-motorized boaters can float for much of the year on a variety of craft, including inflatable and 
hard-shell kayaks, canoes and rafts during the spring and on other types of flotation devices (e.g., 
inner-tubes) during the summer months. One commercial guide has been issued a permit from the 
BLM to run a limited number of small guided trips on the river in the study area. Experienced 
whitewater kayakers, canoeists and some on rafts paddle the river during higher water months 
(typically Nov-May, depending on rains), when the challenging Class 3-4 (and higher depending on 
flows) rapids of the Molalla River “3 Bears Run” surrounded by unusual rock formations, including 
Mama, Papa, Baby-Bear, Porridge Bowl, and Goldilocks rapids are a draw.  

 
Kayaker on the Molalla River 

Flows of around 2400 cfs are noted to be ideal for floating the rapids, however a range (as 
measured at the Canby gauge) of between 800-3000 cfs is provided to paddling enthusiasts (Keller, 
1998). The river is most often run when the river is a Class 3-4 intermediate run but some “big-
water” expert whitewater enthusiasts will float the river during higher water (e.g., 6500) when it 
becomes a more advanced run (Giordano, pers. communication, 2014). 

During the study visit, the river was running around 2200 cfs, as measured at the Canby gauge 
(Figure 6).  At these levels, one portage around one of the major rapids was necessary (for safety) 
but it provided an enjoyable and exciting rafting and kayak trip, with more opportunities to 
evaluate the area than would be afforded during higher water.  
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Figure 6. Water levels before, during, and after the study visit (April 28, 2014) 

The river is no longer stocked (since the late 1990’s), being managed instead for wild steelhead. 
The steelhead typically make their way in from the Willamette sometime between Sept-November. 
Fishing is open year-round for adipose fin clipped chinook salmon and steelhead (i.e., not wild) up 
to the Turner Creek Bridge. The season for non-adipose fin-clipped steelhead is from July 1-Aug 31. 
The river (up to Turner Cr. Br.) is also open for coho salmon all year. Bait is not allowed, except 
from May 15-July 15th, “in order to provide opportunities for spring chinook harvest while 
minimizing impacts to native winter steelhead and juvenile salmonids (Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, 2014).” The river is popular for catch-and-release fishing for wild winter steelhead, 
and the good numbers offer an “opportunity to catch this majestic fish in relative solitude. Limited 
numbers of naturally produced and stray summer steelhead may be present in the system in many 
of the same areas where winter steelhead are typically found (Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, 2014).” Although numbers are down, some fishermen still consider the Molalla “one of 
the best winter steelhead streams in Oregon”, although much of this use occurs below the study 
area (Schuhmann, 2012)” where both bank and drift-boat fishing is popular. There is also some 
catch-and-release fishing for trout and bass, although much of this is on the lower river. ODFW 
encourages the use of single barbless hooks on the river and fishing allowances are all below the 
Turner Cr. Bridge (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2014).  
 
The BLM’s recreation user study (White & Virden, 2007) helps capture some of the major users and 
perceived conflicts on the river.  The majority of survey respondents were very satisfied with their 
visit to the Molalla River. However, some issues were identified from the survey and BLM and BLM 
planning efforts including impacts on the upland areas due to a lack of managed camping and day-
use sites.  BLM’s management focus in the area has been to develop and delineate use areas to 
manage the recreational use and reduce impacts to the areas.  This has resulted in the 
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development of (2) new campgrounds and the closure of many pull-offs and user created river 
access trails. 

Scenic resources 
The view from the river and adjacent lands ranges from pleasing to outstanding along the entire 
study reach. The thirteen mile study area is less steep than the upper wilderness section of the 
river as it flows through a series of pools, riffles, and rapids (Bureau of Land Management, 1993). 
Due to the geology and dense vegetation along the river, in many places the view as seen from the 
river is limited to a few hundred feet. However, in a few areas hillsides and more distant 
landscapes (e.g. mountains in the Table Rock Wilderness) are visible. The steep and rocky hill 
slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of the Molalla River support typical riparian and upland 
vegetation types characteristic of the West Cascades Ecoregion. In some sections, namely through 
a few narrow gorges, including Horse Creek Rapid, and an area of basalt canyon walls that 
surround the area known as the Molalla basalt rosette, or “eye of the Molalla”, where the river 
narrows as it crosses through rock outcrops with interesting rock formations.  
 
The river is completely free-flowing within natural banks, with the exception of minor cultural 
modifications made for the bridges and roads. The few developments that do exist are quite 
localized so their visibility does not detract noticeably from the general natural setting of the area.  
A few bridges cross the river, and other developments along the river include some visible impacts 
from timber harvest and a few residential homes on private lands, although most of them are at 
least partially screened as viewed from the river. The only property with a visible structure as seen 
from the river (in the upper segment of the study area) is the one known as “Bee Ranch” located 
near the confluence of the Table Rock Fork (see photo, below).  At the very end of the study area, a 
few more homes are visible from the river. In a few places where the road is close to the river, 
structures created for erosion control (e.g., retaining walls) are quite visible, albeit localized in 
nature. The remote feeling of the area combined with views of forested slopes and interesting 
geologic features combine to provide outstanding to generally pleasing views of the river and its 
surrounding scenery.  

 
Bee Ranch property and structures seen from the river 
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The BLM notes that scenery on the Molalla River is an “outstandingly remarkable value” due to the 
resources of regional significance and proximity to major metropolitan areas, setting it apart from 
other rivers (Bureau of Land Management, 1993). Water clarity, interesting geology and hydrology 
combine to the overall visual quality of the river corridor.  

Notable scenic features include (Bureau of Land Management, 1993):  

• clear water with cascade and pool characteristics 
• numerous vertical and near vertical cliffs descending to the river 
• constricted canyon 
• large moss covered boulders and diverse streamside vegetation 
• proximity to major metropolitan areas (e.g., Portland) 

During the study visit to the river, staff filled out field inventory datasheets to help document 
scenic quality and determine if the views were “pleasing” as required by statute. The methodology 
is based on those used by federal land management agencies (e.g., BLM, USDA-FS) to conduct 
scenic resource inventories and includes a description of various landscape elements, including 
landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity and cultural modifications.  Along the 
study area, three locations were chosen that help characterize the river-scape and they are 
described below in Table 5-Table 7. The region of comparison for determining scarcity is the state 
of Oregon, particularly other riverscape views.  
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Table 5. Scenic resource inventory of the view below the confluence of the Table Rock Fork  

The view as seen from the riverbank is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing river-scape view in 
remote-feeling, forested setting. 

  
Landform Molalla River in a wide canyon with steep (almost vertical in some places) 

slopes on one side and a bench with a braided high-flow channel on the other 
with large boulders, cobbles and downed trees.  

Vegetation Mature, partially old-growth forest with mixed deciduous (e.g. hemlock) and 
conifer (e.g., Douglas fir) trees. Seepy banks with mossy vegetation and fallen 
trees create visual interest.  

Water Clear water with class 2-3 smaller rapids, with pools and drops, braided high-
flow channel. Small waterfall on the steep slope on opposite side of river.  

Color Variety of greens, bright to dark in the vegetation, Green tinted water with 
white rapids, blue sky, rust orange on the opposite banks, and brown cliffs. 
Grey rocks, some covered with mossy bright greens. Bleached brown logs.  

Adjacent scenery Riverbank, distant mountains visible.  
Scarcity Common, pleasing riverscape view typical of the Cascade foothills 
Cultural modification Small bridge, some evidence of past logging practices, doesn’t detract from 

view.  
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Table 6. Scenic resource inventory of the view within Horse Creek Canyon, just downstream of Horse 
Creek  bridge and waterfalls.   

The view as seen from within Horse Creek Canyon is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing river 
canyon view with interesting geology, in remote-feeling setting. 

  
Landform Deep incised basaltic canyon with clear waters of the Molalla River running 

through a (sometimes) quite narrow corridor. Steep, constricted canyon slopes 
with a forested setting.   

Vegetation Seepy sparsely vegetated, moss covered basalt walls, with some saxifrages, 
ocean spray, service berry, herbaceous meadow visible on top of cliff along 
with shrub zone and Douglas fir forest. Typical vegetation of W. Oregon. 
Epilobium flowering provides seasonal colorful accents.  

Water Clear water with whitewater, which is turbulent in areas, particularly within 
narrow chutes between large rocks. Some deeper clear pools and eddies, 
sieves, reversals and chutes.  

Color Bright to dark greens, grey basalt, milky green water, white rapids, blue sky 
with white clouds.   

Adjacent scenery Forested slopes (some young plantation forest) with views of Table Rock 
Wilderness and snow topped peaks.   

Scarcity The gorge-like narrow canyon is distinctive and interesting.  
Cultural modification None, some signs of historical logging (in the vegetation).  
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Table 7. Scenic resource inventory of the view from the riverbank below Goldilocks Rapids.  

The view as seen from the riverbank is of high scenic quality; it is a pleasing river-scape view with 
interesting water features and landform in a forested, remote-feeling setting.   

 
Landform Molalla River with steep basalt canyon walls on one side of the river, a large 

rock juts out of the river, mossy covered riverbank on the other side, with a 
small sandy beach. 

Vegetation Conifer forest with cedar and deciduous forest riparian zone. Salmonberry, 
aster, monkey flower. Some willow, hazelnut, vine maple, nine bark, 
salmonberry, piggyback plant. Ferns, moss covered rock on the banks with 
monkey flower and Montia, Claytonia, and swordfern. 220+ yrs old in older 
areas. 

Water Rapids, milky opaque color to water, small waterfall, just below Goldilocks 
rapids.  

Color Mostly green (variety of bright to dark), brown in banks and tree bark, dark 
grey basalt, milky green water, white on water. 

Adjacent scenery Mixed deciduous, thick forested setting, road is hidden from view at this point.  
Scarcity The setting does not parallel the road, fairly common view, interesting rock 

formations.  
Cultural modification None 
 

It is possible to obtain views from the river itself throughout the whole study area by floating the 
river, when water levels allow. Roads follow the river in some parts; however, some of it cannot be 
viewed from a vehicle or from the side of the road, but there are frequently trails down to the 
river.  
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More photos that capture the scenery of the Molalla River study area are available on the OPRD 
Flickr page at: https://www.flickr.com/photos/orstateparks/sets/72157646949323231/. 

Management Setting 
 
Land ownership 
The majority of the study area (~80%) is managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and 
includes lands within the BLM’s Salem District, headquartered in Salem, Oregon. Much of the 
BLM’s current riverfront ownership resulted in a 1992 land exchange between BLM and 
Weyerhauser (Bureau of Land Management, 2010). The BLM has staff or volunteers patrol the area 
and will be having hosts at the new campgrounds, additionally as funding allows the Molalla Police 
Department patrols the area, particularly during the peak-use season. Private lands, which make up 
approximately 16.5% of the study area, include private industrial forest lands (e.g., Weyerhaeuser 
Company) along with a mix of other smaller timber holdings and non-timber lands such as rural 
residential, primarily near the end of the study area. Table 8 shows the break-down between public 
and private land ownership as does Figure 7 which shows the same thing spatially on a map.  
 
Table 8. Approximate land-ownership within the Molalla River study area 

Ownership type Approximate percentage 
 state >1% 

federal 80% 
                                                                    Total:      80% 

Private private                                                10% 
industrial timber                                               6.5% 
                                                                    Total:   16.5% 

Other*                                                                                        2% 
*Other includes gaps, water, roads and other things not attributed to a specific owner in the tax lot data. 

 
The Oregon Department of State Lands, although it has not conducted an official navigability study 
pursuant to ORS 274.400-274.412, does have information from the “Farnell” Reports” including 
historical information relevant to the potential navigability of the Molalla River (Department of 
State Lands).  The Molalla may be navigable (although not officially) from its mouth to river mile 
26.5, just downstream of the study area (Farnell, 1979).  
 
Land use 
The majority of land-use in the study area is forestry and recreation, with some rural residential. 
Most of the private property in the area is zoned for “Exclusive Farm Use.”  Much of the forestry is 
industrial timber, most of which is owned by Weyerhaeuser but there are also some smaller 
woodland lots used for timber and agriculture. The unincorporated communities of Glen Avon and 
Dickie Prairie lie mostly out of the study area beyond the Glen Avon Bridge, but a few homes along 
the banks of the Molalla are in the study area. A few of these homes are visible from the river; 
however, most of them are screened at least partially with vegetation. The only property on the 
upper section of the study area with a visible structure as seen from the river is the one known as 
“Bee Ranch”, other properties lower down include the Molalla Retreat and a few other residential 
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structures. The river in this study segment is crossed by several bridges and has a road paralleling it 
for much of the study area. However, the road is not visible from the river for much of the study 
area.  
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Figure 7. Approximate land ownership types within study area  
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Application of Waterway Eligibility Criteria 
 
The entire study area meets the criteria (ORS 390.855) for eligibility as a state scenic waterway. 
 
Free-flowing: The first criterion that must be met is that “the river or segment of river is relatively 
free-flowing.”  
 
The Molalla River is completely free-flowing in nature in that it flows without impoundment, 
diversion, or major modification of the waterway along the entire study segment. The river is also 
naturally flowing (without dams or diversion) throughout the whole length of the river from the 
headwaters in the Table Rock Wilderness to the Willamette River (e.g., there are no upstream or 
downstream dams). Notably, it is the Willamette’s longest un-dammed tributary. The Molalla flows 
within natural banks, with the exception of minor cultural modifications made for the bridges and 
roads (e.g., some bank stabilization efforts including retaining walls). The river has generally regular 
and somewhat predictable flows, although as with almost all rivers in Oregon, flow various 
seasonally but derives from naturally occurring phenomenon, including precipitation, and to some 
extent, seasonal snow-melt.  
 
Scenery: The second criteria that must be met is that the “scene as viewed from the river and 
related adjacent land is pleasing, whether primitive or rural-pastoral, or these conditions are 
restorable.”  
 
The scenery as seen from the riverbank and the river in the study area ranges from moderate, but 
pleasing to exceptional river-scape views with unique geology and clear water in a mostly remote-
feeling (although it is close to the road in parts), forested setting. The BLM notes that scenery on 
the Molalla River is an “outstandingly remarkable value” due to the resources of regional 
significance and proximity to major metropolitan areas, setting it apart from other rivers (Bureau of 
Land Management, 1993). Water clarity, interesting geology and hydrology combine to create the 
overall visual quality of the river corridor.  

The few developments that do exist are quite localized so their visibility does not detract 
noticeably from the general natural feeling of the area. A few bridges cross the river, and other 
developments along the river include some visible impacts from timber harvest and a few 
residential homes on private lands, although most of them are at least partially screened as viewed 
from the river. The only property with a visible structure as seen from the river (in the upper 
segment of the study area) is the one known as “Bee Ranch” located near the confluence of the 
Table Rock Fork (see photo, below).  At the very end of the study area, a few more homes are 
visible from the river. In a few places where the road is close to the river, structures created for 
erosion control (e.g., retaining walls) are quite visible, albeit localized in nature. The remote feeling 
of the area combined with views of forested slopes and interesting geologic features combine to 
provide outstanding to generally pleasing views of the river and its surrounding scenery.  
 
Recreation and natural resources: The final two criteria that must be met are that the river or 
segment of river and its setting must “possess natural and recreation values of outstanding quality” 
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and be “large enough to sustain substantial recreation use and to accommodate existing uses 
without undue impairment of the natural values of the resource or quality of the recreation 
experience.”  
 
The Molalla was listed in a 1987 study of recreational use of Oregon Waterways in which it was 
listed as having “outstanding recreational resources”, particularly for canoeing/kayaking, salmon 
and steelhead fishing and to a lesser extent (substantial to moderate) other types of boating 
including rafting, trout fishing, and “other recreation” which included hiking, swimming, camping 
and nature viewing (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1987). Boating, coupled with fishing 
and other activities reflects the importance of water dependent recreation and other water related 
activities on the Molalla River. The BLM estimates that approximately 50,000 visitors are attracted 
to the Molalla River corridor from the local and surrounding metropolitan areas, including 
Portland, Canby, and Salem. 
 
The BLM notes that recreation on the Molalla River is an “outstandingly remarkable value” due to 
the river-related resources of regional significance and proximity to major metropolitan areas 
(Bureau of Land Management, 1993). Key recreational uses that were found to be exceptional 
include fishing, day-hiking, camping, non-motorized boating, picnicking, and swimming/wading. 
Recreational opportunities include day-use pursuits (e.g., hiking, scenic enjoyment, picnicking) and 
camping at newly developed BLM campgrounds, along with seasonal recreational fishing 
opportunities.  Fishing, as allowed by fishing regulations (e.g., below Turner Bridge), is primarily 
from those that hike-in or fish from the banks from one of the many pedestrian access points on 
public lands.  
 
Recreational boating (e.g., kayaking, rafts and other float devices) is possible throughout this whole 
stretch during much of the year with multiple put in and take out spots on public lands. Boating is 
becoming increasingly popular in this section, with access possible via roads and floats possible for 
recreationists of a variety of skills levels, depending on the flow. During various water levels, 
kayaking the “3 Bears Run” is a regional favorite amongst intermediate to expert paddlers. 
Experienced whitewater kayakers, canoeists and some on rafts paddle the river during higher 
water months (typically Nov-May, depending on rains), when the challenging Class 3-4 (and higher 
depending on flows) rapids of the Molalla River “3 Bears Run” surrounded by unusual rock 
formations, including Mama, Papa, Baby-Bear, Porridge Bowl, and Goldilocks rapids are a draw.   
 
Overall the recreation opportunities on this section of the river have the potential to be (and 
currently are) popular enough to attract visitors from beyond the local area, additionally they are 
relatively rare within the region with only a few rivers, like the nearby Clackamas, offer somewhat 
similar experiences. While several rivers in the region offer somewhat similar scenery, the diversity 
of recreation opportunities and year-round nature of recreation on this river is notable.  

Natural resources of national and state importance exist in the study area as there are quite a few 
rare and listed species known to occur or that have the possibility of occurring because of habitat 
and proximity to known occurrences. Five species listed under the Federal and/or state 
Endangered Species Acts, and 31 federal and/or state sensitive species have the potential to occur 
or do occur in the study area. The steep and rocky hill slopes, canyon walls, and stream terraces of 
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the Molalla River support typical riparian and upland vegetation types characteristic of the West 
Cascades Ecoregion.  The abundant patches of Scouler’s corydalis are the most notable botanical 
point of interest in the riparian areas, which also provide visual interest especially in areas with wet 
cliff walls that have hanging bryophytes, ferns, and saxifrages. While much of the forest present on 
hillsides visible from the river has been logged in the past, some impressive late-seral forest is 
present and unique habitats include “rocky outcrops, cliffs, tallus slopes, wetlands, and riparian 
areas (Bureau of Land Management, 1993).” 
 
It appears that the study area meets the criteria of possessing outstanding recreation values and 
that it is large enough to sustain the existing, substantial, levels of recreation use. The nature of the 
existing water-based uses and surrounding lands in the study segment indicates it meets the 
eligibility standards for recreation set in state statute. The importance of the river as important 
habitat for fish and wildlife should not be overlooked; the statue requires that both criteria be met.  
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PUBLIC INPUT FINDINGS 
 

On-going Scenic Waterways Program administration and promotion of waterways with statewide 
significance requires cooperation and collaboration between OPRD, stakeholders, property owners, 
and the local community.  When determining whether the Molalla River would make a good 
addition to the program, OPRD reached out to members of the public to engage them in the 
assessment process and encouraged participation by offering multiple opportunities to provide 
input.  The following methods were used to gather feedback on the study and to gauge public 
support for including the Molalla River into the Scenic Waterways Program. 
 

Stakeholder Input 
 
Early in the study process, OPRD engaged with property and business owners in the study area.  
Government agencies and organizations which may have an interest in the possible Scenic 
Waterway designation were also contacted.  OPRD found that most property owners within the 
Molalla River study area were accepting of the possibility of new regulations associated with a 
Scenic Waterway designation.  Most of the private property owners own commercial forests and 
are already associated with similar land use regulations administered by Clackamas County.  
Clackamas County has a river and streams overlay that restricts development and vegetation 
management within 50 to 200 feet, depending on the water way category.  The Scenic Waterway 
study area falls within the 200 foot development restriction category.  
 
OPRD reviewed preliminary study findings with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), a large 
land holder in the study area, to obtain feedback on the potential designation.  BLM staff noted 
that many recreational activities occur along the Molalla River including camping, hiking, mountain 
biking, equestrian use, fishing, swimming, floating and paddling.  BLM stated that they recently 
completed a new recreation management plan (2011) that is expected to increase recreational use 
of the Molalla River. 
 
OPRD met with the Molalla River Alliance to discuss the Scenic Waterway study.  They indicated 
that they are a non-profit organization that is focused on advancing habitat protection, salmon 
recovery, and family recreational opportunities on the Molalla River.  They reiterated the 
recreational activities that BLM identified.  They also communicated that the Molalla River is a 
prime example of a wild Cascadian stream and home to the largest run of wild winter steelhead on 
the upper Willamette River system.    
 

Written Comments 
 
OPRD developed a webpage to provide information regarding the Scenic Waterway assessment 
process and to solicit input on potential waterway designations.  The project website and an email 
address for submitting written comments were advertised in a news release and through a public 
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notice in the local paper.  At the publicized September 15, 2014 community meeting, comment 
forms were also distributed to members of the public.  OPRD found that the majority of the 
submitted emails were generated through a national proponent campaign to express support for 
the designation of all three waterways.  In addition, a postcard campaign was also conducted by a 
Molalla River proponent group to demonstrate support for the potential designation.  An analysis 
of other individual emails, letters, and community meeting comment forms also show strong 
support for including the Molalla River in the State Scenic Waterways Program.  All written 
comments that were received have been attached to this report as Appendix B.  A summary of 
written comments in opposition and support of designating the Molalla River into the Scenic 
Waterways Program has been provided below in Table 9.  
 
Table 9. Summary of the types of written comments received during the public comment period for the 
Molalla study area.  

Written Comment Type Opposed Support 
Individual Emails and Letters 2 7 
Community Meeting Comment Forms 0 1 
Email Campaign 0 164 
Postcard Campaign 0 33 

Total Written Comments: 2 205 
 

Online Survey 
 
From August 25th to October 15th, OPRD posted a link to an online survey for the Molalla River 
study area on the agency’s 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment webpage.  The survey resulted in 
feedback from 33 respondents.  Surveyed participants were asked about what benefits or 
problems they associate with including the Molalla River into the Scenic Waterways Program.  
Through the survey, respondents could indicate support or opposition to one, two, or all three 
segments of the waterway being studied.  Survey results indicated that 6% of survey respondents 
were opposed to designating one or more of the waterway segments, and 94% of the respondents 
were in favor of the designation.  The complete results of the survey have been attached as 
Appendix C. 
 

Community Meeting 
 
In advance of the September 15, 2014 meeting, OPRD sent out a news release to all media outlets 
in NW Oregon and published a public notice in the Molalla Pioneer newspaper.  In addition, a 
personal meeting invite was sent to 49 property owners within the study area along the Molalla 
River.  An additional 19 adjacent landowners were called with a personal meeting invitation.  The 
meeting was facilitated by OPRD staff and was attended by 8 members of the public.  At the 
meeting, a short presentation was provided to describe the study process, preliminary eligibility 
findings, initial stakeholder feedback, and how the Scenic Waterways Program is managed by 
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OPRD.  Following this presentation, OPRD staff asked for questions and comments from members 
of the public. 
 
During the meeting, OPRD staff fielded a variety of questions about what implications a new Scenic 
Waterway designation would have on properties along the waterway.  Meeting attendees stated 
general support for the designation.  There were many questions on how a Scenic Waterway 
designation would impact riparian vegetation, permits for restoration work, and activities on 
federal lands.  Community members were interested in how a scenic waterway may assist BLM in 
managing their lands for recreation.  The public offered up some minor study boundary area 
suggestions to match the Federal Wild and Scenic River proposal.  OPRD found that all public 
comments received at the community meeting were in general support to the possible Scenic 
Waterway designation.  A full transcription of the feedback received at this community meeting 
has been attached as Appendix A. 
 

County Commission Input 
 
To ensure that local government input was also included in this report, OPRD requested feedback 
on the Molalla River Scenic Waterways study from the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners.  
On October 28, 2014 the Commission held a meeting to review the findings from State Park’s 
community meeting and to obtain feedback from interested citizens prior to responding to OPRD’s 
request.  At this meeting, OPRD asked the Clackamas County Commission if they would like to 
consider a resolution in support or opposition of the possible designation.  On October 28, 2014, 
the Clackamas County Commission will review public comments from the September 15th 
community meeting  and will consider passing a resolution in support or opposition of the 
designation.  When this resolution is available, it will be Included with Appendix B. 
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WATERWAY SUITABILITY CONCLUSIONS 
 

Based on this study’s eligibility and public input findings, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
has concluded the Molalla River study area is a strong candidate for the Scenic Waterway’s 
program.   Staff are recommending to the Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission that these 
findings be considered when determining whether this section of the Molalla River is suitable for 
recommending State Scenic Waterway designation to the Governor.  A State Scenic Waterway 
designation is intended to recognize rivers which have outstanding scenic, natural and recreational 
values; reserved for the best of the best waterways in Oregon.  Both local community members 
and BLM staff input indicate that the waterway clearly meets all of the program’s eligibility criteria. 
 
The Scenic Waterways Program is designed to provide stewardship of rivers with statewide 
significance by balancing the protection of that resource with the development interests of 
property owners.  This study has documented that land owners which provided input within the 
study area did not express significant concerns with new regulations associated with a Scenic 
Waterway designation.  Through the analysis of community meeting comments, stakeholder input, 
emails, other written comments, and the online survey, there is well-defined support for the 
potential waterway designation.  For all of the reasons identified above, OPRD finds that the 
Molalla River study area has high suitability for the Scenic Waterways Program. 
 
If this section of the Molalla River is designated into the Scenic Waterways Program, OPRD would 
re-engage with property owners, stakeholders, agencies, organizations, and other interested 
community members during the development of a waterway management plan.  Previously 
identified issues and concerns, as well as provisions for accommodating existing uses, would be 
addressed in the management plan.  To provide responsible on-going management of designated 
Scenic Waterways, it is recommended that the State establish a new Scenic Waterway Program 
fund for the development of needed public facilities and promotional materials.  If the Molalla 
River study area is designated as a Scenic Waterway, this new program funding source should be 
utilized to develop and publish a water trail guide for the management area.  The water trail guide 
would serve as an essential management tool for a waterway listed as having statewide 
significance.  By making the guide available to the public, it would encourage environmental 
stewardship, promote outdoor recreation opportunities, reduce potential conflicts with private 
land owners, and promote safety for those recreating on the river. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Chetco River Scenic Waterway Study 

Community Meeting Transcription - Chetco Community Library 

September 11, 2014 

 

(Steve Kay, OPRD): Good evening, I’d like to welcome you to a community 
meeting, this is for a study of the Chetco River for the Scenic Waterways 
program. My name is Steve Kay, I’m the Recreation & Grants Community 
Programs Manager at Oregon State Parks. The purpose of tonight’s 
meeting is to review the waterway assessment process with you tonight. 
We’re going to present preliminary findings of whether the Chetco River 
would make a good addition to this program and then provide you some 
information on what exactly it means to designate a Scenic Waterway.  
After we complete a short presentation we are going to make sure we have 
lots of time for you to ask questions, provide comments and get your 
feedback on whether you think this river should be designated. So for those 
of you not familiar with the Scenic Waterways programs there are 
approximately, well there is 20 waterways that are currently designated, 
they were all designated in the 1970s and 80s. In Curry County there are 
two waterways currently designated, a section of the Elk and a section of 
the Rogue River. On this map the Scenic Waterways are shown in blue, 
there’s also Federal, Wild and Scenic waterways shown in Green, over the 
last couple of years there has been a renewed interest in this program and 
the Governor’s office has recently directed State Parks to take a look at 
three new waterways every two years for possible inclusion into the 
program, this is a study that we are undertaking and to provide 
geographical distribution around the state. In 2014, we are taking a look at 
the three waterways here shown in red so there’s the Grand Ronde in 
Eastern Oregon, the Molalla River in the Willamette Valley and the Chetco 
River on the South Coast. Following completion of the study, State Parks is 



going to prepare a report which will be delivered to the Governor’s office 
and in the report State Parks will provide findings which evaluate the 
waterways eligibility based on certain criteria. First the waterway must be 
free flowing with no structures or dams and must have water flows able to 
sustain at least recreational… seasonal, recreational use on the waterway. 
The waterway must have significant scenic value as viewed from the river, 
the river must have natural values to support recreational use of the 
waterway. The eligibility criteria, it’s pretty straightforward, but State Parks 
recognizes that in order for a Scenic Waterway to be truly successful it 
needs to have local community support. So, in our report to the Governor’s 
office, we’re also evaluating the feasibility of moving this designation 
forward.  We’re identifying issues and concerns and engaging public 
support in a variety of ways.  We’ve established a project web page, the 
address is here in the bottom right corner, it describes the study process, 
and it lets interested citizens know how they could provide public input. 
During this process, we’ve been speaking directly with some stakeholders 
with different viewpoints and we want to understand the issues and 
concerns that are out there. For tonight’s meeting we sent invitations to all 
property owners within the study area that we are looking at and 
community members that could not attend tonight’s meeting are still able to 
provide input by submitting comments online, there’s an email address 
scenicwaterways@oregon.gov  and there’s also an online survey which will 
be available until October 15th if you go to the webpage you can access 
that online survey. Although State Parks is required to study three 
waterways during this biennium it’s important to understand that our 
agency is not seeking a particular outcome during this process and we’re 
not advocating for new Scenic Waterway designations. Our agency’s role is 
to objectively look at the criteria, look at the waterway and understand how 
the public feels about this possible designation. We want to see if it’s a 
good fit for the community and we want to ensure that there are multiple 
opportunities for public input. So, based on both eligibility and feasibility, 
the Governor’s report will summarize those finding to see if the waterways 
a good addition. So for the next portion of this short presentation I’m going 
to turn it over to Laurel whose going to talk about the eligibility criteria and 
the findings that she experienced for the waterway.  

mailto:scenicwaterways@oregon.gov


(Laurel Hillman, OPRD): Good evening folks I’m not going to spend very 
much time on this because you folks know the river better than we do. So, 
this meeting is to provide a brief summary of what we’ve found so far and 
hopefully get in touch with folks who know more about the river and provide 
us some feedback on the things that make a river eligible for designation. 
So, this slide sort of summarizes briefly and Steve has already mentioned 
so far what the criteria are, that the river needs to be free flowing, it needs 
to have substantial, recreation scenic value, so far we’ve conducted a field 
visit to document the river conditions, assess the scenic quality and started 
to identify some outstanding features of the river, recreational features, 
natural resource features and ongoing discussions with experienced users 
and resource managers will also help us understand better whether or not 
this waterway is a good fit with the Scenic Water program on the basis of 
eligibility. So we need to look at natural values, scenic values and 
recreational values of the river and it would be really helpful for folks in this 
room who know and care about the river and live on the river and recreate 
on the river and understand features of the river could provide feedback to 
us on those characteristics that may or may not make the river eligible. The 
first criteria the river needs to be free flowing so we consulted with the 
Water Resources department and it is pretty much the easiest criteria, does 
the river have a major dam on it or significant divergence. So, if there was a 
major dam on the river publicly wouldn’t quality as a free flowing river and 
wouldn’t be eligible for the Scenic Waterway program in that stretch. The 
next criteria are whether or not the river and the setting, the river setting is 
pleasing as viewed from the river. So, let me ask you guys, does anybody 
think that the view from the river on the Chetco is pleasing, does it meet 
that criteria. Is there anyone that does not think the view from the water on 
the Chetco has a pleasing view. Too many houses? Is there anything else 
that would make it not pleasing as viewed from the river in the study 
segment that we’re studying. I don’t know if folks looked at the maps before 
they came to the meeting but our proposed study area is from the Steel 
Bridge down to Loeb State Park which pretty much, except for the area 
right by Loeb, overlaps the current designation as a federal, wild, and 
scenic river. So, what we found when we floated the whole river from in the 
study section, from the Steel Bridge, down to Loeb and some of the 



features that we found pleasing views, were the outstanding water quality, 
color of the waterway, some very interesting and unique geologic features 
on the waterway, and the remote setting with few cultural modifications to 
the view as seen from the river. So that’s the key point is the view you see 
when you are on the river when you’re fishing on the river, when you’re 
recreating on the river, when you’re enjoying the Chetco River.  So here is 
one picture as viewed from the river…here’s another picture viewed… does 
anybody know where this is? There’s another view… so it seems to me 
based on the input that you guys gave right now it seems to meet the 
criteria that the view from the river is pleasing but we would still like to 
receive input on whether you think the view from the river is pleasing in this 
study segment so we have multiple ways for you to provide that feedback.  
Another criteria is whether or not the river has outstanding natural and 
recreational values, so folks can provide feedback to us whether or not you 
think that there are substantial outstanding natural resource and recreation 
values of fishing, swimming, boating, rafting, kayaking, water based 
recreation is one of the key features of the scenic waterways from the State 
Parks perspective. Does it have outstanding natural and recreational 
values, so it has to have those to qualify as a State Scenic Waterway. So 
as I said before, we really need your input on whether or not you can help 
us identify outstanding natural features, recreation use and then also your 
issues and concerns and potential opportunities. And now Steve is going to 
tell us a little bit more about what the Scenic Waterway program is and 
outline some of the concerns we have heard from folks before and we are 
still receiving your input for quite a while and there’s multiple opportunities, 
and if there are folks that want to meet, if there are user groups, fishing 
groups, folks that want to provide feedback in a way that isn’t just writing 
something down on a piece of paper, or sending an email we can also get 
together with folks in person and receive input on the eligibility and then 
your concerns potentially.  So, just let us know which way works for you 
best.   

(Steve): Thank you Laura.  So by now you are probably wondering what 
are the implications of a new Scenic Waterway Designation for the Chetco 
River. It’s important to understand that this designation is really only 



provided to the best of the best of the rivers in Oregon. The river needs to 
provide exceptional outdoor recreation experience to its users. As with 
many programs there are benefits and obligations, on the benefits side,  
the program will encourage the protection of the existing natural, scenic 
and recreation values that are associated with the river so protecting what’s 
there now is the goal, the designation can also be considered a badge of 
honor, that this is a special place in Oregon and it promotes the waterway 
for opportunities related to tourism or economic development associated 
with outdoor recreation, as far as obligations go, the designation does 
come with the need to develop a management plan and that will encourage 
the protection of those existing, natural scenic, and recreational values. 
Through the management plan certain new activities within a quarter mile 
of the waterway would be regulated and I’ll provide more information as to 
what that entails in a few minutes here. Now a little bit about what could 
happen after this study’s complete.  So, following the review of the 
waterways, the Governor may make a decision or to move one of the 
waterways forward, two, three or none may get designated. The Governor 
may make that decision independently when we provide that report to him 
in January of next year or he may refer the decision to the legislature which 
is meeting in the first half of 2015. If a new waterway is designated, there 
will be a need to go back to the public and develop a management plan so 
that is not being prepared at this time because we don’t know if it’s going to 
move forward. The management plan would be to identify, previously 
identified issues and concerns, it would need to be tailored to 
accommodate all existing uses along the waterway and it needs to keep 
the goals of the program so that it does protect those existing values 
associated with the corridor. So in advance of tonight’s meeting, we did 
reach out to property owners, business owners, organizations, those that 
may have a concern or interest in this study and I’m going to quickly list 
some of the common concerns for you, we’re then going to review some 
specific aspects about the program which will address these concerns, so 
there’s some common concerns and assumptions related to the program, 
they include, the designation could prohibit existing development and 
activity, the designation could require additional permits, add costs, and 
add time to the existing review process. The designation could prohibit the 



removal of trees along the waterway and the designation could regulate 
recreational uses along the waterway. So to help address those concerns, 
I’m going to first let you know what this Scenic Waterway program does not 
do. With the Scenic Waterway designation State Parks does not regulate 
recreational activities that would be contrary to State Parks mission, we 
want to promote recreational opportunities. Addressing another 
assumption, all existing development and maintenance of all existing 
development is exempt from State Parks review, all ranching and all farm 
related activities like grazing, constructing fences, crop rotation, they are all 
exempt from review, when property owners need to cut trees for firewood  
or if there is a hazardous tree on their property, we don’t review those kinds 
of activities.  And then, finally State Parks, not everyone knows this, State 
Parks doesn’t have jurisdiction over Federal land. So with the Scenic 
Waterway designation, the Federal Government, the Forest Service, may 
come to State Parks and ask for our comments during the review but 
ultimately they make their own decisions on whether to issue a permit for a 
timber harvest or whatever activity is being proposed on their property. So, 
now on the side that we would have some review, when new development 
proposals like a new house, or a new road is proposed, for example, an 
application is submitted to the county, when the proposal is located within a 
Scenic Waterway area, the county is required to notify State Parks, and we 
provide a review to determine whether or not the proposed activity is 
consistent with the management plan that was prepared. By state law, land 
use applications need to be reviewed within 120 days, typically State Parks 
reviews are three to four weeks, so we don’t tend to slow up the county’s 
process, and then through this process, new development is permitted as 
allowed by existing zoning. However, depending on established vegetation 
in the area or topography there may be a need to install additional planting 
to screen that development, typically management plans require screening 
within a certain time period, like 5-10 years allowing adequate time for the 
plantings to get established.  Again, screening applies only to new 
development so the existing scenic qualities of the corridor are maintained. 
For commercial timber harvest, harvesters do need to notify State parks 
prior to tree removal, there already required to follow the forced practices 
act providing a buffer along streams with fish habitat, with a Scenic 



Waterway designation, the harvester could proceed after State Parks 
review, again the management plan would allow for reasonable time period 
for the new plantings to be reestablished and that’s to optimize the tree 
density and promote sustainable forest values through the replanting of the 
harvested area.  So, that concludes our presentation and now is an 
opportunity to hear from you in just a minute. I just want to make a 
statement that we would like to give everybody the opportunity to contribute 
if they would like to. There’s going to be probably a wide variety of 
viewpoints that are represented here so I just want everybody to keep that 
in mind as we are speaking. Once you’ve had the opportunity to make a 
comment  or ask a question, please let’s allow somebody else in the room 
to also do so. And the way that we are going to run things is that, this is 
going to be just an informal question and answer period, you can make 
general statements, whatever comes to mind, if you would like to make a 
comment that is on the record, we’re going to do that at the end, after we 
do the questions and comment period. You can come up here, if you give 
your name and address, and you can make a statement, we will make sure 
that it is documented verbatim, otherwise we are going to include and 
summarize everybody’s comments given here tonight. There is also 
comment sheets in the back of the room if you don’t feel comfortable 
speaking in this environment you have that option as well .With that just 
raise your hand and we will be happy to receive your comments and do our 
best to answer your questions. You are first… 

(Public): Talking about the review of activities I thought it was kind of a 
glaring omission that no mention of mining, so that’s pretty much why I’m 
here to find out what impact mining has on the river and what impact it will 
in the future on the river and what protection the river has from outside 
companies that want to mine on our rivershed and you addressed timber 
but there was no mention of mining rights at all.   

(Steve): So existing mining permits would not be affected with this 
proposal, new mining proposals would need to follow what is stated in the 
management plan which hasn’t been developed and I’m not able to answer 
your question fully at this time, but for other management plans, mining is 
allowed when it is screened from view so mining in the river may not be an 



option, but if it’s within a quarter mile distance and it can be accommodated 
in a way that wouldn’t impact the viewshed, then it could be a possible use.  

(Public): Well your saying that mining doesn’t make the water cloudy or 
dirty because the view has nothing to do with it if you are above the 
navigational part of the river such as up where the water originates and 
that’s where the concern comes from because I just talked to a marine 
biologist at lunch today and he said that it’s tiny, tiny crustaceans that the 
fish eat and they live in the rocks and sand of the river and they live above 
the navigational part of the river so you’re talking about  aesthetics and 
we’re talking about pollution.   

(Steve): Yes, and we’re a different agency that regulates those type of 
things.  DEQ issues permits for those type of activities, it’s not something 
our agency makes a determination on.  So, the goal of the Scenic 
Waterways Program is protecting the scenic character that’s there now, 
that is the goal of this program.   

(Public): So water clarity is an issue for you guys?  

(Steve); It is an issue for our program in that we want to make sure that the 
recreational value is protected with any new activities, so, through the 
management plan we would specify what the threshold would be.  If the 
primary recreational use is fishing and it was dependent on clean water 
then we would need to address that somehow in the management plan.  

(Public): Hello, my name is Alisa Vallent (sp?), and I am a native Oregonian 
and longtime (inaudible).  I recently went to law school and came back to 
Brookings to start a non-profit here called Wild and Scenic Rivers, and the 
kids with the signs earlier are members of the organization. Our goal is to 
protect the river for future generations and to protect the community that we 
love, I love, my family and friends love, so we’re here, I’m here presenting 
Wild and Scenic Rivers to declare our support of Scenic Waterways .   

(Steve): Thank you. Yes… 

(Public): One of the issues that we have been having on a negative side is 
(inaudible)  sudden (inaudible). And one of the issues related to Chetco is 



that the trees have had to come down, and so under Forestry but they have 
indicated that there is not sufficient funding stream available to replace and 
it’s really important when you’re talking about a river that’s so warm. Would 
this designation in any way help or facilitate rewater station under those 
types of circumstances.  

(Steve):  If there’s a commercial harvest proposal then we would be 
reviewing an activity like that but if it was because of diseased or a 
hazardous issue with the trees, we have an unfunded program, and 
directive from the Governor’s office, unfortunately, we’re making the most 
with this program with our existing staff but we don’t have a funding source 
for improvements along the waterway unfortunately. If the program gains in 
popularity that might be something in the future we’d see, I would hope so.   

(Public): Since we already have a rigorous forest practices act in the State 
that requires reforestation, can you explain exactly what State Parks is 
reviewing when there is an industrial forest operator…(inaudible) 

(Steve): I will need to refer that to someone who reviews these permits on a 
regular basis.   

(Calum Stevenson, OPRD): What we are doing is the State Scenic 
Waterway Program is more of a cooperative effort between the land owner 
and State Parks and also ODF could have some reviews up the North 
Umpqua River, and it is mostly, for instance, up in North Umpqua there 
were issues like BLM had a trail, a recreational trail and so BLM came in on 
that because there was a forest project close to the trail and a logging 
company, actually a timber company said, ok, we’ll move this timber project 
away from the trail so it doesn’t have an impact, so that may be one 
specific example (inaudible), there are ways to cut that doesn’t have those 
hard edges and you may say, can we make them rounded which is a little 
bit better on the visual aspect to round them off, that may help, you know 
there is the negotiation side with the forest practices act you’ve got five 
years to replant and you know, talking to the owner, seeing if it’s possible to 
do the slash burn and get a little bit shorter time period than the five years 
but it’s just part of that give and take to minimize on the visual aspect of the 



river and get trees replanted as soon as possible so that, you know, it’s not 
noticeable anymore so that you have those plants in there, so it’s really a 
give and take, it’s not a heavy handed regulatory, I’ve gone out there and 
talked to property owners that want to build a house, there again it’s that 
negotiation, that back and forth, instead of (inaudible), have more of a 
neutral agreement, …(inaudible) forestry projects, talking about mining, you 
know mining in the original rules for some of the rivers like the rogue is 
allowed but as Steve was talking about it is the visual aspects  so then if 
there is a mining operation that is just upland from the river we can 
negotiate with them and say put some more screening there so you don’t 
see it, our emphasis is from the river, floating down the river and you look 
up and see the natural beauty of the public river and sure there’s a mining 
operation there but it’s hidden from sight and we do care as an agency 
concerning pollution and everything like that but the (inaudible) is that 
aspect of things so that’s the whole program is really low key negotiating 
including the timber lines. Did that answer your question?  

(Steve): Yes Sir. 

(Public): Can you explain what provisions are made for public participation 
in development of the management plan?  

(Steve): Well I can tell you how we would approach it now, it’s been 40 
years since the last one was developed and the world in Oregon has 
changed a lot, and expectations about citizen involvement have changed, 
though we would be certainly inviting all the stakeholders, all the property 
owners within the study area to the table to discuss their existing needs for 
their properties what they are planning in the future and in making sure that 
we can address that and we’d do be doing outreach with the community, 
the larger community as well that has their own goals and desires for the 
Chetco River, it’s going to be an interim process, it’s going to be multiple 
meetings, and multiple drafts that will need to be reviewed by the 
community through that process.   

(Public): So it’s been 40 years since scenic waterways has been adopted, 
is that what you’re saying?  



(Steve): Since the 80s.  

(Public): So you have not done any management projects lately?  

(Steve): We have not designated a new waterway but we do review 
development proposals within the existing waterways.  

(Public): So you work with a committee but is it a committee that has 
developed it from you agency that they can go out and talk to the business 
people?  

(Steve): Well there are four or five designated individuals in our agency that 
review the permits and when we receive a request for review then it’s those 
individuals that reach out to the affected property owner or developer or 
whoever is involved.  Does that answer your question?  

(Public): Yes.  

(Steve): Yes.   

(Public): What happens if there is flooding and you’re talking about pollution 
and all the erosion and trees and everything is uprooted and floating down 
river, do you guys come in and clean it all out, or does that change things? 
I mean, that’s happened.  

(Steve): How have you addressed that issue?  

(Calum); I don’t think we’ve had that issue in my time here, but you would, 
that is a very good question, I do know that State Parks probably wouldn’t 
be involved directly, but I guess one example which may be what you are 
talking about is the Biscuit fire in June, we did have a lot of that, with the 
fire, the rain, stuff like that. Unfortunately, from the State Parks point of 
view there’s not much they can do financially or anything like that, some of 
the property owners, DEQ or some of the other agencies are very much 
involved in that. In this State, DSL, Department of State Lands is actually 
the main agency that actually regulates (inaudible) …pollution.. but if there 
is an issue like that, like in 2002 there was a boy scout  camp…(inaudible) 
and we worked with them to actually replant so that the continuous runoff 
didn’t occur and they have volunteers out there to replant the whole area in 



cooperation …(inaudible)…it is the property owner’s responsibility to start 
replanting and it is within the boundaries of the Scenic Waterway and then 
so if you are going to come to us and ask if you can build your house we 
will say that you should put a vegetative screening in so…(inaudible)… 

(Public): Well I have learned something about replanting here tonight but 
I’m curious if it is legal to timber harvest right down to the banks of the river, 
is there a setback?  

(Steve):  There is a setback , the Forest Practices Act requires a setback 
currently, if it’s a fishbearing stream.   

(Public): Do you know what it is? (Public): 75 feet. (Public): 75 feet. That’s 
not much.  

(Calum):  There is right now new talk of actually from ODF expanding that 
with a lot of the research they did with the coastal mountain range to 
determine what the ideal setback is and working with the timber 
companies, not State Parks.  But they are looking at expanding that, that 
has been something very recently that has involved studies that they have 
done and it really has a lot to do with how warm the waters get and so they 
do want to explain those boundaries but there again that’s not State Parks 
jurisdiction. 

(Public): (inaudible)…you were telling me what the 
setback…(inaudible..more than one person talking)…logging practices as 
far as I know, Stacy you know.  

(Public): 100 feet on the Chetco.  

(Public): That’s what I thought. Thank you.  

(Steve): So this program wouldn’t be aiming at extending that buffer, if you’re 
on the river and because of topography, if you’re down in the hole, and 
there’s adequate planting in that (inaudible) area already, there might not be 
a requirement to add any additional screening or any additional buffer to 
mitigate whatever impact is being created behind that if you can’t see it. Yes 
Sir.  



(Public): …So I live within a quarter mile and have for 23 
years…(inaudible)…and the Chetco had blown out….(inaudible)…are you 
going to take in the tributaries and different things too?   

(Steve): It’s a quarter mile from the main channel, it’s what…yeah, it would 
include whatever is there  

(Public): And then the forest practices back in the 70s, like the forest service, 
they cut right down to the creeks, I remember we used to go back and put 
logs back into the rivers…(inaudible)…because they figured out then that 
taking away from the shade of the rivers and the creeks were killing the fish, 
so then the big fish would go back then…(inaudible)  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): So the gravel mining people that mine above the second bridge 
there…(inaudible)  

(Steve): If they have an open permit and in they’re in a Scenic Waterway area 
they can continue their mining operation as they currently are.  Yes Sir.  

(Public): Down in the hole, you can see the size of the river, can private 
landowners, can they go on any of that up on the side or, if you can see it, 
can you be able to log on it?  

(Steve): No, you can log it, but there needs to be a replanting plan which 
would be reviewed, which would ensure that the impact would be mitigated 
over time and a reasonable amount  of time would be given for those new 
plantings to get established.  

(Public):  The State’s already dug that anyhow.  

(Steve):  Yes, but, like he was talking about, there might be some fine tuning 
to optimize, or to minimize the impact, scenically, during the cut. The 
reviewers of the permits are better suited to explaining that than I am. But 
there are ways that that timber can be harvested and the goals of this 
program can be met through negotiations with the property owner.   



(Calum):  It does not forego clear-cutting, (inaudible)…most of mining has 
been on North Umpqua, we do and the operators do have to follow the Forest 
Practices Act and that’s where we come in with the Forester from ODF and 
the property owner, and if there are issues, you know, we will address them 
in that medium. But, as I said, it will not affect the clear cutting. If we still have 
clear cuts that are done on the North Umpqua they said we’ll just have to say 
can you speed up the (inaudible) to minimize the visual aspect. If not, this 
program is not meant to stop it, now if it gets down to you know, clear cutting 
right down to the river I don’t think the Forest Practices Act would allow them 
to do that, …(inaudible) and some of the rules would allow them to regulate 
that aspect, there again, it’s not State Parks, that’s going to be actually 
working with ODF, Forestry (inaudible), Forest Practices Act.   

Public): But if the guys come out and say they want to cut that piece, you 
guys have to say whether you can do it or not.  

(Staff): Not necessarily  

(Public):  On the scenic view.  

(Calum): Even on the Scenic Waterway, we’re not there to say that you can’t 
do it. We’re saying let’s minimize the visual impact of those floating down the 
river,  and get it back to production by planting quickly and making sure that 
ODF, if it can’t be reforested or redone within a certain time period then there 
are some property owners that are stretched to the limit that they may go 
beyond five years, which ODF Forest Practices Act we wouldn’t be there 
saying, you know, we need to push them.   

(Steve):  I think I saw a hand over on this side.  

(Public): Well I would just, well, if you can see it from the river, no matter how 
far away it is, you guys will have a voice.  

(Steve):  A quarter mile, so, 1300 feet.  

(Public):  But, I thought it was visual.   

(Steve):  Well, no, so it’s a quarter mile management area on either side.   



(Public):  But if you can see beyond that quarter mile, you guys still have the 
voice.   

(Steve):  No, not beyond the quarter mile.  

(Calum): If it’s anything beyond the quarter mile, we don’t have jurisdiction.  

(Public):  Oh, ok.   

(Steve): Yes Sir.   

(Public):  Who does?  

(Calum):  ODF probably, if it’s a (inaudible) or the county actually (inaudible).   

(Public):  So you’ve been at the permit process for something like 40 years 
now?  

(Steve):  Yes  

(Public):  What percentage of time?   

(Calum): We have, well it depends on the river, the Rogue River, more than 
the Elk River and  the Elk River is a Scenic Waterway, I didn’t have any on 
the Elk River because of various (inaudible)…wilderness areas.. the thing 
though is with all of the rivers that we have now, particularly west of the 
Cascades, it’s actually getting reduced more and more because where you 
can develop has been developed, particularly in the middle part of the Rogue, 
Grants Pass, in that area, and when I first started doing that back in 2003, 
2004 I was actually working in Grants Pass quite a lot, in a year I probably 
had, 15, 20 and the person doing it now has probably cut back five or ten in 
just that section, but it does depend, and as this program ages, and  more 
of…(inaudible)…the Eastern side however, that person over there is still 
pretty busy but he has Cascade all the way to…(inaudible).  

(Steve):  I’ve heard somewhere around 60 a year, for 20 waterways.  

(Calum):  Some, as I said….(inaudible).  Some like the Deschutes, we do a 
lot.  

(Public):  (inaudible)   



(Calum): There is no denial, like I said, it’s working with them. See, with the 
program, I guess I’ll take that back, there is a denial if the property owner 
says he wants to build his pink marble mansion no matter what. I’ve had in 
my five years of doing it, I’ve denied one, and that was for a cell tower 
and….(inaudible)… and they decided on their own to (inaudible)…now, with 
this Scenic Waterway, they are flexible in that the process is at my level, I 
deny, if it violates any of the (inaudible) or if it’s not within the recreation plan 
that was developed, then I will deny it. I haven’t  denied too many of 
them…(inaudible)…people on these rivers want to see the national rivers, 
they don’t want to see a horrible pink marble mansion, so the denials are 
less, but if I do deny it, then it comes out of my hands, I write a report, it goes 
up to the Parks Commission and the Parks Commission then negotiates with 
the property owner, and at the end of it all, the property owner says I still want 
my pink marble mansion, after one year, they are actually allowed to build it, 
but it’s that one year cooling off period, one year of negotiations, one year of, 
are you sure you want to do this kind of thing that (inaudible), the program 
allows..so it’s really not a hammer regulatory program . Did that answer your 
question?   

(Public): (inaudible)  

(Calum):  There’s a possibility of no dams because the original intent of the 
Scenic Waterway Program and the Rogue River was that there were plans to 
be dams and that is one of the things that the original idea of the program, to 
free flow, as they mentioned earlier, free flowing river to get into the Scenic 
Waterway and its ideal (inaudible)… for that purpose.  What was the other 
question?  

(Public): Was bridges?  

(Calum):  Bridges are allowed, for instance, I’ve actually worked with the 
Forest Service on bridges on the upper road, and, some of those were 
historic bridges we worked with them to keep that historic aspect of it, not 
building a brand new bridge but if there is a need for a brand new bridge for 
replacement, sure, you know, it doesn’t forego infrastructure like that it’s just 
keep it (inaudible)…keep it within the natural work of the Forest Service 



…(inaudible)…they understand that and they work with us to reduce the 
impact, bridges are a part of (inaudible)   

(Public): (inaudible)   

(Calum):  I don’t know of any river that has gone out of the program. I can’t 
answer that, but we’ll say from history there has been no river that has been 
the first  

(Public):  So do you plan on limiting people camping and go to (inaudible) and 
trailers?  (Staff): If it’s temporary in trailers, yeah.  Yes Ma’am.   

(Public): How are you going to protect the fishing and the fish in the 
river…you know, this is a huge recreational attraction, this section of the 
state, and it’s also a short and shallow river.   

(Steve): Well this program doesn’t directly address that issue, but it does 
indirectly. It is geared toward protecting the scenic natural and recreational 
values of the river and we want to minimize the impacts that would impact 
fishing cause that is a recreational use, but, we’re not Fish and Wildlife, we’re 
not DEQ, we’re not one of those regulatory agencies that deal with those 
issues directly, so this program is geared toward the scenic values of the river 
and protecting that.  

(Public): (inaudible)…fish, birds have scenic value too.  

(Public): And the water clarity of course.  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public):  What effect would this have on camping on the gravel (inaudible) 
with trailers?  

(Steve):  We would not be regulating that with the management plan, yeah, 
that is not something that would be addressed in it. Yes Sir.  

(Public): The river is really warm right now and the water clarity is horrible 
right now in the summer like this from the moss that grows, it actually has a 
smell to it. Up the river this is (inaudible) park area. So the water clarity thing 
changes all the time on the Chetco, blown out in the winter, for weeks on end, 



it’s from bank to bank, you know 900,000 cubic feet per second, and now it’s 
down to 56 cubic feet today, and it’s different all the time. And clarity, there’s 
never clarity in the Chetco, you’ll get it at times, in the summer, probably the 
best clarity you’ll have and great and in October, everybody knows in October 
it changes all the time.   

Public): This might be out of line but, if the State is floating down the river and 
they don’t like the color of your house because it doesn’t blend in with the 
scenic river way what are you going to do, make them paint your house?  

(Steve): Is it an existing house you’re talking about?   

Public): No, but, whatever, if the folks down there don’t like the looks of it, 
they can change it.  

(Calum): You can’t retroactively change somebody, a development.   

(Public): So you’re not going to make nobody change it.  

(Calum): No. What’s there is grandfathered, most likely will be grandfathered 
in. However, new development, will then, have to go through the notification 
process and if somebody is floating down the river and see that house, and 
they don’t like the color, then they can probably blame whoever approved that 
(inaudible) of that color, but it still may come within the (inaudible)…the 
coloring of the house, that’s there again, from this point or from the point on… 
(inaudible).  

(Public): On new construction do you tell them what color?   

(Calum):  We work with the property owner and they’ll come up with some 
paint chips and say you know, I like this, and we’ll say, well that looks great 
and blends in well with the forest or whatever, cause, you know, the thing is 
with the natural areas, you go East and your greens are not going to be there 
you’re going to have you know, the brown sandstone, so it doesn’t 
necessarily mean it’s going to be green or brown or something like that, it’s 
going to be something (inaudible)…actually only if your house is seen from 
the river, if it’s not seen from the river, you know the process is (inaudible).   

(Steve): I think, you had your hand first.  



(Public): Just on a positive note, does the State have brochures that identify 
which rivers are designated as scenic that might attract more people to 
come?  

(Calum): I believe that brochure that we handed out…  

(Laurel): And we do need to update, we handed out like every brochure that 
we still have, they haven’t been reprinted since 2002 because they didn’t get 
a lot of demand, but I took all the ones we had in Salem and brought them 
here today and so, that’s going to force them to reprint them. We usually redo 
our brochures when they run out.  (Public): So a landowner up in the 
(inaudible) area wants to build a house…(inaudible) (Staff): No…(inaudible)   

(Steve): Yes Ma’am.  

(Public): I forgot my question..oh…do you know how many houses there are 
there now? Because I don’t think there are that many homes out there.  

(Steve):  I don’t know the exact number.   

(Laurel): We know where there is private property based on the tax lot 
information from the county, so that’s shown on those maps over here, but 
the number of actual homes, I haven’t done enough research to permit, but 
when we floated the river, there was a small handful of homes that are 
viewed from the river, there might be more home beyond what you can see 
from the river. There are homes that you can see from the river but there’s 
not very many of them, even though you can see here that, it’s not all federal 
property, there is private property in the (inaudible).  

(Public): The thing I wanted to say is that the Chamber of Commerce talks 
about the Wild and Scenic River, The Wild Coast, I mean I think that they 
would be truly happy to hear about this designation because that is another 
designation that could be used about the Chetco River and it does come out 
of the wilderness, the (inaudible), and the Siskiyou Forest…(inaudible)…it’s 
just the most beautiful river…that’s all I wanted to say.  

(Steve): Thank you.  



(Public): I had a question about the Land Management  Plan, is that 
something that is developed by State Parks with citizen’s input?  

(Steve): It would be written into administrative rules eventually, there’s a 
public process that the State has established in order to develop 
administrative rules.  A committee is a piece of that process, but before it 
even got to the committee we would be doing outreach with the community 
and getting input at large and bringing that to the committee. A committee 
would guide the administrative rule process.  

(Steve): Yes  

(Public): What benefit do we get from the overlapping agencies with the 
Federal Government having their Wild and Scenic and then the State 
overlapping that.  

(Steve): So the Federal program applies to Federal land and as far as 
regulations goes. So if the community saw benefit to also ensuring some 
protection on private property along the Chetco, this might be a good option 
to pursue in tandem with the Federal Wild and Scenic designation which is 
focusing on the Federal properties.  

(Public): So you would regulate the private land that is where you would have 
your jurisdiction.  

(Steve):  Yes, the State has jurisdiction.   

(Public): inaudible  

(Steve): Yes. We’re a lottery funded agency.  

(Public): So how many river miles is that…(inaudible)…  

(Steve):  There would be a team of probably about five working on the 
management plan but there’s one permit specialist assigned for this area in 
the future that would review proposals and see if they are consistent with the 
management plan and work with the property owners on issues.  

(Public):  Would there be additional funding and regulating and patrolling.. 
(inaudible)  



(Steve): Well, State Parks doesn’t have someone that’s patrolling the river or 
any of the Scenic Waterways, so we’re notified when development 
opportunities are proposed and that’s really when our review process starts, 
but we don’t have funding to actively patrol and look for somebody building 
something. Typically, they’ll come to the county for that and that’s when we 
will get notified.  

(Steve): Yes  

(Public): inaudible  

(Calum): She was asking how long the private section was.   

(Public):  I would say 17 miles or so.  

(Laurel): Less than 17 like 14.  

(Public): inaudible  

(Laurel): It’s about 14 miles  

(Public):  It looks like less than a quarter of that is non Federal?  

(Laurel): Yes and here the private lands are in sort of orange color, the brown 
is private Forest land and the green is State property or county. (Public): How 
many people’s property would be affected? Do you really have the numbers? 
I feel like I’m being singled out here, I’m the only (inaudible) that hasn’t built. 
(Staff): We know how many people we contacted. We contacted everybody 
that had a parcel within the quarter mile limit.  

(Steve): There were about 80 properties but there were some duplicate ones, 
people have multiple tax lots.  

(Public): But, how many are developed though.  

(Steve):  That, I couldn’t give you a number offhand, how many still have 
development potential but know that development rights for your property are 
still intact. This would not eliminate the ability to build a home there. Yes 
Ma’am.  

(Public):  (inaudible)   



(Steve): You know, we have no studies to support this but I have heard that.  
That it is beneficial for communities to be able to say this is a Scenic 
Waterway that’s recognized by the State, it’s a special place. There are ways 
that people can get information and, do I know if the guides on those rivers 
get more business? I don’t know for sure.  

(Public): I think Chetco is by word of mouth and people up here for the last 30 
years, fisherman, tourists, they’re the people that have moved into the area, 
telling all their friends what a great place it is, more people come here from 
(inaudible) county because it’s warmer than the Smith river, it’s not as swift, 
you drive up there each time it’s Californians, fishing, spending their money, 
whatever they’re doing so I don’t think the State Park thing with getting a few 
flyers out is going to affect our draw over the next few years.  

(Steve): That’s up to the community to take that ball and run with it or not. 
Yes Sir.  

(Public): I’m a fishing guide at Chetco and the fish marketing is getting more 
elaborate and people are using that term (inaudible)…so I would have to 
disagree a little bit, not to step on your toes, but it does seem to be, in the 
future now…(inaudible)…but my question is, I know you’re talking about 
Scenic Values, the view shed, whatever, I missed part of the meeting but how 
would it affect someone’s business or the recreational fisherman that use the 
Chetco.  

(Steve): There would be no regulations associated with recreational use in 
the waterway with this program.  

(Public): Would there be any overlapping fees or registration forms like we 
use with ODFW and Forest Service?   

(Steve):  No. That’s a different agency that works on those issues.  

(Public): Ok, well that was my concerns I feel that the Chetco is pretty neat in 
terms of supporting a viable wildlife population, I know we substitute with 
(inaudible) fish too but if you go up and down the coast until you get to the 
Olympic Peninsula, you won’t see the diversity of fish, it is debatable because 
we’ve had Oregon hatchery of fish for 100 years but…(inaudible)..people end 



up coming here and these beautiful view lots…(inaudible)…and you know the 
price of real estate in (inaudible)…they spent $300, $500,000 on houses in 
the area or more and then they have been living here. (inaudible)…It’s kind of 
hard to see the parks take it on as a Scenic River in a way because of more 
and more notoriety. (inaudible)…I think it is important to maintain that quality 
of what we have and to hold on to it in someway.  

(Public): Harvey, do you still have your (inaudible)? You know, I would 
suggest, if you want to see some of the scenic things, I would 
suggest..(inaudible)…that’s just exceptional, and that could be a component 
of what you look at, I think it would enhance…(inaudible).   

(Steve): Sharon, that would be great to get.  

Sharon): Sorry Bert. (Public): (inaudible).    

(Steve): Are there any other questions?  

(Public): How much will it change our property valuation close to the Wild & 
Scenic? Taxes going up or down?  

(Steve):  That’s not something we would be involved with. But, protecting 
what’s there could increase property values over time if people enjoy the 
current character of the river. They may pay more for it in the future but I 
couldn’t speculate on that. Did you have a question?  

(Public):  Besides the direction that you have received from the governor, 
what brought the three rivers that are currently being reviewed to the 
forefront?  

(Steve):  Well, there are a few factors that were there, there was a screening 
process where we looked at... I can’t remember how many waterways 
throughout the state, a couple hundred to look at really high level, would it 
meet any minimum threshold for eligibility, that was screened down to a 
shorter list, and then we’re looking at distribution around the state and we 
knew that we needed to have three as a pilot for this first look. So the Chetco 
made sense for a number of reasons, you know we also heard from folks that 
you know, love the Chetco and you know, certainly made a nomination, you 



know, of sorts,  but there wasn’t a directive to look at the Chetco, but it did 
make sense for a number of reasons, being where it was.  So, I wanted to 
also offer up the opportunity for anyone that wants to read or make a 
statement for the record, if you want to give your name and address and you 
want to make sure that we know who you are and what you would like us to 
capture in our report exactly, we want to give you the opportunity to come up 
here and do that, nobody’s obliged to do that but if anyone felt like you would 
like to do that, you can. Are we…? Any takers?  I just wanted to end with this 
slide then. So, here’s how you can get more information if you want to stay 
engaged and we hope that you do. There’s the Scenic Waterways webpage, 
if you go there, you can get more information about the process you can 
follow, how the study’s progressing, there’s the address, the 
scenic.waterways@oregon.gov , that’s the email address. The online survey 
can be accessed through the webpage, and please encourage anyone in the 
community to fill that out. And then, if you have questions after tonight, feel 
free to give me a call or send me an email because something else may 
come to mind later down the road. So with that, I think we’ll conclude, 
appreciate you participating tonight and thank you.   

(Steve): If you want to make a statement, you can sit down here and talk into 
this. Your name, address, then whatever you want to say.  

(Public): My address or my river address, I have two, I live in town, we have 
cabins up river.  

(Steve): Wherever your primary residence is. And…about five minutes.   

(Public): Less than that, it’s a 10 second thing.   

(Steve): Oh sure, yeah, whatever you want.   

(Public): You ready?  

(Steve):Yeah, say your name and address first.   

(Public): Dave Botnin. 800 Hazard St. Brookings, OR also 20457 North River 
Rd up in Wilder’s Retreat. I think anything we can do in order to protect our 
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waterways is a good thing, to keep people from trashing it and they’ve got all 
my support. Thank you.  

(Steve): Thanks a lot.  

(Laurel): Yeah, it’s running, so yeah, go ahead.  

(Public):  Hi, my name’s Luke Martinez, owner and operator of Wilderness 
Canyon Adventures and I’m in full support of the Scenic Waterway Act by the 
State of Oregon. Thank you.  
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(Steve Kay, OPRD): Alright, we’re going to get started. I’ll try to speak loud 
enough for everyone to hear. Welcome to the community meeting, this is for a 
study of the Grand Ronde River for possible inclusion into the Scenic Waterways 
Program.  My name is Steve Kay, I am the Community Programs & Grant’s 
Manager for Oregon State Parks. The purpose of tonight’s meeting is to review 
the waterway assessment process with you. We’re also going to be presenting 
preliminary findings for the waterway and provide you some information on what 
exactly a Scenic Waterways Designation is. So we’re going to have a short 
presentation for you and then there’s going to be lots of time for you to ask 
questions and provide comments on this study. So for those of you who aren’t 
familiar with the Scenic Waterways Program, it’s a State designation process, 
there’s currently 20 waterways around the State that are designated. The 
waterways were all designated in the 1970s and 1980s and in Northeast Oregon 
there’s section of the Minam and Wallowa which are included in this program. 
There’s been some recent interest in this program, renewed interest in this 
program and as a result the Governor’s office has directed State Parks to take a 
look at three new waterways every two years for possible inclusion into the 
program, and this is a pilot year for this, the 2014 year. So we wanted to provide 
some geographical distribution around the State, so for this year the three 
waterways are shown in red, there’s the Chetco River, down on the South Coast, 
the Molalla River in the Willamette Valley area and the Grand Ronde River in 
Northeast Oregon. The study area for the Grand Ronde consists of three 
separate segments, the first from Tony Bay Meadows to Starkey Junction, then 
from (inaudible) Creek to Red Bridge State Park and from Red Bridge to the 
Hilgard State Park. The public land is shown in green on this map and private 



property shown in brown and we also have maps to the back if you want to take 
a closer look. So, following completion of the study, State Parks is going to 
prepare a report for the Governor’s office for each river that we take a look at. In 
the report, we’re providing findings on the waterway’s eligibility based on certain 
criteria. First the waterway needs to be free-flowing, with no obstructions or 
dams; it must have water flows able to sustain at least a seasonal recreation use. 
The waterway must have significant scenic value as seen from the river, and the 
river must have natural values which can support recreational use of the 
waterway. This eligibility criteria is pretty straightforward.  However, State Parks 
realizes that in order for a State Scenic Waterway to be successful, it needs to 
have local community support. So, in the report to the Governor’s office we’re not 
just looking at eligibility, we’re looking at the feasibility also of including this 
waterway into the program. We’re identifying issues and concerns, we’re gaging 
public support, and we’re doing this in a variety of ways. We’ve established a 
web page that’s here on the bottom left hand corner that describes the study 
process; it lets interested citizens know how they can provide input. We’ve been 
speaking directly to stakeholders with different viewpoints to understand issues 
from their perspective. For tonight’s meeting we sent out an invitation to all the 
property owners within the study area, community members that could not attend 
tonight’s meeting still do have the opportunity to provide public input. We have an 
email address that’s listed here for you to provide input, as well as an online 
survey that can be accessed through this web page. So although State Parks is 
required to take the little creek waterways during each biennium, it’s important to 
understand that our Agency doesn’t have a vested interest in a particular 
outcome and we’re not advocating for new Scenic Waterway designations. Our 
role is to objectively evaluate the waterways based on a certain criteria and we 
want to facilitate discussions with the community to see if this is a good fit, and 
we want to make sure that there’s multiple opportunities for public input. So, 
based on both the assessment of eligibility and the feasibility, the report that 
we’re providing to the Governor’s office will evaluate whether or not this could be 
a good addition to the program. So for the next portion of the presentation I’m 
going to turn it over to Laurel Hillman, she’s a Natural Resources Specialist at 
Oregon State Parks.  



(Laurel Hillmann, OPRD): Thanks. Hi folks. How’s everybody doing? So I wanted 
to give you a brief overview of what the study process looks like and what we’ve 
done so far and then hopefully we can get some feedback from folks following 
this meeting on some of these eligibility criteria since you guys know the river 
better than we do. So, let me give you a little background on how we came to this 
particular river, you might have that question, is that we did a course level 
screening at the Statewide level of all Oregon rivers that aren’t currently 
designated as State Scenic Waterways to look at some of the key criteria of 
whether free-flowing is their major dam or a large number of divergence on them, 
is it potentially scenic and is their potentially some level of recreation, so those 
are our major criteria. So that was done at a State Level and as Steve mentioned 
there was some filtering to have some geographical distribution and other factors 
that were evaluated to come down to potential other study rivers. What have we 
done so far? Looking at the Grand Ronde River study segment is that we’ve 
done a field visit and looked at the areas that you can get there via boat, looked 
at the river from the river since the criteria is the scene as viewed from the river 
and then driven the road and evaluated it along the whole study segment, 
documenting the existing river origins and assessing scenic quality and looking 
and identifying some of the existing natural, recreational features on the river, 
and something that is ongoing right now which is really important that we get the 
feedback from some folks in the room tonight is that we’re having ongoing 
discussions with experienced users, people that recreate on the river, that live on 
the river and Resource Managers, Forest Service, State Parks, and other folks 
that hopefully people in the room here can help identify and help us determine, 
because it hasn’t been predetermined, whether or not the river is in fact eligible, 
does it meet the criteria set in statute, having natural values, scenic values, and 
recreational values that are outstanding. So these are briefly what the criteria in 
the statute are, these are, not verbatim but pretty much, the river must be free-
flowing, the scenes from the river must be pleasing and the river segment must 
have outstanding natural and recreational values, and the river must be large 
enough to sustain recreation use without causing harm to the natural values of 
the existing recreational experience. So, Steve promised that we would present 
some initial eligibility criteria so we’re still working on that. But it does appear that 
the river study area has no existing dams or major divergent…feedback on that 
would be greatly appreciated…the other criteria that I mentioned before is 



whether the scene from the river is pleasing. Has anybody in the room floated or 
boated or recreated on the banks of this section of the river? Do you find the view 
pleasing?  

(Public): I don’t see anybody boating down the area you’re talking about.  

(Laurel): Ok, that’s important feedback that we’d like to get. I’m going to cover 
each of the criteria individually. So it’s not a requirement that it is boated, it’s river 
based recreation, and we’re hoping to get feedback from folks…if you have 
things that are pleasing or not pleasing as far as the scenery that you know of the 
study segment we’d really appreciate that via feedback, public comment to help 
with the study. So here are some shots of the study section.  Another criteria is 
whether or not the study area has outstanding natural and recreational values. 
So we’d love to hear from you about whether or not you think this section or set 
of subsections of the river have outstanding recreational fishing, boating, 
swimming, wading, that type of recreation.  

(Public): (inaudible)…inner tube you’re going to regret it.  

(Laurel): It doesn’t have to be year round recreation, it can be seasonal. Most of 
the existing scenic waterways don’t have year round, some of them do, but most 
of them, a portion of them, don’t have year round, boating potential, I’d have to 
look at that, as far as which ones do and do an analysis on that. It isn’t a 
requirement in the statute that it is year round.  

(Public): So you asked for comments on the river.  

(Laurel): We’re going to have a whole…  

(Steve): If we can just maybe focus that on the end. ( 

Laurel): Almost the whole meeting is going to be a question and answer  

(Steve): Yeah, we’re not going to take very much of your time.  

(Laurel):  Yeah, this is almost done and then the whole rest of the meeting is 
answering your questions. So I did want to give you some background. So I 
really want to emphasize that we would like your input on any features, natural 
features, recreational features, and also your issues, concerns and opportunities 



regarding this potential focus study. So Steve will talk some more about a 
designation, if it were designated, if it was found to be eligible, what that might 
mean.  

(Steve): So, it’s important to understand what could happen once the study is 
complete. So once the study is provided to the Governor’s office, there could be 
a decision, there’s actually three studies; a decision to designate one, two, three, 
or none of the waterways that are currently being studied. The Governor could 
make that decision when the reports are provided to him in January or he may 
refer that decision to the Legislature which would be meeting the first half of 2015 
and they may make that decision. If a new waterway is designated, the next step 
would be to develop a management plan for the waterway. The management 
plan is for a quarter mile from the waterways, is the area that it would include, if a 
management plan were prepared, previously identified issues and concerns 
would need to be addressed and all existing uses within the waterway would 
need to be accommodated. The management plan would also be addressing 
existing recreation and scenic natural values associated with the waterway. So 
I’d like to now defer to the Water Resources Department  Dwight French here 
who would like to present some more information on their agencies role in 
development of a management plan if that were pursued.  

(Dwight French, OWRD): Thanks Steve.  Again, my name is Dwight French and I 
work in Salem at the Water Resources Department.  I’ve wanted to share with 
you what the Water Resources Department’s role is if there is a designation. So 
the big thing we have to do if there is a designation of one, two or three of those 
river segments that we’re talking about is develop flows for each segment that 
are representative of the recreational needs or values. It’s interesting because 
the Department hasn’t had to do this in a number of years so we’re going back 
through our records, pulling out old reports to find out how our forefathers have 
been (inaudible). But what they have done in the past and what we plan to do if 
there is a designation (inaudible) is to investigate any flow related publications. 
So there are at least a couple out there that talk about recreational flows for 
Oregon rivers and we’ll dig those up and see if that existing material will help us. 
We’ll also interview any experienced river guides, there may or may not be for 
the Grand Ronde River.  I know there are some river guides that do some work 
on the Molalla and the Chetco; and we’ll coordinate this activity with State Parks. 



We’ll also have public meetings in the affected places and have a public 
comment period, both an oral and a written period. That way we’re not just 
talking to experts. If anyone else has some information about what the flow 
should be we’ll be happy to learn that as well. So then after that is completed, 
we’ll make a recommendation to the Water Resources Commission; they’re a 
volunteer group of seven citizens from around the State who serve in that 
capacity and the Commission will either approve those recommendations, modify 
the recommendations or not approve them.  Eventually, because of the statutes, 
Water Resources Department has to put together flows representative that are 
related to the recreational values. If the Commission doesn’t approve, what they’ll 
likely do is to tell us to go back as Staff and do more work or collect more 
(inaudible).  So one important thing that I want to point out is existing water rights 
are not affected.  So when we identify those flows, and the Commission adopts 
some flows for each Scenic Waterway, if there are any, those flows will be 
subtracted from our water availability database that we use to help us determine 
whether there is new water available for our new uses. So in some scenic 
waterways these flow designations could have an impact on new permits. As you 
might be aware, the Grande Ronde River has been, in the Water Resources 
view, fully appropriated already. We haven’t been issuing any new water rights 
on the Grande Ronde River. So, the flow designation wouldn’t have any effect to 
whether or not new water right permits are issued. But, I wanted to share that 
part of the process so it wasn’t a surprise if you hear about it a few months from 
now. Now Water Resources is getting involved in Scenic Waterways, so I wanted 
to share that. So, I’ll be around as well if you have any questions. Thank you.  

(Steve): In advance of tonight’s meeting, State Parks did reach out to several 
property owners, business owners, organizations which may have a concern or 
interest in a possible designation. And what we’re going to do is present the more 
common concerns to you and then we’ll review certain aspects of the program 
which may address those concerns. So there is some common concerns and 
assumptions about the program, they include the designation could prohibit some 
existing development and activities, the designation could require additional 
permits at costs or add time to the existing review process; the designation could 
prohibit the removal of trees along the waterway; and the designation could 
regulate recreational uses along the waterway. So I think the best way to start to 



address these concerns is to state what this program does not do. So with the 
State Scenic Waterway designation, State Parks would not review or regulate 
recreational activity that’s contrary to State Parks mission. We’re here to promote 
outdoor recreation opportunities in Oregon. Addressing another assumption, all 
the existing development and maintenance of all the existing development is 
exempt from State Parks review. All ranching and all farm related activities, that 
includes things like grazing, constructing fences, crop rotation, those are all 
exempt from review. When property owners need to cut trees for firewood or 
remove hazardous trees, those activities are reviewed by State Parks. Not a lot 
of people have a good understanding of this but State Parks doesn’t have 
jurisdiction on Federal land. So the Federal agencies may ask State Parks for 
comments if there’s State Scenic Waterway designation that’s over laid over 
Federal land however they can make independent permit decisions about timber 
harvest or combining operations or anything that is proposed on Federal 
property. Now, for activities that wouldn’t be reviewed by State Parks, if a State 
Scenic Waterway designation was implied, when new development proposals, 
like a new home or a new road is proposed, an application is submitted to the 
county. If the proposal is located within a State Scenic Waterway area, the 
county will notify State Parks and the review will occur to ensure that the 
development proposal is consistent with the adopted management plan for that 
area. By State law, land use applications need to be completed, the review for 
those need to be completed within 120 days. State Parks does not charge for its 
review during this process and typically provides a decision and comments back 
to the County within three to four weeks so that there’s not a delay in the 
County’s process. Through this process, new development is permitted as 
allowed by an existing zone. However, depending on vegetation and typography 
along the waterway there may be a condition of approval to screen the new 
development and as seen from the river’s viewpoint, through the installation of 
new planning materials. And typically management plans require the screening to 
be established within a certain time period like five to ten years so that there is 
adequate time and reasonable time for the plans to become established. The 
screening process only applies to new development and that’s so the existing 
scenic quality of the corridor are maintained. For timber harvest, for commercial 
timber harvest, harvesters would need to notify State Parks prior to tree removal, 
harvesters are already required to follow the Oregon Forest Practices Act rules 



so there’s a (inaudible) buffer that’s already provided as part of existing laws 
within the State. With the State Scenic Waterway designation, the harvester 
could proceed as intended with the tree harvest after State Parks review. The 
management plan would require a reasonable time period for the harvested area 
to be replanted and the goal would be to optimize tree density and promote 
sustainable forest values through that replanting of that harvested area. So that’s 
State Parks presentation for you tonight, we want to give you now a chance to 
speak. We want to make sure that we give everyone the opportunity to speak 
tonight. So just keep in mind that after you make a comment or ask a question 
we want to be able to allow your neighbors to do the same. Also keep in mind 
that there are probably folks in this room which have a variety of viewpoints. We 
need to allow the opportunity for all of those views to be expressed tonight. We’re 
recording tonight’s meeting and we’re going to be forwarding the community’s 
views to the Governor’s office so he can gage public support and understand the 
issues and concerns that may be associated with this possible Scenic Waterway 
designation. We’re going to have a less formal portion of our meeting where you 
can ask questions, make comments, then after we wrap that up there will be an 
opportunity for you to make a statement on the record. You can come up here 
and speak into the recording device, give us your name and address and we’ll 
just make sure that we include your comments verbatim in this report to the 
Governor’s office. So, with that we’re going to open it up to questions, please 
raise your hand and we’ll do the best we can to answer your questions.  

(Public): Ok, where it says you can develop and.. (inaudible).   

(Steve): Yes, new development is allowed per existing zoning.  

(Public): (inaudible) …you can come in and shut us down?  

(Steve):  No, existing development is grandfathered and not under review so that 
existing development would be retained with the Scenic Waterway designation.  
We would not be regulating that at all.  

(Public): (inaudible)…if the designation is adopted would there be any additional 
restrictions on management of the highway…(inaudible)..or vegetation 
management along the river.  



(Steve): So I’m going to have to refer that question to someone that processes 
permits and proposal requests for the agency to answer that question, but 
generally there are other examples where Scenic Waterways are adjacent to 
state highways; ODOT has us review their proposals, bridges and other things 
that need to be developed as far as highway infrastructure that are permitted and 
are approved. Would you like to add anything?  

(Greg Ciannella, OPRD): Yeah, my name is Greg I work for Oregon State Parks 
and ODOT certainly has to file notification with our agency just like any other land 
owner would.  

(Public): (inaudible)… now or under the designation?  

(Greg): Well everything now was kind of grandfathered in so if the waterway were 
designated, then if ODOT need to do some kind of bridge maintenance or bridge 
development or something like that then they would come to us for notification.  

(Public): Ok so (inaudible)  

(Greg): That’s correct. (Public): (inaudible)  

(Greg): No, all that’s exempt.  Only something that’s construction.   

(Steve): Yes Ma’am.   

(Public): You had made the comment that existing land uses, homes and 
(inaudible) are grandfathered in.  

(Steve): That’s correct.  

(Public): What about landowners who want to add on to…(inaudible)…barns or 
garages…what happens to new..(inaudible)  

(Steve): If there is a replacement dwelling or a new dwelling or a new barn a 
permit would be applied for through the county, we would be notified if there was 
a management plan which applied to this area, first in Scenic Waterway. Then 
we would review it and we would work with the property owner in screening that 
new structure.  

(Public): So the grandfather is only for existing (inaudible).  



(Steve): Yes.  

(Public): So if my dwelling is visible from the river and they designate now, the 
designation goes in, you’re not going to come in and tell me I have to put in new 
vegetation.  

(Steve):  No new planting would be required.  

(Public): (inaudible)…garage or replace my dwelling.  

(Steve): There’s a special provision for garages, garages are exempt if a garage 
is added to an existing residence.   

(Public): But other (inaudible) buildings?  

(Greg):  If it’s a building that is associated with agriculture or ranch use then it’s 
exempt.  And your question, if you were to add on a garage that wasn’t 
(inaudible), would you need screening? It depends upon the management plan 
and what classification that section of river gets and what is existing.  

(Steve): Yeah and if everything aligned and it were required to screen we still 
take a look at the view from the river. So if there is a lot of riparian trees already 
existing, topography is such that it is not visible from the river there wouldn’t be 
screening anyway, it wouldn’t be required.  

(Public): One other concern I have…(inaudible)…to include trees and vegetation 
on my property. We have a very short growing season…(inaudible)…and the 
natural wildlife that is out there, the deer and the elk, I have not succeeded yet 
and I have spent hundreds and hundreds, season after season, planting varieties 
of tress and vegetation with no success.  

(Steve): Yes.  

(Public): So what happens in that instance when I am being forced to screen my 
dwellings and I can’t get the stuff to grow or to survive. 

(Steve): If a management plan were prepared, we would come back to the 
community with a separate public process where we want to get input from folks 
on those issues and certainly be involving everyone that has property in that 
area. So knowing that you are having those issues we want to make sure that 



they’re addressed in the management plan so that type of thing can be 
accomplished. I’m not sure what the answer is, we don’t know if we’re going to 
have a State Scenic Waterway designation, so we’re not taking the extra step of 
developing a management plan at this time but I see what you’re saying, that is 
an issue that should be addressed.  

(Public): You know I fear even by (inaudible) am I able to succeed in what I’m 
being required to do, are there penalties for that?  

(Steve): We would not implement a program where you would fail. This is a 
program where when development proposals are reviewed, there’s a lot of 
discussion, it’s not a heavy handed program. So we work closely with property 
owners to come up with a solution that works for both sides. It’s a little different 
that some other regulatory programs that you may be familiar with.  

(Public): I had one other question, is there going to be any review fees or costs 
associated with the landowner of the property…(inaudible)  

(Steve): There’s no review fees with the State Scenic Waterway.  

(Public): We’re not going to get an extra fee or assessment or tax?  

(Steve): No. We’re under an unfunded mandate to take a look at three 
Waterways. We don’t have funding for this program that’s earmarked. So there’s 
not State Parks police walking up and down the river corridor looking for 
problems. We’re notified when the County notifies us and we work with property 
owners at that point.  

(Public): (inaudible)…three or four government agencies, we’re going to have 
one more to deal with now, something is wrong... (inaudible)…that’s a real 
concern of mine. Another…(inaudible)…If you’re driving down some scenic roads 
you can’t see nothing. The trees are growing up so thick along the road you can’t 
(inaudible)…you can’t see either side…I couldn’t see the river, I didn’t know 
where it was..(inaudible)…so just a couple minor concerns.  

(Steve): Sure. Yes Sir.  



(Public): About 30 years ago, this side of McIntyre Road, they were thinking 
about putting a dam in, does your department have right as imminent domain to 
confiscate property or buy it cheap?  

(Steve): No, that’s not a policy of State Parks, we don’t acquire property that 
way…(inaudible).  Don’t know how to address that issue exactly but no, imminent 
domain is not a park (inaudible).  Yes Sir.  

(Public): When I spoke with you a few weeks ago we talked about process and 
the designation comes about by a process with administrative rules. Can you 
explain to folks what administrative rule means in this process?  

(Public): So there’s a process that State agencies need to go through to establish 
administrative rules and typically administrative rules state how a program is 
implemented. And there are administrative rules which define the management 
plans for each of the existing State’s Scenic Waterways. So if a new Scenic 
Waterway were added anywhere in the State, there would be work on behalf of 
State Parks to engage with the community, to get input on development of that 
management plan. There’s a steering committee that’s involved that reviews the 
rules. They’re brought to our Parks Commission and there’s a series of public 
meetings involved. So it’s a pretty elaborate process, lots of chance for public 
input along the way.  

(Public): I think what I was trying to get at as I’m told here awhile ago, part of the 
process years ago, when it was BLM, and yes there were lots of avenues for 
input, as there are with anything, but there’s nothing in anybody’s rules that’s the 
input from any of us here. There hasn’t been really any attention to it, only states 
that we will provide the opportunity, I’ve had a lot of opportunity but I haven’t 
gotten much in stats and the administrative rules that would make this scenic 
basically means that it doesn’t have to go through a vote or it doesn’t have to go 
through legislature, is that basically correct, is that the decision will be.. 

(Steve): No, the decision is made by the Governor.  

(Public): See, that’s scary, I trust you guys. See the thing is we’ve been part of so 
many processes where we have given input…she asked about a house and 
making a change…I have to assume that the rules for the scenic stretch out here 



would be similar to the rules that guide the scenic classification on the lower 
portion of the river. One of the things that comes up in there is that roofs, you 
cannot put a metal roof on your garage. Is this correct because it’s in violation of 
scenic guidelines.  And the comment that was made about vegetation, if you 
plant close enough to the river to get water then in the Spring the water would be 
high enough that whatever you planted is gone and so many of the things that 
sound so good when you say you are going to plant trees but your picture right 
there (inaudible)…25 feet and no brush along the river..(inaudible).  

(Steve):  I understand your concern about turning it over to the Governor’s office 
for the decision, but if it did move forward, and it’s a big if, but if it did then the 
responsibility for implementing the program would bounce right back to us. So we 
certainly want to promote good will between State Parks and these communities. 
So we would make sure that if we’re moving forward, if we’re required to by the 
Governor’s office, in a way that engages you in the development of the 
management plan. So I hope you do trust me if we get to that point because I’ll 
be looking to get your input again. As far as the vegetation issue based on the 
conditions out here, could you give some input on how you review other 
waterways in Eastern Oregon and how you deal with the issue on how you 
establish vegetation under conditions like that.  

(Greg): Yeah, you know, the structure doesn’t always have to be 100% screened. 
There’s a lot of language and other scenic waterway rules and regulations that 
say 50 percent or 75 percent screening or by topography so it doesn’t have to be 
always screened. I have worked with a variety of landowners in putting together a 
landscaping plan and it’s my job to work with the property owner to implement 
something that’s going to work for them and work for (inaudible) scenic value. I 
can feel your stress for establishing trees in this environment; I’ve worked as a 
Natural Resource Specialist for State Parks in this environment to establish trees 
in this country with deer and elk and beaver and it’s really challenging. We used 
eight foot fences and it cost us a lot of money. So I can understand that and it’s 
really just trying to work on developing a plan that’s going to work for both 
parties.  

(Public): One other thing that hasn’t been mentioned with your (inaudible)…I’m 
sure you’re acquainted with Red Bridge Park; about half a dozen times in the last 



twenty years the ice has blown across Red Bridge Park out over the surface of 
the highway and the marks on the large trees that are back 30, 40 feet are not 
because cows are eating the bark, it’s from (inaudible). And so even the private 
landowners are trying to do management or whatever their purpose may be, they 
have to take all of this into consideration because there are things, even though 
they sound good and we have pages and pages of documentation that says 
(inaudible)…in most cases and a lot of cases you just can’t simply get there from 
here regardless of how good your intentions are. Yes, you’ll do fences, you’ll do 
landscaping, you provide all this and then she has to pay for it.  

(Public): And tall fences are ugly, they’re not scenic.  

(Steve): Yes Sir. (Public): The Grand Ronde River is divided into three phases?  

(Steve):  There were three segments that were being ( 

Public): Ok now, is it possible that one of those segments might be thrown out 
completely... (inaudible).  

(Steve): So that could be an outcome where we find from the input we receive 
that only one segment really makes sense or maybe none of the segments make 
sense. So certainly it doesn’t need to be the entire study.  

(Steve): Yes  

(Public): I think you said the existing ranch and farming use, did you say that 
those won’t change, they’re grandfathered?  

(Steve): Yes, they’re exempt; they’re exempt from the program.  

(Public): So if someone has land and a designation already to run (inaudible) and 
they are not using it for that purpose now, and it does get designated into future, 
would that change?  

(Steve):  Those would not, still not be reviewed. Those are farm uses which are 
allowed in the State Scenic Waterway.  

(Public): So it’s not being used in that manner now, it wouldn’t effect (inaudible).  

(Steve): Right. Right. Yes.  



(Public): To follow up on the question (inaudible) pistol range, so they’re 
grandfathered in, but what about replacement of facilities or expansion of that 
use, does that fall under your review?  

(Steve): If it’s an expansion of the use, then yes, there would be a review and 
there would likely be some sort of screening requirement if it’s seen from the 
river. I know that there’s a burn along the range and I’m not sure if it’s even 
possible to see it from the river. So we’d have to take a look at it in the review 
process.  

(Public): Isn’t one side of the range right on the river?  

(Public): Both sides.  

(Public): But I mean one on the river and (inaudible).  

(Steve): Yes  

(Public): So the one on the river side (inaudible) if you can float the river and see 
it.  

(Steve): If you can, if there’s a new structure, then yes. And the screening could 
happen anywhere between where the river is and the building so the screening 
might be where the bank is.  

(Public): I’m wondering if this is a Scenic Waterway for public use and 
recreation…(inaudible) is that going to be something that’s not allowed anymore?  

(Steve): No, that’s not something that’s regulated. It’s not one of the criteria for a 
Scenic Waterway.  

(Public): We’ve been wiped out almost, several times, by flooding, if we get a 
building torn down or anything because of floods do we have to go through all 
these permits and everything to rebuild?  

(Steve): Would you under the county? I’m not sure.  

(Hanley Jenkins, Union County): So if it’s something that requires a building 
permit, the building department is going to ask you to come to the county 
planning department to get zoning approval first.  



(Public): (inaudible).   

(Hanley): So (inaudible) are different. But for any building that needs a building 
permit, now there are exempt structures, most of your agricultural buildings that 
don’t include a car or pick- up truck can get an exemption, but we also issue 
zoning authorizations for those as well from the State Building department.  So 
remember that this is only a quarter mile on either side of the river, that the State 
is going to review land use applications and it will only be land use applications 
that have gone through the county, this process, and we send to State Parks. So 
if you have to come in for a building permit, the building department is going to 
send you to (inaudible) for zoning approval, usually it’s just a sign off and if you’re 
within that quarter mile and it’s designated, we would send notices to State 
Parks.  

(Public): What happens if you turn us down?  

(Hanley): That would be, I’m not going to turn you down for Scenic Waterway 
designation, I’m going to turn you down if you don’t qualify under the zone the 
property is in. The county is not going to regulate the Scenic Waterway 
designation, we just simply give notice to the State and the State regulates it.  

(Steve): This gentleman.  

(Public): Now if this is a designated Scenic Waterway, I assume you have plans 
to increase recreational access.  

(Steve):  State Parks doesn’t regulate recreational use, we do have several State 
Parks that front the waterway and there could be additional facilities that are 
developed down the road at those locations but that would be the only locations 
that..  

(Public): But you won’t have any existing funding.  

(Steve): Correct, for this Waterway program.  

(Public): (inaudible) ..four parks.   

(Steve): There’s two.  

(Public): (inaudible)…I’ve never seen all four full.  



(Steve): State Parks has two of the properties. The Forest Service has the other 
two.  

(Public): I’m saying you have plenty of parks out there and you don’t have any 
existing funds.  You want to come in, you want to create this Scenic Waterway, 
obviously you think it’s worth preserving because it is pretty, but obviously you’ve 
done a pretty good job of (inaudible).  

(Steve): Well, going back to my previous comment, I’m not asking for a State 
Scenic Waterway here. What we’re doing is studying the waterway to see if it’s 
eligible.  

(Public): I’m just saying it seems kind of ridiculous.  

(Steve): And thank you for the feedback, I appreciate that because that’s why 
we’re here.  But State Parks has nothing to gain from a new Scenic Waterway 
designation.  Now, there’s benefits and there’s obligations that go with the 
program. The benefits are that, it’s preserving what is there now. If it’s important 
to protect the recreational, natural scenic values associated with the river, if that’s 
something that the community finds value in, then maybe this program’s a good 
fit, but maybe it isn’t. But, like you said, there is also obligations associated with 
the waterway, there’s a management plan requirement. There’s screening 
requirements for the new development; existing developments are all 
grandfathered. So, there’s pros and cons.  

(Public): Once it’s claimed to be a Scenic Waterway the Forest Service can come 
in and (inaudible) their restrictions on it (inaudible).   

(Steve): No, they do not regulate land uses on private land. The Forest Service 
does not regulate activities on properties which are under county jurisdiction.  

(Public): Is there leased property from the Forest Service?  

(Steve): No. (Public): Parks doesn’t lease any (inaudible).  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): So this program was approved, given the bureaucratic red tape that 
goes with it, what benefit is it to the community? The river has been there for a 



long time, hasn’t changed significantly in a long time so I appreciate your studies 
(inaudible), what does it do for the community, the users within that community?  

(Steve): So the benefits that I can put out there are; and you tell me if it is a 
benefit. What I’ve heard from the other locations is that if there is a desire to 
ensure that what’s there now remains into the future, this is one way to help 
protect that goal because your neighbor or somebody along the waterway won’t 
put up a development which dramatically impacts the waterway. That could 
happen as things stand, so that could be a benefit if you see that is one. The 
waterway designations are only provided to waterways which provide significant 
outdoor recreation experiences for citizens of Oregon. And in this case, it’s 
probably more local, regional use that would use this waterway. So, it’s a badge 
of honor, it can be used for promotional purposes, if there was a desire to create 
new opportunities for outdoor recreation associated with the waterway, if that 
was a desire, if you saw that as a benefit.   

(Public): So other than that (inaudible) brochures.   

(Steve): It would be promoted as a State Scenic Waterway.  

(Public): So no significant improvements per se other than an attempt to maintain 
it in the state that it exists present.  

(Steve): Yes, that’s the goal of the program, is to protect what’s there.  

(Public): inaudible  

(Steve): That could be a future study, certainly.  

(Public): I have two questions if I could ask. Right now I went through the 
government permits to get (inaudible).  

(Dwight): In a nutshell, once the Scenic Waterway is designated, the Water 
Resources Department will identify flows and those flows will be subtracted from 
our water availability database. So, almost by definition, it doesn’t make it easier 
to get new (inaudible).  



(Public): That was my question, how possible is it going to be to get that salt 
water pond because we’re going to be catching that runoff in the Spring of the 
year, it would normally go into our Scenic Waterway.  

(Dwight): Well see if this answers your question.  

(Public): So we won’t be able to get those in, that’s what you’re telling us?  

(Dwight): Well, I don’t think you can get those right now.  

(Public): Yeah, I just got them, I got them last year, it took me two years to get 
them through.  I have the permits (inaudible). But now if this goes through, you’re 
telling me now that there’s no one else along that river that will be able to get this 
pond in.   

(Dwight): No, I didn’t say that. What I said was, when you subtract flows from the 
Department’s water availability database it doesn’t make it easier. I think of water 
availability in terms of months. If there are months of the year when our water 
isn’t available for new uses like storage and Scenic Waterway flows were 
subtracted from those flows then it might shrink the number of months where a 
new pond could be permitted; but I know that our Commission, because I gave 
them a presentation a couple months ago about the Scenic Waterway program 
and they’re working on the study with State Parks, and our Commission told us 
as staff that they were concerned if any new flows were developed that 
eliminated opportunities for storage. So, I know that’s one thing that we’re going 
to be looking at, because our Commission is very interested in letting folks store 
water for future uses because a lot of time the Grand Ronde River and 
(inaudible) rivers in Oregon, there isn’t water available in the summertime for new 
uses so a big way to meet future uses is to store water in the winter time when 
it’s available so that you have some when it’s not available. It’s not going to make 
it easier, our Commission has told us that they are not interested in eliminating 
storage opportunities. You know, in reducing the number of moats, that can help.  

(Public): Now, my other question is, I have farmland down by the river.  I have a 
permit right now to take (inaudible).., it’s a permitted item I’ve had for three years 
now. Now when this goes in, how hard is it going to be to get that permit and if it 
does, do you pull that permit where I can’t do this work that I need to do when 



that water jumps out of its banks and actually goes down into my field, are you 
guys going to be the ones that are going to be liable to pay me for the (inaudible).   

(Steve): So mining operations are allowed under Scenic Waterway management 
plan.  

(Public): It sounds like you need to get a permit to do that.  

(Steve): So it still comes down to the screening requirements. So is it happening 
on the other side of the bank where you can’t see it from the waterway, where 
you’re moving gravel around?  

(Public): Oh no, you’ll see it (inaudible).  

(Steve):  It can be permitted under a Scenic Waterway management plan. I know 
mining operations are. So, that can be allowable use.  

(Public): Ok, but if you’re going to get this done in a reasonable amount of time, 
last time it took me three years to get this permit, by the time I finally got this 
permit through (inaudible), I had to renew it every year for three years now. 
(inaudible).. If I don’t get my permit within the time I need it and it goes through 
my property, cause that’s what happened the first time, are you guys going to be 
liable for that, because you’re telling me no.  

(Steve): So, you probably acquired a permit through DEQ?  

(Public): No. DSL.  

(Steve): DSL? So, that’s a separate permitting process that we’re not involved 
with.  

(Public): But if this goes through, you’re going to have the right to say.  

(Steve): Our reviews typically take three to four weeks. That’s how we turn things 
around at our agency. You know, each agency’s different. I’m sorry you had a 
bad experience with DSL.  

(Public): Just saying. Ok.  

(Steve):  Yes Sir.  



(Public): You mentioned that the last (inaudible) designation came in the 1970s 
and 1980s , do you foresee that this program is being (inaudible) every two or 
three years?  

(Steve): So none are being proposed, three are being studied currently during a 
two year cycle and we are intending to do another three for the next two years.  

(Public): And as a follow up question if it looks like the proposal is going to go 
through and a management plan needs to be put together, how do I 
know...(inaudible).   

(Steve): Are you a property owner or did you hear about the meeting tonight 
through the paper or how did you get involved?  

(Public): I heard about the meeting through the Umpqua National River 
..(inaudible).  

(Steve): So, one of the reasons we have a signup sheet there is so that we can 
keep interested citizens in the loop on what happens next so if you give us your 
information there we’ll certainly include you.  

(Public): So let’s say for example I really wanted to be part of the management 
plan as a team, is that something you have to be voted in for…(inaudible).  

(Steve):  If you are volunteering, we will take your name and we can add you to 
the committee.  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): You asked for the definition as viewed from the river and then a quarter 
mile because various comments and a manager said well within a quarter of a 
mile and yet we talked about as viewed from the river, what am I missing here? 
There’s a place along the river you can see for 15 miles.  

(Greg): So what the Scenic Waterway corridor looks like, it’s an administrative 
boundary and that quarter mile starts at the edge of the river and goes out a 
quarter of a mile on both sides. It’s subjective, so I would say the ordinary high 
water mark, so right where you have that edge of vegetation and where it’s 
submerged, right on the edge right there, and it’s a quarter mile on both sides 



and that’s how we view it. So when we receive notification from land owners the 
first thing I do is that we have these really great mapping programs that allow us 
to put a person’s address into a program and put this boundary over it and 
discover if in fact they are within a quarter mile. Does that answer your question?  

(Public): It doesn’t answer my question, is mine the same as his. You guys are 
saying if it can be seen from the river and then you’re saying a quarter of a mile, 
so which is it?  

(Steve): If there’s an evaluation of whether or not there’s a scenic impact, that 
evaluation is done from that edge of that high water mark, looking a quarter mile.  

(Public): So you’re standing at the edge of the river and you can see something, 
or someone wants to build a new building and it’s not within a quarter mile but it 
still can be seen from the river.  

(Steve): If it’s beyond a quarter of a mile? Then we’re not going to look in there.  

(Steve):  Yes Sir.  

(Public): On the Forest Management  Plan, if you own timber along the river you 
can only harvest a certain amount of timber, and I see here now you’re including 
a quarter of a mile, are they taking a quarter of a mile from each side or what’s 
the region there?  

(Steve): No, you’re still allowed to harvest the property according to the Oregon 
State law on Forest Management however we are also considering the replanting 
of that area to ensure that the scenic values are maintained and there’s a certain 
time period that you are given to re-establish that vegetation. So it doesn’t impact 
the harvest availability of that area.  

(Public): You’re restricted to a certain amount though and we saw a landowner 
(inaudible) be reimbursed for being in those trees.  

(Steve): Oregon Department of Forestry is currently the one that regulates that. 
That’s not part of State Parks or what this would require.  

(Public):  I’m not saying Oregon State Parks I’m saying the Forest Service there 
the ones that regulate but the landowner is the one that is shaving those trees 



and that tree is money to him, he’s not being reimbursed for it from anybody. Just 
like the quote said, government power, if I resist is (inaudible)…sharing of other 
people’s property, and this is what I’m seeing right here. We’re not going to be 
reimbursed for anything and everybody benefits from it. Do you know what 
(inaudible) means?  I can’t even say it. Wicked and not just. Sharing of other 
people’s property.  

(Steve): Yes. Did someone else raise their hand on this side? Yes Sir.  

(Public): As far as the Forest Service stating what they’re going to do..(inaudible).  

(Steve): So if there was a Scenic Waterway that was created that included some 
Forest Service Land, we do not regulate it.  

(Public): I understand that. Still, it’s like an unknown. It’s like it’s an unknown 
what the next Governor is going to do when he makes an administrative ruling 
with what you’re going to do, are you going to follow order?  

(Steve): Well we can’t tell the Federal Government what to do.  

(Public): You mentioned that there was a possibility that once you did this the 
Forest Service, the Federal Government could make their own rule changes to 
deal with the Scenic Waterway.  

(Steve): They have a Wild and Scenic classification for waterways which apply to 
their properties and they use that to manage waterways on Federal land.  So that 
would be a mechanism, but that’s not what is proposed here.  

(Public): Well, it’s an unknown, what I’m saying.  My understanding (inaudible).   

(Steve):  I’m not sure about that. So the Forest Service has property adjacent to 
you. Yeah, I don’t see this impacting that use from our standpoint because what 
you’re doing is under the jurisdiction of the county on your privately owned 
property and the State Scenic Watery designation rules apply to Federal property 
not to private property.  

(Public): One thing I’d like to see and it comes from the response you gave when 
I asked where is the high water mark, where do you view, you made the 
comment that, you didn’t use the word nebulous, but subjective. Much of the land 



use I’ve seen and heard in what’s proposed here is rather vague and it depends 
upon the viewpoint of the individual as to what the definition is. Where’s high 
water? As viewed from the river, what time of year? As landowners and land 
managers we do not normally run into problems with things that are defined. 
(inaudible)…what we do for the county for permits, it’s coded and it’s defined. It’s 
not subjective. It’s not based on somebody’s definition or interpretation. Maybe 
part of what needs to be done from my point of view is that the language and the 
definition needs to be stated clearly enough that we’re all playing with the same 
deck of cards.  

(Steve): I agree, I think that some of the other management plans were written 
quite loosely and before coming to State Parks I was a planner in a small city so I 
know how it is to work with clear and objective standards.  It gives more 
assurance to the property owner and to those that are reviewing development 
proposals. I see the benefit of what you’re saying. If a new management plan 
were prepared we could address that issue, it could be very clear where the view 
from the river is as written into that management plan.  

(Greg): You know I suspect that when the rule was written it stated from the 
river’s edge and it’s really hard to draw a hard line on the river because as 
everyone knows, rivers change. Their edges change, and so I think, I can only 
suspect here because I didn’t write the rule, the river’s edge was just something 
that everybody can understand what a river’s edge is, but to draw a hard and fast 
line, you know, rivers move, just suspecting here why they wrote river’s edge.  

(Public): Most of that (inaudible) river didn’t change itself, we changed the 
highway, and with the railroad (inaudible), matter of fact right there to the right of 
the pistol club, right there behind those burns you’re talking about, that’s a ditch 
because the actual river bed is now a (inaudible) channel..over in the middle of 
the (inaudible) , it’s not actually the river (inaudible).  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): I understand what you’re saying, (inaudible)…if this were approved, you 
would be able to demonstrate control or management only of a quarter mile from 
the river’s edge, even though we might be able to see ten miles.  



(Steve): Yes, the waterway designation would only apply to that quarter mile from 
the river’s edge.  

(Steve): Yes.  

(Public): Secondly if this designation were to be approved, the Forest Service 
would then (inaudible), to change its operating procedures?  

(Steve): No, I’m not suggesting that. The Forest Service looks at property that the 
Forest Service owns, the Federal lands. There’s State Scenic Waterway 
designations and there’s Wild and Scenic Designations. The Wild and Scenic are 
Federal designations, they can be applied to properties that cross jurisdictions. 
Just like a State Scenic Waterway can’t; this one would cross jurisdictions, it 
shows on this map where it’s public and private, but the State Scenic Waterway 
designations don’t apply to Federal property.   

(Public): But the mere fact that you have re-designated this stream, or river, 
could that simply not do anything to change their designations?  

(Steve): Not unless they apply a Wild and Scenic designation, which would be an 
entirely different process.   

(Public): Have you had that occur with previous designations, by the State of 
Oregon?   

(Steve): I am not aware of any.  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): Does wild mean, is it controlled or you just let the river go where it wants 
then.  

(Steve): The Wild and Scenic designation is a Federal designation , they have 
their own criteria on how those are established, just like we have criteria for free 
flowing, scenic values and other things. But the Wild and Scenic, it’s just what 
they call their designation program. It’s a Wild and Scenic Rivers designation, a 
State Scenic Waterway.  

(Public): You mean it can jump the banks and go.  



(Steve): It has nothing to do with the wildness of the river, per se.  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): What’s the timeline of this if the Governor approves it?  

(Steve): So, if the Governor decides to move forward with this then it could 
happen as early as January where there would be a designation but we wouldn’t 
have a management plan. So, we wouldn’t know how to deal with the issue until 
the management plan were prepared. I expect the management plan to take a 
year to put together and working with community.  

(Steve): Yes.  

(Public): (inaudible)…there are very few places you can even see the river, 
what’s the use.  

(Steve): The recreation is as used from the river which could be bird watching, it 
could be hiking, it could be picnicking, it could be fishing, it could be boating, it 
could be any outdoor recreation activity within that waterway.  

(Public): (inaudible)  

(Steve): Then that wouldn’t be allowed; public access points are where that could 
occur.  

(Public): So you’re meaning that the public can traverse a quarter mile?  

(Steve): No, I’m not saying that. No, I didn’t say that. This would not allow the 
public to trespass on any private property.  

(Steve): Yes Ma’am.  

(Public): This is a question I was going to ask, I was going to ask you to define 
the criteria for a Scenic Waterway, at the beginning we talked about recreational 
use, and just plain talked about wanting to preserve what we have 
there..(inaudible)..I was going to make a comment that a lot of this river there’s 
no real access to it. You could climb the (inaudible) if you wanted to but why 
would you, it’s a steep climb you’re going to go over (inaudible) and brush, and 
rocks, it’s not really accessible, there’s no hiking trails, it’s not really a fishing 



river, the only time you can really fish in it is about three weeks in the Spring. It’s 
a very narrow window because when the river starts to subside and the snow 
melt off you’ve got about three weeks of good fishing and then it drys up to a 
trickle; you can’t even float it, only about those three weeks out of the year. A lot 
of the river like John mentioned, you can’t even really see it from the highway 
and a lot of this section of this corridor. So I have to understand what  the 
recreational value is, you’re not going to get out on a boat, or float, or canoe or 
anything, except for three weeks out of the year. You’re only going to fish it three 
weeks out of the year. You can’t even get down to it, how are you going to have 
a picnic on its banks; the banks are steep and full of brush. So I just don’t 
understand the recreational value. Yes, it’s beautiful, sections of the river are 
beautiful, beyond that I just don’t get the recreational value for the public. And 
yeah, that’s another question, what’s going to happen to our property values? I’m 
very concerned about that, the resell value.  

(Steve): It’s possible property values could be preserved or increased if people 
felt that this was something worth value to maintain the existing qualities there. I 
can’t predict what would happen with that. And your comments about recreation 
use, you know the river, you guys know the river, much better than we do and 
that’s why we’re having the meeting; to understand whether or not you do think it 
has recreational value and is the season long enough for a State Scenic 
Waterway designation.  Does it not make sense for one section, two or none of 
them? So I appreciate those kind of comments, that’s what we’re here to learn.  

(Public): (inaudible)…above, is closed down 60 miles from (inaudible) junction. 
You don’t get through there five months out of the year. It’s not possible, not 
even snowmobile. You try to snowmobile, there’s no snowmobile trails. So that 
section of the river is not even accessible to anything for that part of the year.  

(Steve): Right. And as we mentioned before, not all the Scenic Waterways are 
accessible all times of the year. There’s a lot of them that are seasonal use.  

(Public): My concern though is that this is going to be designated for the State 
and for anybody in the entire (inaudible) to enjoy the Scenic Waterway and we’re 
going to live with whatever it brings to us, whatever this outcome is, good or bad, 



for that use that has been designated for it and there is no real value there as a 
recreational use. That’s my point, that’s what I’m trying to (inaudible).  

(Steve): Sure.  

(Public): There’s not even recreational use there to warrant the impasse that us 
property owners are going to have to live with.  

(Public): Are you talking all three phases or just the first phase tonight? One, two 
and three?  

(Steve): There’s three sections.  

(Public): Right, and you’re talking about all three of them.  

(Steve): We’re talking about all three, yes.  

(Public): And I think most of us are talking from about Hilgard or Meadow Creek 
up.  

(Steve): On the area that does get recreation or doesn’t get recreation?  

(Public): One, Pony Lake Meadows to the start of the junction. Most of this 
conversation has been on that and some has been from there down to Hilgard 
Park.  

(Steve): Yes Sir.  

(Public): Do you have an estimate of how much this is going to cost the 
taxpayers if this is implemented?  

(Steve): This does not cost taxpayers anything because State Parks is lottery 
funded, it’s a lottery funded agency, there’s no taxpayer money associated with 
this program.  

(Public): What about the damage to this lady’s property? You know, is she going 
to get reimbursed for litter and all that stuff?   

(Steve): For litter?  

(Public): Yes, just damage in general.  



(Steve): From users?  

(Public): Yeah, from your program.  

(Steve): Well, this program doesn’t encourage or discourage recreational use per 
se, I know there’s some recreation use occurring now. But certainly this program 
is to educate people on what’s allowed in the waterway area, and litter is not of 
course. So, I don’t see this program encouraging that.  

(Public): You’re trying to encourage tourism.  

(Steve): Well, that could be a benefit of the program, to encourage tourism.  

(Public): To who?  

(Steve): If the property owners felt that it was something that should be pursued, 
maybe it isn’t. Maybe that’s not something that you are interested in at all, and, 
that’s fine. We’re here to listen.  

(Public): You know, someone brought up recreation, if you look on the map you 
can see various stretches of the public (inaudible) green, the green sections of, if 
in your travel it says you drive up that road, you will notice that in those areas the 
Forest Service has very carefully either used boulders or loads of gravel, or 
(inaudible), or signs, or wipers to actually stop the travel to the river. They take it 
literally from Sparkey Junction on out to Dave Meadows. There were some 
wonderful picnic places down on the river itself and they’ve been dumping 
boulders there, they’ve delaminated the access. One of the things you’re pushing 
here, not you’re pushing, but is recreation. I know there are dam few private 
landowners that will let folks cross their ground. To get to the river the private 
ground is basically the only place you can if you go down to the right of the Pistol 
Club or (inaudible) or (inaudible) , you have access but it’s private property, 
trespassing. The Forest Service has eliminated recreation on the rest of it. The 
kayaking, the folks with the handy little spandex pants and their (inaudible), and 
use it maybe two, three weeks in the Spring, at most. Scenic value you go by 
your (inaudible), and tell people that you said people floated it, if they only look 
within a quarter mile there not going to see much. I think you will find that 
(inaudible), it lacks a lot of what you’re after unless you look back away from the 



river to see what landowners have done. (inaudible), not within a quarter mile but 
that’s what the (inaudible) looks like.  

(Public): (inaudible), and we had built burms to protect the river from our 
(inaudible). And we would like to build some more, protecting (inaudible). But I 
would say the back side of the shooting (inaudible) is not scenic. And yes, we do 
get floaters down there in the Spring of the year, you know, maybe a month, and 
we accommodate that. It’s our policy to shut everything down before a floater 
goes through and generally two or three boats (inaudible), promoting recreation. 
But some of what you’re promoting would inhibit our recreation.  

(Steve): Well, the existing uses are not affected and if this would move forward, 
we would want to pay some special attention to this particular (inaudible). So, I 
think we want to make sure that the management plan can accommodate 
additional burms, if that is what you want.  

(Public): If this were to come to a vote, having spoken to our members and we’re 
about a five person club, I could almost guarantee you you’d get quite (inaudible) 
no votes. And I would like about (inaudible) comments to give to our (inaudible) 
so that they can put in their comments also.  

(Steve): I can do that for you.  

(Public) And one thought I had as this lady was talking about the trees that she 
paid to grow. This gentleman said we are not allowing any more water pipes. So, 
if she tried to plant trees along the river, but she can’t get water from the river.  

(Public): I wanted to reiterate what this gentleman has said about what the Forest 
Service has down above us, if you’re trying to do a scenic beauty way, it is ugly. 
It is really ugly, they’re throwing in all these piles of brush and junk (inaudible), 
then some of them are pushed down over the river. It’s really upsetting to us 
having seen this happen, we don’t understand why. There’s been hundreds of 
thousands of dollars used to bring great big trees with the roots (inaudible) in the 
river which is a really good idea to make pools to the fish but the problem is it’s 
such as small river that the trees will cross the land on both banks so there clear 
up above the river, all that happens is when the (inaudible) river comes down, 
pulls some of them down, it doesn’t create pools for the fish like (inaudible) what 



they wanted, there had to have been more effective and less costly ways of 
doing it because we knew (inaudible),  and we do want to take care of our land, 
most of us are land owners and property owners and our families before us for 
generations but I just can’t see especially from (inaudible) on up that that is going 
to be a scenic highway, there’s just not a recreational (inaudible), there’s just not 
enough to do. Straight down to the river and you literally have to crawl on your 
hands and knees to get down river (inaudible), and now we can’t even (inaudible) 
to look down into the river. So, I think that portion of it, certainly wouldn’t 
(inaudible). I think you would be better off designating the highway as a scenic 
byway.  

(Steve): I’ll talk to ODOT.  

(Public): Have you been out there and just looked at it yourself?  

(Steve): I have, yes. Yeah, I’m aware, I’ve seen that area too.  

(Public): And something like that, whose liable when they do upstream work and 
(inaudible).  

(Steve): That’s a good question. I’m not sure.  

(Public): (inaudible), because I was going to do it and they said if you do 
upstream work and it causes downstream damage and then you’re liable, 
whoever performed the work. (inaudible), what they’re referring to (inaudible), I’m 
sure it’s getting the stream to move over every time and as your well aware of, all 
that gravel (inaudible), they were (inaudible) upstream, all the little meadows are 
being washed out.  

(Steve): Yep. I see what you’re saying. It does impact everybody downstream.   

(Public): They put those logs and things in the river, from my understanding, for 
salmon habitat…(inaudible).  

(Steve): I believe that was the purpose.  

(Public): And I think the reason that they want access (inaudible), to have maybe 
a flat area for (inaudible) to enjoy the riverbanks or is it because they don’t want 



people out there disturbing the river. They don’t want people out there disturbing 
the habitat, so if we’re going to be a Scenic Waterway, what are we doing?  

(Steve): Well, I’m hearing that that’s probably not a good place for a Scenic 
Waterway.  

(Public): You’re contradicting, these agencies are contradicting. These agencies 
(inaudible) their own uses, you know, one is saying they want it to be a Scenic 
Byway or waterway, recreational use and the others are saying no, no, no, we 
don’t want people in there, we want to preserve the river.  

(Steve): Please keep in mind I’m not saying we want this to be a Scenic 
Waterway.  

(Public): No, I know you’re not proposing this or a proponent of it, I’m just saying 
you’re gathering information.  

(Steve): But knowing these issues, we will tell the Governor, we are recording 
this right now.  

(Public): And please tell him we like involvement, we would like (inaudible) 
property and land owners, not just let us give our comments, I would like to see 
what a vote would look like (inaudible).  

(Steve): That’s a good point and at the end if you could make that statement into 
the microphone for me and give me your name and address I’d appreciate that. 
Is there anyone else that has a comment? I think I understand how the group 
feels basically.  

(Public): One more question, if this goes in and becomes a Scenic Byway, as a 
property owner, do you let everybody float through there, as long as they’re in the 
river, you know,..(inaudible), they say I’m going to pull off down here in this wide 
spot in the river, which might be on a private individual’s property (inaudible), 
then jump back in, we have to let that happen?  

(Steve):  If there is a high water area, currently they could do that now, they’re 
allowed to be there the public. So, this would change the area that they could 
(inaudible).  



(Public): So the only thing that’s going to make a difference (inaudible), a quarter 
of a mile.  

(Hanley): So you actually own the land under the river because the river is not a 
designated (inaudible) screen (inaudible) State of Federal Government. Because 
if that was a designated (inaudible) screen, then they would have a right to be in 
the, stand on the channel or with any ordinary high water mark, ok, but it’s not 
designated, it doesn’t mean that it couldn’t be, it just isn’t currently designated.  

(Public): But then no matter what, I’ve got to make everybody happy when they 
go through there (inaudible).  

(Hanley): Well yeah, you can’t impeded their ability to float by putting a fence 
across.  

(Public): Oh yeah, I’m not worried about that part, that parts not the part that’s 
irritating, I’m just talking about everybody telling me what I can do and what I 
can’t do on my property.  

(Steve): So, if there aren’t any other questions, I wanted to give some time at the 
end for folks like yourself to come up, we’re wrapping up here so if there aren’t 
any other questions, I just wanted to give some opportunity at the end for folks 
that would like to make a comment on the record, to come up and then state their 
name, address and give a comment. This slide gives you more information to 
stay engaged with the process, so there’s information here, our webpage is 
listed. We have the email address listed for you, my contact information is here 
so any questions that you have in the future that didn’t come to mind tonight, 
please contact me, I encourage you to. My email address, my phone number is 
there. Certainly, really appreciate you guys taking the time to participate tonight 
in the study and we’ll keep you informed on what’s going on, on the webpage. 
So, thank you, good night, and we really appreciate you being here.  

(Steve): So you can just sit down here and take five minutes or so to state 
whatever you would like to.   

(Public): My name is Sharon Garritson. My husband Meryl and I attended the 
public meeting tonight on the Scenic Waterway proposal for the Grand Ronde 
River. We were here tonight with many, many, many of the land and property 



owners that this designation would affect, and I speak on behalf of me and my 
husband and the other landowners in saying that we would really appreciate the 
opportunity to give a vote on whether or not we as landowners would support 
such a designation. Even if the vote was not binding on the Governor’s decision 
we would still appreciate the opportunity to at least take a vote so the Governor 
could see the consensus. My address is 58200 Park Road, La Grande, Oregon, 
97850 and again my name is Sharon Garritson. Thank you.  

(Public): Bill Chatas, La Grande, Oregon, 5340 Baseline Lane. I’ve got property 
on the Grand Ronde River form Meadow Creek up and to me this is just another 
government taking without just compensation, more restrictive issues pertaining 
to what landowners are capable of doing or being able to do.  
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(Rocky): I want to welcome everyone tonight. So we’re here to talk with the 
community about the Molalla River so hopefully you’ve got the right meeting. 
I’m Rocky Houston, I’m the State Scenic Trails Coordinator and I’ll be 
facilitating tonight’s event. You’ll notice that I’ll be looking at this pad of paper 
occasionally, that’s because we’re holding a few of these around the state so 
we want to make sure we're providing consistent information. So, I need the 
cliff notes every once in awhile. So, really tonight is about you and getting 
feedback, we want to talk to you about the initiative of the program, the study 
that we’re undertaking, the reasons behind the study, and then talk about the 
Scenic Waterway program in general. From there, we’re going to have a lot of 
time to hopefully set up for you to ask us questions.  Then, once we’re kind of 
through that, then we’ll have an opportunity at the very end if you want tonight 
to provide public testimony here orally as well as plenty of other options, 
written, email, a survey you can take in lieu of not wanting to do that, testifying 
today in front of the microphone. Any questions about the scope tonight? So, 
we’ve had the Scenic Waterway Program around since the 70s and 80s…we 
have roughly 20 Scenic Waterways around the state designated primarily in 
two rounds in the 70s and 80s and there are these blue lines, and we were 
doing a pilot project …there’s been a lot of interest in Scenic Waterways over 
the last few years and the Governor directed us and the Legislative  Body to go 
out and look at three waterways and do a study, and we’re going to be looking 
at three Scenic Waterways every two years and to ensure that we have a good 
review of the whole state we are looking at the Chetco, the Molalla and a 
portion of the Grand Ronde. Hopefully we will be looking at three every two 
years, we’re kind of pilotng this format because the last two ways it was done 



differently, how they were designating Scenic Waterways. So, we’re trying to 
figure this all out. The valuation process is based off of our state law and our 
regulatory program in regards to the water’s eligibility. So these would be free 
flowing, which means there can be dams or other barriers in the waterway.  It 
must have a scenic quality as viewed from the river, it has to be natural and 
have great recreational values, it can be seasonal recreational values as well 
as year round recreational values. What we’re going to do is through the study 
process is we’re looking at the waterway’s eligibility, then we’re taking and 
looking at the feasibility and that’s why we’re here tonight and why we’ve been 
reaching out and it’s really the feasibility of the communities, the communities 
want this to be a designated Scenic Waterway and what are your values locally 
in regards to that and then we compile that into our report to give that eligibility 
of the waterway as well as that feasibility to the community feedback to come 
out. We’re finding a lot of different ways of gathering that feedback through our 
stakeholder meetings we’re reaching out to adjacent land owners, other groups 
of the community, this meeting tonight we have comments that can be given to 
us at scenic.waterways@oregon.gov  If you didn’t bring your pen we have a 
little piece of blue paper in the back, easily lost or put in your wallet, one of the 
two ways and that will be another way, it has all that information. We also have 
a survey at that link, correct Laurel?   

(Laurel): Either that link or on the blue paper.  

(Rocky): On the blue paper will be the link to the survey, so you can find that, 
just keep one date in mind which is Oct. 15th, that’s when the survey will close.  
So you’ve got a full month, 30 days, before that comes up and then we will 
take that information and move it forward to the Governor’s office. So, it’s 
always important to kind of say, well, State Parks you’re managing this 
(inaudible)… really, our role is to do studies. We don’t have any vested interest 
one way or the other in regards to the outcomes. We’re not advocating for 
designation or not for designation, we’re looking at the eligibility criteria and the 
community’s feedback to help with the effort of the decision makers.  So were 
trying to be as (inaudible) as we can in evaluating that possibility and trying to 
get as much information as we can so once it gets to the Governor’s office and 
the Legislative Body there’s no surprises, there’s always been an opportunity 
to (inaudible) through our report and our study (inaudible) those concerns have 
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been raised.  And, if there’s no support, there’s no support, if it doesn’t meet 
the eligibility requirements, that’s what we’re trying to do is present back that 
eligibility report. Really, what we want to make sure is that the information we 
give is thorough, and that there is plenty of opportunities for people to provide 
feedback.  So whenever I think of (inaudible) made me think of fish habitat. So 
for this next portion of the eligibility, I’m going to turn it over to my colleague 
Laurel Hillman, and she’s going to talk to you about the eligibility process, and 
provide or review that, Laurel?  

(Laurel):  Thanks Rocky. I won’t spend too much time on this but basically I 
want to tell you what the criteria are, based on state law, and what we’re doing 
to determine eligibility and then hopefully, look forward to input from folks in the 
room and folks that aren’t in the room to get more feedback on those criteria 
and whether or not you feel like it meets those criteria. So, this is an overview 
of what we’ve done so far to determine, you might have the question, why are 
we looking at the Molalla River, so we were asked to do a study of three 
waterways per biennium. So we didn’t want to start from scratch, so we looked 
at existing lists of potential candidate rivers that existed, we had old outdoor 
recreation plan documents that outlined potential rivers for study, the National 
Park Service has a national river inventory that has lists of potentially eligible 
waterways that aren’t currently designated, and there was a senate bill in the 
last session, senate bill 401 which had a list of waterways, that, if the bill had 
passed, would have been designated as State Scenic Waterways. So we 
looked at all this existing information, existing lists of waterways that might be 
eligible, and used that to whittle down a list of rivers that we could study. We 
looked at some course level screening criteria, is the river free flowing, so 
rivers that had a major damn on them were called out in this course level 
screening. We looked for rivers that, based on the information we have, based 
on statewide surveys of their input from stakeholder groups, and other 
management agencies, Fish and Wildlife, DEQ, other state agencies and 
federal agencies, would it meet those other criteria of having some level of 
recreation use and scenic values. Once we came up with a shorter list of study, 
we vetted that with partner groups, agencies and determined that as Rocky 
said, we would study those three study reaches for this pilot year. What we’ve 
done so far on the Molalla, we’ve conducted a field visit to the river to 



document existing river conditions, look at the scenic quality of the river, and 
start to identify some outstanding natural and recreational features of the 
waterway; and ongoing right now, hopefully after this meeting we might be able 
to reach out with other folks, is ongoing discussions with experienced users, 
folks that know the river, folks that recreate on the river, people that live on the 
river, Resource Managers, Federal/ State agencies, watershed groups, that 
might have a better understanding than we do about what the natural values 
on the river are, scenic values and recreational values to help us determine 
whether or not it has outstanding natural, recreational and scenic qualities that 
would make it eligible as the State Scenic Waterway. I think I already went 
through that but these are the criteria that are spelled out in our statutes that 
say it must meet all of these to be a State Scenic Waterway. It must be free 
flowing, the scene from the river must be pleasing, it has to have outstanding 
natural and recreational values and the river must be large enough to sustain 
recreation use without undoing impairment of the natural values of the river 
and the quality of the recreation experience that make it a special river. So, so 
far this is pretty much the easiest criteria in consultation with the Water 
Resources department determined that the Molalla is, at least in this section, a 
free flowing river with no major damns or major divergence. So that was a 
relatively easy task. Slightly more difficult although it wasn’t that awful to go out 
and check out the scenic quality of the Molalla River. Whether or not the view 
from the river is pleasing, is this view pleasing to you. You guys know the 
Molalla River better than I do. Do you find the view from the river pleasing 
along the study site?  

(Public): Oh, that’s horrible (joking).  

(Laurel): It’s horrible.  Does anybody have any key features that make the 
Molalla River a special scenic quality to you?  

(Public): The center of the world is one.  

(Laurel): The basalt rosette.  Anything else that makes the Molalla special from 
a scenic standpoint?  

(Public): There is some additional basalt formations a little higher up that are 
pretty spectacular.  



(Laurel): The geology. The geology’s a key feature.  

(Public): And also the Bureau of Land Management has designated what they 
call Molalla Meadows as an outstanding natural area and it’s on top of the 
cliffs. There’s the sheer rock cliffs like you’re looking at here and up on top 
there are meadows with actually a fairly unusual…because they have oak 
trees growing on them instead of fir which dominates the area and that’s very 
visible from Turner Ridge.  

(Laurel): And that’s the kind of information we’re looking for. And we’ll have 
that information, I think it’s in the Molalla, in the BLM’s Management Plan, a 
description of that they’ve done a lot of research on the river but anything, 
those type of things, the natural and scenic qualities, those are all things that 
we must consider as part of whether or not it is eligible. Another criteria is 
whether or not the river has outstanding natural and recreational values, so 
can folks think of any outstanding, you mentioned some, outstanding natural 
features that would make the river unique…if you guys can think of anything 
after this meeting…key natural and recreational values, types of recreation 
use, amounts of recreation use, that’s all the kind of information that we’re 
looking for. And we got a lot of great information from Adam Milner from the 
BLM, they did a recreational survey so that has a lot of good data for us, but 
anything else you can think of.  Why do you like to recreate on the Molalla 
River?  Think about that and if maybe you wanted to include that in your 
comments to help us characterize the recreation use would be helpful. As I 
said, we need your input on the outstanding natural features, recreation use 
and then we want to hear your issues, concerns and opportunities. Rocky will 
now discuss what State Scenic Waterway Designation might mean so that 
might address some of your concerns or issues that you might have or 
questions. So that’s just a brief outline of eligibility criteria. Here goes Rocky.  

(Rocky): Thank you Laurel. So by now, I’m sure your wondering will 
simplication of the Molalla River to you if it is (inaudible)…so the first thing that 
is important to know is that we’re just doing a study and we’re going to have a 
report that’s going to go to the Governor’s office.  It will go in January, I believe.  
The Governor may decide to make a decision or he can move it on to the 
Legislative Body in session which would be, you know, whenever that ends, 



July, September, 2015. And an outcome could be that one of the three rivers 
that you’re looking at, two, three, maybe none are actually recommended to be 
designated. So if it is designated it will move forward, there’s always been a 
few consequences, obligations, opportunities, just depends on how you look at 
it. First, the benefits would be, it almost becomes a badge of honor, this is a 
way to really take this stretch of the Molalla and put it up on the bookcase and 
to showcase that this is the best of the best in Oregon, this is essential Oregon 
landscape. This is why we came and our forefathers came to Oregon, because 
of this sort of quality. It provides a layer of protection, a layer of sort of cartilage 
around those scenic qualities that are there today for future generations. With 
that comes some obligations that requires us, all of us to come together and 
develop a management plan to set what those requirements are, what those 
boundaries are in regards to existing uses and future protection, so that’s a 
collaborative process that we work to develop. As well, the designation has a 
quarter mile buffer on either side of the middle of the river. Within that is sort of 
the reach of the program for Molalla so within that there is a limitation of some 
uses, so it (inaudible)…so there would be some potential impacts through the 
language process for those uses. So if it is a new waterways added, we would 
come back out, State Parks and engage with you and your neighbors in 
regards to developing that management plan. So we would be looking at these 
issues that have come out of this process and opportunities of what the 
characters are of the waterway and concerns raised by your community and 
work on those paramount. We would look at those existing uses and look to 
accommodate those uses, this is sometimes called a grandfather so those 
uses are there now is what is continued, about keeping that character today. It 
would encourage sort of through a collaborative process with our staff when 
things go up to the Linus process to work with those adjacent land owners. For 
that, as the maps show on the back, predominately most of the waterway that 
is in question is BLM, is the adjacent land owner.  So, that brings on another 
set of opportunities, but before I get into that it would be nice to show our 
partner here, we will have Dwight come up and talk about  water resources and 
what their process is in this.  

(Dwight French): Thanks Rocky. So my name is Dwight French and I work at 
the Water Resources Department in Salem. I’m in charge of our water right 



programs, like water right applications, or if you have a water right already and 
you want to move it to a different location, that kind of stuff. And our 
department has some responsibility and role with the Scenic Waterways 
Designation as well and I wanted to share just a little bit about what our agency 
does. So that has to do with protection of flows within a designated Scenic 
Waterway. So if a new waterway is included into the program in the one, two or 
three of the different pilot reaches that we’re talking about. Our department will 
determine what flows should be protected when reviewing new water right 
applications. So what we have to do along with our Commission is adopt a 
certain flow number that is going to be protected for each month of the year, for 
these one, two or three different reaches. To figure out what those flow 
numbers will be, we’ll do an investigation of any related publications that talk 
about what the scenic flows are, like right now on the Molalla it’s not as scenic 
as it is at other times of the year cause the water is pretty low. We’ll also 
coordinate our efforts with the Parks department staff and talk to them, we may 
do this with Parks as part of the management plan or separate, we’re kind of 
figuring that out, what is the best way to go about that, but there will be public 
meetings in the effective basins, there will be a public comment period, there 
will be recommendations to our Water Resources Commission and then the 
Commission will approve, maybe they will change or maybe they will not 
approve, send us back to do more work, ask staff to develop the flows. Another 
thing, I’ve got to fix this slide because I forgot one point was the investigation of 
related publications, you know, any literature that is out there, but also in the 
experienced user, I’m thinking of rafting guides, who know that the Molalla.. for 
example, I don’t know what it is but they might say yeah, from about mid -
January to May 1st it’s really good rafting because the river is between these 
flow levels and we can, you know, look at that kind of information. So, we’ll 
contact people that know more about it than we do and take that under 
consideration. So existing water rights are not effective, like Rocky said, there’s 
some grandfather clause ideas with part of the Scenic Waterway Act and this 
water rights part is a part of it. Once the new waterway is included, any water 
rights that already exist would not be effected.  But new water rights 
applications might be effected depending on what the flow levels are and what 
kind of impact those flow levels might have with the water that is currently 
available, or in some cases, not available for future users. Any questions about 



that or you can ask me at the end too because I’ll be here until we close down 
too. Alright? Ok, thanks Rocky.  

(Rocky): So through our process so far, we’ve gone out and spoken to a lot of 
you I’m sure, some of our staff has. We’ve compiled a list of opportunities and 
also concerns. So far, sort of the list of potential concerns that 
could/would/may category, a big if, if the Molalla, this reach of the Molalla is 
designated as a Scenic Waterway it could prohibit some existing development 
and activities. So there would be a different restriction perceived. There’s also 
required additional permits that would add some costs and add time to an 
existing review process. Other concerns that have been brought up is 
permanent removal of trees along the waterway as well as the restriction of 
some of the recreational activities that are ongoing their currently. I’m not used 
to being so formal so I apologize. With that it’s always good to think about 
when/if it is designated there is a review process that goes through our staff to 
look at those things that are being reviewed versus those things that aren’t 
being reviewed. So these are things that are not being reviewed through that 
process if it is a designated Scenic Waterway. So recreational activities are not 
being reviewed through this process…(inaudible)…if you have existing 
development maintenance activities that are there and identified through the 
management planning…(inaudible)..grazing and farm uses, grazing and farm 
uses could include construction of fencing or for grazing, it would not be 
reviewed through this process. The removal of hazard trees or fire trees are 
not being reviewed. Any land uses or activities that are on Federal lands 
technically they’re above State law but often, not often, sometimes BLM, the 
Forest Service will come to State Parks to look for consistency, they want to be 
a good neighbor (inaudible)…and activities and uses on Federal lands 
managed by Federal agencies. So, those things that would be reviewed 
through the process if it was designated a Scenic Waterway would be new 
development proposals, so if you’re going to build something you have to go 
down to the county and ask what kind of permits and land use requirements. 
So with any new development the county is going to require a review of that 
and through that review process they would be letting us know. I believe the 
process is 120 days at the county …(inaudible). Usually we get notice right 
away within three to four weeks, still within that 120 days, our staff is reviewing 



it and giving our comments back to the county. Outside of any engagement 
with that land owner, person who has submitted the proposal, and so with that, 
if there was a question that was raised, our staff would engage you and try to 
develop a plan with you that would match the management plan that we have 
and work sort of one on one to develop consensus as to what that plan would 
look like. A lot of times what that really means is that we’re going to do some 
work and it’s going to require the removal of some vegetation, so we’re looking 
to see long term, is there a vegetation plan, what’s that timeline look 
…(inaudible) you know a lot of times that can be up to five to ten years to allow 
some of that regrowth to occur. And what we do for State law review timber 
harvest proposals so ODF gets notice and then we get notice from the 
Department of Forestry in regards to those planned timber harvests. 
Essentially what we’re doing is.. that you’ve followed a lot is the Oregon Forest 
Practice Act which means that you already can’t remove trees within 100 feet 
with…(inaudible). Sometimes we may have additional questions in regards to 
the view shed (inaudible)…in looking at it and making sure it has the best 
scenic quality from the river. The way this river is set up that’s not a big issue, 
there’s a lot of cool canyons and other things. And there again there would be 
the, much like with new developments the re-vegetation management plan 
which once again would include the Oregon Forest Practice Act, the two for 
one or is it three for one…(inaudible)… 

(Public): Can I ask you a question.  

(Rocky): Yes.  

(Public): Would you be, you know, so much of the adjoining land to your 
proposal all of it under the Federal law scenic is totally within BLM ownership 
and regulation control. You wouldn’t have any, you’re not a part of the loop on 
timber harvest if it’s BLM land.  

(Rocky): That’s a good question, I’m going to defer over here, I think the 
answer is… 

(Andrea)  So my name is Andrea and currently I’m doing Scenic Waterways 
reviews for when folks have a new project on the Sandy, the Clackamas, 
Mckenzie and a couple others in the state and there are few places that go 



through BLM land, I believe the McKenzie, where they do notify us, they have 
a timber harvest, and they have always done that.  

(Rocky): And I think that gets back to consistency.  

(Andrea): Yeah, so we’ve done some site visits with them for certain harvest 
proposals and helped tweak things to minimize scenic impact.  

(Rocky): Right, we don’t have any rules on Federal land.  

(Public). Yeah. Right.  

(Rocky): Other question  

(Public): Yes Sir. You spoke about the process going forward, is your report 
reviewed, approved by the Parks & Recreation Commission? And from there, 
do they then develop recommendations to the Governor?  

(Rocky):  So that is a good question, and the short answer is yes, it’s going to 
be presented to State Parks Commission as well as the Water Resources 
board? Commission? Commission…I’ll get it right. But both of those will be 
reviewed in parallel and before it’s presented to the Governor.  So…is that the 
Rosette? They call it the eyeball or something like that.  

(Public): Actually a lot of people have different names for it. I’ve always called it 
the Sunburst. The Sunburst, yeah, that’s not very scenic. No. Especially when 
you’re standing up looking down at the clear water below. It’s not scenic.  

(Rocky): So this concludes our presentation in regards to…(inaudible) so we 
really now are turning it over to you. We’re here to answer any questions, hear 
any comments. Of course, just like in class, there is rules to the room, so the 
rules to the room really is just have one person speak at a time, if you have 
several points you would like to get across, it’s not like we have hundreds of 
people here so it would probably be fine but let everyone have a chance to 
speak and everyone in the room may not have the same opinion as you so be 
respectful as everyone is presenting their information, and so, again tonight 
what we’re hoping to do is have a big question and answer opportunity to 
gather as much information as we can, and then we have an opportunity for a 
hearing, an opportunity for oral testimony. You’re not required to do it, it is an 



option, but we want to hear from you, a lot of different ways. Through the 
meeting, through oral testimony. We also have the website, comment cards, 
my email address, all that, so we have these opportunities, and with that I will 
turn it over to you.  

(Public): I do have a question, I’m with the Molalla River Watch and we do a lot 
of restoration work…on the main (inaudible) of the Molalla, there are, side 
channels, well, in that area you are talking about, the upper watershed, there’s 
really not that many opportunities for restoration but the Tributaries, Table 
Rock and Copper Creek, my understanding is that those are going to be 
included too, and sometimes there might be a permitting process, especially if 
you’re thinking about doing large wood in a stream and that sort of thing. So I 
was wondering how that would affect the permitting process in that regard.  

(Rocky): Andrea?  

(Andrea): Yeah, that’s a great question and there has been a couple projects 
on the Clackamas and a couple projects on the Sandy in my time with State 
Parks that have come up that were restoration projects that were involving 
large wood, and so looking at the specific Oregon and Administrative Rules for 
those waterways, we determined generally for large wood jams, the only 
requirements to project the scenic quality of the river would be to have the cut 
ends of the large wood pieces be roughened and be made to look like they had 
naturally sort of gotten that way rather than have them be  

(Public): A nice beaver chew.  

(Andrea): Yeah, so there not so obvious that first year their in for river users. 
And there’s also restrictions on cabling we’ve done…but there were some 
cases were cabling was the only option because there was a bedrock clear 
underneath, they couldn’t dig the logs in so we had to make some exceptions 
there but generally we’re trying to limit the amount of artificial, shiny.. 

(Public); And generally funders don’t like to fund projects with cabling.  

(Andrea): Yeah, so far this has been the only example of I can think of in my 
time regarding restoration projects. But yeah, lots of side channel work has 



been going on in those rivers, we are pleased with those because they do 
promote the natural qualities of the river. Great. Thank you.  

(Rocky): Yes Ma’am.  

(Public): I can speak to the recreation as far as the water, as soon as the rains 
come which is usually anytime now I guess, maybe the middle of October, the 
river comes out enough to be a boating river and it stays that way until the rain 
stops, generally in the Spring.  

(Rocky): When you say boating is that rafting, canoeing?  

(Public): (inaudible)..class IV river.   

(Rocky): (inaudible)…any other questions?  

(Public): I have one Rocky. So right now the management is BLM and the 
agency would be Parks?  

(Rocky): Good Question. So I’m going to tease that out a little bit. So the land 
manager is BLM, it would remain BLM, the management that this designation 
would have would be on new development or those sort of logging operations 
that were within the corridor, then those would be presented to us to review. So 
BLM would still have a role, all the land which is green back there which is 
BLM, they would still have that as Federal land we really don’t have any say 
over it but they often consult with us. And then, did I miss anything in regards 
to that? I’ll look around..the people who know more than I.  

(Public): Just on that same line though, BLM has adopted a RAM, or 
Recreation Management Plan about a year and a half ago, I assume that 
would still be operative.  

(Rocky): Yeah. I think that would be part of, sort of that management plan that 
would be developing if this reach was designated.  

(Public): Bill Taylor ,  Molalla (inaudible): I’d like to comment on that too, that 
BLM a number of years ago determined that this section was suitable and 
eligible for Wild and Scenic Designation and they have been managing the 



river as if it were Wild and Scenic for a number of years so they’re already 
pretty much managing that section for Wild and Scenic values.  

(Public): So along that same line, when we went into the management plan, 
there was like a phase 1, phase 2, phase 3, which I guess we’re still in phase 1 
now. So since that management plan is already in effect, even though it’s not 
in existence, would it continue to be allowed, or would it have to be reviewed 
again.  

(Rocky): I think if this was designated, it would not interfere with those existing 
plans. So that’s already an adoptive plan (inaudible) Federal land. I think it 
would be complimentary, I’m assuming, I don’t know that plan of course. The 
Wild and Scenic Designation and Scenic Waterways in Oregon have a lot of 
similarities in the outcomes we are looking for.  

(Laurel): They were designed to be a complimentary program.  

(Public): Ok, because I think like one of the next phases was going to be an RV 
camping area and that hasn’t begun yet at all so...but it is in the management 
plan for the next couple of years.  

(Rocky): I know they’ve done a lot of new campground repair.  

(Public): Yes. That was in the phase 1 where the old campgrounds were. 
(Rocky): It seems like they are formalizing recreational activities and camping 
and stuff, not letting as much, sort of, free for all.  

(Rocky): Ok, we have one more question.  

(Public): I have a lot of questions I guess. Ok. I’ll be honest with you, I’m kind 
of questioning all of this. To what degree do you anticipate this plan will affect 
how BLM is managing their property? Or is there an option coming down the 
track that BLM would be giving up what control they have, or BLM land would 
then be turned into campgrounds and all that kind of thing. The reason I’m 
asking for this is that I have a 300 acre farm that backs right up to the BLM, my 
farm is right on the map that you guys sent me, thank you very much. So, I 
have serious questions about... and I guess it’s one of my questions.  



(Rocky): So the first one, my understanding is that we would be looking at that 
plan that BLM has put together and that would be used to help develop the 
management plan for the Scenic Waterway, if it was designated. So the 
program’s not set up to take away their plan. The only asterick I would…again, 
it’s Federal land so we wouldn’t be able to tell BLM no, we would be wanting to 
work with them on making sure that character which it sounds like their plans 
are..(inaudible)..and not going to look to other people…I think the only situation 
would be if it was private land and the developer had an idea of developing 
something there but it wasn’t developed today and hadn’t gone through land 
use yet, so it wasn’t already on the books as being planned, there would be an 
opportunity for us to review those plans in the future or when they did do 
development in the future, that would be the situation where we would be 
wanting to work (inaudible) with that developer to make sure the scenic 
qualities of the river are maintained..(inaudible). From our understanding so 
far, our designation, the State’s designation, would be consistent with the 
direction that they are going in the management plan.  

(Laurel): I think an important point, I don’t know if it was made clear, it’s the 
scenic quality as viewed from the river, so like in the river. So if it’s something 
you can’t see from the river, the review process is…doesn’t happen. With a 
river like this with some steep canyon walls, that really eliminates about a 
quarter mile from the bank, what’s actually visible.  

(Public): I guess one of my thoughts is, as this goes forward, I would hope that 
there would be a kind of stepped up oversight of how people are using the land 
because I have a clear view of what’s happening on the BLM chunk, and 
people are not following the rules, they’re up there with the horses, beating the 
trail to death, we tried to walk out this Spring on one of the trails.. 
(inaudible)…and the trail was so bad we couldn’t even walk on it and it was 
such that we couldn’t go outside the trail either..(inaudible)…so I have 
concerns about how much there, the powers that be or whoever they are able 
to control the use that’s there now. And now I have another example of loss of 
control, because we have a huge fire that is coming this way too, that’s what 
the smog is from.  



(Andrea): That’s a really good question and I would say that the projects that I 
review have to constitute a “project”, they have to become a proposal for 
something specific the landowner is proposing in order to come to State Parks 
for review of the Administrative Rules for that waterway and for working with 
the landowner on minimizing impacts to the scenic qualities. As far as lapses in 
enforcing existing rules or, things like what you’re describing, I haven’t seen 
anything like that come to us but I would imagine that if there were major 
impacts happening and the public was concerned about it, I can’t see why we 
couldn’t have a conversation with the Scenic Waterways sort of overlay 
(inaudible)..with those issues.  

(Rocky): It provides a discussion point, the Scenic Waterways program isn’t a 
strong regulatory program, it was never designed that way to have these big 
teeth that say this is a line in the sand, period, it’s designed to look at the intent 
and the scenic qualities and try to work collaboratively with those private 
property owners that maintain that and usually it’s in all the parties best 
interest, and we’re for that way, so that’s the approach we have, it doesn’t have 
the same regulatory elements that another program could have regarding 
some water rights, or something. I may be minimizing it but our goal is really to 
try to work with the landowners and not shake our finger. Well I’m sensing a 
silence, sometimes people like to talk one on one, other times on paper, or via 
email, or again we do have an opportunity if anyone wants to make a formal 
comment, we can transition, whatever your questions are answered tonight.  

(Public): I’ve got some testimony to offer at that right time, and, you know, don’t 
take the lack of comment tonight as…you know, we’ve been working on a 
parallel path with Federal Wild and Scenic Designations since 2009. We had in 
that session we had two bills both in the senate and the house that were stand 
alone bills for the Molalla River and we came within a hair’s breath of 
having…it passed nearly a unanimous floor vote in the house and it passed all 
of the committees, all the leadership votes and I think we missed by about a 
day of getting the floor vote from the senate. The next session we had another 
two bills. This session we’ve got three bills, two in the senate and one in the 
house. Throughout that entire process and all of the testimony that’s been 
given and received both locally and at the Federal level and the hearing that 
we participated in and all of the comments that have been received there has 



never been to our knowledge a negative comment made about the Molalla 
River being included in the Federal  Wild and Scenic program. As John’s going 
to mention there are some broader geographic parameters to the both lesser 
and greater in the proposed Federal designations. But, so we’ve talked this 
through an awful lot and I think we understand the issues, understand the 
National and scenic benefits of this amazing river and you’ve got…we’re trying 
to support.. John and I are involved in the Molalla River Alliance and we 
represent a broad cross section of interests from timber owners to 
environmental groups to recreational users to everybody in between. We’ve 
got nothing but broad based support and this is the fifth or sixth year that we’ve 
been involved in this process. So, it’s nothing new to us, we certainly support 
what you are proposing. We’ve got some ideas about some minor (inaudible).   

(Public): Would you like to take a statement from me as well?  

(Rocky): Yeah.  Let me…sorry, I’m wrapping my procedure rules in my head, 
will just take me a second. When I do formal testimony, I talk out loud a lot.  

(Public): Do you have to swear me in?  

(Rocky): Do I need to make a formal statement? See I usually run hearings, or 
public meetings, this is my first combo so I’m thinking out loud here. I think for 
the record we’ll have you state your name and say this is your testimony, and I 
think that should suffice. So we’re moving into the testimony portion of the 
meeting tonight for the hearing for the Molalla River Scenic Waterway 
designation and certainly state your name and provide any testimony that you 
have.  

(Public): Thank you Rocky. John Atkins, President of the Molalla River 
Alliance. And as the principal non-profit organization seeking to advance 
habitat protection, salmon recovery and family recreational opportunities on the 
Molalla River. The Molalla River Alliance wholeheartedly supports designating 
the upper portion of the Molalla as one of Oregon’s Scenic Waterways. As you 
know, 21 miles of the upper Molalla have been proposed and bills currently 
pending in Congress for inclusion in America’s Wild and Scenic River program. 
The criteria for being nominated for Wild and Scenic status are essentially the 
same as the Water Scenic Waterway Program. Those criteria include 



possessing outstandingly remarkable, geologic, hydrologic, scenic, biological 
and recreational values. The free flowing Molalla is a prime example of the 
Wild Cascadian stream. It provides extensive, native fish habitat including 
critical cold water refuges and spawning beds. It is home to the largest run of 
wild, winter steelhead on the upper Willamette system. The upper Molalla is 
also a magnet for recreational enthusiasts. Over 65,000 visitors a year flock to 
the Molalla for rafting and kayaking, hiking and picnicking, swimming and 
tubing, mountain biking, horseback riding, camping, and hunting and fishing. 
We believe these diverse attractions, together with the outstanding natural 
features of the upper Molalla, more than satisfy the criteria identified by the 
Oregon Parks & Recreation Department for a Scenic Waterway designation. 
The MRA would like to suggest two modifications to the Molalla Scenic 
Waterway study boundaries. We outline these modifications in a letter sent 
today to the Parks and Recreation Department. The first modification would be 
to remove private property holdings along the lower portion of the study area. 
From the Glen Avon Bridge to the lower portion of the study area, from the 
Glen Avon Bridge upstream to the BLM property boundary, a distance of about 
a mile. The second change would be to add portions of the Table Rock and 
Copper Creek Forks to the proposed Scenic Waterway boundaries. These 
changes, if approved, would make the Molalla Scenic Waterway and the 
Federal Wild and Scenic River boundaries identical. The MRA believes that 
having the same boundaries for State Scenic Waterway and Federal and Wild 
Scenic designations on the upper Molalla reinforce each other as policy actions 
and eliminate inconsistencies that could become problematic in the future and 
we very much appreciate the opportunity to come here tonight. Thank you.  

(Rocky): Thank you. Anyone else that would like to provide oral testimony? 
Yes Sir.  

(Public): Yes, I’m Bill Taylor with Molalla River Watch Watershed Council and 
our organization pretty much supports the same possession as the Molalla 
River Alliance. We would definitely like to the Upper Copper Creek and Table 
Rock Forks included in this study and in this designation. We think that those 
forks do contain valuable recreation value. I’d like to read just one sentence 
from BLM’s study. The 5700 Table Rock wilderness designated by Congress in 
1984 is embraced by the Molalla, and Table Rock Fork, and designation of 



these river segments would reinforce the protections in place for the wilderness 
area. So, I think you know with those two forks close to the wilderness area 
boundary would be desirable to have them included in the State Scenic 
Waterway designation. So, thank you.  

(Rocky): Thank you. Alright, with that we will close the oral testimony portion of 
this and talk freely.  

(Bill Taylor): Any timeline you’re looking at in getting through this process?  
You’re going to try to complete your report to the Commission by January?  

(Rocky): We will have reports to the Governor in January and then he will 
review it and determine whether or not to move it to one, two, three or none, 
make a decision there or move it on to Legislative review, that’s his discretion 
there. If they made it to the Governor’s office and he moved them forward, one 
way or another if it went to Legislative Body I assume it would be the end of 
session or middle of session before a decision was made through that process. 
But we will be done with our study before Christmas.  

(Laurel): So to be clear, there are three ways that a State Scenic Waterway 
can be designated. By the Governor directly, by the legislature or by a ballot 
initiative, so if the Governor chooses to designate it, it’s designated unless the 
Legislature chooses to have a joint resolution against it.  

(Public): Oh. So they can veto it.  

(Laurel): So he could choose to put it forward to the Legislature to have an 
opinion either way, but it’s not required.  So he can designate it, but they have 
to have a joint resolution against it, unless there’s a bill introduced.  

(Rocky): So by February I assume by when our birthday is for State we would 
know where the Governor was at and in what process and timeline and go 
from there…whether it was over and then there would be the ballot initiative 
idea or be designated…(inaudible).  

(Public): How long do you plan to keep the comment period open?   

(Rocky): October 15th is when the survey ends, and I re-question, there’s my 
stall tactic, I believe it’s a similar timeline because we still have to write the 



report and present it to our Commission in November. So, I’m going to make 
an executive decision, October 15th.  

(Laurel): We will still accept comments at the Commission level.   

(Public): The Commission would hold some kind of a public hearing on this, 
would they not?  

(Rocky):  They would always allow public comment in the beginning of that 
meeting, sometimes they choose to hold the public comments during the actual 
agenda item but they would review it…so yes.  

(Public): Thank you.  

(Staff): That will be in the second week of November in Astoria.   

(Rocky): So to repeat, that will be in the second week, that will be a Tuesday? 
Wednesday. They changed the date on me.  

(Staff): Wednesday.  

(Rocky): Wednesday in the second week of November in Astoria, 
Oregon...and…let’s see if I can get a date.  

(Laurel): There’s also a Commission meeting on Wednesday of this week at 
Silver Falls and there will be an agenda item about this but it’s just an update 
to the Commission, an information item, they’re not taking action.  

(Rocky): So November 12th in Astoria is the State Parks Commission meeting 
where this will be reviewed.  

(Public): Where’s that going to be in Astoria?  

(Rocky): On our website, there is a tiny url…is it at the Maritime Museum? The 
Canner y is another location… 

(Dwight): The Water Resources Commission will be planning to take a 
recommendation to the Water Resources Commission  the Thursday and 
Friday, it’s either the Thursday or Friday…it’s a two day meeting in Hillsboro, 
the week before Thanksgiving, I think that’s the 21st, 22nd of November, so 
about a week or 10 days after the Parks Commission meeting.  



(Rocky): Well you guys have been an awesome crowd tonight. We’re here for 
another 45 minutes and then these darn people kick us out, we’re here to 
answer as many questions until then and then we have to pack up, 
unfortunately. So thanks for coming. My name, number, phone number, email 
is the best way to get a hold of me so if you don’t get me on the rings, just 
email me, I’m on the road a lot, especially the next six weeks. Feel free 
(inaudible)…get back to you.  

(Laurel): Send an email to the scenicwaterways@oregon.gov  which is maybe 
easier, I don’t know what is easier than Rocky Houston, 
scenicwaterways@oregon.gov one of us will get back to you if it’s a question, 
otherwise it’s a comment and we’ll try to get back to you, there are several 
folks that have access to that email address. So if there’s input on the study, 
you know the criteria that I mentioned in our presentation, any information 
would be helpful that you think… 

(Rocky): Yeah, and if you think Laurel did a great job tonight, make a 
comment.  

(Public): So what made you pick the designation that you did? Geographically?  

(Rocky):  Well we use some advance scientific rubic technology so we’ve 
created a matrix so there was…Terry you should…I don’t want to put you on 
the spot…so we looked at prior information in regards to different studies, I 
keep looking at other people cause they’re going to tell me when I get it wrong, 
then we used GIS to look at some different elements to look at the scenic 
qualities and then the recreational use level, then we combined that 
information to determine which had potential scenic qualities and had a high 
recreational value. Then we informed an advisory committee that was 
stakeholders statewide and did a refinement from that down to a list of about 
24-26 top tier potentials. From there, they looked at flow, free flowing of some 
of those reaches potentially had some impediments there, we looked at other 
issues and that subcommittee, that advisory committee narrowed it down to six 
initially, eight reaches, from there it was further refined down to these three 
based on geographical, to make sure that we have some rivers that we are 
looking at all over the State to pilot this new process out as well as other 
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elements that I can’t recall. So that’s kind of how we use science, local 
knowledge and other information to make it happen. We want to have a good 
opportunity to look at different issues, different types of rivers to see if the 
process is meeting the needs of you, the citizens.  

(Laurel): Something that we didn’t mention, there are three types of 
designation options. There’s twenty existing State Scenic Waterways, 19 rivers 
and (inaudible) lake. And all of them except for one, the Sandy river were 
designated by one of the other two processes, by ballot initiative or by 
Legislative bill. So we haven’t done this very many times.  

(Public): When was the last time we had a waterway declared scenic?  

(Laurel): 1988  

(Rocky): Yeah, I was going to say 1988. Yeah, I was only in my 20th year with 
the State then, it was a long time ago. It was a good year in high school for me. 
I won’t tell you which year.  

(Public): There are other rivers that haven’t been developed here in the State. 
How are those developments funded?  

(Rocky): In regards to the studies in the management plan?  

(Public):  No, the management, the ongoing management of it, beyond the 
feasibility studies.  

(Laurel): Existing Scenic Waterways, how are they managed and how is it 
funded?   

(Rocky): Through State Parks, through our funding, and we have people, 
Natural Resource Specialists who, that’s part of their duties, is to review those 
applications, that’s through lottery funding and user fees.  And I believe that’s 
how they’re funded. We used to have a much larger rivers program in the 80s 
and that’s dwindled down. So we have three, four, staff that a piece of their job 
responsibilities is reviewing this.  

(Laurel): That’s sort of why you’re getting the Ocean Shore planning policy 
person, Statewide Trails person.. but Andrea doesn’t necessarily go 



around…Jim is our supervisor hiding in the back, he manages the Stewardship 
program.  

(Rocky): So I may not be the river guide per se, but I have managed the water 
trails program, my job is to work with communities all over the State, Regional 
Recreation Planning.  

(Jim): This program also depends on cooperation from local land use 
authorities, we meet with land use planners around the state to make sure 
they’re aware of this designation…(inaudible).. so it’s not only our staff but 
local land use agencies…(inaudible).  

(Rocky): And that’s a good point.  

(Laurel): And there’s a publication on our website called the State Scenic 
Waterways Landowner’s Guide..it has some good examples in it..some 
scenarios…(inaudible)…and that’s available via that link or you can email us 
and ask for it.  

(Rocky): Thank you.  

(Public) Thank you.  
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FW: LWVCC Comment on Chetco River Scenic Designation
KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:LWVCC Chetco River - Sceni~1.pdf (151 KB)

  

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recreation Grants and Community Programs
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

725 Summer Street, Suite C
Salem, OR  97301-1271
503-986-0705
steve.kay@oregon.gov

****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

This email may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt
from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the addressee or it appears from
the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me
immediately by reply email, keep the contents confidentially, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.

________________________________________
From: Lucie La Bonte [labontelucie2@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 1:09 PM
To: KAY Steve * OPRD; VanessaDemoe@state.or.us
Subject: LWVCC Comment on Chetco River Scenic Designation

Hi Steve;
It was great talking with you yesterday re the Chetco Designation
Proposal. Attached is a letter from the League of Women Voters of
Curry County we would like to have placed on record.
Thank you and have a wonderful day!
Lucie La Bonte
President, League of Women Voters of Curry County
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 O F   CURRY COUNTY 

 
Make a Difference! Join the League of Women Voters of Curry County! 

 
PO Box 1521, Gold Beach, OR 97444 • 541-247-0935 • www.lwvcurry.org 

 

 

 

 

 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission 

C/O Mr. Steve Kay 

725 Summer St NE, Suite C 

Salem, Oregon 97301 

 

Dear Commissioners;        October 14, 2014 

 

The League of Women Voters of Curry County would like to go on record in support of the 

proposed Scenic Designation of the Chetco River. The Chetco River has unique scenic, historic 

and recreational values. The League supports identification and regulation of areas of critical 

concern; fragile or historical lands, where development could result in irreversible damage (such 

as shore lands of rivers, lakes and streams, estuaries and bays; rare geological formations; 

significant wildlife habitats; unique scenic and historical areas; wetlands and deserts).  

 

This designation will enhance economic development by adding tourist opportunities to the 

historical uses while protecting the unique values and the significant wildlife habitats of the 

Chetco River. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

 

Sincerely; 

 

 

 

Lucie La Bonté 

President  
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Chetco River
Yvonne Maitland [ymmaitland@gmail.com]
Sent:Saturday, September 27, 2014 3:54 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Dear Steve Kay,

My family and grandchildren would like to thank Governor Kitzhaber and Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department for considering the Chetco River as a candidate for the State Scenic designation. 

My Native American friend invited me to go down the Chetco River.  It was my first river trip, and as we
drifted along, the river spread out, calm and serene in front of us.  I was enthralled with the peace and scenic
beauty of the Chetco.  It seemed as if the river had washed over me and took me along its blue-green waters
where the outside world no longer mattered and I was at peace.  It was a wonderful experience that I have not
forgotten.  I believe the human heart needs such wild places and scenic rivers.

The Chetco River flows out of the rugged Kalmiopsis Wilderness and the Siskiyou National Forest.  It is an
example of a true, free flowing coastal river, with some of the largest salmon caught here.  The Chetco
belongs to the people of Oregon.  I hope Governor Kitzhaber will nominate it for the State Scenic
designation the Chetco deserves.

Sincerely,

Yvonne Maitland
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Comments from DOGAMI
Vicki McConnell [vicki.mcconnell@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:35 AM
To: MORGAN Jim * OPRD [jim.morgan@state.or.us]; Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: POLLOCK Andree; NIEWENDORP Clark; LYNCH Gary; GRIFFITH Sara * OPRD; BALZER Vaughn
Attachments:DOGAMI Comments_Scenic Wat~1.pdf (129 KB)

  
 

Please see a ached le er with DOGAMI comments.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide informa on
that may be relevant to your decisions about these river reaches.
Regards,
Vicki S. McConnell, Ph.D., R.G.
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

 

Oregon State Geologist
OR Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries
800 NE Oregon St.
Suite 965
Portland, OR 97232
971.673.1550 (office)
503.709.8529 (mobile)
www.oregongeology.org
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Date:  October 14, 2014 
 
To:  Jim Morgan, Stewardship Manager  

 
From:  Vicki S. McConnell, DOGAMI Director 
 
RE:  Comments regarding the proposed State Scenic Waterways   
 
As the geoscience and mine operation and reclamation regulatory agency for the state 
we have information and data about potential mineral resources, mining claims both 
federal and state, and locations of present and past mining activity. We submit the 
following information about the three river reaches being considered by OPRD for 
Scenic Waterway designation.  Please do not hesitate to contact me for clarification or 
to discuss whether we have more detailed information that will assist in your 
considerations.  This information was compiled by Clark Niewendorp, DOGAMI 
Industrial Geologist, and Vaughn Balzer, Floodplain Mining and Water Quality 
Reclamationist. 
 
Site 1. Molalla River 

 There are no permitted DOGAMI mining sites on the Molalla river reach being 
considered. 

 In the study area of the proposed Upper Molalla River scenic waterway, multiple 
claims have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in two sections. Both sections are located near the Horse Creek 
Bridge; claim types are placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Molalla River in Clackamas County (~13 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

No  

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay Low B 
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  
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Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

No  

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of the Upper Mollala  
River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4). The  
definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are  
after Goudarzi (1984). 
**  There are 12 rock sources (quarries, borrow pits) within the study area. 
Each of the aggregate sites is a small surface burrow pit, low volume dig, operated  
either by the Bureau of Land Management or privately and locally used as a resource. 
‡  A recreational placer gold mining corridor starts about 1.4 mi below the below the bridge located at Glen 
Avon and ends south at the Horse Creek Bridge, which is within the study area of the proposed scenic 
waterway. (In the early 1900s, gold mining was active near the head of Ogle Creek 
(https://www.flickr.com/photos/clackamascohistorical/sets/72157632127499016/) in the  
Headwaters of the Upper Molalla River. This area was and still is a likely source of the placer gold found in 
the recreational placer gold mining corridor.)  
 
Site 2. Chetco River 

 There is one DOGAMI Limited Exemption (08‐0006) adjacent to the Chetco River 
reach being considered but it appears to be downstream and outside of the area 
potentially impacted by proposed wild and scenic designation. 

 In the study area of the proposed Chetco River Scenic Waterway, multiple claims 
have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in five sections, which cover the upper half of the area of study 
(segments 1 and 2). All claim types are placer; all are closed. 

 
A portion of the Chetco River in Curry County (~14 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 

No  
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manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of a portion of the  
Chetco River in Curry County is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031(see Section 4). 
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are no crushed rock sources in terms of existing quarries or borrow pits within  
the study area. However, volcanic rocks do occur within in the study area and could be a  
potential resource. 
‡  The entire reach of the river in the study area is known for its recreational placer gold  
mining.  
 
Site 3. Grande Ronde River 

 There is one DOGAMI operating permit (31‐0061) within the middle of the 
Grande Ronde River reach being considered.  This site would likely be visible 
from the river and within the area being considered for the wild and scenic 
designation.  The 1991 application for 31‐0061 references 1,300 acres but we do 
not have a surveyed boundary for this site.  Further DOGAMI does not have any 
land use documentation for this site but there may be potential for expansion of 
the mine boundary. DOGAMI is aware of ODOT material resources within this 
reach that are below DOGAMI permit thresholds and as such are not covered 
under DOGAMI permits.    

 

 In the study area of the proposed the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway, a 
claim has been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in one section, which is in the upper half of the area of study. This 
claim type is a placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Grande Ronde River in Union County (~29 miles):  

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** High C 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Low 

B 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 

No  
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zirconium) 
*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed Scenic Waterway of the Upper Grande  
Ronde River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4).  
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are 5 existing rock sources, i.e., quarries and gravel pits, in the study area. 
‡  Gravels in several tributaries of the upper portion of the Upper Grande Ronde River are known to 
contain placer gold. 

 
Levels of Resource Potential: 
 
HIGH mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where data support mineral-deposit models indicating presence 
of resource, and where evidence indicates that mineral concentration has taken place. 
Assignment of high resource potential to an area requires some positive knowledge that 
mineral-forming processes have been active in at least part of the area. 
MEDIUM mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, 
and geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where and (or) where an application of mineral-deposit models 
indicates favorable ground for the specified type(s) of deposits.. 
LOW mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics define a geologic environment in which the existence of 
resources is permissive.  This broad category embraces areas with dispersed but 
insignificantly mineralized rock, as well as areas with obvious site limitations and little 
or no indication of having been mineralized. 
NO mineral resource potential is a category reserved for a specific type of resource in a 
well-defined area. 
UNKNOWN mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where information is 
inadequate to assign a low, moderate, or high level of resource potential. 

 
Levels of Certainty: 
 

A. Available information is not adequate for determination of the level of 
mineral resource potential. 
B.  Available information only suggests the level of mineral resource potential. 
C.  Available information gives a good indication of the level of mineral 
resource potential. 
D.  Available information clearly defines the level of mineral resource 
potential 
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References (not all cited in above text): 
Goudarzi, G.H., 1984, Guide to the preparation of mineral survey reports on public lands: 

U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 84-787. 
LR2000, 2013, Land and Mineral Legacy Rehost 2000 system website: Bureau of Land 

Management, www.blm.gov/lr2000/index.htm 
Ma, Lina, Madin, I.P., Olson, K.V., Watzig, R.J., Wells, R.E., Niem, A.R., and Priest, 

G.R., (compilers), 2009, Oregon geologic data compilation [OGDC], release 5 
(statewide):  Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Digital Data 
Series OGDC-5. 

Olmstead, D.L., 1989, Hydrocarbon exploration and occurrences in Oregon: Oregon 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Oil and Gas Investigation 15, 78 p. 

Niewendorp, C.A., and Geitgey, R.H., 2010, Mineral Information Layer for Oregon, 
Release 2: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries MILO-Release 2. 

Niewendorp, C.A., Schueller, D.A., and Welch, T.J., 2008, Geothermal Information 
Layer for Oregon (GTILO-2): Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Digital Data Series, http://www.oregongeology.org/sub/gtilo/index.htm. 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, unpublished oil and gas drill hole 
files. 

 
 

 



State Scenic Waterways
Thomas O'Keefe [okeefe@americanwhitewater.org]
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 10:02 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:20140929_chetco_state_scen~1.pdf (150 KB) ; 20140929_grande_ronde_stat~1.pdf (151 KB)

  
Please find attached letters of support for the Chetco and Grande Ronde State Scenic Waterway designations.

-- Tom

Thomas O'Keefe, PhD
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director
American Whitewater
3537 NE 87th St.
Seattle, WA 98115

425-417-9012
okeefe@amwhitewater.org
http://www.americanwhitewater.org

State Scenic Waterways https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...

1 of 1 10/27/2014 2:28 PM



 

Thomas O’Keefe, PhD 
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director 
3537 NE 87th St. 
Seattle, WA 98115 
okeefe@americanwhitewater.org 

 
September	  29th,	  2014	  
	  
Jim	  Morgan,	  Stewardship	  Manager	  	  
Oregon	  Parks	  and	  Recreation	  Department	  
725	  Summer	  Street	  NE,	  Ste	  C	  
Salem,	  OR	  	  97301-‐1271	  	  
	  
Subject:	  Chetco	  River	  Scenic	  Waterway	  Assessment	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Morgan:	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  writes	  to	  express	  our	  support	  for	  designating	  the	  Chetco	  River	  as	  a	  State	  
Scenic	  Waterway.	  Many	  of	  our	  members	  have	  chosen	  to	  call	  Oregon	  home	  because	  of	  the	  
outstanding	  whitewater	  boating	  opportunities	  in	  the	  state,	  including	  those	  that	  the	  Chetco	  
River	  provides.1	  Designating	  the	  Chetco	  as	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  will	  not	  only	  enhance	  the	  
quality	  of	  life	  for	  those	  who	  recreate	  on	  the	  river,	  but	  will	  also	  bring	  economic	  benefits	  to	  local	  
communities.2	  	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  is	  a	  national	  non-‐profit	  501(c)(3)	  river	  conservation	  organization	  founded	  
in	  1954.	  We	  have	  approximately	  6,000	  members	  and	  100	  local-‐based	  affiliate	  clubs,	  
representing	  thousands	  of	  whitewater	  paddlers	  across	  the	  nation.	  American	  Whitewater’s	  
mission	  is	  to	  conserve	  and	  restore	  America’s	  whitewater	  resources	  and	  to	  enhance	  
opportunities	  to	  enjoy	  them	  safely.	  As	  a	  conservation-‐oriented	  paddling	  organization,	  American	  
Whitewater	  has	  an	  interest	  in	  the	  Chetco	  River.	  A	  significant	  percentage	  of	  American	  
Whitewater	  members	  reside	  in	  Oregon	  and	  Northern	  California—a	  short	  driving	  distance	  from	  
this	  river	  for	  recreation.	  	  
	  
The	  Chetco	  River	  meets	  the	  criteria	  for	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway:	  it	  is	  free	  flowing,	  the	  river	  has	  
exceptional	  scenic	  quality	  as	  viewed	  from	  the	  river,	  and	  the	  water	  is	  an	  exceptional	  setting	  for	  
recreational	  use.	  These	  qualities	  led	  to	  the	  designation	  of	  the	  upper	  45	  miles	  of	  the	  Chetco	  
River	  from	  the	  headwaters	  to	  the	  National	  Forest	  boundary	  as	  a	  Federal	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  River.	  
Segments	  1	  and	  2	  are	  within	  the	  federally	  designated	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  River	  reach.	  The	  
proposed	  boundary	  for	  Segment	  3	  would	  represent	  a	  modest	  extension	  beyond	  the	  National	  
Forest	  boundary.	  We	  support	  the	  inclusion	  of	  all	  these	  reaches	  within	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  
designation.	  
	  
We	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  with	  you	  to	  protect	  this	  river	  for	  future	  generations.	  Please	  do	  not	  

                                                
1	  Our	  inventory	  of	  whitewater	  resources	  for	  the	  Chetco	  River	  includes	  the	  following:	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/3758 
2	  The	  Outdoor	  Industry	  Association	  reports	  that	  outdoor	  recreation	  generates	  $12.8	  billion	  in	  direct	  spending	  and	  
141,000	  direct	  jobs	  in	  Oregon	  State.	  https://outdoorindustry.org/images/ore_reports/OR-‐oregon-‐
outdoorrecreationeconomy-‐oia.pdf	  



hesitate	  to	  contact	  us	  if	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  regarding	  the	  opportunities	  for	  whitewater	  
recreation	  on	  the	  Chetco	  River	  and	  the	  benefits	  that	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  designation	  
would	  bring. 
	  
Sincerely,	  

 
Thomas	  O’Keefe,	  PhD	  
Pacific	  Northwest	  Stewardship	  Director	  



Chetco River
Nancy McClelland [heartscapes@gmail.com]
Sent:Wednesday, September 10, 2014 6:10 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Please designate the Chetco as a  Scenic Waterway. We have lived here for 25 years
(via Portland and first Southern CA). We have many great memories of family times at
the river and with scouts. The boy scouts camp there and used the road as training for
their bike trips up north.
Protecting the water helps salmon and that helps the economy here, thru the fishing
industry and events like the Slam'n Salmon Derby (which brings tourists).
Having a naturally clean water supply is healthier for our community and more cost
effective because we don't have to treat it as much. 
The Chetco's beauty is our heritage and something we should preserve as a gift from
the native population who first used it and something we can give back to them for the
damage we have done to their lifestyle and history.
Thank you and peace, 
Nancy McClelland
heartscapes@gmail.com
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FW: Chetco comment
KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent:Thursday, September 18, 2014 1:29 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
FYI . . .
 

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recrea on Grants and Community Programs

Oregon Parks and Recrea on Department
 
725 Summer Street, Suite C

Salem, OR  97301‐1271

503‐986‐0705

steve.kay@oregon.gov

 
 
****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

 

This email may contain informa on that is privileged, confiden al, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the

addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me immediately by reply email,

keep the contents confiden ally, and immediately delete the message and any a achments from your system.

 

From: Monty Moncrief [mailto:moncrief@uci.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 7:24 AM
To: KAY Steve * OPRD
Cc: Monty Moncrief; BERGERSON Terry * OPRD
Subject: Re: Chetco comment
 
Thanks for the update Steve - I,m guessing their was someone at this meeting from the Guides Association - we have
upwards of 125 Commercial River Guides on our little 56 mile Chetco River from now until March, Most have a motor on
their boat . I do LSV (Live Streaming Video) and have been working with OSMB , OSP and Oregon South Coast
Fishermen trying to limit the over croweding of (fish for sale) Boats and Poaching - I,m a retired Teamster and for the
most part a Sport Bank Subsistenence Angler I get to fish 5 local rivers and the ocean when my health allows - I love our
little Chetco and feel compeled to make some effort to secure it,s future. I worked hard to get the Chetco re-open  this
year to bank fishing for a fresh King Salmon - I did a presentation of the new regulations on fishing geer for this season
last night at our monthly OSCF meeting it was well recieved. 
If you have the minutes from your meeting and who was present I would love to see them .
Will be in touch Steve and I hope your Office can add some peace to the Secenic Chetco River
Be Well

 
  

----- Original Message -----
From: KAY Steve * OPRD
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To: moncrief@uci.net
Cc: BERGERSON Terry * OPRD
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 7:47 PM
Subject: FW: Chetco comment
 
Monty,

I'm sorry you weren't able to attend the meeting last week.  I did want to let you know that if the Chetco River
were designated as a State Scenic Waterway, we would undergo a separate public process to develop a
management plan and regulations for the river.  At this time, I can't tell you what exactly what rules would be
included, but the management plan would need to accommodate existing uses.  It would also include screening
requirements for all new development located within 1/4 mile of the designated waterway.

Just let me know if you have any other questions.

Thank you,
 
Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recrea on Grants and Community Programs
Oregon Parks and Recrea on Department
 
725 Summer Street, Suite C

Salem, OR  97301‐1271

503‐986‐0705

steve.kay@oregon.gov

 
 
****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

 
This email may contain informa on that is privileged, confiden al, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not

the addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me immediately by reply

email, keep the contents confiden ally, and immediately delete the message and any a achments from your system.

From: BERGERSON Terry * OPRD
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 3:55 PM
To: KAY Steve * OPRD
Subject: Chetco comment

Was trying to make your mee ng tonight 9‐11‐14 but have appointment with Radia on Oncology in Medford . I
will read the other links provided by Steve Kay but would like a li le more informa on on what rules you use
when/if you decide to  label the Chetco River a Scenic Water Way ?  Look forward to hearing from you.   I want to
thank Mr. Kay for his help and  me and thank you for your commitment.  Resident since 1999  Monty Moncrief   
moncrief@uci.net
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Chetco River
Harry Hoogesteger [harry@currywatersheds.org]
Sent:Monday, September 15, 2014 2:19 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
We support and endorse the inclusion of the  Chetco River  into the State Scenic Waterways System.
 
 
The Chetco River has many outstanding scenic and recrea onal a ributes, and fits the criteria for inclusion and
designa on.  Here are some other thought suppor ng the designa on:
 

·         Protec ng the river improves water quality for all downstream users.   The ci es of Brookings and Harbor
draw their water from the Chetco River   ‐‐and clean drinking water is a priceless asset for any community.  It
also provides  economic benefits   ‐‐‐as clean water coming in to the intake means fewer chemicals required
at the plant to treat drinking water   (saving ci zens money).

 

·         Watershed and riparian protec on provide wonderful benefits for salmon and steelhead.  These fish also
contribute migh ly to the economy of the Brookings area.  One example:   The annual “Slam’N Salmon
Derby”  every Labor Day draws hundreds of fishermen and thousands of visitors to our area to fish and
recreate.   Anadromous salmon and steelhead spawn & rear in the Chetco River.   We should do everything
in our power to protect and preserve their habitat.  

 

·         This is a river we can all be proud of.  The Chetco is  clean; it’s accessible;   it provides great  recrea onal
opportuni es for both locals and tourists.  As part of the “Wild Rivers Coast”   this river is marketed
na onally and interna onally by local Chambers of Commerce as a jewel on the Oregon Coast.   Let’s protect
it for the future.

 
Sincerely,
 

Harry Hoogesteger
South Coast Watershed Coordinator
 

 
harry@currywatersheds.org
9/15/14
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NEDC Comments on OPRD Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation
for the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers
Dashiell Farewell [dfarewell@lclark.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 8:01 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: Marla Nelson [msnelson@nedc.org]
Attachments:2014 10 15 NEDC OPRD Comme~1.pdf (146 KB)

  
To The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department:

Attached please find the Northwest Environmental Defense Center's (NEDC) comments on OPRD's recent
proposal in the 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment to designate The Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde
rivers as Oregon State Scenic Waterways. NEDC appreciates your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

/s/ Dashiell Farewell
NEDC Law Student Volunteer
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NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER  

10015 S.W. Terwilliger Blvd., Portland, Oregon  97219 
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www.nedc.org 

 

 

 

 

 

October 15, 2014 

 

Submitted via email to scenic.waterways@oregon.gov 

 

Oregon Parks & Recreation Department 

Attn: 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments 

725 Summer St. NE 

Salem, Oregon 97301 

 

Re: NEDC Comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation (OPRD) 

Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation for the Molalla, Chetco, and 

Grande Ronde Rivers 

 

  The Northwest Environmental Defense Center (“NEDC”) submits the following 

comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation’s (“OPRD”) 2014 Scenic 

Waterways Assessment, which considers designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande 

Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC is a non-profit organization whose 

mission is to protect the environment and natural resources of the Pacific Northwest.  

Given this mission, and the purpose of State Scenic Waterway designation to protect 

valuable waterways in Oregon, NEDC would strongly supports an OPRD decision to 

designate these three waterways as State Scenic Waterways, and NEDC encourages 

OPRD to do so. 

 
Comments   

 

I.  The proposed designations would further the purpose of the State Scenic 

Waterway Act. 

 

  The purpose of Oregon’s Scenic Waterway designation is to protect valuable 

waterways in Oregon.  The designation aims to strike a balance between protecting 

natural resources, preserving the scenic value of the rivers, and promoting recreational 

use and enjoyment.  NEDC supports these aims and as such supports OPRD’s proposal to 

designate the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as State Scenic Waterways. 

 

  If approved, these Scenic Waterway designations would be the first such 

designations in 26 years.  These rivers are bountiful resources.  NEDC firmly believes 

OPRD should not only designate these three rivers as State Scenic Waterways, but that 

mailto:scenic.waterways@oregon.gov
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those designations should only be the first of many.  A State Scenic Waterway 

designation provides strong protections to Oregon’s vibrant yet fragile river ecosystems 

that would otherwise be put in jeopardy by potential development and infrastructure 

projects both on, and around the rivers. 

 

  OPRD rarely designates rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  By increasing the 

number of these designations, OPRD would be taking a very positive step forward toward 

a more comprehensive environmental policy that achieves real impacts.  Designating 

rivers as State Scenic Waterways is good for the health and vitality of the bounteous and 

diverse ecosystem that thrives in and around the rivers.  It is also good economic policy 

because it encourages tourism and serves as excellent publicity for Oregon’s waterways.  

Finally, it is good for the reputation of the state more generally, demonstrating that 

Oregon takes seriously its role as steward of its river resources and the multitude of life 

those waterways support.  In short, it is sound policy to designate rivers as State Scenic 

Waterways.  OPRD has NEDC’s full support in proceeding not only with the three 

designations currently under consideration, but also with more designations in the future.  

 

II.  Designating these rivers under the State Scenic Waterway program will have 

meaningful impacts. 

 

  Oregon’s rivers, including the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde, sustain dozens 

of species of fish, including Chinook salmon (Oregon’s State fish), steelhead trout, and 

mountain whitefish.  Birds include blue herons, egrets, and many species of ducks and 

geese rely on clean, well-preserved waterways for food, and build their nests on or near 

the banks.  Mule deer, elk, and bighorn sheep need the rivers for fresh drinking water. 

Many species of frogs, toads, and turtles live in and around the rivers as well.  Without 

adequate protections for the rivers, all of these species are put in jeopardy.  With a State 

Scenic Waterway designation, these species and their habitats are much more likely to 

thrive in those waterways.  This is good for the overall health and robustness of the 

environment.  These rivers are an invaluable, irreplaceable source of life, and their 

protection is essential to preserving Oregon’s biologically rich and diverse ecosystems. 

 

  Of course, the positive impacts of State Scenic Waterway designations for these 

rivers would extend to the many thousands of people who use and enjoy these rivers year 

round as well.  Nature enthusiasts, campers, hikers, boaters, fly fisherman, and 

birdwatchers would all be much more likely to visit the rivers, confident that Oregon is 

taking steps to preserve and protect the waterways.  This will allow for the most 

enjoyable and positive experience possible for visitors.  Those who already use and love 

the rivers will be confident that their enjoyment will continue for many years to come if 

they know the rivers are protected by a State Scenic Waterway designation.  

 

  Oregon is justifiably famous for its outdoor opportunities for locals and visitors 

alike, and for its vibrant and diverse ecosystems.  If OPRD wants to encourage and 

promote the use and enjoyment of the Oregon’s parks and outdoor recreational activities, 

both by Oregonians and by visitors from around the United States and around the world, 

NEDC is confident that designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as 
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State Scenic Waterways would be a very beneficial step in achieving that direction. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In sum, it would be very beneficial for OPRD to designate the Molalla, Chetco, 

and Grande Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC encourages and supports 

OPRD in proceeding with these designations.  OPRD has, up to this point, been reluctant 

to designate rivers as Scenic Waterways.  NEDC strongly encourages OPRD to change 

that stance, beginning with these three rivers.  By designating rivers as Scenic 

Waterways, OPRD will serve the state as whole.  These designations would have 

numerous beneficial results, from preserving and protecting the vibrant ecosystems that 

thrive within and around the rivers, to increasing tourism, to demonstrating that Oregon is 

a progressive advocate for environmental protection of its natural resources that other 

states can look to for guidance.  Not only would the ecosystems sustained by these rivers 

benefit immeasurably from a Scenic Waterway designation, but Oregon as a whole will 

benefit as well. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Dashiell Farwell 

Student Volunteer 

 

 



FW: Chetco River/Scenic Waterway
KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent:Monday, September 08, 2014 10:14 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
FYI . . .

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recreation Grants and Community Programs
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

725 Summer Street, Suite C
Salem, OR  97301-1271
503-986-0705
steve.kay@oregon.gov

****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

This email may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt
from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the addressee or it appears from
the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me
immediately by reply email, keep the contents confidentially, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.

-----Original Message-----
From: KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 9:28 AM
To: 'Dana Hayden'
Subject: RE: Chetco River/Scenic Waterway

Thank you for your comments Dana.  I will make sure that the points you have raised are
expressed in our assessment of the Chetco River.

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recreation Grants and Community Programs Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

725 Summer Street, Suite C
Salem, OR  97301-1271
503-986-0705
steve.kay@oregon.gov

****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

This email may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt
from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the addressee or it appears from
the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me
immediately by reply email, keep the contents confidentially, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.

-----Original Message-----
From: Dana Hayden [mailto:dana1095@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 06, 2014 7:52 AM
To: KAY Steve * OPRD
Subject: Chetco River/Scenic Waterway

Greetings,
I was informed of an upcoming meeting on Sept. 11 to discuss the idea of the Chetco
River receiving a "Scenic Waterway" designation. Our family lives in Redmond, Oregon,
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but we have been visiting and enjoying the Chetco for 15 summers. Unfortunately, I will
not be able to attend the meeting, but would like to share my views with you.

We love the Chetco River because of its pristine beauty, and feel that it is important
to protect it. Activities along the river, like mining, road building and logging could
all have a damaging effect on the riparian zone. It is important that any projects in
this zone are held to the highest standard and have the health of the river as a high
priority. If "Scenic Waterway" protection helps insure the future health of the Chetco
River, then I believe it is important to seek that designation.

We return to the Chetco each summer and shop, fuel vehicles and visit restaurants in the
town of Brookings. It seems that protecting the river will protect the future economy of
the town by brining tourist dollars in from fishing, boating and other recreational
activities.

Please include my email on any informative correspondence you generate regarding this
matter. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Dana & James Hayden
Redmond, Oregon
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Very much in favor
bvogel11@juno.com
Sent:Friday, September 12, 2014 9:36 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Dear Sirs,
I strongly support classifying the Chetco river as a scenic waterway. It is one of only a few rivers that is
unpolluted by mans folly and one of our greatest assets. Many of America's water systems are being
contaminated by industry, agriculture, development and climate change. Even Harbor's water supply is feeling
it's effects. We have made very poor choices in how we treat the natural world in the past, it's time to let
wisdom prevail!
Regards
Bill Vogel
541-469-3640
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FW: Hello from Brookings
KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent:Tuesday, September 09, 2014 8:19 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
FYI . . .

 

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager

Recrea on Grants and Community Programs

Oregon Parks and Recrea on Department
 

725 Summer Street, Suite C

Salem, OR  97301‐1271

503‐986‐0705

steve.kay@oregon.gov

 

 

****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

 

This email may contain informa on that is privileged, confiden al, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the

addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me immediately by reply email,

keep the contents confiden ally, and immediately delete the message and any a achments from your system.

 

From: barbara edmiston [mailto:barbrostrand@charter.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 12:36 AM
To: KAY Steve * OPRD
Cc: Freeman Ted
Subject: Hello from Brookings
 
Any  me I see a .Gov. I fear for the takeover of my playground.
I am so passionate about the Chetco River I am not going to mess around with forum.
My Dad came to Brookings as a Swedish Immigrant and became a Ci zen on the Naval Ship
called the Gambier Bay. It was sunk during WW!!. He won a Purple heart.
 
He became the Easter Lilly Capitol of the Na on here on the south Coast.
It was and is Called “Dahlstrom and Wa ”.
 
I love Brookings.  You have no idea how many people are coming into our camp and want
to make it into a Carmel, Calif.  We are strong.  We do not need Gov. to make our choices.
We have technicians  of the trades who have done what they do for years.  Forestry, Mining,
and yes, a lumber mill that has supported this community with a brilliant man called
Ron Fallert. I am almost 70 yrs. old and I hate the Gov. ruining our security.
 
If we do not clear the run out of the gravel from the rush from the river, it would choke
and kill all the fish and close off access. It is like you need a “gravel mining for dummies”
book.
 
I do not know you from Adam, but Ted Freeman is my Classmate and I am old enough and
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angry enough to give you an earful. And I hope to give you a Headache.

FW: Hello from Brookings https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...

2 of 2 10/27/2014 2:06 PM



Chetco River, recognition as a State Scenic Waterway
Albert & Joan Geiser [oceantribe@frontier.com]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:00 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Hi, The Chetco River is one of those perfect rivers, gravel bottom, crystal clear water, and great sport fishing.
It has provide many days of family enjoyment for us over the past 35 years, walking its banks, swimming, bird
watching, and fishing. With the Kalmiopsis Wilderness as its head water its just the cleanest river on the
coast, it deserves recogni on as a State Scenic Waterway. Protec ng the Chetco for future genera ons is
very important, par cularly in light of climate change. 

Respec ully,

Al & Joan Geiser
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Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

Dear Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation,  

 

I’d like to offer my support for the inclusion for the Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde rivers into 

Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways. Each of these wild, free flowing watersheds are unique and 

precious public resources that deserve to be valued foremost for their outstanding aesthetic, 

recreational, and ecological benefits.  

 

The Molalla is one of only two free flowing rivers in the Upper Willamette watershed. Its emerald green 

waters flow out of the Table Rock Wilderness through a corridor of public land that is frequented year 

round by hikers, bikers, equestrians, rafters, kayakers and anglers. The river itself is home to a 

recovering population of threatened wild winter steelhead. These wild fish spawn and rear within much 

of the mainstem river captured within the ORPD’s currently proposed Scenic Waterway segment for the 

Molalla.   

 

The Chetco River is at the heart of Oregon’s Wild River Coast. Undammed and free flowing from its 

headwaters in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness to the Pacific, the Chetco’s rugged beauty, cold and clear 

water and abundant wild, native fish make it a destination for travelers from across the country and an 

invaluable community resource, right out the backdoor from Brookings, OR. I support the inclusion of all 

three segments listed in the planning maps, from the Chetco Gorge in segment one near the terminus of 

the National Wild and Scenic section, downstream through the South Fork Chetco confluence to Alfred 

Loeb State Park in segment three. Hikers, bikers, boaters and anglers seek out these segments of the 

Chetco for their remarkable beauty and recreational benefits. These parts of the river are also home to 

wild fall Chinook salmon, winter steelhead, searun cutthroat and threatened coho salmon.  

 

The Grande Ronde River is an iconic eastern Oregon watershed and a recreational focal point for 

Oregonians and outdoor enthusiasts. Flowing out of the Blue Mountains, the Grande Ronde’s cool and 

clean headwaters are enjoyed by rafters, hikers, hunters and anglers as well as the threatened 

populations of spring Chinook, steelhead and bull trout that call these streams home. I support the 

inclusion of all three segments listed in the planning maps, from Tony Vey Meadows, through the 

angling deadline at Meadow Creek in segment two, downstream to Hilgard State park in segment three. 

Each of these sections display the kind of exceptional recreational and aesthetic values Oregonians seek 

to protect and enjoy long into the future.  

 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the OPRD’s 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments. 

The Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde are truly among Oregon’s finest watersheds and their inclusion 

into Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways would be the perfect way to reinvigorate a valuable state 

program.  

Warmly, 



Brad Lucas 

North Vancouver, BC 

V7m3m1 

Craig Langer 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

John Gwin 

Boise, ID 

83702 

Charles B Hammerstad 

San Jose, California 

95120  

Ramsey Gregory 

Elk Grove, CA 

95758 

Auction Attendee Supporter! 

Ashland, Oregon 

97520 

Pierce Flynn 

San Marcos, California 

92078 

David Kalinowski 

Ashland, OR 

97520 

Barbara Bauer 

Ashland, OR 

97520 

Wild Fish Supporter! 

Oregon City, OR 

9704 
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Henry Carlile 

Portland, OR 

97202 

Stan Chesshir 

Portland, ORegon 

97201 

Charlie Cassagnol 

Santa Fe, NM 

87502 

David Charles Quinn 

Ocean Shores, WA 

98569 

Daniel McGinley 

Lake Oswego , Oregon 

97034 

Rob Hollander 

Bend, OR 

97701 

Jackson K Meadows 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

97601 

John Appleton 

La Grande,, OR 

97850 

Jake Crawford 

Portland, Oregon 

97218 
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Howard M Stern 

Portland, OR 

97212 

Jon Lund 

Eugene, Oregon 

97401 

David Nay 

Myrtle Creek, Oregon 

97457 

Niall McCarthy 

Chicago, IL 

60622 

Jeff Evershed 

Lake Oswego, Oregon 

97034 

Jim Kelso 

Portland, OR 

97215 

James Wong 

San Francisco, CA 

94133 

Auction Attendee Supporter! 

Colton, Or 

97017 

Crystal Freeman 

Harrisburg, OR 

97446 

Sean young 

Hood River, Oregon 

97031 
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Charles Gehr 

Ashland, Or 

97520 

Joel La Follette 

West Linn, OR 

97068 

Daniel Hockett 

Tigard, Oregon 

97223 

Spragg Derek 

Vancouver, BC 

V6K 1J5 

Bruce Greene 

Portland, Oregon 

97214 

M. Steve Turner 

Ridgefield, WA 

98642 

Michael Aldridge 

Kerrville, TX 

78029 

Stephen P Starke 

San Rafael, CA 

94901 

Craig l stemmer 

highland beach, fl 

33487 
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Harry W Goertz 

San Jose, California 

95127 

Gene Trump 

Corvallis, OR 

97330 

River Steenson 

Portland, OR 

97222 

Fletcher Chouinard 

Ventura, CA 

93001 

Derek Yost 

Eugene, Oregon 

97408 

John M. Aronian III  M.D. 

Yorktown Heights, NY 

Steven Webb 

Springfield, Oregon 

97478 

Jeff Van Horn 

Portland, Oregon 

97217 

Robert Joseph Burch 

Coquille, Oregon 

97423-8509 
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Zach Lazzari 

Missoula, MT 

59801 

Barbara Anne Burke 

Crescent City, CA 

95531 

Dennis Jacobson 

San Jose, CA 

95123 

George widener 

Columbia falls, Montana,  

59912 

Dan Ellis 

Portland, Oregon 

97229 

Matthew Lund 

Dallas, OR 

97338 

Nan Robertson 

Lake Oswego, Oregon 

97034 

Gary Edward Mikesh 

West Vancouver, BC 

V&amp;V3K4 

Daisy Franzini 

Portland, OR 

97222 

Benjamin j valum 

Custer, Wa 

98240 
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Peter Murray, Wild Fish Supporter! 

Redmond, Oregon 

97756 

Jeffrey Martin 

Seattle, Wa 

98117 

Hilma Crowfoot 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Lawrence Peter Levine 

Glide, Or 

97443 

Bob Bumstead 

Eugene, Oregon 

97403 

Bruce Nelson 

Littleton, Co. 

Luke Kelly 

Seattle, WA 

98103 

Dave Lacey 

Gold Beach , OR 

97444 

Michael Jolliffe 

Portland, OR 

97204 

Adam Elson 

Ashland, OR 

97520 
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Dean Baxter 

Eugene, Oregon 

97404 

Garry Dale 

Athens, Georgia 

30601 

Jennifer Willis 

San Francisco, CA 

94117 

Tom Derry 

Molalla, Oregon 

97038 

MURRAY DEBATES 

SALEM, OR 

97304 

Constance Freeman 

Portland, Or 

98232 

Jennifer Griffith 

Woodside, NY 

11377 

John S. Luis 

San Jose, CA 

95129 

Daniel Pierce 

Parkdale, OR 

97041 

Dena Nickell 

gold beach, Oregon 

97444 
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Tom cheek 

Portland, Oregon 

97212 

Stephen Wagner 

Spokane, WA 

9921 

Dake Traphagen 

Bellingham, WA 

98227 

Nathan Hall 

Portland, Oregon 

97216 

Gary Abbott 

Bow, Washington 

98232 

Augusto D. Abellar 

Union City, CA 

94587 

Erin Hewitt 

Tigard, Oregon 

97223 

Jonathan Stumpf 

Seattle, WA 

98136 

John Weiss 

Brookings, OR 

97415 

Tom Calvanese 

Port Orford, Oregon 

97465 
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Kenneth Terrell 

Fredericksburg, Tx 

78624 

Mike Gabrion 

O'Fallon, MO 

63368 

Dale Greenley 

Myrtle Creek, OR 

9745 

Douglas Rohn 

Tucson, AZ 

85712 

Peter D. Ware 

Talent, Oregon 

97540 

Lon Otterby 

Marcola, OR 

97454 

Tim Knecht 

Portland, OR 
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DALE MADDEN 

MAUPIN, OR 

97037 

Terry L Kinser 

talent, OR 

97540 

Norman T. Baker, PhD 

Sequim, WA 

98382 
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Josh Wainwright 

Pewee Valley, KY 

40056 

Daniel J. Bastian 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Laurence W. Taylor 

Gold Beach, OR 

97444 

Robert Sims 

Maupin, OR 

97037 

Ken Finney 

Portland, OR 

97215 

Dorothy Toppercer 

Portland, OR 

97202 

John larison 

Corvallis, OR 

97330 

Kathy Kinser 

Medford, Oregon 

97501 

Chris Conaty 

Portland, OR 

97213 
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Timothy Devine 

Hayward, CA 

94544-1126 

Scott Willison 

Bellingham, WA 

98229 

Steve Myers 

South beach, Oregon 

97366 

Michelle Epperson 

Eugene, OR 

97404 

Sean Armstrong 

Salem, OR 

97301 

Jason Grant 

Redmond, OR 

97756 

Steven S. Lent 

Beaverton, OR 

97007 

Jack  

Medford, OR 

97501 

Shawn Donnille 

Eugene, OR 

97405 

Dana Travers 

Medford, Oregon 
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Brian Bennett 

Federal Way, WA 

98023 

Cole graves 

Santa Rosa, ca 

95409 

Dennis Biggins 

Hillsboro, OR 

97124 

Robert Parker 

Medford, Oregon 

97504-8501 

Raven Wing 

Princeton, OR 

97721 

Forrest Jones 

Hood River, OR 

97031 

Bruce skinner 

Portland, OR 

97202 

Ethan Barrow at Adventures Across Oregon LLC 

Banks, OR 

97106 

Glenn Short 

Sherman Oaks, CA 

91403 

Cameron Derbyshire 

Florence, OR 

97439 
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Caleb Lockyer 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

McCain McMurray 

BOULDER, CO 

80304 

Richard Kelllogg 

Camp Sherman, OR 

97730 

Nathaniel Johnson 

Chicago, IL 

60622 

Kris Olson 

Salt Lake City, UT 

84103 

Eric Brentlinger 

Hood River, Oregon 

97031 

Peter Newell Zabriskie 

Ogdensburg, New York 

13669 

Eric Shoemaker 

Portland, OR 

97201 

Lori Cook 

Sandy, OR 

97055 

Thomas B. Parry III 

Boise, Idaho 

83704 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

DICK LAW 

WASHOUGAL, WA 

98671 

Brice Crayne 

Eugene, OR 

97402 

Jonathan McFarland 

PORTLAND, OREGON 

97206 

Patrick Dunham 

Pendleton, OR 

97801 

Mark Sherwood 

Brookings, Oregon 

97415 

Kavan Cronin 

Vancouver, BC 

v5w3b9 

Mary Duvall 

Clatskanie, OR 

97016 

William J McMillan 

Concrete, Washington 

98237 

James Stegemeyer 

Gresham, Oregon 

97080 

Yancy Lind 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Tom Davis 

Sisters, Oregon 

97759 

Daniel Leonard Wise 

Salem, OR 

97302 

Moey Newbold 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Quinn Read 

Portland, Oregon 

97217 

Angela Crowley-Koch 

Portland, Oregon 

97209 

Jason Rolfe 

Seattle, WA 

98108 

Arthur Kayser 

Portland, Oregon 

97225 

Kirby Franklin 

San Jose, CA 

95130 

Stu Wood 

San Diego, CA 

92107 

Olaf Sweetman 

Newport, OR 

97365 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

Julie Cymore 

Ashland, OR 

9752 

Susan  GAyle Wilcox 

Port Orford, Oregon 

97465 

Francis Reedy 

Albany, Oregon 

97321 

Bradley Staples 

West Linn, Oregon 

97068 

Steven Klein  

Portland, Oregon 

97219 

Clay Newton 

Portland, Oregon 

97212 

Henry Newhouse 

Florence, Oregon 

97439 
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Thomas O’Keefe, PhD 
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director 
3537 NE 87th St. 
Seattle, WA 98115 
okeefe@americanwhitewater.org 

 
September	  29th,	  2014	  
	  
Jim	  Morgan,	  Stewardship	  Manager	  	  
Oregon	  Parks	  and	  Recreation	  Department	  
725	  Summer	  Street	  NE,	  Ste	  C	  
Salem,	  OR	  	  97301-‐1271	  	  
	  
Subject:	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  Scenic	  Waterway	  Assessment	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Morgan:	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  writes	  to	  express	  our	  support	  for	  designating	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  as	  
a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway.	  Many	  of	  our	  members	  have	  chosen	  to	  call	  Oregon	  home	  because	  of	  
the	  outstanding	  whitewater	  boating	  opportunities	  in	  the	  state,	  including	  those	  that	  the	  Grande	  
Ronde	  River	  provides.1	  Designating	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  as	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  will	  not	  only	  
enhance	  the	  quality	  of	  life	  for	  those	  who	  recreate	  on	  the	  river,	  but	  will	  also	  bring	  economic	  
benefits	  to	  local	  communities.2	  	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  is	  a	  national	  non-‐profit	  501(c)(3)	  river	  conservation	  organization	  founded	  
in	  1954.	  We	  have	  approximately	  6,000	  members	  and	  100	  local-‐based	  affiliate	  clubs,	  
representing	  thousands	  of	  whitewater	  paddlers	  across	  the	  nation.	  American	  Whitewater’s	  
mission	  is	  to	  conserve	  and	  restore	  America’s	  whitewater	  resources	  and	  to	  enhance	  
opportunities	  to	  enjoy	  them	  safely.	  As	  a	  conservation-‐oriented	  paddling	  organization,	  American	  
Whitewater	  has	  an	  interest	  in	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River.	  A	  significant	  percentage	  of	  American	  
Whitewater	  members	  reside	  in	  Oregon,	  Washington	  and	  Idaho	  —a	  short	  driving	  distance	  from	  
this	  river	  for	  recreation.	  	  
	  
The	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  meets	  the	  criteria	  for	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway:	  it	  is	  free	  flowing,	  the	  
river	  has	  exceptional	  scenic	  quality	  as	  viewed	  from	  the	  river,	  and	  the	  waterway	  provides	  an	  
exceptional	  setting	  for	  recreational	  use.	  Designating	  the	  headwaters	  of	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  will	  
not	  only	  protect	  these	  values,	  but	  will	  also	  have	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  the	  entire	  length	  of	  the	  
river.	  	  	  
	  
We	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  with	  you	  to	  protect	  this	  river	  for	  future	  generations.	  Please	  do	  not	  
hesitate	  to	  contact	  us	  if	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  regarding	  the	  opportunities	  for	  whitewater	  
recreation	  on	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  and	  the	  benefits	  that	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  

                                                
1	  Our	  inventory	  of	  whitewater	  resources	  for	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  includes	  the	  following:	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/3079/	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/1512/	  
2	  The	  Outdoor	  Industry	  Association	  reports	  that	  outdoor	  recreation	  generates	  $12.8	  billion	  in	  direct	  spending	  and	  
141,000	  direct	  jobs	  in	  Oregon	  State.	  https://outdoorindustry.org/images/ore_reports/OR-‐oregon-‐
outdoorrecreationeconomy-‐oia.pdf	  



designation	  would	  bring. 
	  
Sincerely,	  

 
Thomas	  O’Keefe,	  PhD	  
Pacific	  Northwest	  Stewardship	  Director	  



Comments from DOGAMI
Vicki McConnell [vicki.mcconnell@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:35 AM
To: MORGAN Jim * OPRD [jim.morgan@state.or.us]; Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: POLLOCK Andree; NIEWENDORP Clark; LYNCH Gary; GRIFFITH Sara * OPRD; BALZER Vaughn
Attachments:DOGAMI Comments_Scenic Wat~1.pdf (129 KB)

  
 

Please see a ached le er with DOGAMI comments.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide informa on
that may be relevant to your decisions about these river reaches.
Regards,
Vicki S. McConnell, Ph.D., R.G.
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

 

Oregon State Geologist
OR Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries
800 NE Oregon St.
Suite 965
Portland, OR 97232
971.673.1550 (office)
503.709.8529 (mobile)
www.oregongeology.org
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Date:  October 14, 2014 
 
To:  Jim Morgan, Stewardship Manager  

 
From:  Vicki S. McConnell, DOGAMI Director 
 
RE:  Comments regarding the proposed State Scenic Waterways   
 
As the geoscience and mine operation and reclamation regulatory agency for the state 
we have information and data about potential mineral resources, mining claims both 
federal and state, and locations of present and past mining activity. We submit the 
following information about the three river reaches being considered by OPRD for 
Scenic Waterway designation.  Please do not hesitate to contact me for clarification or 
to discuss whether we have more detailed information that will assist in your 
considerations.  This information was compiled by Clark Niewendorp, DOGAMI 
Industrial Geologist, and Vaughn Balzer, Floodplain Mining and Water Quality 
Reclamationist. 
 
Site 1. Molalla River 

 There are no permitted DOGAMI mining sites on the Molalla river reach being 
considered. 

 In the study area of the proposed Upper Molalla River scenic waterway, multiple 
claims have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in two sections. Both sections are located near the Horse Creek 
Bridge; claim types are placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Molalla River in Clackamas County (~13 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

No  

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay Low B 
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  
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Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

No  

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of the Upper Mollala  
River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4). The  
definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are  
after Goudarzi (1984). 
**  There are 12 rock sources (quarries, borrow pits) within the study area. 
Each of the aggregate sites is a small surface burrow pit, low volume dig, operated  
either by the Bureau of Land Management or privately and locally used as a resource. 
‡  A recreational placer gold mining corridor starts about 1.4 mi below the below the bridge located at Glen 
Avon and ends south at the Horse Creek Bridge, which is within the study area of the proposed scenic 
waterway. (In the early 1900s, gold mining was active near the head of Ogle Creek 
(https://www.flickr.com/photos/clackamascohistorical/sets/72157632127499016/) in the  
Headwaters of the Upper Molalla River. This area was and still is a likely source of the placer gold found in 
the recreational placer gold mining corridor.)  
 
Site 2. Chetco River 

 There is one DOGAMI Limited Exemption (08‐0006) adjacent to the Chetco River 
reach being considered but it appears to be downstream and outside of the area 
potentially impacted by proposed wild and scenic designation. 

 In the study area of the proposed Chetco River Scenic Waterway, multiple claims 
have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in five sections, which cover the upper half of the area of study 
(segments 1 and 2). All claim types are placer; all are closed. 

 
A portion of the Chetco River in Curry County (~14 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 

No  



DOGAMI	 Page	3	
 

manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of a portion of the  
Chetco River in Curry County is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031(see Section 4). 
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are no crushed rock sources in terms of existing quarries or borrow pits within  
the study area. However, volcanic rocks do occur within in the study area and could be a  
potential resource. 
‡  The entire reach of the river in the study area is known for its recreational placer gold  
mining.  
 
Site 3. Grande Ronde River 

 There is one DOGAMI operating permit (31‐0061) within the middle of the 
Grande Ronde River reach being considered.  This site would likely be visible 
from the river and within the area being considered for the wild and scenic 
designation.  The 1991 application for 31‐0061 references 1,300 acres but we do 
not have a surveyed boundary for this site.  Further DOGAMI does not have any 
land use documentation for this site but there may be potential for expansion of 
the mine boundary. DOGAMI is aware of ODOT material resources within this 
reach that are below DOGAMI permit thresholds and as such are not covered 
under DOGAMI permits.    

 

 In the study area of the proposed the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway, a 
claim has been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in one section, which is in the upper half of the area of study. This 
claim type is a placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Grande Ronde River in Union County (~29 miles):  

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** High C 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Low 

B 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 

No  
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zirconium) 
*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed Scenic Waterway of the Upper Grande  
Ronde River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4).  
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are 5 existing rock sources, i.e., quarries and gravel pits, in the study area. 
‡  Gravels in several tributaries of the upper portion of the Upper Grande Ronde River are known to 
contain placer gold. 

 
Levels of Resource Potential: 
 
HIGH mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where data support mineral-deposit models indicating presence 
of resource, and where evidence indicates that mineral concentration has taken place. 
Assignment of high resource potential to an area requires some positive knowledge that 
mineral-forming processes have been active in at least part of the area. 
MEDIUM mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, 
and geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where and (or) where an application of mineral-deposit models 
indicates favorable ground for the specified type(s) of deposits.. 
LOW mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics define a geologic environment in which the existence of 
resources is permissive.  This broad category embraces areas with dispersed but 
insignificantly mineralized rock, as well as areas with obvious site limitations and little 
or no indication of having been mineralized. 
NO mineral resource potential is a category reserved for a specific type of resource in a 
well-defined area. 
UNKNOWN mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where information is 
inadequate to assign a low, moderate, or high level of resource potential. 

 
Levels of Certainty: 
 

A. Available information is not adequate for determination of the level of 
mineral resource potential. 
B.  Available information only suggests the level of mineral resource potential. 
C.  Available information gives a good indication of the level of mineral 
resource potential. 
D.  Available information clearly defines the level of mineral resource 
potential 

 
 
 
 
 



DOGAMI	 Page	5	
 

References (not all cited in above text): 
Goudarzi, G.H., 1984, Guide to the preparation of mineral survey reports on public lands: 

U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 84-787. 
LR2000, 2013, Land and Mineral Legacy Rehost 2000 system website: Bureau of Land 

Management, www.blm.gov/lr2000/index.htm 
Ma, Lina, Madin, I.P., Olson, K.V., Watzig, R.J., Wells, R.E., Niem, A.R., and Priest, 

G.R., (compilers), 2009, Oregon geologic data compilation [OGDC], release 5 
(statewide):  Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Digital Data 
Series OGDC-5. 

Olmstead, D.L., 1989, Hydrocarbon exploration and occurrences in Oregon: Oregon 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Oil and Gas Investigation 15, 78 p. 

Niewendorp, C.A., and Geitgey, R.H., 2010, Mineral Information Layer for Oregon, 
Release 2: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries MILO-Release 2. 

Niewendorp, C.A., Schueller, D.A., and Welch, T.J., 2008, Geothermal Information 
Layer for Oregon (GTILO-2): Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Digital Data Series, http://www.oregongeology.org/sub/gtilo/index.htm. 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, unpublished oil and gas drill hole 
files. 

 
 

 



2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments
Veronica Warnock [veronica@hellscanyon.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:55 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:HCPC_Cmts_GR_Assessment_10~1.pdf (69 KB)

  
Dear Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation,
 
Hells Canyon Preservation Council supports the designation of all three of the waterways being studied as
Oregon Scenic Waterways. These sections of the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde are all well known
and loved by Oregonians who enjoy floating, paddling, fishing, hiking, camping, hunting, bird watching,
study, contemplation, photography and other activities in and adjacent to these waters. On behalf of our
1000 members, we urge you to recommend the designation of these river segments as Oregon Scenic
Waterways.
 
While we support inclusion of all three rivers into the program, we are the most familiar with the Grande
Ronde River as it flows through the heart of the region we work to protect. A letter speaking to outstanding
natural and recreational values of the Upper Grande Ronde is attached. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please let us know if we can be of any assistance as
this process moves forward.
 
-Veronica
 
Veronica Warnock
Conservation Director
Hells Canyon Preservation Council
PO Box 2768
La Grande, OR 97850
 
541-963-3950
www.hellscanyon.org
 

Come feast with us!  Celebrate the bounty of autumn at Hells Canyon Preservation Council's Fall Gala, a
FUNdraiser in our hometown, La Grande, OR, on Saturday, Oct. 25th.  For will-call tickets,

email danae@hellscanyon.org.  Tickets also available at the door.  Delicious local foods.  Live music.  Inspiring talks.
 Amazing auction items.  Good company.  Enjoy quality time out and protect the environment all in an evening.  More

info at http://www.hellscanyon.org

2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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October 15, 2014 

 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

Steve Kay, Division Manager 

Recreation Grants and Community Programs 

725 Summer Street NE, Ste C 

Salem, OR 97301 

 

Submitted Via Email scenic.waterways@oregon.gov    

 

Re: Upper Grand Ronde River Scenic Waterway Assessment 

 

Dear Mr. Kay, 

 

I am writing on behalf of Hells Canyon Preservation Council (HCPC) to state our support for 

designating an upper portion of the Grande Ronde as one of Oregon’s Scenic Waterways. HCPC 

is a nonprofit conservation organization with approximately 1000 members based in La Grande. 

Our mission is to protect and restore the inspiring wildlands, pure waters, unique habitats and 

biodiversity of the greater Hells Canyon-Wallowa and Blue Mountain Ecosystems. Our members 

enjoy floating, paddling, fishing, hiking, camping, hunting, bird watching, study, contemplation, 

photography and other activities throughout the Ecoregion including in and adjacent to the Upper 

Grande Ronde River.  

 

Three upper segments of the Grande Ronde River beginning at the confluence of the Sheep 

Creek (near the junction with highway 51) in Vey Meadows and ending at Hilgard Junction State 

Park are currently under study for inclusion in the Scenic Waterways program.  HCPC supports 

the designation of all three segments of the Grande Ronde under study as one of Oregon’s Scenic 

Waterways. Our members value the fish and wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities 

provided by the Upper Grande Ronde and many of our members regularly use this portion of the 

Grande Ronde for wildlife viewing, fishing, and private boating trips. Designation of these upper 

segments would ensure preservation of the habitat and recreational opportunities provided by this 

section of the Grande Ronde River.  

 

Wildlife regularly use this river corridor and some depend on the associated riparian areas for 

part of their life cycle. The Upper Grande Ronde River watershed supports many threatened, 

endangered, and sensitive terrestrial vertebrate species including the Columbia spotted frog and 

Northern bald eagle. There is a sizable elk herd in the area that uses the river and has to cross it 

to travel between adjacent security habitat areas. The area also supports pileated woodpecker, 

pine marten, northern goshawk, and primary cavity excavator – all sensitive species. Designation 

mailto:scenic.waterways@oregon.gov


of the Grande Ronde study area as an Oregon Scenic Waterway would ensure that the free 

flowing character of these waters would be maintained in quantities necessary for these wildlife 

uses to continue into the future.  

 

The Upper Grande Ronde also supports a productive fishery and provides spawning and rearing 

habitat for Snake River Basin summer steelhead, Snake River Basin spring chinook salmon, bull 

trout and redband trout. The summer steelhead, spring/summer chinook and bull trout are  

federally listed under the Endangered Species Act as threatened species. Large amounts of 

money and effort have been expended to restore fish habitat especially on Segment 1 (Vey 

Meadows to Starkey Junction) of the Grande Ronde study area. Scenic Waterway designation 

would be consistent with these efforts and help to ensure fish populations are maintained. 

 

Recreational fishing on the study segments is common in the summer months and the number of 

private kayakers and rafters who use this portion of the river grows every year (use is 

concentrated in study Segments 2 and 3). Scenic Waterway designation of the Upper Grande 

Ronde would preserve scenic and aesthetic qualities from the river perspective and ensure the 

free flowing character of the river for current and future recreationalists.  

 

It is our belief that the highest and best uses of the waters within the Upper Grande Ronde River 

are recreation, fish and wildlife uses. Designating the Upper Grande Ronde as a Scenic 

Waterways would ensure that the waterway is maintained quantities necessary for recreation, 

fish and wildlife uses while protecting adjacent property rights and property values. We urge the 

department to recommend that the three upper segments of the Grande Ronde River under study 

be designated as Oregon’s next scenic waterway. 

 

Sincerely,  

 
Veronica Warnock 

Conservation Director 

Hells Canyon Preservation Council 

P.O. Box 2768 

La Grande, OR 97850  

541-963-3950 

veronica@hellscanyon.org  
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2014 Oregon Scenic Waterways Assessment, Grande Ronde River
Adams, Todd [TAdams@idahopower.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 12:58 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: OLIVER Sue
Attachments:Grande Ronde Scenic Waterw~1.pdf (146 KB) ; Maps for Comment Letter re~1.pdf (967 KB)

  
Idaho Power Company comments on the Grande Ronde River 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment as a ached.
Please contact me with any ques ons.
 
Regards,
Todd Adams
Idaho Power Company
208‐388‐2740

This transmission may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the information contained herein (including any reliance thereon) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you received this
transmission in error, please immediately contact the sender and destroy the material in its entirety, whether in electronic or hard copy format. Thank you.

2014 Oregon Scenic Waterways Assessment, Grande Ronde River https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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Figure 1 – B2H Proposed Corridor and Grande Ronde River Pilot Study Area



Figure2 – B2H Proposed Corridor Crossing Grande Ronde River



Figure 3 – Proposed Utility Corridor Retention Area



 

 

October 15, 2014 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC AND U.S. MAIL 

 

Steve Kay  

Trails Programs and Services 

Division Manager 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

725 Summer St NE, Suite C  

Salem OR 97301  

scenic.waterways@oregon.gov 

 

Re: 2014 Oregon Scenic Waterways Assessment  

Grande Ronde River – Segment 3 (Red Bridge to Hilgard State Park) 

 

Dear Mr. Kay: 

Idaho Power Company (IPC) respectfully provides the following comments regarding the 
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department’s (OPRD) 2014 Oregon Scenic Waterways 
Assessment, specifically regarding the OPRD’s assessment of the Grande Ronde River for 
potential designation as a State Scenic Waterway.  IPC is generally not opposed to designation 
of the Grande Ronde River as a State Scenic Waterway; however, IPC is concerned about the 
designation of a portion of Segment 3 (Red Bridge to Hilgard State Park) (see attached maps) 
for the following reasons.   

Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Power Transportation Facility Retention Corridor  

The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan1 (WW LRMP) 
provides that “One Existing Utility Corridor […] is designated in order to facilitate authorization of 
future utility rights-of-way. It lies along I-84 west of La Grande and presently includes several 
facilities.”  This corridor is referred to as the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Power 
Transportation Facility Retention Corridor (hereinafter, the WW Utility Corridor).   

As shown in Figure 1 (attached), the WW Utility Corridor is located perpendicular to the Grande 
Ronde River, and specifically is located so that a linear utility facility entering or exiting the WW 
Utility Corridor cannot also avoid crossing Segment 3 (Red Bridge to Hilgard State Park) of the 
Grande Ronde River.  This dynamic is illustrated by the locations of Interstate 84 (I-84), an 
existing Bonneville Power Administration 230-kV transmission line, and an existing underground 
pipeline, all of which cross the Grand Ronde River shortly after leaving the WW Utility Corridor 
(see Figure 2, attached).   

The OPRD rules and statutes restrict potential development that may occur within a State 
Scenic Waterway.  A State Scenic Waterway designation for the Grande Ronde River near the 
entrance of the WW Utility Corridor could create additional permitting difficulty and expense for 

                                                 
1
 The Forest Service is currently in the process of revising the 1990 WW LRMP as part of the Blue 

Mountain Forests Proposed Revised Land Management Plan (2014 Revised Plan); though not yet final, 
the 2014 Revised Plan appears to retain the designation of WW Utility Corridor as a utility corridor.   

mailto:scenic.waterways@oregon.gov
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a new linear utility development.  Additionally, if the new utility project is subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC), the Grande Ronde River would 
likely create a permitting barrier, because State Scenic Waterways are considered “Protected 
Areas” which must be avoided in accordance with the EFSC Protected Area Standard (OAR 
345-022-0040(1) and (2)).   

As a general matter, IPC is concerned that OPRD’s potential State Scenic Waterway 
designation of the portion of Segment 3 (Red Bridge to Hilgard State Park) of the Grande Ronde 
River near the WW Utility Corridor is in direct conflict with the federal planning direction that the 
WW Utility Corridor should be used to aggregate disturbance from existing and future utility 
facility infrastructure in a single path to across the Blue Mountains.  Although impacts to State 
Scenic Waterways/Protected Areas may be permitted in certain limited circumstances, the 
creation of a Protected Area at the entrance to a utility corridor appears to put state and federal 
land management objectives squarely at odds.  

IPC’s Proposed Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project 

In particular, IPC is concerned about how OPRD’s designation of this portion of the Grande 
Ronde River as a scenic waterway might affect IPC’s pending federal and state permitting 
applications for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (B2H Project), an 
approximately 300-mile-long, 500-kilovolt electric transmission line between Boardman, Oregon, 
and southwestern Idaho.   

IPC is currently seeking federal Right-of-Way (ROW) authorizations from the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS).  BLM is the lead agency for the National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis for the ROW authorizations, and IPC expects that the BLM 
will issue a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the B2H Project in November 2014.  IPC 
is simultaneously seeking state approval for the B2H Project.  IPC submitted a preliminary 
Application for Site Certificate (pASC) to the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) / EFSC in 
February 2013.  IPC is currently in the process of amending its pASC, and anticipates 
submitting an amended pASC in spring 2015. 

Over the last six years, IPC has engaged in a lengthy siting process, including community and 
stakeholder involvement, environmental and other resource studies and impacts analysis, and 
coordination with local, state, and federal agencies, to develop a proposed route for the B2H 
Project that best balances the many siting constraints.  Early in the siting process for B2H, it 
became clear that the WW Utility Corridor offered a unique siting opportunity because it would 
allow B2H to cross extensive National Forest lands and the Blue Mountains in a reasonably 
direct route and with the least possible impact to forestlands.  Accordingly, the existing WW 
Utility Corridor became a key siting opportunity for the B2H Project and, ultimately, was a key 
driver in IPC’s identification of a proposed corridor.  In May 2013, BLM selected this route as its 
“preliminary environmentally preferred alternative.” Siting the B2H Project in the WW Utility 
Corridor is consistent with federal land management policies. 

However, as demonstrated by the Figures 1 and 2, the B2H Project exits the WW Utility Corridor 
and must cross the Grande Ronde River.  If the Grande Ronde River is designated as a State 
Scenic Waterway, it will also be considered a “Protected Area” which must be avoided in 
accordance with the EFSC Protected Area Standard (OAR 345-022-0040(1) and (2)), and may 
present a permitting obstacle for the B2H Project.  Additionally, IPC must present analysis of 
compliance with the OPRD rules and statutes regarding development within a State Scenic 
Waterway.  Although impacts to State Scenic Waterways/Protected Areas may be permitted in 
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certain limited circumstances, the creation of a State Scenic Waterway/Protected Area at the 
entrance to a utility corridor will create a new permitting challenge for B2H.  While perhaps not 
insurmountable, this permitting challenge will require additional analysis and agency review, and 
will likely create additional permitting expense and delay.   

Proposed Modification to OPRD’s Designation 

In light of the potentially conflicting state and federal land management direction that may result 
from a State Scenic Waterway located perpendicular to a designated utility corridor, IPC 
requests that the OPRD narrow the area under consideration for designation as a State Scenic 
Waterway to exclude the Proposed Utility Corridor Retention Area (see Figure 3) near the 
entrance to the WW Utility Corridor. IPC believes this modification would be consistent with 
existing and proposed uses in the area.  In the alternative, if Segment 3 of the Grande Ronde 
River is designated as a State Scenic Waterway, IPC requests that the OPRD collaborate with 
IPC to develop a management plan for the Grande Ronde River that will allow for the 
construction and operation of the B2H Project in the location currently proposed notwithstanding 
its status as a State Scenic Waterway/Protected Area.   

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions about the B2H Project or IPC’s 
siting process. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Todd Adams 

Project Manager 

 

Encl:   

PDF Maps of B2H Project Crossing Grande Ronde River Pilot Study Area 

Cc:  

Sue Oliver, Oregon Department of Energy (w/ Encl) 



Don't add Grande Ronde River
steve lindley [lindleysteve@hotmail.com]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 9:57 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Please accept this as my comment on the inclusion of the portion of the Grande Ronde River upstream from
Hilgard that is currently under review for Scenic Waterway designation.

I don't know how much you actually heed any comment the public makes on these matters, but please don't
designate this section of river as wild and scenic.  From your office in Salem the Grande Ronde is a long
drive, but for those of us who live and work here, it's part of our valley.  Too many restriction come with the
designation, and we just don't need that.  If you guys want to add sections of rivers over on your side of the
state to the list, then go ahead, but leave us alone over here.

Steve Lindley, V.P.
Steve Lindley Contracting, Inc.
66946 Miller Lane
Union, OR 97883
ph 541.910.3981
fax 541.562.9029

Don't add Grande Ronde River https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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Fw: SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION OF THE UPPRE GRANDE RONDE RIVER.
Rocky R. Mink [rockym2@frontier.com]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 2:29 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: Rocky R. Mink [rockym2@frontier.com]

  
To Whom Ever It May Concern:

 
As a Discipline Director for the LaGrande Rifle and Pistol club I do not like the idea of the State of Oregon

demonstrating any more control over our property than they presently do. The recreation opportunites that we provide

are many and vairied and are partaken of on a dayly bases by our membership. Although different than floating down

a river.

 
 

I oppose this program TOTALLY!!!!!!
 

Firstly, the Upper Grande Ronde doesn't even meet OPRD's stated criteria in their Land Owner's
Guide(pages 5 & 6).
OR. Hwy. 244 and US Forest Service Road 51, run adacent to and within sight of the river for most of
the length of the areas described.
These are both primary arterials for the State of Oregon, Union, Umatilla, and Grant counties with
significant usage daily.
 

Secondly, the river is floatable now. Even though there is a narrow window of time for floaters to
enjoy it, before the water levels drop in the summer.
However, certain parts of the river can be very treacherous even for the most experienced floater
due to downed trees and other hazards along the way during high water.
 

Thirdly, Most of the public accesses to the river were blocked off or removed during the '70s and
'80s. Due to the continuing issure of "Graffitti" garbage, litter, and Human Feces that were left near
the river at these sights. I personally don't think we need to learn that leasson again. Do we?
 

Fourly, this propasal will impose undue regulation and restrictions on all adjoining landowners big
and small. Especially, the village of Starkey. All of wich will serve no value except to a potential few
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floaters. I believe this to be unreasonable, as well as unfair.
 

Lastly, I believe this proposal is a HUGE WASTE of both TIME and MONEY by certain State of
Oregon Agencies, The Govenor, and OPRD in particular, with no significant benefits what so ever.
 

 

 

Rocky R. Mink
901 H Ave.
LaGrande, Oregon
Ph. 541 663‐0560
 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! An virus protec on is ac ve.

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! An virus protec on is ac ve.
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Grande Ronde River Scenic waterway designation
Pat [thermochick@eoni.com]
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:Wild and Scenic Designations.pdf (37 KB)

  
The attached letter is submitted on behalf of the Union County Cattlemen in opposition
to the designation.

Pat Larson
Secretary, Union County Cattlemen

Grande Ronde River Scenic waterway designation https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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61931	  Cottonwood	  Rd.	  
La	  Grande,	  OR	  	  97850	  
October	  12,	  2014	  

	  
Oregon	  Parks	  and	  Recreation	  Dept	  	  
Grants	  &	  Community	  Programs	  Division	  
725	  Summer	  St	  NE,	  Suite	  C	  	  
Salem	  OR	  97301	  
	  
RE:	  	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  Pilot	  Study,	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  
	  
Mr.	  Kay:	  
	  
On	  behalf	  of	  the	  Union	  County	  Cattlemen	  we	  are	  submitting	  these	  comments	  to	  
inform	  the	  department	  that	  we	  do	  not	  support	  designating	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  
as	  a	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  River.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  has	  limited	  opportunities	  for	  recreation	  activities	  as	  
described	  in	  the	  Parks	  and	  Recreation	  Department’s	  initial	  review	  photos.	  	  We	  were	  
surprised	  to	  see	  people	  floating	  the	  river	  in	  the	  photos	  when	  the	  river	  is	  at	  its	  spring	  
runoff	  and	  no	  photos	  showing	  an	  attempt	  to	  float	  the	  river	  at	  other	  times	  of	  the	  year.	  	  
The	  opportunities	  for	  this	  kind	  of	  recreation	  activity	  is	  extremely	  limited	  due	  to	  the	  
limited	  volume	  of	  water	  in	  the	  river	  past	  the	  runoff.	  	  	  The	  river	  can	  easily	  be	  waded	  
during	  the	  summer	  and	  fall	  seasons.	  
	  
The	  management	  program	  goal	  to	  promote	  the	  waterway	  as	  a	  special	  place,	  
enhancing	  tourism	  and	  economic	  development	  opportunities	  with	  outdoor	  
recreation	  will	  not	  be	  met	  in	  this	  area.	  Some	  may	  perceive	  the	  resources	  along	  the	  
river	  as	  outstanding,	  but	  outstanding	  is	  subjective	  and	  Oregon	  Parks	  lacks	  an	  
objective	  method	  to	  make	  this	  assessment.	  	  We	  do	  not	  think	  there	  are	  unique	  scenic	  
qualities	  of	  the	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  compared	  to	  other	  areas	  of	  Oregon	  and	  tourism	  
to	  the	  area	  is	  not	  drawn	  to	  river	  for	  a	  quality	  recreation	  experience.	  	  The	  obligation	  to	  
develop	  a	  management	  plan	  to	  protect	  the	  existing	  natural,	  scenic	  and	  recreation	  
values	  will	  be	  burdensome	  to	  the	  private	  landowners	  as	  well	  as	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  
citizens	  of	  Union	  County,	  because	  the	  waterway	  is	  already	  regulated	  through	  the	  
federal	  Forest	  Service,	  Oregon	  Department	  of	  Forestry,	  Clean	  Water	  Act,	  Endangered	  
Species	  Act,	  Division	  of	  State	  Lands,	  Oregon	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Quality,	  
and	  Oregon	  Department	  of	  Agriculture.	  	  Adding	  another	  designation	  and	  
management	  plan	  makes	  little	  sense	  and	  can	  only	  create	  new	  prohibitions	  in	  an	  area	  
that	  is	  already	  over-‐regulated	  with	  little	  benefits	  and	  economic	  return	  to	  the	  
communities.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Grande	  Ronde	  River	  corridor	  should	  not	  be	  designated	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  and	  we	  
urge	  you	  to	  drop	  it	  for	  further	  consideration.	  	  	  
	  



	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Dennis	  Murchison,	  President	  
Jason	  Beck,	  Vice-‐president	  
Pat	  Larson,	  Secretary	  
	  
	  
COPY:	  	  files	  
	   Union	  County	  Commissioners	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



FW: Grande Ronde River
KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent:Thursday, September 25, 2014 9:40 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
FYI

________________________________________
From: KAY Steve * OPRD
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 9:37 AM
To: Leslie Anderson
Subject: RE: Grande Ronde River

Good Morning Leslie,

I appreciate your comments regarding State Parks' study of the Grande Ronde River and
it's possible inclusion into the State Scenic Waterways program.  Your comments are
valuable to understand the issues associated with this river.  It's important to note
that the Wild and Scenic River program is administered by the federal government, not
State Parks.  Also, State Parks is not proposing a State Scenic Waterway designation for
the Grande Ronde River.  Our role is to study the river for program eligibility and to
make sure that citizens' comments like yours are fully understood by the Governor when
we present our report to him in January.  I will definitely make sure that your comments
are included with this report.

To stay informed on State Parks' waterway assessment process, you can use this link:

http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/Trail_Programs_Services/Pages/Scenic-Waterways-Assessment-
Process.aspx

In addition, I encourage you to fill out an online survey regarding the Grande Ronde
River by scrolling to the bottom of the this Scenic Waterway webpage (the survey is open
until October 15):

Thank you,

Steve Kay, AICP
Division Manager
Recreation Grants and Community Programs
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

725 Summer Street, Suite C
Salem, OR  97301-1271
503-986-0705
steve.kay@oregon.gov

****CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE****

This email may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt
from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the addressee or it appears from
the context or otherwise that you have received this email in error, please advise me
immediately by reply email, keep the contents confidentially, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.

________________________________________
From: Leslie Anderson [rbm@eoni.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 8:46 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: KAY Steve * OPRD
Subject: Fw: Grande Ronde River
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Good Morning.. would appreciate some feed back on this response

First of all let me tell you a true story... Back on 1/18/2011    we had
great big chunks of ice in this river.. damaging chunks and logs floating
down also... and it flooded our property..   Reason :   Fish and wildlife
and also the indian reservation.. bor...  had lost a fish counting panel..
a big one that got stuck in the mud and debrie in an earlier storm.  BECAUSE
OF THE FACT.. they changed the flow of the river with their fish counting
station.. even brought in heavy equipment and used it in the water. which
you know if I was to do that it would be a big NO NO.     so because of this
we suffered and flooded.. ok let me tell you about the help we received..
1.  emergency services in town could not help .. only evacute us..  We were
also in the La Grande observer news...
2.  Gretchen Sausen with f&w said we could get a permit if trees were in
sediment to be removed.. and gave two other names Sarah Kelly in bend at
dept of state lands, and Nadine Kraft at odfw .   They appeared to be more
interested in the salmon than us...   and also Alan childs from from the
tribes.. which he never got back to us...

since then they also have been bringing in logs and dumping them like
garbage on every extra spot they can find along the road... so next time the
flooding will be much worse...

You know we don't want more govt in our lives....you can't control the wild
horse, the wolves or the new medical Marianna..   this wild and scenic thing
will only bring more crime here and trash and fences being cut.. then you
will say well we aren't prepared to help you...    You will destroy our way
of life and safety....
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Comments concerning possible listing of the Grande River as a wild and scenic
river from Hilgard Park to Tony Vey Meadowns
Lee Insko [leeinsko@hughes.net]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD; DAVIDSON Mark
Cc: jerosa60@gmail.com

  

I am a long time resident of Union County (46yrs), a retired college professor and
administrator (27 yrs - EOU), and a part time cattle rancher (46 yrs). l understand the
administrative guidelines under which the Wild and Scenic proposal is being made for the
Grande Ronde River from Higard Park to Tony  Vey meadows and I strongly oppose such
designation based upon the following issues.

        1.  The upper Grande Ronde River has a limited drainage area, with limited heavy
snow pack.  Most of the snow pack is under 7000 feet and therefore melts early and quite
rapidly which results in a heavy early spring flow that naturally drops to a much lower
flow very early.  There is a very limited time when safe recreational floating of the
river is                       safe.  Economic impact from such limited opportunity
would not, in my opinion, offset anywhere close to the negative economic impact which
result when a Wild and Scenic designation is placed on a stream.

        2.  It appears from the map furnished by Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
that 30+ - % of the land being impacted is in private ownership.  W & S designation
definitely places onerous restraints on this private property  concerning personal
economic development, directly impacting these individuals. If Oregon Parks and
Recreation wishes                      to reimburse each of these land owners for
recreational use of the land at the rate of $5 per lineal foot of river bank, such an
impact might be alleviated but the State has no history of such offsets.  The result of
State control of private land has a long term negative impact on the economy of the
region.  The argument that the economic input gained                 from recreational
use would offset such private loses has been proven to be false.    A study done by the
University of Montana, where the impact of losing one small saw mill in Libby, Montana  
(less than 80 employees) needed approximately 1,000,000  recreational visitors to offset
the economic impact of losing the mill.  While the W & S                             
designation would not have such a large economic impact, it has the potential for
adversely impacting  the ability of the Union County to properly fund schools, health
care and law enforcement protection over the long term.

        3.  I believe that Wild and Scenic designation invites an outside clientele
which has a mind set that any such designation gives the public wide freedom to use the
land for all recreational purposes whether private or public.  For the most part the
State guidelines support such an attitude on the part of such individuals .  The result
has been nationally                   has  been   lawsuits challenging activities on
such land .  Now the private land owner must pay to defend himself while the
environmental associated organizations can recover legal expenses under the equal
access  to justice federal legislation, even if that environmental organization loses
all but one point in a multiple point legal action.

        4.  In general the long term impact of state and federal government regulations
on rural, natural resource based economies has been devastating on the local viability
of our communities.  W & S designation or any move for more government control would
further reduce the ability of our natural resource based rural communities to provide
the                                          services that tax revenues are   supposed
to fund.   While W & S designation would not have a huge economic impact initially, it
is just another attempt by the urban majority the exert their authority politically over
the future of natural resource based communities and must be resisted whenever such 
government regulations make no long term                   sense to those areas being
effected.  There are presently in place sufficient regulations concerning  management of
waters of the state and the forest to make sure that areas like this portion of the
Grande Ronde River are not ruined . 
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wild and scenic designation
John CollinsI [johncollins696@gmail.com]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 3:31 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  

I am always shocked by how government can come up with such programs that affect
personal property rights and have such dramatic effect on  the affected owners of the
properties. this is just another grab by government to future control of a river that in
my estimation does not meet the Wild and scenic designation. Union county zoning already
provides for much of the land to be zoned Forest or rangeland with either 240 or 320
acre zoning.  there is very little public land along the river until you get to  the Dry
Beaver Road.  this once again is just a grab so the government can have future control
of access and effect potential use of the irrigation water in the Grande Ronde valley.
Sent from my iPad
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GRANDE RONDE RIVER SCENIC WATERWAYS (specifically from Sheep Creek to Hilgard Park) 

 

October 15, 2014 

 

William G. Tsiatsos 

53540 Baseline Lane 

La Grande, Oregon 97850 

 

Please document in the OR Parks and Recreation records, this submission as a formal written 

communication in connection with the public meeting scheduled for October 15, 2014,  to discuss the 

“Grande Ronde River being evaluated for designation.” (as part of the Grande Ronde Scenic Waterways) 

 

“Government power, if unresisted, produces iniquitous (wicked and 

unjust) sharing of other people’s property.” 
(quote from an article published in the Observer by columnist George F. Will, called 

“GOVERNMENT THE LOOTER”) 

 

The Constitution of the United States - Amendment V 

;……nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation.1 

 

According to this amendment the private land owner should receive just compensation from 

the government whenever they lose control of their land to government agencies through new 

projects.  Everyone is required to live by the constitution of the United States. 

 

The United States Government would subtly be taking away the rights of the private land 

owners with this new consideration by Gov. Kitzhaber and the Parks and Recreation Dept. to 

add a portion of the Grande Ronde River to its Scenic Waterways. 

 

This objective evaluation by the Parks and Recreation Dept., needs to include these comments: 

 Private land owners ability to manage their property within the scenic waterways 

designation will be inhibited by regulations from the Parks and Recreation Dept. 

 The Grande Ronde River designation from Sheep Creek to HIlgard Park, does not have 

adequate CFS to allow navigation of any sort except during the Spring run-off, which for 

recreational purposes would be dangerous. 

1. The National Forest Service and other agencies, has put woody matters, boulders 

and debris in the river in the recent past that have caused obstruction which 

prevent this section from qualifying as a “free flowing waterway.” 



2. The river gorge is narrow, rocky and treacherous in certain locations on this 

section. 

3. Funds are being spent to create adequate fish habitat on this section.  Is the 

suggested recreation compatible with the plan to enhance fish habitat. 

 

The majority of land in Oregon is owned by the government, and they are unwilling to manage 

it effectively.  The state should consider how they can utilize what they currently control to 

generate income to support our economy. 

 

The waterway will inhibit the use of private land owners ability to manage their property for ¼ 

mile on each side of the river’s bank. 

 

What is the CFS criteria for the Parks and Recreation’s use of the waterway?  Would this criteria 

for the Parks and Recreation affect the rights of private land owner’s irrigation, current and in 

the future? 

 

Would land condemnation be a consideration in the future of this project? 

 

Private land owners are committed to be good stewards of their property 365 days a year.  

Their goal is to maintain and enhance their land for future generations.  Unlike the government 

agency, Parks and Recreation, who utilize their facilities at their discretion.  A good example is 

the parks that are currently locked up for approximately 6 months out of the year. 

 

In conclusion, it is our desire to maintain our private property without the interception of 

government agencies.  We oppose the suggested designation of a scenic waterway in the 

Grande Ronde River area. 

 

Respectfully Submitted by William G. Tsiatsos,  October 15, 2014 



NEDC Comments on OPRD Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation
for the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers
Dashiell Farewell [dfarewell@lclark.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 8:01 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: Marla Nelson [msnelson@nedc.org]
Attachments:2014 10 15 NEDC OPRD Comme~1.pdf (146 KB)

  
To The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department:

Attached please find the Northwest Environmental Defense Center's (NEDC) comments on OPRD's recent
proposal in the 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment to designate The Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde
rivers as Oregon State Scenic Waterways. NEDC appreciates your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

/s/ Dashiell Farewell
NEDC Law Student Volunteer

NEDC Comments on OPRD Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Des... https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER  

10015 S.W. Terwilliger Blvd., Portland, Oregon  97219 
Phone: (503) 768-6673  Fax: (503) 768-6671 

www.nedc.org 

 

 

 

 

 

October 15, 2014 

 

Submitted via email to scenic.waterways@oregon.gov 

 

Oregon Parks & Recreation Department 

Attn: 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments 

725 Summer St. NE 

Salem, Oregon 97301 

 

Re: NEDC Comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation (OPRD) 

Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation for the Molalla, Chetco, and 

Grande Ronde Rivers 

 

  The Northwest Environmental Defense Center (“NEDC”) submits the following 

comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation’s (“OPRD”) 2014 Scenic 

Waterways Assessment, which considers designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande 

Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC is a non-profit organization whose 

mission is to protect the environment and natural resources of the Pacific Northwest.  

Given this mission, and the purpose of State Scenic Waterway designation to protect 

valuable waterways in Oregon, NEDC would strongly supports an OPRD decision to 

designate these three waterways as State Scenic Waterways, and NEDC encourages 

OPRD to do so. 

 
Comments   

 

I.  The proposed designations would further the purpose of the State Scenic 

Waterway Act. 

 

  The purpose of Oregon’s Scenic Waterway designation is to protect valuable 

waterways in Oregon.  The designation aims to strike a balance between protecting 

natural resources, preserving the scenic value of the rivers, and promoting recreational 

use and enjoyment.  NEDC supports these aims and as such supports OPRD’s proposal to 

designate the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as State Scenic Waterways. 

 

  If approved, these Scenic Waterway designations would be the first such 

designations in 26 years.  These rivers are bountiful resources.  NEDC firmly believes 

OPRD should not only designate these three rivers as State Scenic Waterways, but that 

mailto:scenic.waterways@oregon.gov
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those designations should only be the first of many.  A State Scenic Waterway 

designation provides strong protections to Oregon’s vibrant yet fragile river ecosystems 

that would otherwise be put in jeopardy by potential development and infrastructure 

projects both on, and around the rivers. 

 

  OPRD rarely designates rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  By increasing the 

number of these designations, OPRD would be taking a very positive step forward toward 

a more comprehensive environmental policy that achieves real impacts.  Designating 

rivers as State Scenic Waterways is good for the health and vitality of the bounteous and 

diverse ecosystem that thrives in and around the rivers.  It is also good economic policy 

because it encourages tourism and serves as excellent publicity for Oregon’s waterways.  

Finally, it is good for the reputation of the state more generally, demonstrating that 

Oregon takes seriously its role as steward of its river resources and the multitude of life 

those waterways support.  In short, it is sound policy to designate rivers as State Scenic 

Waterways.  OPRD has NEDC’s full support in proceeding not only with the three 

designations currently under consideration, but also with more designations in the future.  

 

II.  Designating these rivers under the State Scenic Waterway program will have 

meaningful impacts. 

 

  Oregon’s rivers, including the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde, sustain dozens 

of species of fish, including Chinook salmon (Oregon’s State fish), steelhead trout, and 

mountain whitefish.  Birds include blue herons, egrets, and many species of ducks and 

geese rely on clean, well-preserved waterways for food, and build their nests on or near 

the banks.  Mule deer, elk, and bighorn sheep need the rivers for fresh drinking water. 

Many species of frogs, toads, and turtles live in and around the rivers as well.  Without 

adequate protections for the rivers, all of these species are put in jeopardy.  With a State 

Scenic Waterway designation, these species and their habitats are much more likely to 

thrive in those waterways.  This is good for the overall health and robustness of the 

environment.  These rivers are an invaluable, irreplaceable source of life, and their 

protection is essential to preserving Oregon’s biologically rich and diverse ecosystems. 

 

  Of course, the positive impacts of State Scenic Waterway designations for these 

rivers would extend to the many thousands of people who use and enjoy these rivers year 

round as well.  Nature enthusiasts, campers, hikers, boaters, fly fisherman, and 

birdwatchers would all be much more likely to visit the rivers, confident that Oregon is 

taking steps to preserve and protect the waterways.  This will allow for the most 

enjoyable and positive experience possible for visitors.  Those who already use and love 

the rivers will be confident that their enjoyment will continue for many years to come if 

they know the rivers are protected by a State Scenic Waterway designation.  

 

  Oregon is justifiably famous for its outdoor opportunities for locals and visitors 

alike, and for its vibrant and diverse ecosystems.  If OPRD wants to encourage and 

promote the use and enjoyment of the Oregon’s parks and outdoor recreational activities, 

both by Oregonians and by visitors from around the United States and around the world, 

NEDC is confident that designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as 
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State Scenic Waterways would be a very beneficial step in achieving that direction. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In sum, it would be very beneficial for OPRD to designate the Molalla, Chetco, 

and Grande Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC encourages and supports 

OPRD in proceeding with these designations.  OPRD has, up to this point, been reluctant 

to designate rivers as Scenic Waterways.  NEDC strongly encourages OPRD to change 

that stance, beginning with these three rivers.  By designating rivers as Scenic 

Waterways, OPRD will serve the state as whole.  These designations would have 

numerous beneficial results, from preserving and protecting the vibrant ecosystems that 

thrive within and around the rivers, to increasing tourism, to demonstrating that Oregon is 

a progressive advocate for environmental protection of its natural resources that other 

states can look to for guidance.  Not only would the ecosystems sustained by these rivers 

benefit immeasurably from a Scenic Waterway designation, but Oregon as a whole will 

benefit as well. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Dashiell Farwell 

Student Volunteer 

 

 



Scenic Waterway - Grande Ronde River
Carol Grubbe [cgrubbe@live.com]
Sent:Tuesday, October 14, 2014 10:32 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
I support designating the Grande Ronde River beginning near Sheep Creek - around the junction with
Highway 51 and ending with Hilgard Junction Sate Park as a Scenic Waterway.
 
I believe the above area meets the criteria of the free-flowing nature of the Grande Ronde River, the scenic
quality of the river and the many natural and recreational resources found at this location.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
Carol Grubbe
3108 North 4th Street
La Grande, OR   97850
(541) 786-8110 

Scenic Waterway - Grande Ronde River https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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COMMENTS ON GRANDE RONDE RIVER SCENIC DESIGNATION
Sharon Beck [becow@alicel.com]
Sent:Monday, October 13, 2014 2:12 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
We oppose the designa on of the upper Grande Ronde River as a recrea on/scenic classifica on for the following
reasons:
 
1.      The land over which the river runs is predominantly in private ownership.
2.      There are obstruc ons in the river to accommodate other uses of the land.
3.      Such designa on has the poten al to disrupt present use of the land and/or cause conflict between land

owners and recrea onists.
4.      Any public plan developed by the state to preserve and/or “protect” river values has a high degree of risk to

subjugate private property rights.  
5.      The scenic, fish and wildlife values in the river are substan ally protected presently and by its nature the

present owners use is unlikely to change.
6.      Because the governor “wants” 3 river segments studied for designa on each biennium is far from a good

reason for designa ng them scenic/recrea on and going through an expensive, and conten ous planning
process.

7.      Most of the year the river is too shallow to float a boat which restricts use to spring runoff  mes. That use at
that  me is not disallowed presently.

 
 
Sincerely,
Bob and Sharon Beck
64841 Imbler Road
Cove, OR 97824
541‐963‐3592
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Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

Dear Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation,  

 

I’d like to offer my support for the inclusion for the Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde rivers into 

Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways. Each of these wild, free flowing watersheds are unique and 

precious public resources that deserve to be valued foremost for their outstanding aesthetic, 

recreational, and ecological benefits.  

 

The Molalla is one of only two free flowing rivers in the Upper Willamette watershed. Its emerald green 

waters flow out of the Table Rock Wilderness through a corridor of public land that is frequented year 

round by hikers, bikers, equestrians, rafters, kayakers and anglers. The river itself is home to a 

recovering population of threatened wild winter steelhead. These wild fish spawn and rear within much 

of the mainstem river captured within the ORPD’s currently proposed Scenic Waterway segment for the 

Molalla.   

 

The Chetco River is at the heart of Oregon’s Wild River Coast. Undammed and free flowing from its 

headwaters in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness to the Pacific, the Chetco’s rugged beauty, cold and clear 

water and abundant wild, native fish make it a destination for travelers from across the country and an 

invaluable community resource, right out the backdoor from Brookings, OR. I support the inclusion of all 

three segments listed in the planning maps, from the Chetco Gorge in segment one near the terminus of 

the National Wild and Scenic section, downstream through the South Fork Chetco confluence to Alfred 

Loeb State Park in segment three. Hikers, bikers, boaters and anglers seek out these segments of the 

Chetco for their remarkable beauty and recreational benefits. These parts of the river are also home to 

wild fall Chinook salmon, winter steelhead, searun cutthroat and threatened coho salmon.  

 

The Grande Ronde River is an iconic eastern Oregon watershed and a recreational focal point for 

Oregonians and outdoor enthusiasts. Flowing out of the Blue Mountains, the Grande Ronde’s cool and 

clean headwaters are enjoyed by rafters, hikers, hunters and anglers as well as the threatened 

populations of spring Chinook, steelhead and bull trout that call these streams home. I support the 

inclusion of all three segments listed in the planning maps, from Tony Vey Meadows, through the 

angling deadline at Meadow Creek in segment two, downstream to Hilgard State park in segment three. 

Each of these sections display the kind of exceptional recreational and aesthetic values Oregonians seek 

to protect and enjoy long into the future.  

 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the OPRD’s 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments. 

The Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde are truly among Oregon’s finest watersheds and their inclusion 

into Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways would be the perfect way to reinvigorate a valuable state 

program.  

Warmly, 



Brad Lucas 

North Vancouver, BC 

V7m3m1 

Craig Langer 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

John Gwin 

Boise, ID 

83702 

Charles B Hammerstad 

San Jose, California 

95120  

Ramsey Gregory 

Elk Grove, CA 

95758 

Auction Attendee Supporter! 

Ashland, Oregon 

97520 

Pierce Flynn 

San Marcos, California 

92078 

David Kalinowski 

Ashland, OR 

97520 

Barbara Bauer 

Ashland, OR 

97520 

Wild Fish Supporter! 

Oregon City, OR 

9704 

 

 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Henry Carlile 

Portland, OR 

97202 

Stan Chesshir 

Portland, ORegon 

97201 

Charlie Cassagnol 

Santa Fe, NM 

87502 

David Charles Quinn 

Ocean Shores, WA 

98569 

Daniel McGinley 

Lake Oswego , Oregon 

97034 

Rob Hollander 

Bend, OR 

97701 

Jackson K Meadows 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

97601 

John Appleton 

La Grande,, OR 

97850 

Jake Crawford 

Portland, Oregon 

97218 

 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Howard M Stern 

Portland, OR 

97212 

Jon Lund 

Eugene, Oregon 

97401 

David Nay 

Myrtle Creek, Oregon 

97457 

Niall McCarthy 

Chicago, IL 

60622 

Jeff Evershed 

Lake Oswego, Oregon 

97034 

Jim Kelso 

Portland, OR 

97215 

James Wong 

San Francisco, CA 

94133 

Auction Attendee Supporter! 

Colton, Or 

97017 

Crystal Freeman 

Harrisburg, OR 

97446 

Sean young 

Hood River, Oregon 

97031 
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and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Charles Gehr 

Ashland, Or 

97520 

Joel La Follette 

West Linn, OR 

97068 

Daniel Hockett 

Tigard, Oregon 

97223 

Spragg Derek 

Vancouver, BC 

V6K 1J5 

Bruce Greene 

Portland, Oregon 

97214 

M. Steve Turner 

Ridgefield, WA 

98642 

Michael Aldridge 

Kerrville, TX 

78029 

Stephen P Starke 

San Rafael, CA 

94901 

Craig l stemmer 

highland beach, fl 

33487 

 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

 

Harry W Goertz 

San Jose, California 

95127 

Gene Trump 

Corvallis, OR 

97330 

River Steenson 

Portland, OR 

97222 

Fletcher Chouinard 

Ventura, CA 

93001 

Derek Yost 

Eugene, Oregon 

97408 

John M. Aronian III  M.D. 

Yorktown Heights, NY 

Steven Webb 

Springfield, Oregon 

97478 

Jeff Van Horn 

Portland, Oregon 

97217 

Robert Joseph Burch 

Coquille, Oregon 

97423-8509 
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Zach Lazzari 

Missoula, MT 

59801 

Barbara Anne Burke 

Crescent City, CA 

95531 

Dennis Jacobson 

San Jose, CA 

95123 

George widener 

Columbia falls, Montana,  

59912 

Dan Ellis 

Portland, Oregon 

97229 

Matthew Lund 

Dallas, OR 

97338 

Nan Robertson 

Lake Oswego, Oregon 

97034 

Gary Edward Mikesh 

West Vancouver, BC 

V&amp;V3K4 

Daisy Franzini 

Portland, OR 

97222 

Benjamin j valum 

Custer, Wa 

98240 
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and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Peter Murray, Wild Fish Supporter! 

Redmond, Oregon 

97756 

Jeffrey Martin 

Seattle, Wa 

98117 

Hilma Crowfoot 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Lawrence Peter Levine 

Glide, Or 

97443 

Bob Bumstead 

Eugene, Oregon 

97403 

Bruce Nelson 

Littleton, Co. 

Luke Kelly 

Seattle, WA 

98103 

Dave Lacey 

Gold Beach , OR 

97444 

Michael Jolliffe 

Portland, OR 

97204 

Adam Elson 

Ashland, OR 

97520 
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and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Dean Baxter 

Eugene, Oregon 

97404 

Garry Dale 

Athens, Georgia 

30601 

Jennifer Willis 

San Francisco, CA 

94117 

Tom Derry 

Molalla, Oregon 

97038 

MURRAY DEBATES 

SALEM, OR 

97304 

Constance Freeman 

Portland, Or 

98232 

Jennifer Griffith 

Woodside, NY 

11377 

John S. Luis 

San Jose, CA 

95129 

Daniel Pierce 

Parkdale, OR 

97041 

Dena Nickell 

gold beach, Oregon 

97444 
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and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Tom cheek 

Portland, Oregon 

97212 

Stephen Wagner 

Spokane, WA 

9921 

Dake Traphagen 

Bellingham, WA 

98227 

Nathan Hall 

Portland, Oregon 

97216 

Gary Abbott 

Bow, Washington 

98232 

Augusto D. Abellar 

Union City, CA 

94587 

Erin Hewitt 

Tigard, Oregon 

97223 

Jonathan Stumpf 

Seattle, WA 

98136 

John Weiss 

Brookings, OR 

97415 

Tom Calvanese 

Port Orford, Oregon 

97465 
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Kenneth Terrell 

Fredericksburg, Tx 

78624 

Mike Gabrion 

O'Fallon, MO 

63368 

Dale Greenley 

Myrtle Creek, OR 

9745 

Douglas Rohn 

Tucson, AZ 

85712 

Peter D. Ware 

Talent, Oregon 

97540 

Lon Otterby 

Marcola, OR 

97454 

Tim Knecht 

Portland, OR 

 97215 

DALE MADDEN 

MAUPIN, OR 

97037 

Terry L Kinser 

talent, OR 

97540 

Norman T. Baker, PhD 

Sequim, WA 

98382 
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Josh Wainwright 

Pewee Valley, KY 

40056 

Daniel J. Bastian 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Laurence W. Taylor 

Gold Beach, OR 

97444 

Robert Sims 

Maupin, OR 

97037 

Ken Finney 

Portland, OR 

97215 

Dorothy Toppercer 

Portland, OR 

97202 

John larison 

Corvallis, OR 

97330 

Kathy Kinser 

Medford, Oregon 

97501 

Chris Conaty 

Portland, OR 

97213 
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Timothy Devine 

Hayward, CA 

94544-1126 

Scott Willison 

Bellingham, WA 

98229 

Steve Myers 

South beach, Oregon 

97366 

Michelle Epperson 

Eugene, OR 

97404 

Sean Armstrong 

Salem, OR 

97301 

Jason Grant 

Redmond, OR 

97756 

Steven S. Lent 

Beaverton, OR 

97007 

Jack  

Medford, OR 

97501 

Shawn Donnille 

Eugene, OR 

97405 

Dana Travers 

Medford, Oregon 

97501 
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Brian Bennett 

Federal Way, WA 

98023 

Cole graves 

Santa Rosa, ca 

95409 

Dennis Biggins 

Hillsboro, OR 

97124 

Robert Parker 

Medford, Oregon 

97504-8501 

Raven Wing 

Princeton, OR 

97721 

Forrest Jones 

Hood River, OR 

97031 

Bruce skinner 

Portland, OR 

97202 

Ethan Barrow at Adventures Across Oregon LLC 

Banks, OR 

97106 

Glenn Short 

Sherman Oaks, CA 

91403 

Cameron Derbyshire 

Florence, OR 

97439 
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Caleb Lockyer 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

McCain McMurray 

BOULDER, CO 

80304 

Richard Kelllogg 

Camp Sherman, OR 

97730 

Nathaniel Johnson 

Chicago, IL 

60622 

Kris Olson 

Salt Lake City, UT 

84103 

Eric Brentlinger 

Hood River, Oregon 

97031 

Peter Newell Zabriskie 

Ogdensburg, New York 

13669 

Eric Shoemaker 

Portland, OR 

97201 

Lori Cook 

Sandy, OR 

97055 

Thomas B. Parry III 

Boise, Idaho 

83704 
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DICK LAW 

WASHOUGAL, WA 

98671 

Brice Crayne 

Eugene, OR 

97402 

Jonathan McFarland 

PORTLAND, OREGON 

97206 

Patrick Dunham 

Pendleton, OR 

97801 

Mark Sherwood 

Brookings, Oregon 

97415 

Kavan Cronin 

Vancouver, BC 

v5w3b9 

Mary Duvall 

Clatskanie, OR 

97016 

William J McMillan 

Concrete, Washington 

98237 

James Stegemeyer 

Gresham, Oregon 

97080 

Yancy Lind 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 
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Tom Davis 

Sisters, Oregon 

97759 

Daniel Leonard Wise 

Salem, OR 

97302 

Moey Newbold 

Bend, Oregon 

97701 

Quinn Read 

Portland, Oregon 

97217 

Angela Crowley-Koch 

Portland, Oregon 

97209 

Jason Rolfe 

Seattle, WA 

98108 

Arthur Kayser 

Portland, Oregon 

97225 

Kirby Franklin 

San Jose, CA 

95130 

Stu Wood 

San Diego, CA 

92107 

Olaf Sweetman 

Newport, OR 

97365 
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Julie Cymore 

Ashland, OR 

9752 

Susan  GAyle Wilcox 

Port Orford, Oregon 

97465 

Francis Reedy 

Albany, Oregon 

97321 

Bradley Staples 

West Linn, Oregon 

97068 

Steven Klein  

Portland, Oregon 

97219 

Clay Newton 

Portland, Oregon 

97212 

Henry Newhouse 

Florence, Oregon 

97439 
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Comments from DOGAMI
Vicki McConnell [vicki.mcconnell@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:35 AM
To: MORGAN Jim * OPRD [jim.morgan@state.or.us]; Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: POLLOCK Andree; NIEWENDORP Clark; LYNCH Gary; GRIFFITH Sara * OPRD; BALZER Vaughn
Attachments:DOGAMI Comments_Scenic Wat~1.pdf (129 KB)

  
 

Please see a ached le er with DOGAMI comments.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide informa on
that may be relevant to your decisions about these river reaches.
Regards,
Vicki S. McConnell, Ph.D., R.G.
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

 

Oregon State Geologist
OR Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries
800 NE Oregon St.
Suite 965
Portland, OR 97232
971.673.1550 (office)
503.709.8529 (mobile)
www.oregongeology.org
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Date:  October 14, 2014 
 
To:  Jim Morgan, Stewardship Manager  

 
From:  Vicki S. McConnell, DOGAMI Director 
 
RE:  Comments regarding the proposed State Scenic Waterways   
 
As the geoscience and mine operation and reclamation regulatory agency for the state 
we have information and data about potential mineral resources, mining claims both 
federal and state, and locations of present and past mining activity. We submit the 
following information about the three river reaches being considered by OPRD for 
Scenic Waterway designation.  Please do not hesitate to contact me for clarification or 
to discuss whether we have more detailed information that will assist in your 
considerations.  This information was compiled by Clark Niewendorp, DOGAMI 
Industrial Geologist, and Vaughn Balzer, Floodplain Mining and Water Quality 
Reclamationist. 
 
Site 1. Molalla River 

 There are no permitted DOGAMI mining sites on the Molalla river reach being 
considered. 

 In the study area of the proposed Upper Molalla River scenic waterway, multiple 
claims have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in two sections. Both sections are located near the Horse Creek 
Bridge; claim types are placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Molalla River in Clackamas County (~13 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

No  

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay Low B 
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  



DOGAMI	 Page	2	
 

Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

No  

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of the Upper Mollala  
River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4). The  
definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are  
after Goudarzi (1984). 
**  There are 12 rock sources (quarries, borrow pits) within the study area. 
Each of the aggregate sites is a small surface burrow pit, low volume dig, operated  
either by the Bureau of Land Management or privately and locally used as a resource. 
‡  A recreational placer gold mining corridor starts about 1.4 mi below the below the bridge located at Glen 
Avon and ends south at the Horse Creek Bridge, which is within the study area of the proposed scenic 
waterway. (In the early 1900s, gold mining was active near the head of Ogle Creek 
(https://www.flickr.com/photos/clackamascohistorical/sets/72157632127499016/) in the  
Headwaters of the Upper Molalla River. This area was and still is a likely source of the placer gold found in 
the recreational placer gold mining corridor.)  
 
Site 2. Chetco River 

 There is one DOGAMI Limited Exemption (08‐0006) adjacent to the Chetco River 
reach being considered but it appears to be downstream and outside of the area 
potentially impacted by proposed wild and scenic designation. 

 In the study area of the proposed Chetco River Scenic Waterway, multiple claims 
have been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in five sections, which cover the upper half of the area of study 
(segments 1 and 2). All claim types are placer; all are closed. 

 
A portion of the Chetco River in Curry County (~14 miles): 

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential* Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** Medium B 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Medium 

C 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 

No  
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manganese, titanium, 
zirconium) 

*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed scenic waterway of a portion of the  
Chetco River in Curry County is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031(see Section 4). 
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are no crushed rock sources in terms of existing quarries or borrow pits within  
the study area. However, volcanic rocks do occur within in the study area and could be a  
potential resource. 
‡  The entire reach of the river in the study area is known for its recreational placer gold  
mining.  
 
Site 3. Grande Ronde River 

 There is one DOGAMI operating permit (31‐0061) within the middle of the 
Grande Ronde River reach being considered.  This site would likely be visible 
from the river and within the area being considered for the wild and scenic 
designation.  The 1991 application for 31‐0061 references 1,300 acres but we do 
not have a surveyed boundary for this site.  Further DOGAMI does not have any 
land use documentation for this site but there may be potential for expansion of 
the mine boundary. DOGAMI is aware of ODOT material resources within this 
reach that are below DOGAMI permit thresholds and as such are not covered 
under DOGAMI permits.    

 

 In the study area of the proposed the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway, a 
claim has been recorded (the Bureau of Land Management LR2000 land use 
database) in one section, which is in the upper half of the area of study. This 
claim type is a placer and closed. 

 
The Upper Grande Ronde River in Union County (~29 miles):  

Commodity Type Resource 
Potential Level 

Sand and  gravel 
(borrow/fill/topsoil) 

High C 

Crushed stone** High C 
Limestone No  
Clay No  
Silica sand No  
Bentonite No  
Metals‡ (precious, base 
metals) 

            
Low 

B 

Coal No  
Uranium and thorium No  
Geothermal No  
Oil & Gas Unknown  
Others: (gemstone 
materials, perlite, zeolite, 
manganese, titanium, 

No  
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zirconium) 
*  The mineral resource potential of the proposed Scenic Waterway of the Upper Grande  
Ronde River is classified using the system set forth in BLM Manual 3031 (see Section 4).  
The definitions for the levels of mineral resource potential and certainty of assessment are after Goudarzi 
(1984). 
**  There are 5 existing rock sources, i.e., quarries and gravel pits, in the study area. 
‡  Gravels in several tributaries of the upper portion of the Upper Grande Ronde River are known to 
contain placer gold. 

 
Levels of Resource Potential: 
 
HIGH mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where data support mineral-deposit models indicating presence 
of resource, and where evidence indicates that mineral concentration has taken place. 
Assignment of high resource potential to an area requires some positive knowledge that 
mineral-forming processes have been active in at least part of the area. 
MEDIUM mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, 
and geophysical characteristics indicate a geologic environment favorable for resource 
occurrence, where interpretations of the data indicate high degree of likelihood for 
resource accumulation, where and (or) where an application of mineral-deposit models 
indicates favorable ground for the specified type(s) of deposits.. 
LOW mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where geologic, geochemical, and 
geophysical characteristics define a geologic environment in which the existence of 
resources is permissive.  This broad category embraces areas with dispersed but 
insignificantly mineralized rock, as well as areas with obvious site limitations and little 
or no indication of having been mineralized. 
NO mineral resource potential is a category reserved for a specific type of resource in a 
well-defined area. 
UNKNOWN mineral resource potential is assigned to areas where information is 
inadequate to assign a low, moderate, or high level of resource potential. 

 
Levels of Certainty: 
 

A. Available information is not adequate for determination of the level of 
mineral resource potential. 
B.  Available information only suggests the level of mineral resource potential. 
C.  Available information gives a good indication of the level of mineral 
resource potential. 
D.  Available information clearly defines the level of mineral resource 
potential 
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Molalla State Scenic Waterway Letter of Support
Thomas O'Keefe [okeefe@americanwhitewater.org]
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2014 1:28 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:20140926_molalla_state_sce~1.pdf (153 KB)

  
Please find attached our letter for support for designating the Molalla River as a State Scenic Waterway.

Thomas O'Keefe, PhD
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director
American Whitewater
3537 NE 87th St.
Seattle, WA 98115

425-417-9012
okeefe@amwhitewater.org
http://www.americanwhitewater.org
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Thomas O’Keefe, PhD 
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director 
3537 NE 87th St. 
Seattle, WA 98115 
okeefe@americanwhitewater.org 

 
September	  26th,	  2014	  
	  
Jim	  Morgan,	  Stewardship	  Manager	  	  
Oregon	  Parks	  and	  Recreation	  Department	  
725	  Summer	  Street	  NE,	  Ste	  C	  
Salem,	  OR	  	  97301-‐1271	  	  
	  
Subject:	  Molalla	  River	  Scenic	  Waterway	  Assessment	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Morgan:	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  writes	  to	  express	  our	  support	  for	  designating	  the	  Molalla	  River	  as	  a	  State	  
Scenic	  Waterway.	  Many	  of	  our	  members	  have	  chosen	  to	  call	  Oregon	  home	  because	  of	  the	  
outstanding	  whitewater	  boating	  opportunities	  in	  the	  state,	  including	  those	  that	  the	  Molalla	  
River	  provides.1	  Designating	  the	  Molalla	  as	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  will	  not	  only	  enhance	  the	  
quality	  of	  life	  for	  those	  who	  recreate	  on	  the	  river,	  but	  will	  also	  bring	  economic	  benefits	  to	  local	  
communities.2	  	  
	  
American	  Whitewater	  is	  a	  national	  non-‐profit	  501(c)(3)	  river	  conservation	  organization	  founded	  
in	  1954.	  We	  have	  approximately	  6,000	  members	  and	  100	  local-‐based	  affiliate	  clubs,	  
representing	  thousands	  of	  whitewater	  paddlers	  across	  the	  nation.	  American	  Whitewater’s	  
mission	  is	  to	  conserve	  and	  restore	  America’s	  whitewater	  resources	  and	  to	  enhance	  
opportunities	  to	  enjoy	  them	  safely.	  As	  a	  conservation-‐oriented	  paddling	  organization,	  American	  
Whitewater	  has	  an	  interest	  in	  the	  Molalla	  River.	  A	  significant	  percentage	  of	  American	  
Whitewater	  members	  reside	  in	  Oregon—a	  short	  driving	  distance	  from	  this	  river	  for	  recreation.	  	  
	  
The	  Molalla	  River	  meets	  the	  criteria	  for	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway:	  it	  is	  free	  flowing,	  the	  river	  has	  
exceptional	  scenic	  quality	  as	  viewed	  from	  the	  river,	  and	  the	  water	  is	  an	  exceptional	  setting	  for	  
recreational	  use.	  These	  qualities	  led	  to	  the	  proposal	  to	  designate	  the	  river	  as	  a	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  
River.	  American	  Whitewater	  has	  actively	  supported	  designation	  of	  the	  Molalla	  River	  as	  a	  Wild	  
Scenic	  River	  through	  federal	  legislation	  (H.R.	  1230	  -‐	  Molalla	  River	  Wild	  and	  Scenic	  Rivers	  Act	  ,	  
H.R.	  1230	  and	  S.353	  -‐	  Oregon	  Treasures	  Act	  of	  2013).	  We	  recommend	  that	  the	  State	  Scenic	  
Waterway	  correspond	  with	  the	  legal	  description	  in	  current	  federal	  legislation	  as	  follows:	  
	  

(i)	  Molalla	  river	  (including	  Copper	  Creek	  Fork)-‐-‐The	  approximately	  15.1-‐mile	  segment	  

                                                
1	  Our	  inventory	  of	  whitewater	  resources	  for	  the	  Molalla	  River	  includes	  the	  following:	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/2712/	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/1533/	  
http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/3763/ 
2	  The	  Outdoor	  Industry	  Association	  reports	  that	  outdoor	  recreation	  generates	  $12.8	  billion	  in	  direct	  spending	  and	  
141,000	  direct	  jobs	  in	  Oregon	  State.	  https://outdoorindustry.org/images/ore_reports/OR-‐oregon-‐
outdoorrecreationeconomy-‐oia.pdf	  



from	  the	  southern	  boundary	  line	  of	  T.	  7	  S.,	  R.	  4	  E.,	  sec.	  19,	  downstream	  to	  the	  edge	  of	  
the	  Bureau	  of	  Land	  Management	  boundary	  in	  T.	  6	  S.,	  R.	  3	  E.,	  sec.	  7.	  

	  
(ii)	  Table	  Rock	  Fork	  Molalla	  River-‐-‐The	  approximately	  6.2-‐mile	  segment	  from	  the	  
easternmost	  Bureau	  of	  Land	  Management	  boundary	  line	  in	  the	  NE\1/4\	  sec.	  4,	  T.	  7	  S.,	  R.	  
4	  E.,	  downstream	  to	  the	  confluence	  with	  the	  Molalla	  River.	  

	  
By	  making	  the	  boundaries	  for	  the	  state	  waterways	  congruent	  with	  the	  federal	  legislation,	  we	  
can	  take	  advantage	  of	  the	  existing	  strong	  public	  support	  for	  protecting	  river	  values,	  which	  
include	  outdoor	  recreation.	  Additionally,	  this	  will	  provide	  the	  opportunity	  to	  develop	  a	  
coordinated	  river	  management	  plan.	  
	  
We	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  with	  you	  to	  protect	  this	  river	  for	  future	  generations.	  Please	  do	  not	  
hesitate	  to	  contact	  us	  if	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  regarding	  the	  opportunities	  for	  whitewater	  
recreation	  on	  the	  Molalla	  River	  and	  the	  benefits	  that	  a	  State	  Scenic	  Waterway	  designation	  
would	  bring	  in	  protecting	  this	  use. 
	  
Sincerely,	  

 
Thomas	  O’Keefe,	  PhD	  
Pacific	  Northwest	  Stewardship	  Director	  



Molalla Scenic Waterway Comments
Taylor [btaylor@molalla.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 28, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:MRW Scenic Waterway letter.pdf (131 KB)

  
Attached is a letter from Molalla River Watch Watershed Council
regarding the Scenic Waterway proposal for the Molalla River.  Thank you
for the opportunity to comment.
Best,
Bill Taylor, Presidnet
Molalla River Watch Watershed Council

---
This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is
active.
http://www.avast.com
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Sept. 26, 2014 

Jim Morgan, Stewardship Manager  
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
725 Summer Street NE, Ste C 
Salem, OR  97301-1271  

Subject: Molalla River Scenic Waterway Study 

 

Dear Mr. Morgan, 

Molalla River Watch Watershed Council is very pleased that the Molalla River is being considered for 
designation as an Oregon Scenic Waterway.  Our board fully supports adding the Molalla to the list of 
state scenic waterways. 
 
Molalla River Watch would like to see the study boundaries expanded to include the 6.2 miles of the 
Table Rock Fork and the 2.1 miles of the Copper Creek Fork above the confluence to match boundaries 
being considered for federal Wild & Scenic designation.   
 
Both of the upper river forks have high value to fishermen, picnikers and boaters.  Here are excerpts 
from the book Soggy Sneakers:  A Paddler’s Guide to Oregon Rivers. 
 

 Table Rock Fork of the Molalla River Second Bridge to Gravel Pit 
Class: 3 (4) T           

                      Flow:  500 – 1500 cfs 
                      Gradient:  110  fpm, C 
                      Length:  5 miles 
                Character:  Continuous, roadside      
                      Season:  Rainy 
 
 “The upper section of the Table Rock Fork of the Molalla River is a great intermediate run for up- 
 and-coming creekers.  Although most of the drops are small, the continuous nature of the rapids 
 keeps boaters on their toes.  The road is always close, which allows for easy scouting during the 
 shuttle and an escape route if the rapids are too demanding.” 
 

 Molalla River Copper Creek to Table Rock Confluence 
Class:  3 (4) T 
Flow:  500 cfs 
Gradient:  103 fpm, PD 



Length:  5.1 miles 
Character:  Canyon: forested 
Season:  Rainy 

  
“This run offers a variety of rapids winding through a deep canyon with pretty views of a moss- 
laden forest.  Being near the upper reaches of the Molalla, this run is runnable only after several  
days of heavy rain.  Immediately below the put-in, where Copper Creek enters the main Molalla,  
is a small gorge that begins with a sharp, narrow Class 3+ drop.  This drop can be skipped by  
starting just downstream.  The drops in this beautiful gorge can be scouted from the road or the 
river.  A long boulder garden is situated just before the Copper Creek Bridge, another put-in.” 

 
The flow level needed to float these river segments can occur during fall, winter or spring seasons after 
periods of heavy rainfall.   
 
The Table Rock Fork and the Copper Creek or South Fork are in close proximity to the 5700-acre Table 
Rock Wilderness Area, a real gem for northwest Oregon residents and visitors.  Eventually, the area has 
the potential to become a large continuous tract of old-growth forest, a rarity at low elevations in 
northwest Oregon.  The view of an ancient forest rising on one side of the steep river canyon will 
certainly enhance the scenic and recreational value for river users. 
 
Please consider including the upper two river segments of BLM land in your recommendation to the 
Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission.  Molalla River Watch Watershed Council supports inclusion of 
the approximately one mile segment at the lower end of the study area which is not part of the federal 
Wild & Scenic proposal, unless there is strong opposition from private landowners. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Bill Taylor, President 
Molalla River Watch Watershed Council 



Including the upper Molalla River as an Oregon State Scenic Waterway
Kathy Schaeffer [heres_ot@yahoo.com]
Sent:Monday, September 15, 2014 3:41 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
Hello,

I am wri ng to support  including the upper Molalla River as an Oregon State Scenic Waterway. The mee ng
will be held tomorrow night, 7‐9 pm at the Molalla Public Library, 201 E. 5th St., Molalla, OR 97038. This is
an important opportunity to provide your support and comments about this designa on that includes
mostly public lands.

Thank you,
Kathleen Schaeffer

360 249-2052
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Molalla River
Jude Strader [jude@molalla.net]
Sent:Monday, September 22, 2014 6:09 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
To:          Oregon Parks and Recrea on Department
Date:     September 22, 2014
Re:         Molalla River for designa on as an Oregon Scenic Waterway
 
To Whom it May Concern:
               
I encourage the Oregon Parks and Recrea on Department to designate a por on of the upper Molalla River as an
Oregon Scenic Waterway.
 
As a fourth genera on resident of the area, and, one who lives on the lower Molalla River, it’s exci ng to see all the
great work that’s been done to preserve the upper por on of the River. 
 
The steadily increasing numbers of visitors that are taking advantage of all that it has to offer is impressive.  I have
many friends from all over the metro region who have hiked, biked, rode horseback, fished, swam, kayaked, camped
and/or picnicked mul ple  mes.  And it’s always a des na on for family visi ng from out of state.
 
Lastly, I wish to commend the Molalla River Alliance for all its dedica on and ongoing hard work.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jude Strader and Family
Mulino, OR
 
503.829.9280

jude@molalla.net 

 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! An virus protec on is ac ve.
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Molalla River
James Reed [reed12@web-ster.com]
Sent:Thursday, October 09, 2014 8:48 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  
10/9/14
 
My name is James Reed my wife lived on the Molalla river with her grand parents off and
on her whole live . We dated during during some of that time and I always wondered why
the river the did not get more attention for what it was a beautiful river . It should
be set aside as one of Oregons natural wonders.
    James and Deloris Reed

Molalla River https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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NEDC Comments on OPRD Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation
for the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde Rivers
Dashiell Farewell [dfarewell@lclark.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 8:01 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Cc: Marla Nelson [msnelson@nedc.org]
Attachments:2014 10 15 NEDC OPRD Comme~1.pdf (146 KB)

  
To The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department:

Attached please find the Northwest Environmental Defense Center's (NEDC) comments on OPRD's recent
proposal in the 2014 Scenic Waterways Assessment to designate The Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde
rivers as Oregon State Scenic Waterways. NEDC appreciates your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

/s/ Dashiell Farewell
NEDC Law Student Volunteer

NEDC Comments on OPRD Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Des... https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...

1 of 1 10/27/2014 3:42 PM



 
NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER  

10015 S.W. Terwilliger Blvd., Portland, Oregon  97219 
Phone: (503) 768-6673  Fax: (503) 768-6671 

www.nedc.org 

 

 

 

 

 

October 15, 2014 

 

Submitted via email to scenic.waterways@oregon.gov 

 

Oregon Parks & Recreation Department 

Attn: 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments 

725 Summer St. NE 

Salem, Oregon 97301 

 

Re: NEDC Comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation (OPRD) 

Consideration of State Scenic Waterway Designation for the Molalla, Chetco, and 

Grande Ronde Rivers 

 

  The Northwest Environmental Defense Center (“NEDC”) submits the following 

comments on the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation’s (“OPRD”) 2014 Scenic 

Waterways Assessment, which considers designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande 

Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC is a non-profit organization whose 

mission is to protect the environment and natural resources of the Pacific Northwest.  

Given this mission, and the purpose of State Scenic Waterway designation to protect 

valuable waterways in Oregon, NEDC would strongly supports an OPRD decision to 

designate these three waterways as State Scenic Waterways, and NEDC encourages 

OPRD to do so. 

 
Comments   

 

I.  The proposed designations would further the purpose of the State Scenic 

Waterway Act. 

 

  The purpose of Oregon’s Scenic Waterway designation is to protect valuable 

waterways in Oregon.  The designation aims to strike a balance between protecting 

natural resources, preserving the scenic value of the rivers, and promoting recreational 

use and enjoyment.  NEDC supports these aims and as such supports OPRD’s proposal to 

designate the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as State Scenic Waterways. 

 

  If approved, these Scenic Waterway designations would be the first such 

designations in 26 years.  These rivers are bountiful resources.  NEDC firmly believes 

OPRD should not only designate these three rivers as State Scenic Waterways, but that 

mailto:scenic.waterways@oregon.gov
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those designations should only be the first of many.  A State Scenic Waterway 

designation provides strong protections to Oregon’s vibrant yet fragile river ecosystems 

that would otherwise be put in jeopardy by potential development and infrastructure 

projects both on, and around the rivers. 

 

  OPRD rarely designates rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  By increasing the 

number of these designations, OPRD would be taking a very positive step forward toward 

a more comprehensive environmental policy that achieves real impacts.  Designating 

rivers as State Scenic Waterways is good for the health and vitality of the bounteous and 

diverse ecosystem that thrives in and around the rivers.  It is also good economic policy 

because it encourages tourism and serves as excellent publicity for Oregon’s waterways.  

Finally, it is good for the reputation of the state more generally, demonstrating that 

Oregon takes seriously its role as steward of its river resources and the multitude of life 

those waterways support.  In short, it is sound policy to designate rivers as State Scenic 

Waterways.  OPRD has NEDC’s full support in proceeding not only with the three 

designations currently under consideration, but also with more designations in the future.  

 

II.  Designating these rivers under the State Scenic Waterway program will have 

meaningful impacts. 

 

  Oregon’s rivers, including the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde, sustain dozens 

of species of fish, including Chinook salmon (Oregon’s State fish), steelhead trout, and 

mountain whitefish.  Birds include blue herons, egrets, and many species of ducks and 

geese rely on clean, well-preserved waterways for food, and build their nests on or near 

the banks.  Mule deer, elk, and bighorn sheep need the rivers for fresh drinking water. 

Many species of frogs, toads, and turtles live in and around the rivers as well.  Without 

adequate protections for the rivers, all of these species are put in jeopardy.  With a State 

Scenic Waterway designation, these species and their habitats are much more likely to 

thrive in those waterways.  This is good for the overall health and robustness of the 

environment.  These rivers are an invaluable, irreplaceable source of life, and their 

protection is essential to preserving Oregon’s biologically rich and diverse ecosystems. 

 

  Of course, the positive impacts of State Scenic Waterway designations for these 

rivers would extend to the many thousands of people who use and enjoy these rivers year 

round as well.  Nature enthusiasts, campers, hikers, boaters, fly fisherman, and 

birdwatchers would all be much more likely to visit the rivers, confident that Oregon is 

taking steps to preserve and protect the waterways.  This will allow for the most 

enjoyable and positive experience possible for visitors.  Those who already use and love 

the rivers will be confident that their enjoyment will continue for many years to come if 

they know the rivers are protected by a State Scenic Waterway designation.  

 

  Oregon is justifiably famous for its outdoor opportunities for locals and visitors 

alike, and for its vibrant and diverse ecosystems.  If OPRD wants to encourage and 

promote the use and enjoyment of the Oregon’s parks and outdoor recreational activities, 

both by Oregonians and by visitors from around the United States and around the world, 

NEDC is confident that designating the Molalla, Chetco, and Grande Ronde rivers as 
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State Scenic Waterways would be a very beneficial step in achieving that direction. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In sum, it would be very beneficial for OPRD to designate the Molalla, Chetco, 

and Grande Ronde Rivers as State Scenic Waterways.  NEDC encourages and supports 

OPRD in proceeding with these designations.  OPRD has, up to this point, been reluctant 

to designate rivers as Scenic Waterways.  NEDC strongly encourages OPRD to change 

that stance, beginning with these three rivers.  By designating rivers as Scenic 

Waterways, OPRD will serve the state as whole.  These designations would have 

numerous beneficial results, from preserving and protecting the vibrant ecosystems that 

thrive within and around the rivers, to increasing tourism, to demonstrating that Oregon is 

a progressive advocate for environmental protection of its natural resources that other 

states can look to for guidance.  Not only would the ecosystems sustained by these rivers 

benefit immeasurably from a Scenic Waterway designation, but Oregon as a whole will 

benefit as well. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Dashiell Farwell 

Student Volunteer 

 

 



Support for Molalla River State Scenic Waterway Designation
Bill Bakke [bmbakke@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2014 5:42 AM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD
Attachments:9-23-14 LTR to State Park~1.docx (36 KB)

  
Please see the attached letter supporting designation of the Molalla River as a State Scenic Waterway

--
Bill Bakke
 ><((((º>`·.¸ .̧·´¯`·. .̧·´¯`·...¸><((((º> .̧
·´¯`·. .̧ , . .·´¯`·.. ><(((º>`·.¸·...¸><((((º>
“One lives with the ghosts of what was and the hunger for what could have been.”

Support for Molalla River State Scenic Waterway Designation https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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Native Fish Society 

221 Molalla Ave., Suite 100 

Oregon City, OR 97045 

503-496-0807 

bmbakke@gmail.com 

 
Conserving biological diversity of native fish and protecting wild populations 

 

 

September 23, 2014 

Jim Morgan, Stewardship Manager  

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

725 Summer Street NE, Ste C 

Salem, OR  97301-1271  

 

Subject: Molalla River Scenic Waterway Study 

 

Dear Mr. Morgan, 

 

The Native Fish Society wholeheartedly supports the designation of the Molalla River as a State Scenic 

Waterway and the proposals of the Molalla River Alliance (MRA) in its letter of September 16, 2014.   

The Molalla River is a unique and important watershed in the upper Willamette River for its recreational 

benefits and ecological value.  The State of Oregon now manages the river for recovery of wild winter 

steelhead, a threatened species protected through the federal Endangered Species Act.  Designation of the 

Molalla River as proposed along with recommendations by the MRA would improve protection for this 

species.  In addition, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is managing the Molalla River for wild 

native rainbow and cutthroat trout both of which would be provided increased benefit from a Scenic Waterway 

designation.   

The Molalla River is a beautiful and accessible place that attracts thousands of hours of recreational use and is 

an important ecological state asset for fish and wildlife.  Taken together, these important benefits would be 

enhanced and protected with a Scenic Waterway designation.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Bill Bakke, Founder and Director of Conservation and Science 
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Molalla River
aimeedavis_1@hotmail.com on behalf of Aimee 503-829-8328 [aimee@molalla.net]
Sent:Tuesday, September 23, 2014 3:53 PM
To: Waterways Scenic * OPRD

  

Per the Molalla Pioneer article requesting feedback and comments:

Please do Not include  the Molalla River as a state scenic waterway.

Thank you.

AIMEE DAVIS 
Oregon Realtor®/Principal Broker dba

FireflyRealEstate
503-829-8328
www.callAimee.net
Video Channel

Molalla River https://mail.oregon.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADEV/t...
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Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

Dear Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation,  

 

I’d like to offer my support for the inclusion for the Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde rivers into 

Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways. Each of these wild, free flowing watersheds are unique and 

precious public resources that deserve to be valued foremost for their outstanding aesthetic, 

recreational, and ecological benefits.  

 

The Molalla is one of only two free flowing rivers in the Upper Willamette watershed. Its emerald green 

waters flow out of the Table Rock Wilderness through a corridor of public land that is frequented year 

round by hikers, bikers, equestrians, rafters, kayakers and anglers. The river itself is home to a 

recovering population of threatened wild winter steelhead. These wild fish spawn and rear within much 

of the mainstem river captured within the ORPD’s currently proposed Scenic Waterway segment for the 

Molalla.   

 

The Chetco River is at the heart of Oregon’s Wild River Coast. Undammed and free flowing from its 

headwaters in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness to the Pacific, the Chetco’s rugged beauty, cold and clear 

water and abundant wild, native fish make it a destination for travelers from across the country and an 

invaluable community resource, right out the backdoor from Brookings, OR. I support the inclusion of all 

three segments listed in the planning maps, from the Chetco Gorge in segment one near the terminus of 

the National Wild and Scenic section, downstream through the South Fork Chetco confluence to Alfred 

Loeb State Park in segment three. Hikers, bikers, boaters and anglers seek out these segments of the 

Chetco for their remarkable beauty and recreational benefits. These parts of the river are also home to 

wild fall Chinook salmon, winter steelhead, searun cutthroat and threatened coho salmon.  

 

The Grande Ronde River is an iconic eastern Oregon watershed and a recreational focal point for 

Oregonians and outdoor enthusiasts. Flowing out of the Blue Mountains, the Grande Ronde’s cool and 

clean headwaters are enjoyed by rafters, hikers, hunters and anglers as well as the threatened 

populations of spring Chinook, steelhead and bull trout that call these streams home. I support the 

inclusion of all three segments listed in the planning maps, from Tony Vey Meadows, through the 

angling deadline at Meadow Creek in segment two, downstream to Hilgard State park in segment three. 

Each of these sections display the kind of exceptional recreational and aesthetic values Oregonians seek 

to protect and enjoy long into the future.  

 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the OPRD’s 2014 Scenic Waterway Assessments. 

The Molalla, Chetco and Grande Ronde are truly among Oregon’s finest watersheds and their inclusion 

into Oregon’s network of Scenic Waterways would be the perfect way to reinvigorate a valuable state 

program.  

Warmly, 



Brad Lucas 

North Vancouver, BC 
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Wild Fish Supporter! 

Oregon City, OR 

9704 

 

 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Henry Carlile 

Portland, OR 

97202 

Stan Chesshir 

Portland, ORegon 

97201 

Charlie Cassagnol 

Santa Fe, NM 

87502 

David Charles Quinn 

Ocean Shores, WA 

98569 

Daniel McGinley 

Lake Oswego , Oregon 

97034 

Rob Hollander 

Bend, OR 

97701 

Jackson K Meadows 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

97601 

John Appleton 

La Grande,, OR 

97850 

Jake Crawford 

Portland, Oregon 

97218 

 



Proponent Email Campaign for the Chetco, Molalla 

and Grand Ronde Rivers 

 

Howard M Stern 

Portland, OR 

97212 

Jon Lund 
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James Wong 
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Harrisburg, OR 

97446 
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Joel La Follette 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
Chetco River Scenic Waterway Study 
ONLINE SURVEY REPORT 

 
Data were obtained from a questionnaire (questionnaire is included at the end of this appendix) 
administered to any member of the general public interested in providing comments to the Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department on the potential addition of the Chetco River segment (from the 
Steel Bridge to Loeb State Park) to the State Scenic Waterway System. Those interested in 
providing comments were directed to complete the questionnaire on the SurveyMonkey internet 
website (http://www.surveymonkey.com/) during a period from August 20 to October 15, 2014. 
The total number of completed surveys was 47. Survey results are not generalizable to any larger 
population, but simply a method to provide those unable to attend a public meeting the 
opportunity for public comment. 
 
Results 
 
The first question asked for the respondent’s zip code. Table 1 shows that 91% of respondents lived 
in Oregon, 7% resided in California, and 1% were from Arizona. Among respondents, 56% were 
from Curry County, 7% lived in Multnomah County, 4% in Lane County, and 4% from Jackson 
County.  
 
Table 1.  Respondent location of residence 
 

State Percent 
Oregon 91 
California 7 
Arizona 1 

Oregon County  
Curry 56 
Multnomah 7 
Lane 4 
Jackson 4 
Benton 2 
Coos 2 
Deschutes 2 
Josephine 2 
Marion 2 
Union 2 

 
The next question asked respondents if they support or oppose the addition of the Chetco River 
segment (from the Steel Bridge to Loeb State Park) to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program. 
The majority (67%) of respondents supported the proposed Scenic Waterway corridor addition, 
while 33% opposed the addition (Table 2). 



Table 2.  Support for proposed Chetco River corridor Scenic Waterway addition 
 

 Percent 
Support 67 
Oppose 33 

 
Respondents who opposed the Chetco River Scenic Waterway addition (from the Steel Bridge to 
Loeb State Park), were then asked if they would support or oppose three shorter sub-sections of 
the overall Chetco River for Scenic Waterway addition. Table 3 shows that shortening the proposed 
corridor would have little effect on overcoming respondent opposition to this Scenic Waterway 
addition.  
 
Table 3.  Opponent support for proposed Chetco River corridor Scenic Waterway sub-sections 
 

River Segment Percent 
Support 

Percent 
Oppose 

River Segment 1: Steel Bridge Old Low Water Bridge  13 87 
River Segment 2: Old Low Water Bridge (FS Rd 1846) to South 
Fork 0 100 

River Segment 3: River Segment 3: South Fork to Loeb State Park 0 100 
 
The remainder of the report includes verbatim open ended responses to a number of questions 
related to the potential addition of the Chetco River segment (from the Steel Bridge to Loeb State 
Park) to the State Scenic Waterway System. 
 
Open-Ended Comments 
 
What is your primary interest in the Chetco River pilot study Scenic Waterway proposal? 
 

• Citizen 
• Appreciate the natural beauty and ecological benefits. 
• Scenic beauty. 
• I frequently raft and hike along the Chetco River and have for years. It is imperative to me to protect 

the beauty, the pristine nature and quality of the river and all its inhabitants. Please keep our waters 
clear, safe and beautiful. We value the Chetco River and many of our friends and people we do not 
know come to visit because of the beauty of the river. 

• I would like to see more designations statewide 
• Pack rafting and fishing. 
• I have fished the Chetco River for steelhead and believe it should be protected. 
• Maintaining a river that is extremely healthy and offers many recreational opportunities. 
• I am a whitewater boater. 
• I do kayak tours on the Chetco and fish it recreational. 
• I have visited Brookings/Harbor region for years.  The Chetco River is the main life blood of this 

community.  Protection of the river will provide jobs and stability to the local economy without 
using extraction methods.  The Chetco is a very special river. 
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• The Chetco is considered a partner river to the Wild and Scenic Smith River which is located in 
northern CA and southern OR.  The Smith is recognized as one of the premier salmon strongholds 
along the Pacific Coast.  The Chetco is a critically important river for salmonids in its own right, but 
as a neighbor to the Smith in a bioregion which is defined and heralded for water quality and 
salmon productivity ----- this clearly elevates the significance of the Chetco River for protection as a 
Wild and Scenic River. 

• I have never experienced the river and would like to in an unaltered state. 
• This drainage embodies the meaning for the wild and scenic rivers protection act.  I would like to 

see it more protected, and see the benefits in this pilot study for recreation, restoration and 
ecological value preservation. 

• Preserve public lands from use by motorized vehicles and road building; maintain scenic beauty for 
rafting and kayaking. 

• I used to live in Brookings and still visit the Chetco River regularly. It is very heavily used in that 
section. We should preserve the river as best we can. 

• I would like to keep the Chetco's River waters flowing in the quality and quantity that they are in 
now.  I hope that our demands for resources leave incredible rivers, such as the Chetco, untouched. 

• Kayaker / recreational user. 
• Paddling, angling, hiking. 
• It will restrict land uses adjacent to the Chetco River.  It is a poor policy being only beneficial to 

tourists, creating more restrictions and costs for local residents.  A good policy is mutually beneficial 
to both parties. 

• My interest is the Chetco River.  My grandson learned to swim in the Chetco River and I took my first 
boat trip, an incredible experience.  The scenic beauty and serenity as we floated down the river 
should remain available for others to enjoy. 

• Continued recreational activities. 
• Resident. 
• I live here and am concerned about what is going on. 
• To not have the Chetco River part of the Scenic Waterway Program. 
• My interest is to not put additional regulations on the river that will involve more agencies to act on 

policies and decisions. 
• Not adding to the regulatory burden on those who use the river for livelihood and recreation. 
• To keep the Chetco River from being commercially harvested for any resource (fish included). Since 

2005, the boat pressure on the Chetco River has increased by 70 % . 50 % comes from other states 
but 25 % comes from local (60 mile radius) guides. The Chetco River is only 56 miles long with no 
hatchery on the river. Time is running out for the Kings, Steelhead and all other marketable 
products. My interest is in the preservation of all wildlife and clean water from Steel Bridge down to 
Ferry Creek - (no motors) and limited Commercial Guide Permits. 

• We own a home, 21200 High Prairie Rd, in the area of question.  We owned The Chetco River Inn for 
25 years.  We would like to know what changes would come from the including the new parts of the 
river.  We can't answer the survey questions because no information was given about the river and 
how the changes would or would not affect private ownership, roads, camp grounds, fire 
protection, and law enforcement.  We are not for or against.  More information is needed. 

• To maintain the aquatic diversity and healthy native fish runs that dominate the Chetco River. To 
maintain a clean watershed, nonturbidity, and pretty much preserve the quality river for future 
generations of grandchildren, fish and wildlife. I'm hoping a scenic waterway status would insure 
this result. 

• Fishing. 
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• I've backpacked in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness.  I am also an avid fly-fisher.  Places like the Chetco 
River pilot study area are unique and irreplaceable.  They will only increase in their intrinsic value 
and economic development potential from being in their natural state. 

• Economic, recreation & fishery 
• The Chetco River is very special. 
• Private citizen and employee of Freeman Rock, Inc. 
• Maintaining the Chetco River without government intervention. 
• Concerns involving additional regulation of natural resources. 
• What impact this will have on my recreational use of the upper Chetco River. 
• To make sure that the Chetco River remains at least as pristine as it is today. 
• I camp and fish on this river. My drinking water comes from this river. My children and now my 

grand-children visit the river. I feel it is a community resource and that the oversight of this river 
from a community stand-point has been poor. 

• I wish to see the Chetco River preserved for its great scenic beauty and its value as a resource which 
supports a recreational industry in rafting and fishing. It supports a pivotal run of the Southern 
Oregon and Northern California threatened Coho Salmon and provides the vital fresh water for the 
cities of Brookings and Harbor. 

• As a user of the waterway, I am primarily interested in the additional restrictions that will be placed 
upon the river. In addition, the river already has a national scenic waterway designation for a 
portion of the waterway. 

• Long time user both fishing and enjoying the beauty of this river. 
• Preserving private property rights. 
• I am a recreational user of the Chetco River. I also appreciate its outstanding values of clear water, 

amazing fish runs and wildlife values. 
 
 
Please state why you support of oppose the Chetco River pilot study Scenic Waterway proposal? 
 

• Protect property rights and values and natural free-flowing character. 
• Recognition and protection of the Chetco River. 
• Added protection. 
• Please see above. 
• Scenic waterway designation provides important protection to Oregon's beloved rivers. 
• Protection from mining and logging and improving access. 
• Without official designation, the river is at risk. 
• The Chetco River has not had significant development along its banks past the steel bridge. The 

spawning habitat and rearing habitat for native fish is almost entirely unaltered by human 
distribution from the steel bridge. The river's excellent water quality is also an important factor in 
supporting the sections into the program. 

• Protection of the river. 
• I believe that healthy ecology equals healthy economy. 
• See #2 above. 
• The very qualities which are used to define a wild and scenic river can be used to describe the 

Chetco River! 
• I would like to experience the river and landscape unaltered by corporate greed. 
• To better preserve unique waterways for ecological aesthetic and recreational values. 
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• Preserve public lands from use by motorized vehicles and road building; maintain scenic beauty for 
rafting and kayaking. 

• Because it is all heavily used. 
• The Chetco River offers unique scenery and river features that cannot be seen anywhere else in 

Oregon. 
• Keep the viewshed pristine. 
• Remote rivers like this are rare these days and provide great benefits in terms of recreation and just 

enjoying nature's beauty. 
• I support the entire addition on the map to be designated a State Scenic Waterway. 
• This 56- mile water way is easy to damage and we depend on the subsistence and water it provides 

local residents. 
• Preservation of a unique watershed free of gold suction dredge miners. 
• The Scenic Waterway program helps protect the quality and accessibility of our waterways. 
• This is a unique and irreplaceable area.  If developed, it would be lost forever. 
• I would like to see the river as healthy as it can be for fish and other living things that use it. 
• Please see above answer. 
• See #1 above. 
• We need to save this for the future generations just like the Elk and Rogue rivers. 
• I believe the State Scenic Waterway designation will help protect the river from the threat of in 

stream mining. As a citizen volunteer activist, I have worked on this issue for years, aiming to 
expand protections for the federal wild and scenic reach. Thus far, many of the mining claims have 
been retired and there is a temporary mineral withdrawal in place --but Inaction in Congress may 
make in stream mining a threat again. 

• A scenic designation is only good in theory. 
• The river is already plenty scenic without any more governmental regulation. 
• More restriction put on private timber land owners. 
• Drinking water quality is just fine the way it is. 
• Additional regulatory burden for tax paying landowner, with no benefit. 
• Do not need more regulations imposed. 
• State interference inevitably burdens river users and adjacent land owners with regulatory hoops to 

jump through.  There seem to be more than adequate regulations to protect the river now.  Adding 
to them is burdensome.  Even if the stated goal is not to that, unless there is specific language that 
prevents it, the bureaucracy will eventually find a way to make life on the river more complicated as 
it strives to correct or prevent issues real or imagined. 

• Excessive Government regulation. I believe it will also be the beginning of access restriction. 
• I do not know how much private land is involved.  I do not support the government placing new 

restrictions on private land without some form of mitigation. 
• There are already numerous government agencies managing our area.  I do not understand why one 

more is needed. 
• I oppose the Chetco River Scenic Waterway proposal.  Government intervention usually creates 

more problems for users.  Since this project in non-funded, the management of this program will 
need to possibly charge a user fee which I do not agree with.  Historically, since the early 60's, 
where government is involved, citizens loss rights.  Again, I am not in favor of this proposal.  I see 
the Chetco River almost every day of the year and I feel the local population does a fine job of 
maintaining, managing and caring for the river.  Since in the early 1800's, natives and settlers have 
been using the river as a source of food, water and recreation.  The river is in almost the same state 
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now as then.  I feel that comes under good management by those who care for our 53 miles of river.  
We do not need any help from the government.  Thank you    

• Additional regulation of natural resources is not necessary on this segment of river.  It would be an 
additional burden to our already overburdened tax dollars with no tangible benefit. 

• There are already enough layers of rules and government concerning the rivers in Oregon. 
• The additional land use restrictions are not warranted at this time. The river is already under several 

restrictions for use due to the National Scenic Waterways Act. 
• The upstream areas are already under federal ownership so there wouldn't be any real threat of a 

change in their use/status/ecology etc.  For the private landowners along these areas - this results in 
a taking. 

 
What benefits do you see if the Chetco River segments were added to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program? 
 

• Protect and maintain the free flowing nature of the river. 
• Added protection against development. 
• See above. 
• SWW designation protects river flows in water allocation decisions, and also protects against dams. 
• See above. 
• Protection of habitat and recreational opportunities. 
• Protections of vital habitat for fish and water quality from mining and other human impacts. 

Recreational use could be maintained to the very pristine natural setting. 
• Protection of the river. 
• Increased protections and hopefully increased tourism. 
• Please see answers to #2 above and #7 and 8 below. 
• There is incredible economic benefit.  Through wild and scenic designation you can also charge a 

user fee and better monitor recreational usage as well as impacts and provide funding for 
restoration preservation and education about wild and scenic waterways. 

• Preserve Oregon’s rivers from development. 
• To reduce the amount of trash in and near the river, and reduce the number of vehicles driving 

through the river in summer. 
• Such a long, contiguous path of protected river will provide a connected ecosystem that supports 

more life and cleaner water than smaller chunks or non-contiguous sections. 
• Maintain/improve the scenic nature of the river corridor for fishermen and watercraft. 
• Preserve the excellent water quality and free-flowing status of this remote river. 
• None. 
• Benefits are recreation, fishing and tourism.  Also it supports the Federal designation of the Chetco 

River as a Wild and Scenic River. 
• None. 
• None. 
• None. 
• I do not see any benefits. 
• None. 
• Protection of a natural necessary resource for Brookings and Curry County. Your last segment (red) 

is 7 miles up-river from the mouth. You can come down to above Ferry Creek where ODFW has a 
pilot Estuary Guide Program started to raise Fall Kings (wire coded) in an effort to build a sustainable 

5 | P a g e  
 



Chetco King imprinted on Ferry Creek for an Estuary (Guide) fishery - similar to the Rogue with 
Indian Creek Hatchery. 

• Added protection from suction dredging and gravel removal and radically harmful logging. 
• Improvements in the quality of the waterway. 
• It will protect an irreplaceable resource providing enhanced and increased opportunities for 

recreational economic development. 
• I am opposed - no benefit. 
• Unknown. 
• None. 
• No benefits, just unnecessary bureaucracy. 
• None. 
• A stoppage of any future mining claims; stricter management of how close vehicles and campers can 

get to the water; overall tightening of regulations regarding run off and foliage clearing near the 
banks. 

• Hopefully better coordination between government entities whose interests overlap and often 
confuse what is beneficial to the river itself...not just the economic or human driven interests. By 
keeping the river a healthy sustainable asset our community derives much HIGHER economic 
benefit that just short term, short-sighted uses of the river.  The "brand name" value of this 
beautiful water way in our small town is valuable. 

• It would give the Chetco River its rightful place among the most beautiful rivers on Oregon and 
would boost tourism business since it runs entirely in Curry County from its source to its mouth. 

• None. 
• More money coming in the area. 
• I don't understand what the benefits would be in areas that are already under federal ownership so 

they have no threat.  In the private ownership there would be some benefits however they would 
come to with a severe detriment to private property rights. 

• It would increase protections for the outstanding values of this extraordinary, one of a kind river. 
And I am not sure, but I hope it might increase resources for managing outstanding values. 

 
What problems do you see if the Chetco River segments were added to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program? 
 

• None. 
• None. 
• None. 
• Fees. I don't mind paying if the money goes directly to improving the roads, trails, campgrounds or 

facility but paying for parking in a lot that has always been there is ridiculous.. 
• None. 
• Some oversight such as hazardous trees and brush removal could be seen as to stight laced for 

those who use the river for recreational use during summer and winter seasons. Those who drive 
trucks in the stream bed may need to find another location to damage waterways. 

• None. 
• None. 
• Any problems would be out-weighed by the public trust benefits to OR and USA residents. 
• The problem I see is in misinterpretation of the act and in costs to regulate and monitor use.  The 

benefits far outweigh this in the long term though.  If we do not preserve our waterways now, soon 
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it will be too late to restore fragile riparian ecosystems and to retrieve lost intrinsic and social values 
associated with the unique areas. 

• There would be some local resistance. A lot of people are multi-generational residents and don't 
want to see any changes. 

• None. 
• None. 
• No problems, just big advantages. 
• Increased costs for land owners along the river due to increased regulations that have negligible 

effects.  This policy is only beneficial to visitors of the area and not the local residents. 
• None. I see only positive results. 
• Too much government regulation already. 
• I see more restrictions being added to timber harvest and land management activities. An increased 

economic burden put onto private land owners to appease the public. Also increased regulations 
put onto Public Timber Harvest (Forest Service). 

• Too much government regulation.  Forest practice regulations that are already in place are more 
than adequate to protect the waterway. 

• This is a take from landowners 
• People could have less use of our river. 
• More red tape to deal with 
• What rules are you intending to imply on the River? Define State Scenic Waterway.  I’m a retired 

Teamster and Disabled Vet. I subsistence bank fish the Chetco River and boat fish the local Ocean. 
My family depends on the resource the Chetco River provides. I have written several proposals to 
ODFW to maintain some control and rules to keep our river open. 

• Management costs and distance from state offices. 
• None. 
• There are property owners in blue and red segments that I believe will eventually be adversely 

affected. The environmental community will be given more power to control property that has been 
in families for several decades. 

• Potential to limit diversity. 
• I think this is a duplication of government.  Are the other agencies going to step away if this is taken 

on? 
• Lack of ability to enjoy the river due to government intervention. 
• Potential for restricted access to the public.  Infringement of adjacent landowners in regards to 

management of their land. 
• Implementing another set of regulations that will be overseen with almost no funding is a useless 

act.  If the Oregon Scenic Waterways OAR does get funding and these rules are actually followed 
there could be unreasonable delay in the decision making process. 

• Getting the word out about water. New rules and enforcement thereof. 
• None. 
• I see no problems. 
• Additional regulation and restrictions upon recreational use of the river. 
• Zero. 
• People would no longer be allowed to use their land as that had been before.  Timber harvesting, 

construction, etc.  Loss of value and loss of use.  Resulting in a governmental taking. 
• I do not foresee any problems, except that some people who dislike the idea of government 

involvement may dislike the designation for ideological reasons. 
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What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Chetco River segments? 
 

• Fish, scenic. 
• See above. 
• The Chetco River is a scenic river, home to ESA fish and supports recreation. 
• Remoteness, wilderness, beauty. 
• Beauty and habitat for threatened species. 
• The geology of this river is very unusual. It contains many different forms of metamorphic rock 

outcroppings and parent material sources. Mushrooms and other flora and fauna thrive in the 
undisturbed river corridor. The spawning gravel recruitment produced in the tributaries and 
protected by the mostly intact healthy riparian zone is what makes this river continue to stay wild 
while offering many recreational opportunities due to the mostly public adjacent landowners. 

• Clear water, good runs of fish. 
• Wild salmon productivity; water quality; dam free; extensive public ownership which can be helpful 

re landscape scale restoration and protection. 
• The Chetco River drainage contains outstanding features that highlight ecological diversity, unique 

recreational opportunity, social value, and economic value through its clean water resources and 
potential to set an example for other threatened waterways. 

• The rock in the gorge is so unusual, the water is very clear and the pools wonderfully deep. Such a 
great section of river. 

• The Chetco is a wild river that fluctuates naturally with the surrounding ecosystem and its other 
organisms.  I hope that this is preserved for years to come as it serves us all greatly by filtering 
water, fostering animals in connected habitats, and allows for more fish habitat. 

• The pristine nature of the water quality is among the best I've encountered in Oregon. 
• Outstanding rapids in a remote area. 
• The current complete lack of a state scenic designation. 
• Color and clarity of the river, scenic features and wildlife. Some of the largest salmon are caught 

here. The Chetco River is also home to the federally threatened SONC Coho salmon. 
• The scenery is already wonderful.  I enjoy watching the changes in the landscape where the forest is 

actively managed. 
• It is already a fine natural place. 
• Drinking water. 
• They areas are available to those who have the desire to use them. All areas are beautifully scenic 

and pristine and many places are only seen from the river. I would not like to see people restricted 
from any of these areas. 

• It is a scenic wild river with challenging access and used sparsely by a few dedicated sport fishers 
and picnic/camper activities. 

• Pristine natural habitat for all Salmon and wildlife with currently a clean water system 
• Clean water, native fish, and a peaceful environment free of most human activities. 
• This waterway and the surrounding wilderness is a treasure to our river system. 
• I can get on board with designation of the green segment as a pilot program but am staunchly 

against the blue and green segments 
• Many... 
• Seeing families enjoying the pristine waters of the Chetco River not impacted by the government 

regulations. 
• Beautiful river areas mostly navigable only by kayak. 
• Water clarity, its natural pathway, and the rural area and native forest it  passes through. 
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• Upstream there are large tracts native trees and plants. Healthy fish populations. Clear water. Lower 
stream there are bigger creeks coming in feeding and nourishing healthy fish populations below. 

• It is pristine and pure since it has its source in the Kalmiopsis Wilderness. 
• Easy access for the community and visitors to enjoy the unique features of the Chetco River. Clean 

drinking water and excellent fishing opportunities. 
• This river starts and ends in the county. 
• Good recreation.  Good species habitat - for salmonids and mammals.  Aesthetic values.  Timber and 

mineral resources. 
• The green and blue stretches are wild and afford an amazing stretch of river for white water or low 

water paddling --not for beginners. There are parts with large white marble like rocks, and then a 
different large dramatic rock feature. The water is stunning in clarity and blue-green color. The blue 
section has massive rapids and canyon like walls --with the big Cone Head rock and rapid. There is a 
wonderful trail (Chetco Gorge Trail) up the river on the north side that has fallen into disrepair. The 
Red reach offers a great section of river for paddling, camping, swimming, and fishing that many 
local people enjoy. 

 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the Chetco River 
segments to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program? 
 

• You should add more streams. 
• We love our beautiful streams rivers and relatively clean water in somewhat wilderness 

settings....fewer and fewer these days. 
• The Chetco River is a national treasure. 
• Do it, please add this river. 
• There should be no fish taken to Elk River hatchery to be raised and then brought back and 

dumped into the river. A river like the Chetco should not have hatchery influences. 
• It is a winner.  Oregon will be better once the Chetco River is protected. 
• Cross-border collaboration and cooperation re protection and restoration of riverine resources 

is essential if Oregon and California are to recover their salmon populations. 
• I believe the addition of the Chetco River to the OS Scenic waterway program would be 

incredibly beneficial for reasons listed above, and a great pilot program as it encompasses both 
the benefits and conflicts you may see in designating larger and more utilized waterways. 

• No, thank you. 
• Save the rivers while we can! 
• It is a bad idea. 
• The addition will help to market tourism and boost the economy in this area. 
• There already are rules and regulations protecting the water quality, scenic is one person’s 

opinion. 
• I see nothing to be gained and potentially much to be lost by the proposed action. 
• Was trying to make your meeting tonight 9-11-14 but have appointment with Radiation 

Oncology in Medford. I will read the other links provided by Steve Kay but would like a little 
more information on what rules you use when/if you decide to label the Chetco River a Scenic 
Water Way?. I look forward to hearing from you.   I want to thank Mr. Kay for his help and time 
and thank you for your commitment.  Resident since 1999. 

• I have made my living on the Chetco River fishing clients for over 30 years and it is worthy of 
protection to continue a quality experience and unique watershed found nowhere else in the 
world. 
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• Please add these Chetco River segments to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway Program. 
• Please do not allow over government regulation of our natural resource I have lived here for 50 

years and outside interests are taking away our rights as businesses and property owners 
• The Chetco River is beautiful and has been for hundreds of years without intervention from the 

government.  It is best that we leave it that way. 
• Please do not enact rules without funding their enforcement or considering them against 

existing rules and regulations. 
• We in Brookings enjoy drinking the Chetco River’s lovely water. 
• It definitely should be included. 
• It's about time that the State decided to list this river 
• I am mostly opposed to it. 
• The Chetco is one of the wildest rivers on the west coast. Unlike other coastal streams, it flows 

from wilderness and still has lots of intact salmon spawning habitat and intact habitat for birds 
and wildlife. It has been recognized by Congress as a national wild and scenic river, and surely it 
should count as one of Oregon's most special and outstanding streams, too. 
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Survey Questionnaire 
 
Chetco River Segment Scenic Waterway Public Input 
 
A citizen’s initiative created the Oregon Scenic Waterways System, which currently includes 
approximately 1,150 miles on 20 waterways. The program protects designated waterbodies and 
adjacent lands that possess outstanding scenic, fish, wildlife, geological, botanical, historic, 
archaeological, and outdoor recreation values. It preserves the waterbodies in a natural free-
flowing condition, preserves scenic and esthetic qualities, and protects water quality and quantity 
at a level necessary for recreation, fish, and wildlife.  
 
The governor has directed the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) to evaluate 
potential additions to the Oregon Scenic Waterways System. In 2014, OPRD assembled a scenic 
waterway task force to prioritized rivers for potential addition to the system. Based on task force 
input, the Chetco River segment, from the Steel Bridge to Loeb State Park, has been selected by the 
department for a pilot study to determine suitability for designation. 
 

 
 
This survey is part of the public outreach process for gathering comments on the potential addition 
of the Chetco River segment (from the Steel Bridge to Loeb State Park) to the State Scenic 
Waterway System.  
 
Question 1: What is your residence zip code? _________ 
 
Question 2: What is your primary interest in the Chetco River pilot study Scenic Waterway 
proposal? 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 3: Do you support or oppose the addition of the Chetco River segment (from the Steel 
Bridge to Loeb State Park) to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program (check one)? 
 
  Support - Why do you support? ____________________________ 
  Oppose – Why do you oppose? ____________________________ 

 
Question 4: If you oppose, check the box to support or oppose the three specific Chetco River 
segments included in the study proposal.  
 
River Segment 1: Steel Bridge Old Low Water Bridge (Green line in 
map below)  Support  Oppose 

River Segment 2: Old Low Water Bridge (FS Rd 1846) to South Fork 
(Blue line in map below)  Support  Oppose 

River Segment 3: South Fork to Loeb State Park (Red line in map 
below)  Support  Oppose 
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Question 5: What benefits do you see if the Chetco River segment (from the Steel Bridge to Loeb 
State Park) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 6: What problems do you see if the Chetco River segment (from the Steel Bridge to Loeb 
State Park) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 7: What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Chetco River segment (from 
the Steel Bridge to Loeb State Park)?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 8: Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the 
Chetco River segment to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your input! 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway Study 
ONLINE SURVEY REPORT 

 
Data were obtained from a questionnaire (questionnaire is included at the end of this appendix) 
administered to any member of the general public interested in providing comments to the Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department on the potential addition of the Grande Ronde River segment 
(from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) to the State Scenic 
Waterway System. Those interested in providing comments were directed to complete the 
questionnaire on the SurveyMonkey internet website (http://www.surveymonkey.com/) during a 
period from August 20 to October 15, 2014. The total number of completed surveys was 140. 
Survey results are not generalizable to any larger population, but simply a method to provide those 
unable to attend a public meeting the opportunity for public comment. 
 
Results 
 
The first question asked for the respondent’s zip code. Table 1 shows that 91% of respondents lived 
in Oregon, 5% resided in Washington, 3% were from Idaho, and 1% were from California. Among 
respondents, 63% were from Union County, 9% lived in Multnomah County, 5% in Lane County, 
and 4% from Wallowa County.  
 
Table 1.  Respondent location of residence 
 

State Percent 
Oregon 91 
Washington 5 
Idaho 3 
California 1 

Oregon County  
Union 63 
Multnomah 9 
Lane 5 
Wallowa 4 
Baker 1 
Clackamas 1 
Deschutes 1 
Grant 1 
Marion 1 
Umatilla 1 
Benton 1 
Hood River 1 
Jackson 1 
Marion 1 
Yamhill 1 



 
The next question asked respondents if they support or oppose the addition of the Grande Ronde 
River corridor (from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) to the Oregon 
State Scenic Waterway program. The majority (66%) of respondents supported the proposed 
Scenic Waterway corridor addition, while 34% opposed the addition (Table 2). 
 
Table 2.  Support for proposed Grande Ronde River corridor Scenic Waterway addition 
 

 Percent 
Support 66 
Oppose 34 

 
Respondents who opposed the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway addition (from the 
confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park), were then asked if they would 
support or oppose three shorter sub-sections of the overall Grande Ronde River for Scenic 
Waterway addition. Table 3 shows that shortening the proposed corridor would have little effect 
on overcoming respondent opposition to this Scenic Waterway addition.  
 
Table 3.  Opponent support for proposed Grande Ronde River corridor Scenic Waterway sub-
sections 
 

River Segment Percent 
Support 

Percent 
Oppose 

River Segment 1: Tony Vey Meadows (Sheep Cr. Junction with 
51) to Starkey Junction (above Meadow Cr.)  9 91 

River Segment 2: Meadow Creek to Red Bridge State Park 2 98 
River Segment 3: Red Bridge State Park to Hilgard State Park 2 98 

 
The remainder of the report includes verbatim open ended responses to a number of questions 
related to the potential addition of the Grande Ronde River segment (from the confluence with 
Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) to the State Scenic Waterway System. 
 
Open-Ended Comments 
 
What is your primary interest in the Grande Ronde River pilot study Scenic Waterway proposal? 
 

• I regularly recreate in this part of the Grande Ronde River. I appreciate its value for fish and wildlife 
habitat. I enjoy viewing eagles, elk and other wildlife along the Grande Ronde River. 

• Feasibility How much private land will this scenic designation affect? 
• As a rafter of the Grande Ronde River I am very interested in the health of the river. A Scenic 

Waterway designation with help the river stay healthy I believe. 
• I use the area for recreation, shooting, and live in La Grande. 
• I am a 30+ year resident of LaGrande, OR. 
• Clean water, non-motorized recreation, fishing. 
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• I live in La Grande, I use the rifle range, I fish for salmon, and I own a sporting goods store which 
relies upon those currently using the Grande Ronde. 

• Preservation of scenic rivers, wildlife and plant species diversity for future generations so that they 
can enjoy them as we have been able to do. These sections of the Grande Ronde River seem to be a 
good candidate for the State Scenic Waterway System. 

• I would like to see this section of the Grande River considered as and made a Scenic Waterway. 
• Recreational. 
• How it will affect the La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club 
• I have floated parts of the Grande Ronde River and I think preserving it...especially not allowing live 

stock to ruin the riparian are is important.  Great family activities available along the river. 
• Preservation of a scenic waterway and overall conservation of water. 
• Protection 
• My wife and I often go birding along the Grande Ronde River corridor. 
• Government regulation(s) and the adverse effects of these on local economic development and how 

such an effect trickles down and hinders local communities to provide adequate services in 
education, health care and law enforcement. 

• As a Discipline Director for the LaGrande Rifle and Pistol Club I do not like the idea of the State of 
Oregon demonstrating any more control over our property than they presently do. The recreational 
opportunities that we prove are many and varied and are partaken of on a daily bases by our 
membership. Although different than floating down a river. 

• I am a member of the public.  I am also a Certified Professional Soil Scientist.  Protection of the 
waterway through this proposal will benefit the soil and resources upon which we all depend. 

• I've lived NE Oregon for over 20 years and love the GRR.  I feel it should be protected for all to enjoy.  
If the Waterway will protect fish, wildlife, river quality then I'm all for it.  Too many rivers are used 
and maintained poorly, which results in pollution, fish kill off, bank erosion and poor habitation for 
wildlife. 

• Segments 1, 2 and 3. 
• That it does not become a tremendous waste of taxpayer dollars for little or no benefit to the public 

and the local citizens and adjoining landowners. 
• Recreation. 
• I work in college outdoor programming at Whitman College and we utilize the river to go on day and 

overnight kayak and rafting trips for students. Personally, I also raft and kayak on the river and want 
to see the natural beauty, wildlife, quality and quantity of the river itself protected so that it can be 
used far into the future. 

• River protection from over grazing. Riparian areas need to be protected to maintain stream health 
for both biotic and abiotic factors. Maintain river water from proper river health will help retain 
much needed water, especially for the future. 

• To preserve and restore to natural habitat 
• Clean, cold water 
• I am lover of the Grande Ronde River and of protected waterways everywhere. I live along the river 

corridor and visit the river often to swim, fish or cool off on a hot summers day. Long live cool clean 
water! 

• To save as much beauty as possible for use now and by future generations. 
• Beauty, maintain this area and habitat for various species. 
• I find that this proposal is not in the interest of the people of Oregon. This river system has and does 

dry up at certain times of the year and is not a viable water way for any water sports for at least 
nine months out of the year. Anyone who spends time in this area during the fall can very plainly 
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see that parts of it dry up.   It simply is not in the best interest of people from out of this area to tell 
them that this is a scenic water way when in fact it may not be when they get here. Some of these 
people only get one trip a year and it would be a disservice to them bring them here under the 
pretense of a scenic water way. 

• In 1985 when I first came to Union County looking for a place to move to, we camped somewhere in 
section 2 or 3. I fell in love with the long stretch of river that is uncluttered by development. The 
existing ranches seemed to fit in perfectly, and the stretches without homes were so peaceful. 

• Recreation 
• It is near where I live. 
• Seeing that the area proposed as a Scenic Waterway is not over-run with development, that the 

ecological services provided by the Grande Ronde River above Hilgard continue, or are enhanced, 
and that the fish, wildlife, and plants are protected against rampant development. 

• Preserving water quality, maintaining a scenic and wildish river for appropriate recreational uses 
and habitat for native animals and fish. 

• To protect natural habitat both in the river and the bordering riparian area. 
• I would like to be able to walk or bike along the waterway and enjoy the natural vegetation, as well 

as watch birds.  Native plants should be protected and restored to the waterway. 
• I live in the Grande Ronde Valley and love the nature of the area.  Clean water is an essential 

ingredient for recreation and wildlife. 
• Protecting the scenic quality of the upper Grande Ronde River 
• The protection of private land use. Without more restrictions. 
• Member of the public 
• As a land owner we strongly oppose.  Years ago there was an annual river rafting event on the 

Grande Ronde River that was discontinued because they discovered it was too dangerous and 
people injured and suffered from hypothermia.  The liability was too great to have this rafting event 
continue.  There were too many unknown problems associated with being on the river. Too much 
trash was left behind. 

• The river is the life blood of the Grande Ronde valley agriculture and thus the economy of the area 
and the state. The scenery has not changed for generations nor will it into the future. Government 
intrusion into private rights will in no way benefit the values of the river. 

• My interest is to consider if another designation or plan is needed for the protection of the river. 
• Assuring a balance is in place to protect private property uses and where possible without conflict 

enhance public use and enjoyment. 
• Member of the LaGrande Rifle and Pistol Club 
• Protection of Oregon's rivers. 
• I am a long time member of the La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club and help host many events at the 

range each year. 
• To protect landowners right to their property. 
• I would like to see the Grande Ronde listed as a SWW. 
• We have enjoyed the upper Grande Ronde River, but I think of a river as a body of water that I could 

swim in and boat in , do a little fishing but if one were to go there they would see that the Grande 
Ronde River is far from that . A side from the spring run off the river is flat a little stream , in fact if I 
were to roll my pants up to my knees and walk down the middle to Hilgard and except for a few 
holes along the way I would never get my pants wet . I have never seen a fisher man on the river in 
all these years except in the spring when the steelhead can make it to maybe Red Bridge , at the 
same time you may see a rubber boat in the same area . The question is is the Grande Ronde River 
protected and we all know that there are pages of regulations covering everything for the river from 
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head waters to Wildcat Creek. I would submit that you would be far better off to spend your time 
on a river other than the Grande Ronde! 

• I do a lot in the Starkey area and am a shooter and outdoorsman. I believe this is just another way to 
for the west side pencil pushers to take more freedom from ME. I think they should find rivers on 
their side of the state and close them! 

• The Grande Ronde River is a beautiful, pristine and vital tributary of the Columbia/Snake River 
system, and is most worthy of any studies and protections it can be afforded. 

• We don't want to see a change of any kind made to the property owners on the river. 
• I live here and use the river and adjacent land regularly. 
• Land use ruling on our private property rules seem strict. A very small group of people float the 

river. Seems like a lot of government waste of funds again for a very small group of people. Where 
are my rights to use it as I want too. 

• How it will impact our local rifle and pistol club access to our current property. 
• This is not a good plan at all... 1. the river is not good for navigating... 2.  can't even get a slow speed 

sign here in Starkey from ODOT... people go by here at 65 miles per hr...3.   no law enforcement up 
here.. no cell service.. no medical.. anyone getting hurt has to rely on town people..  more trash... by 
crime...     river needs to be moved the other way and deeper holes put in for the salmon.. dumping 
of limbs on every pull  over space is ugly. And trees being dumped in river cause more flooding.. 

• Rafting 
• The Grand Ronde River is close enough to where I live in No. Idaho that I visit it whenever I can.  

Scenic Waterway designation gives protection to unique, pristine waterways that need to be saved 
from future development and degradation. 

• Future Integrity of the river and anadromous fish runs. Free flowing water and riparian habitat. 
• I do not want to see the state of Oregon proceed with another misguided plan that would encumber 

local citizens with regulations and restrictions that will not serve any reasonable purpose. This is a 
WASTE of taxpayer dollars/ 

• I've lived and worked in Pendleton for two years as a natural resource professional. I am aware of 
scenic values in eastern Oregon and interests/concern of conservative landowner's in Oregon. 

• I am a landowner on the Grande Ronde River. 
• I am a whitewater boater 
• Paddling. 
• safeguarding habitat 
• I live in La Grande and use the Grande Ronde River for fishing, belong to the rifle club, etc. 
• As a supporter of protections for our nation's waterways, I would like to back the state of Oregon in 

their efforts to protect the Grande Ronde from impacts due to the presence of dams, mines and 
logging projects. 

• I am an avid fly fisherman, and I also work for a river restoration nonprofit that works hard to 
augment flow in the upper Grande Ronde River in order to support the recovery of endagered 
salmonids. We specifically have a reservoir release agreement with the City of La Grande from 
Beaver Creek into the upper Grande Ronde. 

• Protecting the river from dam development. 
• Insure wildlife health and longevity. 
• Restoring wild fish runs. 
• I personally enjoy outdoor recreation including hiking, wildlife watching, fishing, and camping and 

have spent time in the area. I own and operate a bed & breakfast in Northeast Oregon that is largely 
dependent on visitors who also engage in such activities. I also appreciate the benefits of high water 
quality for those in the watershed and downstream. 
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• I have paddled from Troy to the confluence with the Snake a few times and support protecting the 
entire watershed 

• Keeping the river protected so we can kayak on it safely. 
• Environmental conservation and occasional boating. 
• Fishing and hunting 
• Protecting the river for wildlife and low-impact river use. No motorized boats and scenic waterway 

laws should be in effect. 
• Fish and wildlife habitat restoration. 
• Preserve public lands from use by motorized vehicles and road building; maintain scenic beauty for 

rafting and kayaking. I am a kayaker and love floating the Grande Ronde and appreciating its 
undeveloped beauty. 

• Aquatic habitat and recreation 
• Private lands adjacent to the river.  PRIVATE landowners should not have to consult with some 

committee on how to use THEIR OWN PRIVATE LAND!!!  I watched this fiasco on the John Day 
River!!! 

• I raft and kayak the Wild and Scenic section below Minam to Troy. I am concerned with the water 
quality, specifically the Nitrates added from cattle ranching and farming. 

• I do not want it to interfere with the La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club property and the activities that 
are so important to me there. 

• I am familiar with this section of the Grande Ronde River and would like see it included in the 
program. 

• I visit the area 2 times a year. 
• Much of the Grande Ronde River riparian zone is degraded, and the flow is diminished.  I support 

restoration and protection. 
• kayaker/ recreational user 
• The Grande Ronde River is an important river for anglers and whitewater paddlers. 
• To protect and maintain the integrity of the Grande Ronde River ecosystem. 
• I support inclusion of the Upper Grande Ronde River in the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program 

because it will keep the river in its free-flowing natural state and it prevents it from being diverted, 
dammed or mined.  I love the river. 

• The protection of healthy waterways is so important.  If we have the opportunity to give special 
protection to a local river, I will support it. 

• Fishing; camping; protection as a sensitive and vital part of the northeast Oregon ecosystem, 
especially its significance in the wildlife corridor of the Blue Mts. 

• I canoe the red and blue sections of the Grande Ronde River during spring runoff. I camp nearby at 
other times. My grandchildren and I fish in the Grande Ronde. 

• Biodiversity conservation 
• Protecting the river from development, especially in the riparian zone. Also, there's a problem with 

cattle now in that zone at various points along the river. Finally, the salmon and steelhead runs are 
in the process of being rebuilt, so this designation might enhance that process. 

• I appreciate fisheries that the Grande Ronde River supports and would like to see these protections 
strengthened. 

• As local residents that have visited the area often to camp, fish, hike, and bird watch. We are 
concerned about its future. 

• Our beautiful Grande Ronde River needs all the protection it can get! 
• This is where our family spends weekends riding motorcycles, quads, fishing, camping and floating 

the river! Leave it as it is. Government has taken enough of our country away!! 

5 | P a g e  
 



• Protection of the free flowing nature of the Grande Ronde River. 
• maintaining open access to public lands 
• Protecting another part of Oregon riverways for fish, habitat, recreation, and beauty. 
• I believe we should give special attention to the Grande Ronde River because it has outstanding 

qualities such as awesome scenery, great recreational opportunities, and protection of free flowing 
river attributes. 

• I support protection of this river area. 
• Seeing the river protected against further degradation by human activities and protecting it for all 

species transit corridor, habitat &  refuge, and for intrinsic natural values. 
• I am interested in protecting this stretch of river for the scenic values as viewed from the road and 

parks and also from the water itself as a rafter. 
• Keeping the area as natural as we can..... 
• I want to see the Grande Ronde River protected from threats such as damming or mining, and uses 

that would affect the fish habitat. 
• protecting the environment 
• Recreation (non-commercial), and preserving this water for future generations. 
• To protect fish and wildlife and surrounding forest.  And to preserve the scenic beauty and 

wilderness character that remains. 
• The Grande Ronde River is a wild and beautiful treasure. To preserve the water quality, healthy fish 

populations, recreation opportunities, and natural resources is wise, prudent and will be fruitful into 
the future. 

• Public safety 
• For more than 30 years my family and I have hiked, biked, and birded in the region. 
• Interested citizen 
• Where ever we can support the preservation of our natural ecosystems we are in total support and 

we spend time every year hiking and touring the region....And have done so for 25 years 
• My right to access public land 
• To STOP it! 
• We hunt fish, cut wood and mushroom and huckleberry there 
• To stop more restrictions by our government 
• Recreation 
• Want substantive year-round flows that support native fish species and promote healthy 

watersheds, floating, fishing, and addresses the TMDL limits currently identified. 
• Retreat/recreational use, more control becomes less access. 
• Seeing the area remain open access to all users and not entered into any type of protectionist 

programs. 
• Recreation and industrial uses. 
• Preservation of water quality. 
• Recreational use. 
• I live in the proposed area. 
• I am a natural resource manager in Northeast Oregon. 
• Provide informed feedback on the character of the river proposed for addition to the Oregon State 

Scenic Waterway program. 
• My primary interest is to protect our home and those of our community from another Government 

entity. 
• The Scenic Waterway program helps protect the quality and accessibility of our waterways. 
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• I've fished for trout on the Grande Ronde River.  It's spectacular and worthy of protection and 
conservation. 

• I enjoy fishing the Grande Ronde River. 
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Please state why you support of oppose the Grande Ronde River pilot study Scenic Waterway 
proposal? 
 

• This special river deserves the protection offered by the Oregon Scenic Waterway designation. 
• See above statement.  Plus I would hate to see it get degraded further than it is already. 
• The governor and Salem politicians want to fix something that is not broken. The governor would be 

better off getting control of his lady friend rather than trying to control our home.   Eastern Oregon 
is doing just fine.  We would be better if the government agencies would just go away and take their 
management plans, road closures, and other forms of intrusion into the lives of people who are 
quite satisfied with the culture as it is absent interference from people who are clueless about this 
area.  This is not a wild or scenic area.  It is hardly a river part of the year.  Locally, we call it the 
Grande Ronde Trickle.  The area is built up and being used by people who are making good use of 
the land and it is not being degraded.  We do not want a bunch of recreational users from the valley 
who expect a "Wild and Scenic" experience to come to this river and start complaining about all the 
things that they do not want in scenic areas.  It will be just another government control action which 
does nothing but increase the hostility previous and current government actions keep inciting. 

• The river does not qualify.  Gov. Roberts declared the system highly degraded.  DEQ declared the 
river polluted and degraded.  ODFW and associates have littered waterway with man-made log and 
rock structures and annually fence and conduct man made channelization projects in the system. 

• It preserves/protects important resources for future generations 
• This river is basically a trickle during the summer.  It has recently had extensive work by the Indian 

Tribes and various US Government agencies to enhance the river system for the recovery of salmon.  
Salmon spawn in mid-summer in the proposed area of this river.  The point is:  Why invite more 
people to tromp thru salmon Redds (nests) and destroy habitat in the river bed.  People will try to 
float it at this time of the year when the river is just a trickle.  The recovery work being done will be 
destroyed. 

• Adding these sections of the Grande Ronde River to the State Scenic Byways would help us to 
preserve clean water, diversity of wildlife and plant life for future generations as well as set it aside 
for protection and enjoyment for the present generation. 

• The area has great scenic value, good wildlife opportunities, and would be valuable to preserve. 
There are several good bird-watching areas along the section concerned. 

• A beautiful quiet stretch of the Grande Ronde River. I've camped & gone picnicking in this area. 
Great for families. 

• The La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club owns property and has a shooting range on the river near Rankin 
Road. 

• As above...recreation and preservation 
• It is a magnificent waterway - let's be proactive in taking care of it. 
• I want to see it protected for generations to come and for habitat for fish and wildlife 
• Good bird habitat and on-going efforts to restore the river fisheries (temps and flow). 
• State and federal government regulations and the resulting legal actions by environmental groups 

have negatively impacted our schools, health care and law enforcement without serving any 
positive goals that aren't presently achieved under present laws. 

• NO real benefit to the local community. That does not already exist.  We do not need more State 
government telling us what to do or not to do. 

• Acting now will help preserve current resources. 
• It's best for the river and all that use it.  Rivers need protection. 
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• The Grande Ronde River has turned into an agricultural runoff sewage system.  It is a shame, such a 
beautiful area, which, in addition, sustains highly valued wildlife (for hunters) and highly valued 
wildlife (for nature lovers). 

• Firstly, the river itself doesn't meet OPRD's own criteria (pages 5 & 6 or the LOG. OR). HWY. 244 and 
US Forest Rd. 51 run adjacent to the river through almost all of the described area.  Secondly, there 
is a very narrow window of usage. When the water is high enough to float there are numerous areas 
that are VERY treacherous to even the most experienced floater, downed trees in the river, etc.  
Thirdly, almost all of the public accesses were removed during the '70s and '80s due to the issue of 
'graffiti", garbage dumping, litter, and human feces that was consistently left next to the river at 
these areas.  Lastly, this proposal puts undue regulations and restrictions on the adjoining 
landowners for no reasonable benefit. 

• I object to the inclusion of the portion of the Grande Ronde River flowing through the La Grande 
Rifle and Pistol Property because it will adversely affect the management and use of club property in 
providing recreation opportunities for the 500+ club members.  It is an example of "Taking" without 
remuneration and will remove management of our property from club control and place it in the 
hands of a bureaucracy which cares little for the club membership and the recreational goals of our 
organization. 

• See above statement. 
• The best health of a river and riparian system is to protect the entire watershed. 
• Support because it is the right thing to do. 
• Clean, cold water 
• See number 2 above! I am fully in support of protecting, acknowledging and preserving waterways 

everywhere. There is also educational value in declaring a Scenic Waterway. People who take the 
river for granted may sit up and take more notice of the jewel we have in our little corner of the 
world. 

• We must act now to save scenic spots. 
• I believe it is vital to preserve Grande Ronde River for various habitats. 
• Please see the above statement, it very plainly states the truth of this proposal and the diservice it 

would do to visitors of this area. 
• The beauty of the upper Grande Ronde River warrants this status. 
• This is a beautiful part of the Grande Ronde River and should be recognized as such. 
• Scenic beauty and tourism 
• See question number 2. 
• I already stated above as my primary interest in the pilot study. 
• I support it to protect it as a natural habitat and to provide recreational opportunities such as 

fishing, birding, and rafting. 
• The Grande Ronde River deserves Scenic Waterway status. 
• I think the river deserves the designation and it may help it from further degradation.  It is 

important to wildlife. 
• The GR River, especially the segment marked in green, has great potential for fish restoration, 

recreation and beauty.  It's great to simply sit and enjoy the river or pedal a bicycle along the road 
that parallels the river.  It deserves designation and protection. 

• Land use restrictions 
• It protects existing property rights and property values while also protecting the natural free flowing 

qualities of the Grand Ronde River 
• Strongly oppose. We do not want to put up with the trash, broken glass and loud disrupting noise 

associated with a lot of people that will prevent us from sleeping.  We used to have an outside toilet 
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on our property that was tipped over and bottles were broken and messes left that we the land 
owner had to clean up. We can no longer go in the river barefoot because of this.  There are too 
many unknown problems that we can foresee.  This will end up being very costly to the property 
owner. Will the landowner be subject to being sued because someone has injured themselves or 
drowned?  What other rivers are open for rafting and recreational use, and what other problems 
have they had?  We did not pay for the property for someone else to use and abuse.  Where will our 
stock water come from?  Are you going to close our livestock out?  How will this affect the salmon 
run in the spring?  Will landowners have to deal with others hunting and fishing unlawfully on their 
property? There are bridges along this Scenic waterway that are very low when there is high water, 
which is the only time the river could be floated; this could be disastrous for rafters. 

• Absolutely NONE of it is necessary. See my "interest" in GRR 
• The designation is not appropriate for this part of the river and there is little or no return to the 

community to create the designation.  I am concerned about the private property along the river 
and think that is a primary concern.  There seems to be little or no regard for a new plan on the 
river.  We already have the river area protected through numerous plans. 

• Oppose in Red and Blue sections as private land uses will be drastically changed and public access is 
limited for a lot of this area, and should remain so. 

• Loss of Control by private property owners. 
• added protection 
• Seems that while taking control of the BANKS of the river away from the folks who have been living 

and working along it for the past 50+ years it will NOT provide any more reasonable access to folks 
who actually use the river.  This makes absolutely no sense to me. 

• We don't need the government to control more of our lands. Most all local landowners are already 
working with agencies to create and enhance wildlife habitat. 

• The Grande Ronde River is an important river for ESA fish, recreationalists and the E. Oregon 
economy. 

• I fail to see how more regulations can possibly help the people enjoy the Grande Ronde River more 
than they do presently. 

• I don't like people from outside of this area making decisions that affect what residents here do. 
They don't have any interest other that locking up out forests and rivers that we enjoy. 

• same as above 
• The river doesn't meet the requirement that you are looking for. 
• Leave us alone, go screw up your side of the state some more.  Most of the adjacent land is private, 

the rest belongs to us the people, not you the government.  You couldn't manage a hot dog stand.  
The river is fine as it is, if you step in it will be royally screwed.  There is nothing scenic about a river 
that dries up to a trickle in August.  Go turn the Willamette into a scenic river and piss off the people 
of Portland.  Once again, leave us alone.  Clear enough? 

• See above 
• It will adversely affect our club's property and its activities. 
• Loss of access and freedoms to enjoy current improvements along the river. 
• Make it a scenic highway instead or from Hilgard to LaGrande???   That is where water is deepest. In 

summer one can count each and every rock. Not a good river for boating or floating.. 
• The Grand Ronde River is worthy of protection into perpetuity. 
• Protection of fish and wildlife habitat 
• I have no problem with anyone who wants to float this section of the river. I do have a problem with 

this "viewshed" business. It seems TOTALLY inappropriate ti me. 
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• I am concern that the addition of the Grande Ronde River Scenic Waterway would cause timber 
landowners to harvest timber within the 1/4 mile horizontal distance from the river out of fear of 
losing rights to harvest timber if the river is adopted as a scenic waterway. Many of these landowner 
do not plan to harvest but would to prevent their timber rights be being taken by the government. 

• You are wanting to take private land from people who have worked hard their whole lives, this 
means generations and decades, to first keep their land... secondly pay the taxes...beautify this 
property... thirdly make it into a heritage for OUR generations to come.  It's no different than if 
someone came to your home and wanted to camp in your back yard because they liked the way you 
had cleaned it up.  NO DIFFERENT. 

• Protection of the river 
• The Grande Ronde is a beautiful river.  I used to spend a large part of my summers doing forest 

research in the watersheds above Tony Vey Meadows, and it's a special place to me.  I have paddled 
from Minam to Troy, and while it isn't included in this study, that is a very nice place to paddle. 

• The Grande Ronde is an amazing river 
• This area is not appropriate for this designation.  It is private land used by ranchers and local people, 

it crosses land owned by the La Grande Rifle and Pistol range and will result in conflicts between 
people who expect a wild area when exposed to rifle shots across the river.  This "river" is not a free 
flowing river.  It is currently little more than a trickle and should not be held to the restrictions of 
the proposed designation. 

• I support because as a professional ethnobotanist, I am very cognizant of the threats that dams, 
mines and logging pose to the long term ecological health of a watershed. 

• I feel this reach is both beautiful and important from an ecological perspective. 
• I support granting the Grande Ronde the protection that falls under the State Scenic Waterway 

program. 
• The Grande Ronde is a special river that supports runs of anadromus fish in the upper Columbia 

basin.  The more protection you can provide this river, the more fishery can recover.  The stronger 
the fishery, the better it is for the local economy. 

• Protect water quality and quantity for recreation, fish and wildlife uses. Flows required for 
recreational use would be maintained. 

• Want wild fish protected. 
• I enjoy recreating in the area and my business is in heavily dependent on visitors to Northeast 

Oregon who are drawn to our scenic areas, abundant wildlife, and healthy landscapes. 
• I have paddled from Troy to the confluence with the Snake a few times and support protecting the 

entire watershed 
• Keep nature protected so to be able to paddle it in the future 
• To conserve the natural river for future generations. 
• I oppose this proposal because I do not think it is in the whole public's interest to lock up this real 

estate to satisfy the egos of a vocal few people.  The management of the area has gotten along just 
fine for the hundred years without adverse impacts. This proposal is without public benefit and will 
cost the public.  The few private land owners will be deprived of some uses of their property and will 
thus loose certain benefits of ownership and be deprived of some values and this incur 
uncompensated losses. In short, this proposal should die quietly. 

• The more protected water, the better! 
• Preserve public lands from use by motorized vehicles and road building; maintain scenic beauty for 

public interest. 
• I support this to preserve habitat, water quality, recreation and to prevent dams or other ins tram 

structures. 
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• PRIVATE LAND should not be controlled by ANY government entity!!! 
• I support the proposal because these river sections are beautiful and the proposal would help 

protect water quality, especially downstream on the Wild and Scenic section. I raft this section and 
in past years was concerned about the presence of foam apparently caused by high Nitrates 
pollution. 

• I am worried that it will shut down or otherwise limit the use of our range and I will lose an 
important part of my enjoyment of the area. 

• I support the study, support the whole length shown because I would like to see more habitat 
protection, limited development & recognition that this scenic river deserves protection much as 
the John Day and other Oregon rivers. 

• For the river to play its ecological role and to stay healthy, with healthy populations of native 
species and riparian areas, requires this status. Humans are poor managers and do not make good 
substitutes for nature. 

• I am supportive because of the potential for this designation to protect the Grande Ronde from 
damaging development.  I believe the river's greatest value is in the sort of characteristics that 
would qualify it for designation as a Scenic Waterway.  My main interest is in habitat protection for 
wildlife, including both aquatic and terrestrial species. 

• keep view-shed pristine 
• Rivers need to be protected from activities that compromise water quality. 
• This river segment is a vital resource for wildlife, fisheries, and recreational use. 
• I want to see the river protected for wildlife, fishes, and people to recreate in and around. 
• See answer to No. 2. 
• With so few protected streams in N.E. Oregon, we absolutely must conserve the few we have left 

from the pollution and degradation resulting from cattle grazing and logging. 
• to protect water conditions 
• This a beautiful, natural stream with outstanding views, a mixture of wildlife and lovely flora. It 

should be protected. 
• Would help protect this river of great importance to our state's people, fish, and wildlife. 
• Support all for riparian zone restoration and protection, salmon and steelhead enhancement, water 

quality protection, late season flows protection, minimize irrigation withdrawals, etc. . 
• To enhance the fisheries on the river, and protect habitat. 
• We believe this designation will help protect wildlife including anadromous fish habitat. 
• I support, this lovely river has been messed with enough and needs more protection from chemical 

run-off and over grazing of riparian areas. 
• Government is closing down all of the land that we recreate on. One of our family members is 

disabled and their only mode of transportation is a motorized wheel chair or quad. If you close this 
area then you have stopped our access!  Leave it alone!! 

• Support for protection of free flowing river, fish and wildlife protection, and water quality. 
• Additional designations are not proven to improve the areas.  Designations increase administrative 

costs. 
• The more river we can get into this program, the better for the greater fish, habitat, recreation, and 

beauty for Oregonians. 
• The Grande Ronde is one of Oregon's outstanding rivers. I support designation of its entire course. 
• It's a great place for connecting with a minimally disturbed natural area.  They're becoming too rare 

for wildlife and people. 
• This is a state & regional treasure that has been significantly altered by historical uses. It needs 

protection now to secure its health & well-being for the future. 
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• All three segments are lovely and offer different beauties.  Tony Vey Meadows shows the then-small 
river in an open setting, then it is in a more forested area, before opening into hay ground and back 
into more forest. 

• Beautiful area...pristine in fact that needs to be protected for the generations to come. Just makes 
sense! 

• Same as above. 
• I want it protected from development that would hinder its natural state. 
• See above. 
• I support this proposal because it would be a valuable addition to preservation of a free flowing 

river and its streamside habitat for all living things. 
• There are plenty of waterways that are neither scenic, nor in the Scenic Waterway Program. A 

resource isn't a resource if you trash it - take care of this natural gem. 
• The river is only a small creek in the summer months. There is a large amount of slimy moss that 

grows as the water level drops and temperature rises. This creek is ugly right now. If you drive up 
HWY 244 you will see old moss on rocks out of the water. The water is so low you could never float 
down it even in an inner tube. Why would anyone want to preserve this ugly section of the creek? 

• Too many of the rivers in NE Oregon exceed 303 limits. It's time to protect some of them. 
• I'd like to see the river maintained in as natural a state as possible to enhance wildlife habitat and 

scenic values. 
• Please see above response.  We love this natural place and want to see it kept or enhanced back to 

its natural condition 
• It is an unnecessary restriction on public access to public land 
• There is enough taken away from the people as it is 
• We are being saved to death, too many restrictions now and the Forest Circus want to close all 

motorized travel. I am 68 years old and have put more footsteps in these mountains than 90% of the 
city dwellers wanting to make it all wilderness again. ENOUGH IS ENOUGH leave the people that live 
here and utilize our public forest and streams the hell alone. 

• We are over regulated by our progressive infested state and federal bureaucracies. 
• I think these waters deserve and would benefit from this protection. 
• Because I live here, and private land owners seem to be irresponsible an unresponsive to ensuring a 

public waterway is healthy for me and my family. 
• Leave it be.  As stated above, the more designations equal less access.  The area is already remote 

and it needs to stay that way. 
• Future restrictions are counter-productive to local resident use of the area. 
• The status of the river today is quite sufficient for maintaining water quality for fish and wildlife. No 

need to make the scenic waterway status. 
• I support because the Grande Ronde:  1) is important native fish habitat  2) has high scenic value  3) 

is used a LOT by fishermen, hikers, birdwatchers, hunters, picnickers, photographers, bicyclers, etc.  
4) provides habitat for many kinds of wildlife and birds  5) brings tourism dollars into the local 
economy  6) deserves protection! 

• My friends, family and I are very passionate about keeping the GR clean, free-flowing, and natural. 
• Too many restrictions for home and land owners, including reduced home values.  Much of the land 

in this area is ranch land, and existing property owners do not want their uses restricted and/or 
changed.  Only PARTS of the river are scenic, accessible and fishable.  There are no trails to access 
the river for enjoyment.  Most of the 51 road is in horrible shape and not conducive to a "scenic" 
route.  River dries up to a trickle late spring/early summer.  Road closure in winter prohibits 
accesses to much of the route.  Do not want increased traffic on rural road.  We already have too 
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much wildlife road-struck as it is.  Increased traffic will increase this as well.  We live in the area and 
cannot get services, such as our road plowed, why would we embrace this?  Who is going to 
maintain the roads with the increased traffic? 

• The Grande Ronde River has been heavily impacted and altered by human activities since European 
settlement.  Channel morphology, hydrologic function, and aquatic habitat features have been 
negatively affected by logging, grazing, mining, and road infrastructure.  As a result biotic 
components have been suppressed and eliminated in some cases.  Unfortunately this reach of 
stream channel is largely degraded and has a large degree of departure from a properly functioning 
system.  A "scenic" designation of this reach may take away from the wild and scenic system in 
Oregon as a whole, as well as future restoration opportunities.  Other than the fact that it is free 
flowing, this reach of stream is neither wild or scenic in its current condition. 

• For the most part, this section contains scant values considered to justify putting into the state 
system. Due to historical management actions, I consider most of this section of river as "non-
functional". Please consider the past actions that have marginalized stream function, esthetics, 
recreational opportunities and fish/wildlife values. This river segment has experienced extreme 
modifications through splash dams, placer mining, railroad logging and roads within its corridor to 
create a greatly simplified system that is a far cry from its pre-disturbed state last seen in the first 
half of the 1800s. While perhaps over time some recovery will occur, its present state is anything 
but "outstanding". Possibly the most liberal interpretation of the OSWS act would allow for inclusion 
of Segment 1, but even that is a stretch. 

• One of the reasons given for this program is to limit and protect the river from "activities (that) 
include cutting of trees, mining, construction of roads, railroads, utilities, buildings, or other 
structures". There are already Government entities in place to limit and oversee all of these. There 
can be no building, septic, roads, etc. without stringent oversight and approval from the DEQ, 
Building Department, County, State, and others. This new program would be a waste of taxpayer 
dollars and most likely hurt the very people that positively steward and protect the river already. 

• Protection and improvement of this river system.  Support for the Grande Ronde Tribe in their 
efforts to maintain the waterway. 

• Additions to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program increase recreational economic 
development opportunities while enhancing natural resources conservation and protection. 

• I believe in the protection of this amazing area 
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What benefits do you see if the Grande Ronde River segments were added to the Oregon State 
Scenic Waterway program? 
 

• Protect the free flowing river and the surrounding lands, forests and other vegetation and habitats. 
• See above statements. 
• This will not provide a benefit.  It will create hostility, complaints, damage to the fishery in the river, 

damage to the cattle operations along the river, cause conflicts with people getting out of their 
boats on private land, problems with livestock which use the river, problems with the shooting 
range that extends across the river, problems with the local economy which benefits from the 
current uses being made of the river. 

• None.  The Government cannot claim the system is degraded for over 30 years and then 
miraculously declare it wild and scenic when it fits a political agenda. 

• Heathy eco systems for future generations, recreational tourism 
• Absolutely none. 
• Adding these sections of the Grande Ronde River to the State Scenic Byways would help us to 

preserve clean water, diversity of wildlife and plant life for future generations as well as set it aside 
for protection and enjoyment for the present generation. 

• Larger amount of river preserved for bird, fish, and other wildlife habitat. The scenic value is 
important for tourism and recreation. 

• Protection of this part of the river 
• None! 
• Mainly recreational area.....preserving the riparian area, no cattle grazing. 
• It brings them to the attention of the populace, including government and will provide some 

protection, as I understand it. 
• protect the beauty of the area 
• Great scenic drive with watchable wildlife and potential for better fisheries with good access. 
• None - with proper permission everything that could be done under this designation can be done 

now. 
• NONE ------ MAKE SOME STATE AGENCY, STATE EMPLOYEE OR GOVERNOR'S LITTLE HEART FEEL ALL 

WARM INSIDE. 
• Clean water, fish production, wildlife habitat, recreation, beauty 
• A river cannot be divided up into sections without part of it being damaged. 
• Economic, short term, from tourism and economic, long term, from renewed ecosystems which 

promotes forest health, water systems health, public (including mental) health.  It's the right thing 
to do. 

• NONE that don't already exist.  People can float the river now if they choose. Without OPRD or any 
other OREGON state agency intervention. 

• I see no real benefits of inclusion of the upper Grande River in the scenic rivers program 
• More river protected as 'scenic' is a good thing always. 
• A healthy riparian system (river and adjoining areas) will benefit fish and wildlife and well as provide 

recreational use for the public. It's important to protect what we have. If it’s lost it might not be 
regained. 

• Clean, cold water. 
• See number 3 above! Educational value, public awareness, clean water, eco-tourism. Protected 

water is a huge benefit to the entire planet. 
• Saving it for future generations to enjoy. 
• Maintain habitat for species and for geological and archaeological value. 
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• I see no positive benefits to this proposal at all. 
• Adding all three segments makes the stretch of river more prominent as a scenic waterway. 
• Besides helping protect the fine qualities of the Grande Ronde River by restricting increased 

sediment and debris, it will bring local awareness to the Oregon Scenic Waterways System and the 
beauty of this river. 

• It would help keep the area scenic. 
• Enhanced tourism, protection of valuable resources such as water, fish, and other wildlife. 
• Supportive habitat for fish and animals  recreational use for appropriate non-motorized activities  an 

intact waterway/system. 
• It would promote tourism in the area and protect the river's natural environment 
• Grande Ronde River receives recognition and attention for scenic value 
• Fish and other aquatic life will be enhanced.  The beauty of the river will remain.  It is a very scenic 

section with a road for folks to travel and enjoy it rather passively.  Some are not able to get into 
back country to find such stretches of free running water. 

• Fish restoration, more opportunity for recreation, maintaining the scenic quality of the river, a plan 
to keep cattle out of the river 

• None 
• It will be maintained in a free flowing state and its waters protected for recreation, fish and other 

non-consumptive uses. 
• I see no benefits. Only problems! 
• None that are positive. Negative would be wresting control from private landowners and spending 

money unnecessarily on perceived improvement or protection. 
• There are no possible benefits to the designation. 
• None 
• None 
• Added protection 
• None 
• NONE 
• Protection of flows for fish and recreation. 
• None 
• None 
• None 
• NONE!!!!!!! 
• None 
• None for our local people. 
• Down below Meadow Creek at least 5 other streams run into it... not up here in Starkey.  And 

people may have more safety down there. That is if you care about that. 
• Fishery and water quality protection, with recreation a close second. 
• Since decision were made not to breech 4 Snake River Dams to favor fish passage, that came with 

stated intentions of putting all the "other" management tools to work. Habitat was one of the big 4-
H's. This means the quality of habitat in the upper tributaries are crucial to maintain and enhance to 
favor spawning for anadromous fish. All ancillary specie of other fish and wildlife will also benefit.  
So, it is time to hold policies to the fire and walk the talk. 

• No benefits to those landowners that adjoin the river. 
• Over the long term, preserve scenic resources for all Oregonians, but at the expense of landowners. 
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• Absolutely no benefit.  First the water only runs high enough to fish/swim/float in the spring time.  
This is the only time water is running enough to use.  So why would you want to hurt the people 
who own the land for a month MAYBE two months in the year. 

• Multiple 
• Protection for scenic opportunities.  A secondary priority is angling. 
• protection of natural resources, habitat, scenic beauty 
• None 
• At least limited protection from degradation of the natural resources in the area. 
• Receiving the additional protections and consideration afforded as a State scenic waterway would 

dovetail nicely with all the other efforts occurring out there (tribal restoration, BPA Wildlife 
program, etc.) 

• No dam development. 
• Maintain the river in its free-flowing natural state. It would not be irresponsibly diverted, dammed 

or mined.  Protect water quality and quantity for recreation, fish and wildlife uses. Flows required 
for recreational use would be maintained. Preserve the rivers scenic and aesthetic qualities for 
those who fish, float, picnic along and otherwise use the river. Wildlife that can be viewed along the 
river corridor, include mule deer, black bear, rocky mountain elk, mountain goats, bobcats, 
mountain lions, river otters, and bald eagles. The upper Grande Ronde also provides exceptionally 
high quality habitat for spring Chinook salmon, bull trout and steelhead.  Protect private property 
rights and property values. Existing water rights would not be affected. Land owners are able to 
make any legal changes to streamside lands after a cooperative consultation with Oregon Parks and 
Recreation. This encourages responsible development. 

• The area's outstanding cultural, ecological, and economic values would be preserved for current and 
future generations. Outdoor recreation is among the most reliable and sustainable anchors to the 
local economy. In addition to the important cultural and ecological values the designation would 
draw attention to the area and demonstrate the state's commitment to conserving our natural 
resources. 

• Protection of water quality for entire stretch of river 
• Preservation. 
• None! 
• Inclusion would help maintain the river in its free-flowing natural state. It would not be irresponsibly 

diverted, dammed or mined.    Protection of water quality and quantity for recreation, fish and 
wildlife uses is of the essence. Flows required for recreational use would be maintained. 

• Preserve public lands from use by motorized vehicles and road building; maintain scenic beauty for 
rafting and kayaking 

• Improved or maintained habitat, recreation and naturalness. 
• NONE... it has flourished just the way it is without governmental interference!!! 
• Better water quality and recreational fishing. Possibly recreational boating. 
• There are recreational benefits & environmental benefits. 
• Such designation would protect water quality, natural processes, and wildlife and adjacent lands. It 

would also be good for recreation and for the economy associated with recreation. 
• General protection from irresponsible development activities, protection of water quality, 

protection of property values. 
• Protection of water quality, flow and fish. 
• Water quality and stream flow would be protected and maintained for all historical uses. 
• Preserve the rivers scenic and aesthetic qualities for those who fish, float, picnic along and 

otherwise use the river. Wildlife that can be viewed along the river corridor, include mule deer, 
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black bear, rocky mountain elk, mountain goats, bobcats, mountain lions, river otters, and bald 
eagles. The upper Grande Ronde also provides exceptionally high quality habitat for spring Chinook 
salmon, bull trout and steelhead. 

• Protect the water quality and quantity for recreation, fish and wildlife.  This should ensure good 
future management even if increasing pressures to divert the water or possibly mine the area. 

• In addition to the reasons stated above, the protection of the Grande Ronde will be a definite and 
positive attraction for others to become advocates for the protection of our natural world, 
producing the obvious results as well as others like the economic benefits to northeast Oregon, 
another cog in the wheel of reversing the effects of global warming and the spiritual benefits 
derived from connecting to the natural environment, 

• Will preserve good camping and canoeing, and appropriate hunting. 
• Biodiversity conservation, public recreation, and local economy. 
• Support all for riparian zone restoration and protection, salmon and steelhead enhancement, water 

quality protection, late season flows protection, minimize irrigation withdrawals, improved fishing 
and rafting, etc. . 

• Fisheries habitat improvement. 
• Wildlife habitat protection and perhaps enhancement 
• As stated above 
• NONE! 
• Protection of the river's resources for now and future generations. 
• none 
• I see general protection of this waterway to keep it as native as possible and to prevent human 

created damage as much as possible to the whole ecosystem. 
• The designation would ensure or at least help to ensure that the special attributes are protected for 

future generations. 
• Improved fish habitat, better floating (boating) opportunities, less buildup of trash from misuse. 
• I think it would heighten our local awareness and appreciation of the river and could set a better 

standard of care & conservation for it. 
• The area would be protected from inappropriate development, the ability to raft downstream of 

Meadow Creek would be more of a priority, and the scenic values would be protected. 
• Same as stated above 
• Protection for the future of the river for fish and scenic uses. 
• Long term protection 
• Preservation of this wonderful waterway 
• Benefits include preservation of fish and wildlife habitat and human recreational activities. 
• A healthy ecosystem is beneficial to humans. Plant and animal diversity represents a more resilient 

system, and supports more abundant life for all. 
• None  [What we need is a reservoir to increase the water flow in the summer and provide excellent 

recreation for the public ] 
• Fish habitat and wildlife corridors continuous as a opposed to broken up into sections. 
• Huge...for us, for the wildlife, for the tributary ecosystem 
• None 
• I see no benefits that restrict Oregon residents from using the Grande Ronde River 
• Someone in the city bragging about how they saved wonderful steam from the locals, that use it. 
• None. Just more restrictions never ending 
• We have too many dams, diversions, etc. in this state and in the west! Protection from these 

activities would be great. 
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• Healthy watershed, protection of ESA listed aquatic species/habitats, and insurances of future 
functioning highly-used waterway. 

• Easier access to fishing, rafting. 
• I don't 
• None 
• preserving native fish runs, protecting water quality, maintaining water quantity, increasing tourism 

dollars in the local economy, insuring the river is there in all it's wonder and delight for future 
generations yet to come 

• Healthy fish, healthy ecosystems, and maintaining its natural beauty 
• None.  Only impacts on existing landowners. 
• There is likely not a benefit in terms of future restoration potential by designating these reaches as 

wild or scenic. 
• Very little. As stated before, historical and even present actions (roads within the floodplain, 

constraining natural geometry of the river channel) have greatly affected the stream function and 
stability. While ESA listed fish do occupy or migrate through this segment, much better habitat for 
fish/wildlife occurs in some tributary systems above this proposed segment. 

• None 
• The Scenic Waterways program adds another layer of support and protection for this fishery. 
• River and related area protection 

 
What problems do you see if the Grande Ronde River segments were added to the Oregon State 
Scenic Waterway program? 
 

• None. 
• The amount of private land affected. 
• none 
• Interferes with property owner rights, gun owner rights, cattle and ranching rights, current 

recreational user rights.  People in Eastern Oregon as a group are fed up to our eyeballs with your 
rules, regulations, statutes, permits, approvals, limitations, forms, procedures, gates, fees, signs, etc. 
The primary purpose of all this paperwork and rules appears to be nothing more than that it 
provides a reason for state workers to keep their jobs and exert control over the people living in this 
part of the state.  We are here to get away from you and your rules.  Nothing needs to be fixed on 
this river.  Just stay out of our home and quit restricting our freedom. 

• See previous comments 
• None. 
• Will bring in people who will destroy salmon beds.  Will result in bureaucratic red tape and 

unnecessary requirements and paper work.  Will cause conflicts with the existing rifle range.  Will 
cause conflicts with the ranchers along the river as they will be asked to keep cattle off the river, but 
when fences are built in this area, the elk destroy them.  There are large numbers of elk in this area, 
and they go across the river tearing down fences which allows cattle to go wherever.  There is also a 
rancher who raises buffalo along the river and there is no fence that will keep them from the river.  
Conflict after conflict after conflict will result from this designation in an area such as this where the 
people are already mad as the devil due to the actions of the Forest Service and BLM to close access 
to public lands, the ODFW for management of wolves, cougars and game animals, etc.  There is no 
point in putting in place a set of rules that are unenforceable and will result in destruction of 
existing uses.  This is not a wild and scenic area.  There are large numbers of buildings and current 
uses which are not compatible with this designation. 
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• None 
• Not sure 
• No sure keeping cattle out? 
• Any and all property owners on these segments will have additional burdens placed on them and 

some activities that these lands are currently used for may not be allowed. 
• I would like to see a path along the river developed......to allow more access. 
• Education will be needed as to what the Scenic Waterway program is all about. 
• Less access to people 
• Grazing at Tony Vey Meadows 
• The use of private land without landowner input (legally a taking) and the adverse effects on the 

overall economic development in a natural resource area. 
• MORE RED TAPE AND HOOPS TO HAVE TO JUMP THROUGH WHEN SOMETHING NEEDS TO BE DONE 

TO RESOLVE PROBLEMS NEXT TO THE RIVER OR IN IT --- IN A HURRY BEFORE IT BECOMES A BIGGER 
PROBLEM. WE DON'T NEED SOME ONE FROM THE STATE GOVERNMENT TRYING TO LOOK UP OUR 
SKIRT ALL THE TIME. 

• Frustration of related landowners due to required notification process 
• None 
• I don't know of any.  I would be interested to hear what potential problems you foresee. 
• AS STATED ABOVE!!!!!! 
• Infringing on private property rights 
• There will have to be buy in by the ranchers that graze in the riparian area and allow their livestock 

to use the river as a water source. There will need to be monetary assistance for these individuals. 
• None 
• None 
• None 
• None 
• The problems of this proposal far outweigh any possible benefits that could come from this 

proposal. 
• None. 
• no problems 
• Would it preclude restoration efforts, such as putting logs in the river?  Restoration is a high priority 

for the entire length.  
http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/tmdls/docs/granderondebasin/upgronde/wqmp.pdf 

• Private developers may be able to weasel around the protection requirements of the Scenic 
Waterways Act. There also may be cases where possible restoration activities may be stalled, or 
failed to be implemented due to additional regulations. 

• Could be opposed by motorized users of the environment. 
• Some sort of buffer would have to be created to prevent cattle from polluting the water and causing 

bank erosion and from crop fertilizers from leaching into the water. This may not bode well with 
ranchers and farmers. 

• None 
• A few cows may have to find other pasture.  I believe in this case the public good far outweighs 

private grazing. 
• I'd have to share this beautiful place with others :)  Actually I think some of the ranchers along the 

route would object because they let cattle freely roam in the river, a practice I find very 
objectionable 

• Land use restrictions 
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• None. 
• People leaving trash, breaking bottles, starting fires, etc., etc., see above responses. 
• It’s merely another way to spend money, justify  gov't jobs or regulate more 
• The segments will not be protected more than they already are and there are few recreational 

opportunities available beyond floating the river in the early spring when runoff is at a peak flow.  
Oregon has plenty of scenic places without creating another route that is a pleasant drive during 
different parts of the year, but as far as a waterway with outstanding vistas or towering cliffs that 
strike awe in our minds it is average at best.  For the community citizens it is close-by, but not a 
huge attraction.  Fishing the river is poor and camping is hardly the most desirable except in the very 
upper reaches July-September. 

• Private land use restrictions. 
• Loss of control of private property by La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club 
• None 
• Folks who use the river will NOT have any improved access or use of the river than they do now and 

it will restrict the use by landowners and folks who use riverside properties for recreation and their 
livelihood NOW.  How is this any kind of improvement? 

• Government will have control over landowners land. 
• None. 
• More regulations 
• Too many to list! 
• Tourism in high water, trash on the river the property owner would have to clean up, 
• Political bullshit.  More red tape, no access.  Loss of revenue to ranchers, miners and land owners.  

Curtailing Rifle range use--how much more do you need? 
• Government involved again 
• Private property rights will be seriously affected with no obvious benefits except for non-residents. 
• Crime, speed, no medical, trash, trespassing, dumping 
• I don't see any problems, but I don't live along it either.  Perhaps private property owners will see it 

differently than I do. 
• Resistance from those who oppose change, especially from the exploitation crowd. 
• Another UNNEEDED layer of regulation and restrictions placed on adjacent landowners. 
• Some of the same scenic resource could be impacted in the short term from "panic harvesting" of 

forestland within the 1/4 mile boundary, to prevent the government taking income from 
landowners. 

• Too many to put in a survey... trust me I will be writing a letter.  You plan to take a hundred feet on 
both sides of the river as your Riparian right of way.  OR even a 1/4 of a mile could be taken in some 
areas.  Are you kidding me! Do you realize how much of our hay field that will take away from us 
and income to pay the taxes for this property.  Don't get me wrong, I love to see/play/relax in 
beautiful waterways.  But... not at the expense of the people who have worked their whole lives.  
Turn the government owned land into these scenic waterways and leave us landowners alone. 

• None 
• It might limit mining opportunities; I'm OK with that. 
• None 
• Conflicts with land owners.  Limits on landowner use of their property.  Litigation from landowners 

and current users as well as those expecting a wild river, attacks on traditional uses of the river, 
limits on motorized access to areas of the river by those needing motorized vehicles to get to the 
river, etc. 

• It would make some developers unhappy since they could not profit at the expense of the public. 
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• None. 
• none from my perspective 
• Water usage rights. 
• Unnecessary administrative expense.  Unnecessary infringement on private landowners rights of 

ownership. 
• Farmers cannot graze their cows on the banks of the river and they will object. 
• None. As a former Forest Service River Planner in Eastern Oregon, I'm am very familiar with the 

Oregon State Scenic Waterway Program. 
• The rights of private landowners would be usurped by the government 
• None. 
• It seems to me that it is just another step towards limiting or denying public access to public lands, 

just like the road closures that the F.S. is trying to implement. 
• I do not foresee problems. 
• Water can be diverted for unsustainable development such as agriculture, mining or similar, 

damaging wildlife and riparian areas, leading to toxic run off from pesticides and herbicides & 
fertilizer, cattle manure and other sources of pollution, and otherwise damaging the integrity of the 
river as habitat. Adjacent and connected ground water sources can also be damaged. 

• There will be some impact on landowners due to notification requirements and oversight by state 
agencies. But these requirements will protect the interest of the general public.  Such protection is 
essential because of the river's importance to the region. 

• No problems, just pluses. 
• I can imagine nay-sayers finding fault with any effort to protect this ecosystem from development 

and/or ruin. 
• There may always be some grumbling about too much regulation, but I foresee most people will 

enjoy having this amazing river protected. 
• None, nothing but positive results. 
• I do not see any major problems. There may need to be increased protection of riparian areas from 

over-grazing. 
• None that cannot be easily overcome. 
• Landowner opposition by those who now don't fence their cattle out of the riparian zone. Who else 

would disagree? 
• The perception, however wrong, that the government is restricting access to public property. 
• You have limited the access of all disabled Americans who cannot walk to this area! 
• None of consequence.  Of course there will be those who are against any regulations that inhibit 

development.  But the Grande Ronde River is such an outstanding resource that its protection 
benefits everyone. 

• Increased administrative costs.  Restrictions to use by citizens. 
• Property owners may feel like their property rights are being contravened. 
• None. 
• None. 
• The segment from Red Bridge to Starkey is quite neglected, urbanized and impacted, and there 

could be opposition to include it based on perceived or real costs or requirements to change 
activities by effected adjacent land owners. But the river is a whole system and must be protected 
as such. 

• I suspect some locals would have concerns about this designation limiting future development. 
• None 
• None 
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• None, unless a person wanted it for commercial or economic reasons 
• One potential problem could be overuse by humans.  New roads should probably not be allowed. 
• None. 
• Most of this is private property. There is not enough water flow in the summer months. It would 

cause property owners problems with the public. 
• Erosion of the rights of the public 
• It would further restrict historical usage 
• More un-needed rules and regulations on the local people who use and enjoy it. 
• Less access. More restrictions 
• I only see a problem if environmental degradation is allowed to continue. 
• Absolutely, positively.... NONE. 
• Easier and more access and more control of the area. 
• Further restrictions will only hamper historic uses of the area for the local residents, and the area is 

under no current threats. 
• Many! Too many to mention. 
• None 
• None 
• Increased traffic, fatalities, wear and tear on the roads, taxes,  and restrictions on existing land 

owners.  Not to mention decrease in home and property values. 
• Due to its current condition selecting this segment of the Grande Ronde River may set a low 

precedent for the Scenic Waterway Program and take away from the integrity of the program as a 
whole. 

• It could add another layer of complexity when habitat restoration programs are planned or 
implemented. Another state agency to review/approve/deny actions to improve the poor conditions 
found here. 

• More government 
• None 
• None 

 
What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Grande Ronde River segments? 
 

• Natural beauty, interesting geology, important habitat for fish and wildlife, interesting botany, 
historical significance. 

• It's a beautiful, wooded, free flowing river with very few buildings along its way. 
• It provides a good living to the ranchers living along it, provides a nice home for others, is not being 

controlled by Salem politicians provides income to businesses in town when people come from 
other areas to use the gun range. 

• None. 
• I think each section and mile is an indispensable part of a beautiful river. 
• Economic value to the community. 
• Great scenic beauty, diversity of plant and animal life, a more or less "natural" river surrounded by 

some of the most beautiful country in the West. 
• Bird watching  --scenery 
• Gorgeous scenery 
• Contrary to the pictures shown in information, there is very little rafting done on these segments of 

the river. 
• Easy access for walking and biking.....rafting in the spring.  Wildlife value. 
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• Fabulous scenery surrounds this waterway, there are many different fish that make their home 
there or use as stopping point. 

• Beautiful water, natural landscape, wildlife. 
• Scenic corridor with good public access road along its length, good birding and biking, two state 

parks and a US Forest Service campground all of which would be enhanced with a scenic 
designation. 

• The private land provides an economic base and the public land provides the same base except for 
the most part the latter is tied up with state and federal regulations. 

• Lots of nice rocks to beat your butt on when the water goes down after the Spring Run Off. 
• Clean water, fish production, wildlife habitat, recreation, beauty 
• Wildlife that you can't see on all rivers.  Remoteness that is fading away with roads being built next 

to rivers. 
• These segments are nestled in a relatively unpopulated, wild area, with great potential for 

biodiverse ecosystem. 
• There are areas that are very picturesque, as with most of Eastern Oregon. But, the regulation of the 

river of OPRD is not needed for that enjoyment. 
• The river flows along a state highway. 
• Beautiful river, fishing, wildlife, recreation for boater use- kayakers, canoers, rafters, etc. , camping, 

and appreciating nature and the outdoors. 
• Parts have old cottonwoods and poplars. There is an amazing amount of bird and other wildlife use 

along many parts of the river. 
• Beautiful canyon 
• Beauty, fish habitat, human solace, wildlife habitat, open space, clean water for animals and 

humans 
• Beauty of water, mountains, land, low population. 
• As stated earlier. 
• A river that either dries up in places or turns to scum in the fall, logged over areas that are ugly, 

dead standing/fallen trees from lack of proper care. 
• Solitude. Meandering river. Easy walking. 
• The river is clear flowing through beautiful stands of aspen and meadows.  It is very scenic, but also 

provides important fish habitat. 
• Scenic beauty 
• It is an already existing, relatively pristine stream, in spite of past abuses, such as railroad logging, 

splash dam logging, excessive grazing, and the like. 
• Dry terrain with seasonal variations in water levels, questionable quality.    Minimal grazing (I think) 

pockets of lovely aspen stands. 
• The seasonal changes. It ices over in the winter, flows torrentially in the spring, and is shallow 

enough for youngsters to play in in the late summer/early fall. It is great bird habitat. It is scenic; I've 
bicycled from Hilgard to Tony Vey regularly and have enjoyed the river views through the seasons 
very much. 

• Riparian vegetation, wildlife habitat, fish habitat, boating and tubing opportunities, river views. 
• It seems to follow a natural course that has not been straightened.  The bottom and banks are in 

pretty good shape.  When there is enough water people could fish it. 
• Green segment, especially, is a lovely course through an unpopulated area 
• Fisheries, with farming, ranching, and logging.  People having, using and enjoying the Grande Ronde 

River. 
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• High scenic quality, high recreational value. Exceptional fishery. Fantastic wildlife habitat and 
wildlife viewing. Upper segment being studied has high value as a natural wild and primitive area. 

• Already established parks and camping areas. 
• The whole stretch is just fine because we who live here love it. There is nothing spectacular in any of 

it that anyone else would go out of their way for. 
• Outstanding is not a description I have every applied to the river segments.  The segments are very 

nice, but hardly compared to many other areas of Oregon.  With a 1/4 mile protection zone if the 
designation is made, it seems the proposal is another scheme to regulate land use by private 
landowners and put restrictions on the area as a fragile, no touch zone. 

• Actually, it is not outstanding in any way.  Water flow is so low in the summer/fall that algae growth 
is terrible and makes the water gross for public enjoyment 

• Fish, scenic, recreation. 
• It is a beautiful river, but no less so for the farms and other owners who live and work alongside it. 
• The way current landowners are working to enhance habitat. 
• Fish, scenic beauty, recreation opportunities. 
• A pleasant drive up HWY 51 along the banks of the river. 
• The outstanding feature is the river itself. 
• NONE 
• Still an open river system without any west-side bureaucrats screwing it up significantly. 
• Pretty down at Hilgard. Nice park  and they do have someone there on duty 7 days a week for 

emergency. 
• I see the remoteness of the country that the Grand Ronde River runs through as a huge plus. 
• Spawning habitat for salmon and steelhead, scenic beauty, natural flow. 
• The upper Grande Ronde River is a viable resource for recreational activities for a very narrow 

period of time each year. It should not be an area that will impose significant restrictions upon the 
adjoining land owners. 

• No dams, limited vehicle access, diversity of ecosystems. 
• So here's another question for you.  The wildlife, as far as we are concerned is one of the reasons 

for living where we do.  If you start allowing all these people into this scenic area... what's going to 
happen to the animals and their habitat? 

• Many 
• The Grande Ronde is an interesting river with interesting riparian characteristics.  Annual ice 

movements scout the sides of this river section, but the riparian area is still relatively intact in most 
places. 

• Habitat, a vital part of the overall health of the Grande Ronde River. 
• Provides for public and private use absent restrictions of government rules infringing on private 

property owner rights. 
• Relatively pristine riparian habitat for most of the reach which in turn supports many plant and 

animal species crucial to a healthy ecosystem. 
• These areas are important corridors to protect as we try to recover upper Grande Ronde Salmonids 
• Protecting water quality downstream. 
• Natural beauty, fishing. 
• Peaceful, quiet and serene.  Excellent fishing and hunting. 
• Deep canyons, clean water. Wildlife; elk, mountain goats, bear. 
• Aquatic species habitat, recreation, scenery, botany, wildlife habitat, cultural resources. 
• It is ALL outstanding, and much of it is privately owned.  It needs to STAY that way!!! 
• Scenic and recreational uses. 
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• We have people from as far away as Florida and Missouri come to enjoy the scenic wonders of our 
beautiful area and participate in various activities at the La Grande Rifle and Pistol Club.  If you shut 
down that area of the river you will be throwing away tourism income as well as preventing the 
enjoyment of people from five to six different states that come here each year. 

• The area has historic interest (Indian & mining), good fish habitat, scenic rock spires North side of 
river past rearing ponds. 

• Free flowing, relatively good water quality, relatively healthy populations of many species. 
• Free-flowing, sections of healthy riparian zone. 
• Good water quality and recreational opportunities. 
• This river is a scenically beautiful stretch of river.  It is used by a wide variety of wildlife and fish 

including threatened and endangered species.  Recreationists are drawn to the area as well. 
• The river has outstanding features for people who fish, float, swim, picnic along and enjoy the river. 

Wildlife including: mule deer, black bear, rocky mountain elk, mountain goats, bobcats, mountain 
lions, river otters, and bald eagles, deserve clean and protected wild habitat.  Importantly, the upper 
Grande Ronde River provides exceptionally high quality habitat for spring Chinook salmon, bull trout 
and steelhead! 

• For me, it is the scenery and wildlife habitat. 
• The Grande Ronde River has the potential of becoming a first-class fishery with its inclusion in the 

Wild and Scenic river system. The clarity of its waters, an impressive exception in northeast Oregon 
would be enhanced, bringing back some of the species of fish that once inhabited its waters, such as 
salmon and steelhead. It's undammed - to my knowledge - miles of aquatic habitat are another 
unique feature in this part of the State, much like it was when my ancestors first homesteaded the 
G.R. Valley in the late 1860s. Addition of it to the W & S system would prevent further degradation 
and eventually it could be returned to prime state it was during those times. 

• Good fish habitat, naturally flowing stream in beautiful setting. 
• Biodiversity, scenery and public recreation. 
• Free-flowing stream with essentially public access along much of its course. Excellent current access 

at places like Bird Track, Red Bridge, Starkey, Hilgard, and various higher areas in the watershed. 
Great potential for walking trails development along some of the lower reaches. 

• Scenic beauty and historical significance. 
• Beauty and wildlife it supports 
• The entire area. Great views, fishing, camping and riding. All of the things they we enjoy doing in the 

great outdoors! 
• Anadramous and resident fish habitat.  Winter range for deer and elk.  Quality recreational 

experience along all 3 segments readily accessible to all.  Cool, high quality water. 
• It's gorgeous and the habitat it is the lifeblood of is diverse and wonderful:  great wildlife in the 

area! 
• Clean water. Great scenery. Great wildlife habitat. Good fishing. Important wildlife habitat. 
• It's an undisturbed environment. 
• Not sure. 
• The river itself, the views, the flowers and trees, and the wildlife. 
• Wildness, in a word. 
• The most outstanding feature is clear free flowing water and that benefits everyone in the long 

term. 
• Length and diversity of terrain. 
• Best features are the trees and vegetation along it. 
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• The Grande Ronde River is an easily accessible, beautiful Eastern Oregon River that deserves to be 
protected. 

• The green had a lot of important history erased from it a few years ago when the FS went in and 
destroyed all the tailing piles and mines around Camp Carson. That was History they destroyed 
more than any hunter or sportsman have ever done. 

• Just a river in the mountains nothing outstanding. 
• Fisheries, beauty, clean water, recreation. 
• High priority restoration area for water quality and fish restoration given a horrible past and 

ongoing land management practices (splash dam logging, riparian grazing, water over allocation). 
• More traffic leads to more impact on the area wildlife...currently the area is rugged, beautiful, and 

remote.  Remote being the key. 
• None. 
• The river is doing just fine with the standing it has today. 
• Native fish runs, diversity of wildlife and birds, corridor "link" from higher elevations to lower 

elevations 
• The wild course the river follows and seeing all of the wildlife benefit from its current, natural state. 
• Two-lane rural road. 
• Outstanding features/characteristics within this segment of the Grande Ronde River do not exist.  

Channel morphology contains high width/depth ratios, low water quality due to high stream 
temperatures, aquatic habitat quality is poor, poor riparian vegetation conditions, high numbers of 
water diversions and amounts of water diverted, road systems occur adjacent to the channel 
throughout most of the segments, private land makes up most of the area encompassed by the 
proposed reaches. 

• I don't see any. Instead, I only see a stream that exists within a greatly modified state. When I think 
of a stream/river with "outstanding features/characteristics", I don't think of this section of the 
Grande Ronde River. 

• The most outstanding characteristics are the river's beauty, the wildlife that it sustains, and the 
natural habitat that it creates. 

• The Grande Ronde Tribe has allowed access to this fishery and the Scenic Waterways efforts would 
enhance this river. 

 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the Grande Ronde 
River segments to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program? 
 

• I really love this area and would love to see it protected for future generations to enjoy as well! 
• This is not a river.  It is a trickle during summer.  If you have reached the point where you think this 

needs to be designated a river, you must have more wild and scenic areas than you need.  Next 
thing we will be having "Wild and Scenic Irrigation Ditches". 

• There is no need for additional classification and plans.  The area in question already has layers of 
contradictory planning and regulation.  This seems politically motivated with little understanding of 
resource limitations and the failures of previous ill-conceived plans. 

• Do it! 
• It might make people more aware of the beauty this part of the state has to offer. It might make 

people more aware of the need to preserve clean water and natural habitat for future generations. 
• No. 
• Sharing this stretch with the rest of the state. 
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• This appears to be another case of 'Big Brother' telling property owners what they can and cannot 
do with their own property. 

• Would like a path to be developed along the portions of the river to improve assess....would be a 
great place for a bike path. 

• YOU are not interested in the economic viability of rural Oregon, just meeting the perceived needs 
of the urban voters in the north end of the Willamette valley.  Why not make the McKenzie W & S? 

• IF you really wanted to improve the recreational opportunities in this area of Easter Oregon. You 
would build a dam along this route or above it to control the spring water flow/run off and control it 
throughout the summer months. The resultant lake behind this dam would provide a wide range of 
recreational things to do. To the local community and those drawn to the area from outside. 

• I think it's about time we do more to protect beautiful rivers like the GRR!! 
• It is the moral thing to do, to conserve and make room for a potentially healthy ecosystem.  The 

news is that this small planet is facing exponentially degenerative/destructive forces.  We have the 
opportunity to behave differently. 

• As stated above, I believe this is a monumental waste of time and taxpayer dollars for no significant 
gain to Oregon's citizens. 

• Thousands of dollars have been put into the upper parts of the Grande Ronde River to help restore 
its healthy condition. This work needs to be allowed to continue. 

• Do it. 
• Please protect it all! Waterways are the life blood of the planet. Protect and respect. 
• This would also benefit the wildlife who are being constantly invaded by human population 

expansion. 
• It is a bad idea that doesn't benefit the people of Oregon in any way 
• Make sure Scenic Waterway rules don't preclude restoration efforts. 
• I highly recommend that this segment of the Grande Ronde River be studied and ultimately be 

included in the Scenic Waterway program! 
• Keep the preservation effort going! 
• Union county just celebrated 150 years as a county and the river actually looks good.with land use 

changes made in the last 30 years, and fisheries changes in the last 15, we see no benefit to the 
designation 

• This segment (especially the lower portions) are used extensively by the local kayaking and rafting 
community and would be appropriately designated as a recreational scenic river segments. The 
upper segment would fit better into the Natural River Area Scenic Waterway classification. 

• I cannot only foresee problems.  No benefit whatsoever. 
• Sure, stay out of our river and our county with your socialist  state programs 
• The designation process should point out something that is not being protected and how the scenic 

value is not being retained.  I do not see any need to protect more or restore anything along the 
river.  There are more days along the river when there is little recreation use due to the topographic 
position of the river in Oregon and its scenic and resource protection would have to be justified in a 
meaningful way.  What are the cost-benefits to the designation? 

• No 
• I understand a survey was done recently mapping the banks and river course....do those desk-

jockeys understand that the banks they mapped are only current during the summer months? In the 
late winter and spring the river often overflows it's banks and if they are serious about planting a 
bunch of baby trees the will lose most of them?  I am just not sure anyone who doesn't live and 
work along the waterway can really understand it's dynamic. 
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• We the people are currently working to protect wildlife and habitat of all kinds... We don't need 
more government. It will cost a lot of tax dollars to have this operated by the government, for no 
reason... Save all our money, Please! 

• I have stated before that the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program would be better served to pick 
a different river than the Grande Ronde. 

• Go do this somewhere on the west side of the state! 
• Please don't do this. 
• LEAVE US ALONE! 
• Will fight it 
• Another stupid Salem stunt with little regard for the people who actually live near the river. 
• Not enough water up here at Starkey. People will be walking all over private property.  Don't need 

more government in our business. Taxes will go up and values down and limitations on everything. 
High speeds every year we have accidents and here they come to us for help. Some get reported 
and some just need help or to be pulled out. It’s still a disruption in our lives. 

• I think it's a great idea!! 
• This direction is the best potential long range plan for providing more benefits for people, fish, and 

wildlife into the future. 
• I believe this proposal is a tremendous waste of taxpayer dollars. Surely, we can find something 

more appropriate to spend our limited resources on. 
• Incorrect information in the Public Meeting Materials, under "Activities to be Review, Timber 

harvest proposal". The Oregon FPA does regulate 100 foot RMA, but for a scenic river, the regulated 
buffer is 1/4 miles of horizontal distance, regulated by OPRD. 

• Just to expect a letter from us. 
• Add it 
• Nope. 
• Thank you for considering the Grande Ronde River, it is a treasure. 
• Not appropriate. Represents a "taking" of private property. 
• Please weigh the public costs of not protecting this reach very carefully: many of the impacts 

associated with development are externalized and socialized, and don't seem to be taken into 
account in many proposals. 

• Be like NIke, Just Do It. 
• No 
• You have not stated why are you even considering this action? Who is pushing for this proposed 

action to be taken? How could implementation of this proposed action possibly improve upon the 
existing management of the waterway? 

• Please preserve this river to maintain its unique beauty. 
• IT IS WRONG!!!  IT SHOULD NOT HAPPEN!!! 
• Please get the opinions of local residents, not just the vocal activists from the west side of the state 

that don't know or care what we need and want here in Eastern Oregon. Thanks. 
• No. 
• In fact, I believe the designated course of segments is too limited and should extend well upstream 

from Vey Meadows.  The highest water quality is in this upper section, and this section is as 
deserving of protection as the lower part.  It would be nice to get the cows out of the river (most 
noticeable on the green segment.) 

• Please protect this river--rivers are like arteries. They nourish the land. 
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• The Oregon Cattlemen's Association has fought efforts to restore the river through the Tony Vey 
Meadows project.  Water quality and temperature have been severely impacted by cattle in the 
riparian area.  This needs to be fixed. 

• I am a big supporter of the Grand Ronde River segments' addition to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program. 

• I would love to see it happen.  I also wish someone would fix the river bank at Riverside park in La 
Grande (I know this isn't within the study area, but thought I'd mention it). 

• The addition of the G.R. River to the W & S River system is a vital part of any plan attempting to 
slow, then reverse, the imminent impacts of global warming and we need to seize any opportunity 
we can in our struggle to keep our planet habitable. 

• I would like to preserve this part of our wonderful natural heritage for future generations of children 
and grandchildren. 

• Protect it! For the Oregonians of today and future generations. 
• No. As historical documents show, the Upper Grande Ronde River was once a sluiceway for splash 

dam logging, a destructive use of public waters that essentially destroyed the river's marine habitat 
and riparian zones. Now that the Umatilla/Cayuse/Walla Walla tribes and others are working on 
restoring those destroyed fish runs, it's time to protect and encourage and preserve those efforts. 

• Let’s do it. 
• STOP LIMITING OUR ACCESS!! It's the PEOPLE'S LAND, NOT THE GOVERNMENT'S!! 
• This is a great opportunity.  Please work hard for this one. 
• Go for it! 
• I can't think of any river that is more deserving of such designation in Oregon. 
• I support protection. 
• No, thanks. Just do It. 
• Please do it!  The Bureau of Reclamation and others are planning a fish habitat restoration project 

which might impact people's ability to float part of the river. 
• PLEASE ADD IT TO OUR STATE'S TREASURES!!!! 
• Just that I hope it will be included.  Thank you for offering the survey. 
• If you want to do something good keep the cows off the road and out of the creek. Try driving up 

past Starkey Store. Your tires and wheel wells will be attracting flies. If you don't hit a cow on the 
way. The only good section of the creek is from the National Forest boundary on up. The water is 
cooler and cleaner. 

• Make it part of the amazing Scenic Waterway system.  Let;s set the best example we can for the rest 
0of the nation and lets sustain a vibrant ecosystem for the future of the planet 

• LEAVE the people of eastern Oregon alone and stop ruining our public land with a nightmare of rules 
and regulations that the city dwellers want to impose on us. They might see it once a year if that. 
WE live here. 

• You progressives will do what you want until there is balance forced upon you. All state and federal 
bureaucracies are infested with you people. There needs to be balance in our un-elected 
bureaucracies. Obviously, look no further than the condition of our forests after 25 years of your 
management. 

• Our waterways need more protection- and better enforcement of current regulations! 
• Your effort is long past-due. Get 'er done! 
• Put the money that would go into this project into areas that have already been developed for 

public access. 
• This must not move forward as it only benefits a small group of special interest that seek to limit 

and restrict the majorities uses of the area. 
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• Don't do it! 
• This recognition and protection is long overdue!  THANK YOU for preserving our natural heritage for 

all to enjoy! 
• Please add the Grande Ronde River to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program!!! 
• The Grande Ronde River upstream of the Umatilla National Forest boundary has been and continues 

to be maintained in a degraded condition.  These segments could become more appropriately 
eligible in the future if restoration is accelerated, especially on private lands. 

• I'm not sure how this river segment made the priority cut this time around. Perhaps we're at the 
bottom of the barrel? What recreation goes on here that supports the addition? Fishing? No. We're 
struggling to improve greatly devastated ESA-listed fisheries. Recreation? Very little opportunity 
consisting of limited camping and driving the road. But the esthetics are limited to perhaps the 
spring-time when flows are up. By summer the river is low, shallow, mossy creating something a far 
cry from "outstanding". A good deal of the channel is either unstable or constrained by the road 
systems. A few short segments display some degree of values, but they are the exception and not 
the rule. I think Oregon should feature streams and rivers that truly are "outstanding", and not 
designate those that at best display marginal in values. To draw people here via a designation under 
the guise of the "Oregon Scenic Waterways System" would be a deception at best, and could insult 
the integrity of the entire system. 

• The Grande Ronde River is already scenic. It does not need a program to make it more special or to 
protect it (it has plenty of protection). 

• Please make this addition. 
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Survey Questionnaire 
 
Grand Ronde River Segment Scenic Waterway Public Input 
 
A citizen’s initiative created the Oregon Scenic Waterways System, which currently includes 
approximately 1,150 miles on 20 waterways. The program protects designated waterbodies and 
adjacent lands that possess outstanding scenic, fish, wildlife, geological, botanical, historic, 
archaeological, and outdoor recreation values. It preserves the waterbodies in a natural free-
flowing condition, preserves scenic and esthetic qualities, and protects water quality and quantity 
at a level necessary for recreation, fish, and wildlife.  
 
The governor has directed the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) to evaluate 
potential additions to the Oregon Scenic Waterways System. In 2014, OPRD assembled a scenic 
waterway task force to prioritized rivers for potential addition to the system. Based on task force 
input, the Grande Ronde River segment, from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction 
State Park, has been selected by the department for a pilot study to determine suitability for 
designation. 

 

 
 
This survey is part of the public outreach process for gathering comments on the potential addition 
of the Grande Ronde River segment (from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction 
State Park) to the State Scenic Waterway System.  
 
Question 1: What is your residence zip code? _________ 
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Question 2: What is your primary interest in the Grande Ronde River pilot study Scenic Waterway 
proposal? 
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 3: Do you support or oppose the addition of the Grande Ronde River segment (from the 
confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway 
program (check one)? 
 

  Support - Why do you support?____________________________ 
  Oppose – Why do you oppose? ____________________________ 

 
Question 4: If you oppose, check the box to support or oppose the three specific Grande Ronde 
River segments included in the study proposal.  
 
River Segment 1: Tony Vey Meadows (Sheep Cr/Junction with 51) to 
Starkey Junction (above Meadow Cr.) (Green line in map below)  Support  Oppose 

River Segment 2: Meadow Creek to Red Bridge State Park (Blue line 
in map below)  Support  Oppose 

River Segment 3: Red Bridge State Park to Hilgard State Park (Red 
line in map below)  Support  Oppose 

 

 

33 | P a g e  
 



Question 5: What benefits do you see if the Grande Ronde River segment (from the confluence 
with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway 
program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 6: What problems do you see if the Grande Ronde River segment (from the confluence 
with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway 
program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 7: What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Grande Ronde River segment 
(from the confluence with Sheep Creek to Hilgard Junction State Park)?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 8: Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the 
Grande Ronde River segment to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your input! 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
Molalla River Scenic Waterway Study 
ONLINE SURVEY REPORT 

 
Data were obtained from a questionnaire (questionnaire is included at the end of this appendix) 
administered to any member of the general public interested in providing comments to the Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department on the potential addition of the Molalla River segment (from the 
confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) to the State Scenic Waterway System. Those 
interested in providing comments were directed to complete the questionnaire on the Survey 
Monkey internet website (http://www.surveymonkey.com/) during a period from August 20 to 
October 15, 2014. The total number of completed surveys was 33. Survey results are not 
generalizable to any larger population, but simply a method to provide those unable to attend a 
public meeting the opportunity for public comment. 
 
Results 
 
The first question asked for the respondent’s zip code. Table 1 shows that 94% of respondents lived 
in Oregon, 3% resided in California, and 3% were from Idaho. Among respondents, 33% were from 
Multnomah County, 24% lived in Clackamas County, 6% in Benton County, 6% in Deschutes County, 
6% in Linn County and 6% from Marion County.  
 
Table 1.  Respondent location of residence 
 

State Percent 
Oregon 94 
California 3 
Idaho 3 

Oregon County  
Multnomah 33 
Clackamas 24 
Benton 6 
Deschutes 6 
Linn 6 
Marion 6 
Columbia 3 
Douglas 3 
Lane 3 

 
The next question asked respondents if they support or oppose the addition of the Molalla River 
segment (from the confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program. The majority (94%) of respondents supported the proposed Scenic Waterway 
corridor addition, while 6% opposed the addition (Table 2). 
 



Table 2.  Support for proposed Molalla River corridor Scenic Waterway addition 
 

 Percent 
Support 94 
Oppose 6 

 
The remainder of the report includes verbatim open ended responses to a number of questions 
related to the potential addition of the Molalla River segment (from the confluence of Table Rock 
Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) to the State Scenic Waterway System. 
 
Open-Ended Comments 
 
What is your primary interest in the Molalla River pilot study Scenic Waterway proposal? 
 

• Citizen. 
• The protection of water quality and especially in regard to the preservation of wild native fish 

species. 
• I would like to see more SW designations statewide. 
• I want to keep the whitewater free flowing for the fish and other wildlife that naturally inhabit the 

river. I also want to keep the river available for boaters from around the world. 
• Fishing. 
• I am a whitewater boater. 
• Paddling. 
• Protecting wild Steelhead populations from habitat loss. 
• Rafting. 
• Recreation, scenic. 
• Native fish runs. 
• Recreational kayaking. 
• Access to whitewater rafting, wildlife conservation, and fish habitat. 
• Whitewater river use. 
• Helping to maintain clean wilderness and waterways to enjoy for as long as possible. 
• Whitewater kayaking. 
• Whitewater paddling. 
• Canoeing and kayaking. 
• I have rafted sections of the river in the past and it is a beautiful river corridor. 
• I have paddled the Molalla River in a kayak and appreciate the tranquility and clear, blue water.  I 

hope that it remains this pristine and preserves its "remote" character. 
• I am a whitewater kayaker that frequents the Molalla River at least 6 times a year. 
• I am interested in seeing this river remaining to be free (w/out dams) and protected as a public 

water way. My interest in this is primarily as a white water kayaker that has kayaked this river, it’s 
beautiful and its beauty should be maintained. 

• Recreational user of the Molalla River (kayaker). 
• I paddle many of the whitewater sections of the Molalla River during the rainy months. 
• I am a property owner near the project area and frequent user (recreation) of the Molalla River 

Corridor.  Further I am an ecologist by profession and interested in the study and preservation of 
free-flowing streams in the Willamette River Basin. 
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• I like the idea of protecting this river. 
• We live near the Molalla River proposed Scenic Waterway and would like to use it more, but in the 

summer it is heavily used and very crowded.  The heavy use it has during the summer limits how 
much we use it in our own efforts to reduce use impacts. 

• It is where my drinking water comes from. 
• Fishing. 
• I'm keenly interested in improving rivers and streams throughout Oregon and especially in proximity 

to the Portland metro area for their natural resource and recreational values because these are 
essential to long-term economic development.  State Scenic River Designation is the best way to 
accomplish these goals. 

• We live on the Molalla River and enjoy the beauty and nature of the area, we want to protect it. 
• Protecting and enhancing salmonid habitat, ensuring clean drinking water for residents of the 

region, recovering wild salmonid populations, and encouraging low-impact recreational use of the 
scenic waterway. 

• My family has property along Dickey Prairie road above Glen Avon Bridge. 
 
Please state why you support of oppose the Molalla River pilot study Scenic Waterway proposal? 
 

• I have spent some very quality time on the Molalla River.  It is a beautiful place and hopefully it will 
be that and perhaps even more for my grandchildren. 

• The Molalla River is a beloved river and it deserves protection against development pressures. 
• I want to keep the habitat undisturbed for the creatures that inhabit and utilize the area. 
• Limits use. 
• This is a beautiful section of river that I have run before. It deserves protection as a scenic 

waterway. 
• This section of the Molalla is a beautiful (scenic) section of river that has a considerable wild 

character.  The water is clean and clear; the banks are intact, and there's good fish habitat.  A 
secondary interest is angling. 

• Protecting Wild Steelhead populations from habitat loss. 
• Most of the rivers I float are classified as wild and scenic.  Although it is not as wild as the Illinois or 

as scenic as the Owyhee, I would compare the Molalla to the Clackamas or the North Umpqua River.  
It's a great river and definitely deserves protection. 

• I fished with my father in sections of this area.  I remember seeing dirty camp sites, garbage, 
burned-out car bodies, etc. in this area and felt such activity needed to be regulated or stopped.  
Recently my family has hiked the area - it is much improved from my memory, but could use more 
attention.  We have done litter pick-up. 

• Need to restore more wild fish runs. 
• There are very few free-flowing rivers left, and we should protect those we can. 
• I support keeping industry in check and keeping a few treasures off limits to corporate financial gain. 
• Protection of a beautiful natural resource for future generations to enjoy.  The intermediate 

difficulty level and quantity of quality whitewater make it very accessible to a large number of 
paddlers. 

• This section of the Molalla is one of the most scenic stretches of river with great recreation access 
for all kinds of recreation. It is highly important that we protect and fund these types of places so 
that future generations can enjoy them as we have. 

• The Molalla River is a wild and scenic river close to the Metro area that offers exceptional boating, 
fishing, and hiking opportunities. 
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• Support for the scenic and water quality and recreational boating. 
• The Molalla is a gem of a river.  I support the protection of its water quality and the ability to float 

its rapids and calm pools. 
• I support the Scenic Waterway because it a beautiful river and I do not want to see it exploited. 
• Support. 
• Keep the view-shed pristine. 
• This is a beautiful, undeveloped river and it should be preserved for generations of paddlers, 

fishermen, and those that love to hike near rivers. 
• See above regarding my primary interest in the Molalla River. 
• Environmental consciousness. 
• We oppose this because we feel there are enough protections on the Molalla River without adding 

the Oregon Scenic Waterway designation.  This area also needs to be properly managed from a 
timber perspective to maintain healthy forests that will reduce the risk for catastrophic wild fires.  
There is a risk that the Oregon Scenic Waterway Program will have a direct negative effect on 
proper timber management. 

• Healthy maintained water source should increase my chances of viable drinking water. 
• The Scenic Waterway program helps protect the quality and accessibility of our waterways. 
• This is a spectacular area.  The addition will enhance protection and conservation while bringing 

increased recreational economic development opportunities to the area. 
• Because I see my above listed interests as likely being addressed wholly or in part by the inclusion of 

the described section of the Molalla in the OSSW program. 
• It is a scenic area and needs to be protected from pollution and over development. 

 
What benefits do you see if the Molalla River segments were added to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program? 
 

• The river as an ecosystem will undoubtedly benefit from greater protection.  This program will 
especially benefit water quality and fish habitat. 

• The river is scenic and supports recreation. 
• None. 
• Protection of the riverine ecosystem including the river itself, riparian areas, and the resources that 

depend on both. Continued access for whitewater enthusiasts. 
• Oregon would be a better place to live and visit.  River access for recreation could be prioritized. 
• Better habitat for wild steelhead. 
• I would hope the water quality would improve. 
• Addition to the pride of this State as well as my personal satisfaction. 
• River access, fish habitat, tourism, recreation. 
• Cleaner water, better fishing and kayaking and tourist potential. 
• Increased protection of a beautiful section of river. 
• Preservation. 
• Preserves the river's relatively wild character from encroaching logging, development, and other 

compromising activities.  Increases the attractiveness of the river corridor, attracting more low-
impact users, thereby enhancing the local tourism economy. 

• Increased water quality, fisheries, other wildlife and recreational uses. 
• It is a convenient river that feels remote, like a wilderness area close to a larger population center.  I 

believe that if others have the opportunity to float or fish on the Molalla, they will learn to 
appreciate our fresh water resources more and in turn conserve more water. 
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• It is protected! 
• It would insure that it would be wild and open to kayaking and fishing w/out disturbances (e.g. dams 

or other development) that would destroy its beauty and habitat (plants, animals, fish) and water 
quality. 

• Preserve it from development and from activities that could compromise water quality, such as 
logging. 

• Greater protection for a relatively natural large stream system and its native fish and riparian 
habitat. 

• Keeping it clean and improved to enhance wildlife, making it a nicer place to visit. 
• None. 
• I think there would be better water quality, less chance of pollutants from man and industry, less 

chance of a water shortage due to misuse of the river. 
• Maintaining and improving the quality of the waterway.  Raising awareness. 
• Increased recreational and economic development opportunities. 
• Hopefully continuation of improvements along the corridor as we enjoy hiking in the area. 
• Protected wild salmonid habitat, clean drinking water, enhanced recreation and greater regional 

economic benefits from increased recreational dollars spent following the area's improved visibility 
and reputation resulting from the new OSSW status. 

• It is a precious water resource and if brought into the scenic waterways program it will be provided 
with some oversight in that requests must be made to the parks and recreation department before 
certain detrimental activities can take place. 

 
What problems do you see if the Molalla River segments were added to the Oregon State Scenic 
Waterway program? 
 

• Change is always difficult. Remember that the opponents will benefit just as much as the 
proponents. 

• None. 
• Ending of opportunity in the form of reduced or eliminated hatchery raised fish. 
• None. 
• I don't see any. 
• None. 
• None. 
• Some folks may feel deprived of an opportunity to use the river and its banks for parties or other 

polluting activities. 
• Logging, mining, other forest exports for financial gain. 
• It doesn't extend far enough upstream.  Table rock fork and the copper creek fork are spectacular as 

well. 
• None. 
• Possible opposition of local community due to restrictions on motorized use of this area? 
• None. 
• None. 
• None. 
• None. 
• I don't see any problems, only advantages. 
• My perception is that this type of designation often comes with greater management costs which 

will likely be passed on in some way to those who recreate there. This could potentially limit access 
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to those who currently use the river in low impact ways. Especially if the designation would limit 
access to the area (i.e., reduction in open roads and/or trails). 

• None. 
• This program has the potential to increase the number of people using this area that is probably 

being used to its maximum capacity now.  There is also the issue of proper timber management that 
could be further restricted.  The area is already in serious need of thinning and fuel reduction to 
maintain a healthy forest and habitat for the various species that live in the forest.  A burned forest 
kills animals that cannot escape and reduces the habitat available for those who do escape the fire.  
This places added ecological stress on the surrounding areas that did not burn as more animals 
compete for the limited food supply. 

• I can't see any problems. 
• None. 
• There must be minimal funding to maintain the area, remove liter, etc.  There is also the risk that 

the designation will increase attention and visit and thereby degrade fish habitat. 
• I am aware of no problems created by enacting this proposal. 
• Detrimental activities can still occur. 

 
What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Molalla River segment? 
 

• Pristine waterway with a healthy and viable wild fish population. 
• Scenic, recreation, fish and wildlife. 
• Free flowing, natural river flesh, changing course dependent on Mother Nature. 
• Free-flowing and pristine river. Fish and wildlife. Recreational opportunities. 
• Beautiful clear water cascading over drops with intact riparian forest.  Just a fantastic place to visit. 
• Great spawning habitat. 
• The three bears section is a fun stretch of river for rafts and kayaks. It is exciting without being too 

dangerous. From water level you feel removed from the road and have small canyon walls with 
interesting geology. 

• It is unique in its limited access portals.  Persons passing through the area to upper watershed hiking 
and recreational opportunities could, if the segment is designated as proposed, pass through a more 
nearly pristine area thus adding significantly to their outdoor experience.  Further, the segment is 
currently vulnerable due to lack of patrols to limit garbage dumping and other polluting activities.  
Such control resulting from the proposed designation could help the situation in the segment and 
the resulting downstream consequences significantly. 

• Native steelhead, recreation. 
• Astounding geologic features unique to anywhere in Oregon, great whitewater, beautiful forests. 
• Great whitewater, amazing scenery, great fishing, good camping, hiking, mountain biking. 
• Beautiful river features - rock formations, constrictions in the waterway, vegetation, water quality. 
• Scenic and recreational and water quality. 
• Clear, blue water. 
• Rock features 
• An awesome 3+/4- class pristine white water river in the Willamette valley through beautiful 

vegetation and basalt canyons. Off the beaten path –it’s a true wilderness experience, yet close to 
the cities of Salem, Corvallis and Portland for kayak enthusiast as well as fishermen/women. 

• Excellent range of rapids for whitewater recreation--a sport that brings tourist dollars and paddler 
dollars to the local area. Beautiful basalt canyons. Great water quality. 
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• Excellent in-stream fish habitat and stream structure that contribute to clean water.  Great and 
accessible example of western Cascade geology.  Excellent access for low-impact recreation (fishing, 
swimming, kayaking, bird watching, etc.) 

• No comment. 
• It is beautiful area with lots of recreational opportunities that is being heavily used now. 
• A home for returning fish. 
• Proximity to Portland.  The number of creeks that intersect with the river system. 
• Beauty, natural, wild. 
• Natural beauty and important spawning and juvenile salmonid habitat. 
• That section of the river is in a fairly unpopulated area that supports fish and other wildlife, some 

old trees and stands of timber...some real natural habitat, which should be protected. 
 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the Molalla River 
segments to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program? 
 

• Should also include fishing regulations to include single barbless hooks and no bait along with no 
wild fish kill. 

• As much as I'd like to secure the beauty, I do not like limiting use in any way. 
• I sincerely hope this segment gets added to the Scenic Waterway program. 
• As Oregonians, what took us so long to consider it? 
• This should be done while it is still possible to do so.  20, 50 or more years from now, there will be 

vastly increased demand for such areas but much reduced opportunity to accomplish.  Thus better 
now than later. 

• Please protect this section of river! 
• I would like to see the Table Rock Fork and the Copper Creek Fork added to the Molalla Scenic 

Waterway. 
• No, thank you. 
• It an easier Class III river that any competent kayaker or rafter can enjoy. 
• Please add it. This is an outstanding river close to an urban area and it deserves preservation for 

recreation. 
• This is a very BIG mistake. 
• No. 
• This is a gem of a place with a strong local constituency who seem very able to be sustain their 

stewardship activities for the long run. 
• No. 
• Do it. 

 
  

6 | P a g e  
 



Survey Questionnaire 
 
Molalla River Segment Scenic Waterway Public Input 
 
A citizen’s initiative created the Oregon Scenic Waterways System, which currently includes 
approximately 1,150 miles on 20 waterways. The program protects designated waterbodies and 
adjacent lands that possess outstanding scenic, fish, wildlife, geological, botanical, historic, 
archaeological, and outdoor recreation values. It preserves the waterbodies in a natural free-
flowing condition, preserves scenic and esthetic qualities, and protects water quality and quantity 
at a level necessary for recreation, fish, and wildlife.  
 
The governor has directed the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) to evaluate 
potential additions to the Oregon Scenic Waterways System. In 2014, OPRD assembled a scenic 
waterway task force to prioritized rivers for potential addition to the system. Based on task force 
input, the Molalla River segment, from the confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge, has 
been selected by the department for a pilot study to determine suitability for designation. 
 

 
 
This survey is part of the public outreach process for gathering comments on the potential addition 
of the Molalla River segment (from the confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) to the 
State Scenic Waterway System.  
 
Question 1: What is your residence zip code? _________ 
 
Question 2: What is your primary interest in the Molalla River pilot study Scenic Waterway 
proposal? 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 3: Do you support or oppose the addition of the Molalla River segment (from the 
confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program 
(check one)? 
 
  Support - Why do you support?____________________________ 
  Oppose – Why do you oppose? ____________________________ 

 

 
 
Question 4: What benefits do you see if the Molalla River segment (from the confluence of Table 
Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Question 5: What problems do you see if the Molalla River segment (from the confluence of Table 
Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge) was added to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 6: What are the outstanding features/characteristics of the Molalla River segment (from 
the confluence of Table Rock Fork to Glen Avon Bridge)?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 7: Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the potential addition of the 
Molalla River segment to the Oregon State Scenic Waterway program?  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your input! 
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Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission 
 

November 19, 2014 
 

 
 
Agenda Item:             10b Information 
  
Topic:    Natural Resource Management Plan for Elmer Feldenheimer State Natural Area 

and Ecola State Park 
 
Presented by:    Katie Duzik and Craig Leech 

 
 
Background: 
 
The Elmer Feldenheimer State Natural Area (SNA) is a 1467-acre forested property adjacent to Ecola 
State Park that was acquired beginning in 1977 with the support of Marie Louise Feldenheimer, a 
philanthropist focused on conserving forested habitats. Acquisitions continued through 1987 with the help 
of The Nature Conservancy, and the entire property was transferred to OPRD ownership and management 
in 1990. During the acquisition process, Ms. Feldenheimer outlined her intent for the property in an 
agreement with OPRD. In the agreement, a major management goal is to “restore the property to a 
historic old growth natural habitat as the property existed at the time Lewis and Clark first discovered the 
site”.  
 
Prior to OPRD’s acquisition, the majority of Feldenheimer SNA had been managed for industrial timber 
production with repeated timber harvests. For the past 50 years, little to no forest management has 
occurred, and now the forest stands are homogeneous in species, age class, density, and structure. Without 
active forest management occurring in the near future, these dense forest stands will likely experience 
extensive blow down or other significant disturbances, setting back forest succession and significantly 
delaying Ms. Feldenheimer’s  and OPRD’s goals.  
 
In response to degrading forest conditions on the site and to honor the agreement OPRD made with Ms. 
Feldenheimer upon acquisition, OPRD Stewardship staff has produced a draft natural resource 
management plan that includes both Feldenheimer SNA and Ecola State Park (Attachment A). This plan 
has been developed with input from park managers, local stakeholders and forestry experts. The plan 
assesses current forest health and other ecological conditions, establishes desired future conditions, and 
outlines restoration actions needed to improve forest stand condition and move habitats towards a healthy 
and mature forest. The need for the plan is driven by the poor forest conditions in Feldenheimer, and the 
inclusion of Ecola in the planning process is meant to serve as a reference site to guide restoration efforts 
within Feldenheimer. Management recommendations are based on long-term forest stand management 
using several thinning techniques that are intended to steer the forests on a trajectory towards robust and 
sustainable ecological health over time.  
 
 
Prior Action by Commission: None 
 
Action Requested: None 
 
Prepared by:   Katie Duzik 
 
Attachment: Natural Resources Management Plan for Feldenheimer/Ecola 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Tillamook Head on the north coast of Oregon is a complex of bold headlands and intervening coves just 
south of the Necanicum River and the city of Seaside, in Clatsop County, Oregon. Oregon Parks and 
Recreation Department owns and manages two major properties on Tillamook Head: Ecola State Park 
(Ecola) and Elmer Feldenheimer State Natural Area (Feldenheimer). These parks contain old growth 
coastal forest, young coastal forest, beaches, basalt cliffs, and the ocean outlets of Indian and Canyon 
Creeks.  

These two parks were acquired with intentions to provide recreation access, conserve natural resources, 
and protect scenic values. Ecola was initially established in 1932, with additional land acquisitions until 
1978. Feldenheimer was first acquired in 1977 by Marie Feldenheimer, a philanthropist focused on 
conserving forest habitats. Additional acquisitions by Ms. Feldenheimer and The Nature Conservancy 
occurred through 1987, and were transferred to OPRD in 1990. During the acquisition process, Marie 
Feldenheimer outlined her intent for Tillamook Head in a Memorandum of Understanding with Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department. The property was acquired for the purpose of protecting the natural, 
scenic, and historic features of this area and would “forever be open to all people” (Appendix G). She 
also outlined her goal to “restore the property to a historic old growth natural habitat as the property 
existed at the time Lewis and Clark first discovered the site in 1806” (Kantor 1992). For the past 50 years 
little to no forest management has occurred, and now the stands are homogenous in age class, density, 
and structure. Without some management in the near future, these dense forest stands will likely 
experience extensive blow down and other disturbance, setting back forest succession and delaying 
Marie Feldenheimer’s goal by 50 years at minimum. 

This Natural Resource Management Plan serves to address both Ecola and Feldenheimer, with a focus 
on forest conditions. The plan assesses current forest health and other ecological conditions, establishes 
desired future conditions, and outlines restoration actions needed to improve stand condition and move 
the habitats on a trajectory towards ecologically healthy and mature forest. Management goals are 
linked to those expressed by facilitators and funders of the land acquisitions that comprise the 
park properties. The overarching natural resource goals in this plan seek to protect and maintain the 
ecological integrity of the marine, freshwater, and terrestrial habitats found on Tillamook Head and to 
maintain or enhance the diversity, productivity, and integrity of the native forest systems. Specific 
management goals are outlined below and drive the management recommendations in Section 6. 

Goal 1: Protect and maintain the ecological integrity of existing high functioning marine, freshwater, and 
terrestrial habitats.  

Goal 2: Maintain or enhance the diversity, productivity, and integrity of native forest systems.  

Goal 3: Promote protection of wildlife habitat, scenic quality, and water quality throughout parks. 

Goal 4: Achieve the goals and intentions of Marie Feldenheimer within Elmer Feldenheimer State 
Natural Area; specifically the development of late-successional forest habitat. 

Goal 5: Utilize this plan as a catalyst to promote research and monitoring opportunities that further the 
scientific understanding of forest restoration techniques in coastal Sitka spruce-western hemlock stands.  



Ecola-Feldenheimer                             2014 Natural Resource Management Plan 

v i i  

Ultimately, this plan seeks to achieve self-sustaining, healthy habitats while providing guidance to OPRD 
over the next few decades. Adaptive management is a key component to adjust management strategies 
to meet target objectives. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Tillamook Head on the north coast of Oregon is a complex of bold headlands, points of land, and 
intervening coves that rises abruptly from sea level just south of the Necanicum River and the city of 
Seaside, in Clatsop County, Oregon. On the south side in particular, Tillamook Head is bounded by high, 
steep cliffs, and its slopes are flanked with dense Sitka spruce and western hemlock forest.  Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) owns and manages three properties on Tillamook Head: Ecola 
State Park (Ecola), Elmer Feldenheimer State Natural Area (Feldenheimer), and John Yeon State Natural 
Site (Yeon), totaling approximately 2818 acres (Figure 1). Ecola contains 1340 acres of old growth coastal 
forest, beaches, basalt cliffs, and the ocean outlets of Indian and Canyon Creeks. The park is long and 
narrow, with an extensive 7 miles of coastline but extending inland anywhere from 0.15 and 0.6 of a 
mile. Just inland from Ecola, Feldenheimer encompasses 1467 acres of forest within Tillamook Head’s 
Canyon Creek drainage.  

While this Natural Resource Management Plan serves to address both Ecola and Feldenheimer, the need 
for the plan is driven by the poor forest condition in Feldenheimer. Currently, poor conditions exist 
throughout much Feldenheimer, and the inclusion of Ecola in the planning process is meant to serve as a 
reference site to which the desired future conditions of Feldenheimer can be compared. As a result, the 
baseline information and management recommendations presented in the plan are focused primarily on 
the forested habitats. Further field investigations at Ecola may be necessary in order to develop 
comprehensive natural resource management guidelines for non-forested habitats. The plan assesses 
current forest health and other ecological conditions, establishes desired future conditions, and outlines 
restoration actions needed to improve stand condition and move the habitats on a trajectory towards 
ecologically healthy and mature forest.  

1.1 LOCATION 

The properties are located on the coastal headland of Tillamook Head between the coastal communities 
of Cannon Beach and Seaside, within Clatsop County, Oregon (Figure 1). The legal location of the 
property is within the following township, range, and sections: Township 5N, Range 10W, Sections 6, 7, 
18, 19; Township 5N, Range 11W, Sections 1, 12; Township 6N, Range 10W, Sections 29, 30, 31, 32. 

1.2 PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION 

The two properties are located on a basalt headland deeply dissected by stream drainages which rises 
from sea level to over 1000 feet within a quarter mile of the Pacific Ocean. The topography over much of 
the site is characterized by steep terrain and incised drainages with flatter ridge tops and riparian areas. 
Elevation in the parks ranges from sea level to the high point atop Tillamook Head at 1030 feet.  

Ecola includes seven miles of rugged coastline populated with pocket cobble and sand beaches, the 
steep basalt cliffs of Tillamook Head, and rocky intertidal habitats. The 1340-acre property extends  
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inland to the boundaries of Feldenheimer and is characterized by coniferous forest with a minor 
component of coastal shrubland and grassland habitats. The forest habitats of Ecola are predominantly 
mature or late seral stands of Sitka spruce and western hemlock. Ecola also contains the outlets of two 
first order coastal streams, Canyon Creek and Indian Creek.  

Feldenheimer flanks the eastern boundary of Ecola and is almost entirely covered with young and mid-
aged coniferous forest that was previously managed for commercial timber. The forest habitats at 
Feldenheimer are in poor to marginal condition as they recover from the disturbance associated with 
industrial style timber harvest. The property is bisected by the deep Canyon Creek drainage, which flows 
from north to south into Ecola and out to the Pacific Ocean.  

1.3 SITE HISTORY AND MANAGEMENT 

1.3.1 ECOLA 

Ecola was initially established in 1932 with the acquisition of 451 acres surrounding Ecola Point and 
Indian Beach. This land included much of the ocean frontage in the park, extending from the northern 
edge of the city of Cannon Beach to Indian Beach. The majority of additional lands were acquired in the 
1930s and 1940s, with the last acquisition in 1978. Park superintendent Sam Boardman was active in 
acquiring the additional acreage, and he stressed the importance of increasing the width of the 
protected area to buffer the forest from wind and logging threats. Additional lands that had been logged 
were purchased from Crown Zellerbach in the 1940s through 1970s with the intention of achieving that 
goal, including a 307 acre parcel in 1948 and a 127 acre parcel in 1972. 

The majority of Ecola’s terrestrial habitats are forested, with most habitats exhibiting older forest 
structure (multi-layered canopies, snag and down wood components, and at least sixty trees per acre of 
large diameter Sitka spruce). There is also a high percentage of understory native vegetation in good 
condition. Recreational use at Ecola includes camping, hiking, picnicking, and resource viewing. Park 
infrastructure and facilities include an entrance road, day use areas, restroom, several scenic 
viewpoints, a covered camping shelter, and hiking trails including a portion of the Oregon Coast Trail. 
The park is utilized primarily by day use visitors, with overnight facilities limited to 3 Adirondack shelters.  

1.3.2 FELDENHEIMER 

Feldenheimer is largely undeveloped for recreational use. A short stretch of trail passes through the 
northeast corner of Feldenheimer and then into Ecola. The trailhead and parking lot are located in the 
City of Seaside (Figure 1). An extensive network of old roads traverses Feldenheimer, remnants from its 
past use of commercial timber harvest.  

Marie Louise Feldenheimer was a philanthropist who sought to protect the coastal forests, streams, and 
wildlife of Tillamook Head area as well as provide for public access and enjoyment of the area by 
establishing a forest preserve adjacent to Ecola State Park and furthering the conservation goals. In 
1967, Marie Feldenheimer’s brother Elmer died after a prolonged fight with cancer. Marie Feldenheimer 
worked to celebrate his life and love of nature by establishing a natural preserve on Tillamook Head that 
would bear his name. In 1977, Marie purchased 605 acres east of Ecola from Crown Zellerbach 
Corporation and donated it in her brother’s name to OPRD, establishing the Elmer Feldenheimer State 
Natural Area. Beyond this, Ms. Feldenheimer worked with the Nature Conservancy to acquire more land 
on Tillamook Head in order to provide a buffer area between the preserve and neighboring industrial 
timber lands. An additional 861 acres was acquired in 1987 through collaborative efforts between Marie 
Feldenheimer, The Nature Conservancy, and OPRD. The entirety of the 1467 acre preserve eventually 
transitioned into OPRD’s management in 1990.  
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During the acquisition process, Marie Feldenheimer outlined her intent for Tillamook Head in a 
Memorandum of Understanding with OPRD. Her goal was to “restore the property to a historic old 
growth natural habitat as the property existed at the time Lewis and Clark first discovered the site in 
1806” (Kantor 1992). Feldenheimer continues to serve as an important buffer to the mature forests of 
Ecola. However, its own habitat is severely compromised by a long history of forest resource extraction. 
Logging began on the Feldenheimer forest in 1918 and industrial forest management continued on parts 
of the property for nearly 75 years. The majority of the acreage was last logged in 1960-1965. As the 
property transitioned into conservation-focused ownership, trees were allowed to reestablish, creating 
an even-aged western hemlock and Sitka spruce forest. For the past 50 years little to no forest 
management has occurred, and now the stands are homogenous. The resulting high tree densities have 
caused a depauperate understory and instability in the forest structure.  

 

 

Northerly view of Tillamook Head from Ecola Point 

1.4 MANAGEMENT GOALS 
Natural resource management within Ecola-Feldenheimer is intended to protect existing natural 
and healthy ecosystems and restore degraded habitats to a self-sustaining condition that supports 
natural ecological processes. Management goals are linked to those expressed by facilitators and 
funders of the land acquisitions that comprise the park properties. With Marie Louise 
Feldenheimer’s goal to return Feldenheimer to its Lewis and Clark days in mind, this Natural Resource 
Management Plan is intended to be a pathway for the Elmer Feldenheimer State Natural Area to return 
to a late-successional coastal Sitka spruce forest ecosystem. Forested habitats in Ecola already represent 
this forest type, or will develop into it with little management actions needed (see section 2.8).  

The overarching natural resource goals for Ecola and Feldenheimer are to protect and maintain the 
ecological integrity of the marine, freshwater, and terrestrial habitats found on Tillamook Head and to 
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maintain or enhance the diversity, productivity, and integrity of the native forest systems. Specific 
management goals are outlined below.  

Goal 1: Protect and maintain the ecological integrity of existing high functioning marine, freshwater, and 
terrestrial habitats.  

 Objective: Establish areas of no disturbance (refuges) that contain high-functioning habitats 

Goal 2: Maintain or enhance the diversity, productivity, and integrity of native forest systems.  

Objective: Utilize forest management actions to establish more widely spaced forest stands that 
allow understory development, increase conifer longevity, and species diversity.  

Objective: Manage the existing road system to alleviate impacts to the ecosystem via culvert 
placement, replacement, and erosion control efforts.  

Objective:  Decommission unnecessary forest roads to reduce sedimentation in the Canyon 
Creek watershed.  

Goal 3: Promote protection of wildlife habitat, scenic quality, and water quality throughout parks. 

Objective: Protect freshwater stream and wetland habitat for anadromous and resident fish 
populations, native amphibians, and other aquatic-dependent wildlife. 

Objective: Support ecological processes representative of late-successional forest landscapes of 
the north Oregon coast to benefit forest-dependent wildlife. 

Objective: Engage in restoration of aquatic systems where appropriate. 

Goal 4: Achieve the goals and intentions of Marie Feldenheimer within Elmer Feldenheimer State 
Natural Area; specifically the development of late-successional forest habitat. 

Objective: Restore ecological function to areas previously managed for timber harvest.  

Objective: Utilize forest management actions such as thinning and underplanting in 
Feldenheimer to increase canopy complexity, accelerate tree growth, and establish understory 
vegetation communities and wildlife species diversity similar to those of Ecola.  

Goal 5: Utilize this plan as a catalyst to promote research and monitoring opportunities that further the 
scientific understanding of forest restoration techniques in coastal Sitka spruce-western hemlock stands.  

 Objective: Work with partners to develop research projects and implement monitoring plans 

 

2. RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS 

2.1 ASSESSMENTS AND EXISTING DATA 

Surveys and assessments of the vegetation, hydrology, wildlife, forestry, and cultural resources in Ecola 
and Feldenheimer were completed by OPRD Stewardship staff. OPRD contracted Rye Tree Service in 
2012 to conduct a forest stand level inventory to achieve a more detailed picture of forest conditions. 
OPRD forestry staff also completed an assessment of the current forest roads on both properties to gain 
an understanding of current road conditions, potential threats to the natural resources via erosion and 
mass wasting of constructed roadway, and potential usability within the context of restoration efforts.  
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OPRD natural resource specialists conducted vegetation assessments and wildlife surveys to develop 
baseline conditions and potential for at-risk species. 

In 1990 The Nature Conservancy produced a preliminary management plan for Tillamook Head that 
informed OPRD assessments and summarized historic forest data. The Oregon Biodiversity Information 
Center (ORBIC) database and rare species lists, the National Park Service’s intertidal habitat monitoring 
data from the Rocky Intertidal Monitoring Program, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
critical habitat data,  and OPRD’s records were reviewed for prior botanical and wildlife data for Ecola-
Feldenheimer and its immediate vicinity. OPRD also requested data on fish and wildlife species from 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF), and US Forest 
Service (USFS). Public databases, such as eBird, were also checked for pertinent data.  

2.2 GEOLOGY 

Ecola and Feldenheimer occupy approximately seven miles of coastline on Tillamook Head, a complex of 
headlands, points of land, and intervening coves and shallow indentations. Bedrock along this part of 
the Oregon coast consists of marine sedimentary strata of Oligocene to mid-Miocene age and Miocene 
basalt of intrusive and extrusive varieties.  

Many of the marine sedimentary rocks consist of strata assigned to the Astoria Formation. The Astoria 
Formation consists of semi-consolidated to hard, thick-bedded, medium grained, buff weathered, 
micaceous, arkosic sandstone and siltstone (Schlicker 1961). The deposits were likely laid down in 
shallow marine embayments along the western margin of Oregon during middle Miocene time after the 
Coast Range uplift had begun. Beds vary from place to place in rock type but consist mainly of olive-gray 
sandstone and dark-gray siltstone and shale. The sedimentary rock is weak in its ability to withstand 
erosion, and it is this rock that the coves and bays along this part of the coast are formed.  

Basalt was once nearly continuous over a large area along the northern part of the Oregon coast and 
inland. Only remnants are left and these form the prominent headlands along the coast. The basalt rock 
present along this stretch of the coast came by one of two ways- lava that poured out of the earth to 
form the Columbia River Basalt in the Gorge and Plateau, or lava that erupted from vents near the 
present shoreline. When the basalt erupted under the sea or poured into it, it became intermixed with 
sediment on the sea floor. The rock of these flows is typically more fragmental in contrast to the more 
homogenous, dense rock that poured out on land. The basalt differs in its hardness from place to place 
and this has contributed to different rates of erosion which are exhibited in the varying landforms visible 
along the shore.  

The geology of Ecola-Feldenheimer is largely characterized by the basalt headlands of Tillamook Head. 
Tillamook Head consists of two major lobes separated by a broad, crescent-shaped indentation. The 
basalt along the front of the headland is dense and without layering. Sedimentary rock underlies the 
lower slopes on the north side of the head. A high, steep cliff bounds Tillamook Head, and at numerous 
places, especially around the south side, indentations cut into bodies of sedimentary rocks impart an 
irregularity to the shore line. In places the basalt is intermixed with sedimentary rock. Most of the basalt 
was emplaced as flows of both dense and fragmental varieties, and sedimentary beds are interlayered 
with basalt flows. Numerous basalt dikes and sills intruded the sedimentary strata. The igneous activity 
disturbed the sedimentary strata which were not yet consolidated into firm rock and unstable zones 
were formed in rock masses. 

These unstable rock masses have contributed to a robust landslide activity within Ecola-Feldenheimer. 
Slides have been particularly active south of Tillamook Head itself between Chapman Point and Indian 
Point. Bald Point, which is just south of Indian Beach, is the toe of an old landslide. The parking and 
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picnic areas at Ecola Point are located on a landslide that last moved in February 1969. Typically, 
landslides in this locality move slowly, no more than a few feet a day.  

2.3 SOILS 

Soil survey maps and reports from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) were reviewed to 
determine soils. Specific characteristics of each soil have been described by the NRCS (1988) and are 
summarized below.  

The soil series at Ecola-Feldenheimer are either classified as Andic Humitropepts or Typic Dystrandepts. 
Soils forming on active slopes tend to be shallow to bedrock, contain a high content of rock fragments, 
and possess poor soil development. Soils forming on the more stable slopes possess deeper profiles, 
greater depth to bedrock, and fewer rock fragments.  

The most common soil series found within Ecola-Feldenheimer are the Ascar-Rock outcrop complex, the 
Ecola-Templeton silt loam, and the Skipanon gravelly silt loam. The most common soil series within the 
park is the Skipanon gravelly silt loam, which is found throughout the site. Ecola-Templeton soils are 
primarily found encompassing the drainages of Canyon Creek and Indian Creek and on the adjacent west 
facing slopes. The Ascar-Rock outcrop complex is found on the steep west facing basalt cliffs along the 
coastline.  

2.3.1 ASCAR-ROCK OUTCROP COMPLEX 

The Ascar-Rock outcrop complex consists of shallow, well drained soils formed on mountain sides of 

colluvium derived from igneous rock. Slopes are 60 to 90. The mean annual precipitation is 70 to 100” 

(inches) and the mean annual temperature is 47 to 52F (degrees in Fahrenheit), varying less than 9 
from summer to winter.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: gravelly medial loam, cobbly medial loam, to unweathered bedrock.  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Ascar-Rock outcrop complexes are on mountainsides. Elevations are 400 

to 1,600 feet. Slopes are 60-90. These soils formed on basalt breccia and contain inclusions of 

rock outcrop of approximately 35. Ascar-Rock outcrops are in a temperate climate with wet 
winters and cool, dry summers.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; high permeability. 

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis), western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla), oxalis 
(Oxalis oregana), and western sword fern (Polystichum munitum). 



Figure 2. Soils at Ecola-Feldenheimer
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2.3.2 ECOLA-TEMPLETON SILT LOAM, 60 TO 90  SLOPES 

The Ecola-Templeton silt loams are moderately deep, well drained soils formed on mountain slopes of 

colluvium derived from sedimentary rock and siltstone. Slopes are 60 to 90 . The mean annual 

precipitation is 60 to 100” and the mean annual temperature is 45 to 54 F.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: silt loam, silty clay loam, to weathered bedrock at 40 to 50”.  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Ecola-templeton silt loams, 60 to 90 , formed on sedimentary parent 
material on active mountain slopes. Elevations are 50 to 1,600 feet. They have a moderately 
deep soil profile with soft sedimentary rock fragments within the profile.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability. 

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly Sitka spruce, western hemlock, Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), red 
alder (Alnus rubra), salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis), salal (Gaultheria shallon), red huckleberry 
(Vaccinium parvifolium), western sword fern, Oregon oxalis.  

2.3.3 KLOOTCHIE SILT LOAM 

The Klootchie silt loam consists of deep, well drained soils formed on mountain slopes of colluvium 

derived from basalt. Slopes are 3 to 30 . The mean annual precipitation is 70 to 130” and the mean 

annual temperature is 45 to 52 F.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: silt loam to gravelly loam, to weathered bedrock.  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Klootchie silt loam is found on mountain slopes with elevations from 50 

to 1,800 feet. Slopes are 30-60 . These soils formed colluvium and residuum derived from 
igneous rock and tuff.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability. 

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly Sitka spruce, western hemlock, Oregon oxalis, western sword fern, Oregon 
grape (Mahonia aquifolium), and salal.  

2.3.4 KLOOTCHIE-NECANICUM COMPLEX 

The Klootchie-Necanicum complex consists of deep, moderately well drained soils formed on mountain 

sides of colluvium and residuum derived from igneous rock. Slopes are 3 to 60 within the park area. 

The mean annual precipitation is 80 to 100” and the mean annual temperature is 46 to 52 F.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: gravelly medial loam, medial silt loam, medial silty clay loam 

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Klootchie-Necanicum complex soils formed on mountain slopes, on 
metastable slopes in volcanic parent material. Elevations are 50 to 1,800 feet. Slopes are 30-

60.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability. 

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly western hemlock, Sitka spruce, Douglas-fir, red alder, western sword fern, 
red huckleberry, salal, salmonberry, and Oregon oxalis.  

2.3.5 SKIPANON GRAVELLY SILT LOAM 

Skipanon gravelly silt loam consists of deep, well drained soils formed on hillslopes and mountain slopes 

derived from a mixture of sedimentary rock types overlying sedimentary rock. Slopes are 3 to 60. 

Mean annual precipitation is 80 to 110” and the mean annual temperature is 46 to 52 F.   
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 TYPICAL PEDON: gravelly medial silt loam to gravelly silt loam to gravelly clay loam.  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Skipanon gravelly silt loams are on hillslopes and mountain slopes. 

Elevations are 50 to 1,500 feet. Slopes are 3-60. These soils formed in sedimentary parent 
material.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability.  

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly western hemlock, Sitka spruce, Douglas-fir, red alder, red huckleberry, 
western sword fern, salal, salmonberry, and Oregon oxalis.  

2.3.6 TEMPLETON SILT LOAM 

Templeton silt loam consists of deep, well drained soils formed on hillslopes and mountain slopes from 

sedimentary material. Slopes are 3 to 30. The mean annual precipitation is 80 to 110” and the mean 

annual temperature is 46 to 52 F.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: medial silt loam to silty clay loam  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Templeton silt loams are on hillslopes and mountain slopes. Elevations 

are 50 to 1,800 feet. Slopes are 3-30. These soils are derived from sedimentary rock.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability.  

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly western hemlock, Sitka spruce, Douglas-fir, red alder, salal, salmonberry, 
western sword fern, red huckleberry, and Oregon oxalis.  

2.3.7 TEMPLETON-ECOLA SILT LOAMS 

The Templeton-Ecola silt loams consists of moderately deep, moderately well drained soils formed on 
hillslopes and mountain slopes of colluvium and residuum derived from sedimentary rock. Slopes are 3 

to 60. The mean annual precipitation is 80 to 110” and the mean annual temperature is 46 to 52 F.  

 TYPICAL PEDON: Medial silt loam to silty clay loam, to paragravelly silty clay loam.  

 GEOGRAPHIC SETTING: Templeton-Ecola silt loams are on hillslopes and mountain slopes. 

Elevations are 50 to 1,800 feet. Slopes are 3 to 60. These soils formed on from sedimentary 
rock.  

 DRAINAGE AND PERMEABILITY: Well drained; moderately high to high permeability. 

 USE AND VEGETATION: These soils are used mostly for woodland and wildlife habitat. Native 
vegetation is mainly western hemlock, Sitka spruce, Douglas-fir, red alder, salal, salmonberry, 
western sword fern, red huckleberry, vine maple (Acer circinatum), and Oregon oxalis.  

2.4 CLIMATE 

The maritime climate of Clatsop County results in warm, rarely hot, summers and cool, wet, winters (Soil 
Conservation Service, 1988). Snow and freezing temperatures are rare. Weather data from  Seaside, 

Oregon  adjacent to Ecola-Feldenheimer, the average annual winter temperature is 43 F with an 

average daily minimum of 37 F. Average summer temperature is 59 F with a daily maximum of 67 F. 
Precipitation averages 76.20” a year and occurs year round, but with the majority concentrated during 
the fall and winter months. Only 25% of average annual precipitation falls between April and 
September. Fog is common during the summer months.  

2.4.1 PRECIPITATION AND SNOWPACK 

The Western Regional Climate Center operates and maintains a climate station in Seaside, Oregon 
providing accurate data for conditions at the park (Table 1 and Figure 3). 
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Table 1. Monthly Climate Summary for Seaside, Oregon from January 1930-March 2013 

 Average 
Value 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Maximum 
Temp (F) 

50.9 53.3 54.5 57.1 60.9 64.2 67.1 68.0 68.4 63.2 55.9 51.8 59.6 

Minimum 
Temp (F) 

37.1 37.9 38.4 40.9 45.0 49.3 51.9 52.4 49.2 45.0 40.7 37.9 43.8 

Total 
Precipitation 
(in.) 

11.4 9.00 8.6 5.5 3.6 3.0 1.3 1.5 2.8 6.5 10.8 12.1 76.20 

Total Snow 
Fall (in.) 

1.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.7 

Snow Depth 
(in.) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

2.4.2 GROWING SEASON 

A growing season can be defined by the days between the last and first frost, or approximately the last 
and first occurrence of 32ºF. The average growing season at Ecola-Feldenheimer is nearly year round as 
is common in many places on the Oregon coast (Western Region Climate Center, 2013). This was 
calculated by determining the last and first minimum low temperature of 32º F using the 30 year (1981 – 
2010) daily temperature averages calculated for each day (Figure 4). Growing seasons can take on 
different durations depending on vegetation type and orientation. Non-native vegetation (agriculture, 
hybridized ornamentals) typically grow during frost free periods and have a shorter growing season. 
Native vegetation found locally typically will have a longer growing season based on acclimation to site 
conditions over time.  
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Figure 3. Temperature, Precipitation, and Snowfall from 1930 - 2013 

Daily Temperature Average & Extreme Daily Precipitation Average & Extreme 

  

Monthly Average Precipitation Daily Snowfall Average & Extreme 
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Figure 4. Temperature and Precipitation from 1981 - 2010 

 

 

2.5 DISTURBANCE REGIMES 

2.5.1 FIRE 

Fire as a disturbance agent is poorly understood in the Sitka spruce forest of the Pacific Northwest (Long 
& Whitlock 2002). While fires are rare in the coastal Sitka spruce zone, they can occur on long return 
intervals. Fire scars, as a damage agent, were not recorded on any of the 2012 forest inventory stand 
data at Ecola-Feldenheimer. From charcoal and pollen analyses, Long and Whitlock (2002) have 
estimated that fire intervals for the last 2700 years occur at intervals of 240 + 30 year at Taylor Lake, 8 
miles north of Ecola-Feldenheimer. Ignition sources for a wildland fire could originate from the 
infrequent but occasional lightning strike but are more likely to be human caused. A large fire event is 
unlikely without dry east winds conditions and an ignition source; this combination has been responsible 
for major fires in the Coast Range during the last 100 years. (Morris 1934). OPRD promotes active fire 
suppression efforts on all its properties and will continue to do so in the foreseeable future. 

2.5.2 WIND 

Wind is the principal disturbance factor in the Sitka spruce forest of the Pacific Northwest. In the last 
200 years, storms with hurricane force winds have swept the western Washington coast approximately 
once every 20 years (Henderson et al. 1989). The last Great Coastal Gale in the Seaside area was 2007 
where winds of 129 miles per hour were recorded. Over 42 million dollars of timberland was damaged 
from the 3 day storm. Smaller, more frequent coastal wind storms can cause small-scale disturbances 
which help create patches of tree mortality and initiate stand differentiation. Wind disturbance on the 
coast becomes chronic and intensity is variable where blow down patches can be seen to grow and 
migrate across the coastal forest landscapes at annual or decadal time scales in complex and partial 
wave patterns (Harcombe et al. 2004). Since no young stand management has occurred in the 
Feldenheimer area, many of the dense, second growth stands have poor height to diameter ratios which 
makes them susceptible to wind damage occurrences. Increasing stem diameters in these stands will be 
one of the most important silvicultural objectives implemented. 
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2.5.3 LANDSLIDES 

Landslides are another major disturbance type that affects coastal forests. Uplifts which formed 
Tillamook Head created topography conducive to landslide formation. The igneous activity, both 
intrusions and submarine flows, disturbed the sedimentary strata which was not yet consolidated into 
firm rock, and unstable zones were formed within the rock masses (Lund 1972). Particularly where 
unstable zones are exposed to wave erosion, landslide activity is high. Generally, landslides occur most 

frequently on 20-40 slopes (Pickering and Connin 1993). Within the Cannon Beach quadrangle, uplifting 
and subsequent undercutting of sediments resulted in landslides which cover many square miles. Slides 
have been particularly active south of Tillamook Head between Chapman Point and Indian Point. As of 
1965, landslides had impacted an area of more than 180 acres on Tillamook Head (North and Byrne 
1965). The Ecola State Park landslide in 1969 by Ecola Point was approximately 125 acres in size within 
the park boundary (Schlicker et al. 1961).  

Although landslides can be destructive, they play an important role in shaping the landscape of Ecola-
Feldenheimer. The coves that lie between Chapman and Ecola Points and Ecola and Indian Points on 
Tillamook Head are sites of ancient and active landslides. Bald Point, which is just south of Indian Beach, 
is the toe of an old landslide behind which is an active landslide area. The 2008-09 LiDAR (bare earth 
shaded relief data) indicate two areas approximately 100 and 70 acres in size within the Ecola area 
where deep-seated, mass wasting landslides have occurred. The day use area at Ecola Point is located 
on a landslide area that last moved in February 1969. Noted in the 2011 forest road inventory are a few 
small slumps that have occurred in the last 50 years in the Feldenheimer area. These shallow slides that 
are an acre or less and have not changed the landscape in any significant way. Historic and high risk 
landslide areas are depicted on Figure 5.  

Landslides are also a disturbance regime common to the Oregon coast that affects plant communities. 
Landslide activity replaces mature plant communities with early successional communities, contributing 
to the diversity of habitat types and plant species composition found within a forest. Land management 
practices common to the Oregon coast and its headlands can exacerbate the frequency of landslide 
activity by disturbing the integrity of surface soils. Slope stability is influenced by composition of soil and 
bedrock, hydrology, soil thickness, slope angle, roots of vegetation, and seismicity (Sidle et al, 1986). 
Timber harvest activities can reduce soil cohesion and increase potential for mass wasting. Road 
placement can also contribute to the destabilization of slopes by altering soil hydrology.  

2.6 AQUATIC RESOURCES 

Ecola-Feldenheimer harbors a wide variety of both freshwater and marine aquatic resources, 
encompassing approximately seven miles of Pacific Ocean shoreline and several significant ocean 
tributaries. The majority of the park is located within the Arch Cape Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean 6th field 
sub-basin, which is hydrologic unit code 171002010105. The watershed drainage is approximately 34 
square miles with elevations ranging from sea level to 1130’ at the top of Tillamook Head, including 
numerous ocean tributaries along the coastline from Nehalem Spit to Tillamook Head. The landscape 
within the sub-basin is primarily forested, either under the ownership of OPRD or managed for private 
timber, and residential. It encompasses the coastal communities of Manzanita, Arch Cape, and Cannon 
Beach. A small portion of the park in the northeastern corner of Feldenheimer drains into the Lower 
Necanicum sub-basin by means of Little Muddy Creek, a small perennial tributary of Circle Creek.  

Marine resource habitats contained within the park include rocky intertidal habitats, nearshore rocks, 
and sandy and cobble beaches. Major freshwater resources include two major ocean tributaries, Canyon 
Creek and Ecola Creek, as well as numerous smaller tributaries and small drainages. Freshwater 
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wetlands are found throughout both properties and are primarily classified as palustrine forested and 
riverine.  



Figure 5. Historic landslide locations
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2.6.1 MARINE RESOURCES – OCEAN SHORE 

Ecola’s shoreline is primarily rocky, with cliffs, rocky intertidal and nearshore rocks and a few small 
pocket beaches. Much of the shoreline is made up of steep, virtually inaccessible cliffs along the base of 
Tillamook Head. In addition to the popular sandy beaches at Indian and Crescent Beach, rocky intertidal 
areas are also accessible from the beach access points within the state park.  

 

 

Rocky intertidal habitat, common offshore of Ecola, at Ecola Point 

The visually dramatic shoreline is easily enjoyed by hiking along the trails to one of several viewpoints, 
including the lighthouse viewpoint near the tip of Tillamook Head. However, due to steep cliffs and 
erosion, visitors need to be wary of their footing along much of the parks shoreline. The ocean shore is 
primarily reached from the Crescent Beach or Indian Beach parking lots. Direct shoreline access at 
Crescent Beach is no longer possible due to continued erosion of the trail; however, an approximately 1 
mile trail on the south side winds down to the beach. There is also low-tide access by walking on the 
beach south from the Indian Beach access point, or by going north from Cannon Beach.  

Ocean shore natural resources include diverse intertidal plant and animal communities (Table 2), seabird 
nesting sites and marine mammal haul outs on offshore rocks that are part of the Oregon Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and nearshore rocky areas (OPAC 1994). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s (USFWS) Oregon Coast National Wildlife Refuge Complex manages all of the important and 
sensitive rocks and islands in the waters adjacent to the parks. These areas provide important breeding 
and resting habitat for seabirds and marine mammals. All of the rocks, reefs and islands that are 
surrounded by water at mean high tide are protected and managed by the USFWS and are closed to all 
public use (USFWS 2009c). 
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Table 2. Rocky intertidal species at Ecola 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Ahnfeltia/Ahnfeltiopsis spp. (red algae) 

Alaria marginata angel wing kelp (brown algae) 

Anthopleura elegantissima clonal anemone 

Anthopleura sola Solitary anemone 

Anthopleura xanthogrammica giant green anemone 

Antithamnionella spp. (red algae) 

Balanus crenatus crenate barnacle 

Balanus glandula acorn barnacle 

Bossiella sp. coralline red algae 

Calliarthron spp. coralline red algae 

Callithamnion pikeanum (red algae) 

Cancer antennarius Pacific rock crab 
Centroceras/ceramium/polysiphonia spp. (red algae) 
Chthamalus sp. (barnacle) 
Cladophora columbiana (green algae) 

Colonial diatom (diatoms) 

Constantinea simplex cup and saucer algae 

Corallina sp. Coralline red algae 

Crustose coralline algae crustose coralline algae 

Cryptopleura/hymenena spp. hidden rib (red algae) 
Ahnfeltia/Ahnfeltiopsis spp. (red algae) 

Alaria marginata angel wing kelp (brown algae) 

Anthopleura elegantissima clonal anemone 

Anthopleura sola Solitary anemone 

Anthopleura xanthogrammica giant green anemone 

Antithamnionella spp. (red algae) 

Balanus crenatus crenate barnacle 

Balanus glandula acorn barnacle 

Bossiella sp. coralline red algae 

Calliarthron spp. coralline red algae 

Callithamnion pikeanum (red algae) 

Cancer antennarius Pacific rock crab 
Centroceras/ceramium/polysiphonia spp. (red algae) 
Chthamalus sp. (barnacle) 
Cladophora columbiana (green algae) 

Colonial diatom (diatoms) 

Constantinea simplex cup and saucer algae 

Corallina sp. Coralline red algae 

Crustose coralline algae crustose coralline algae 

Cryptopleura/hymenena spp. hidden rib (red algae) 
Cryptosiphonia woodii bleached brunette 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Desmarestia ligulata flattened acid kelp 

Dilsea californica (red algae) 

Endocladia muricata sea moss (red algae) 
Farlowia/pikea spp. (red algae) 

Flustrellidra corniculata (bryozoan) 

Fucus spp. Rockweed 

Grateloupia californica (red algae) 

Halymenia/schizymenia spp. (red algae) 
Hedophyllum sessile sea cabbage (brown algae) 

Hildenbrandia/peyssonnelia spp. (red algae) 

Hydroid (hydroid) 

Lacuna spp. lacuna (snail) 

Laminaria setchellii Setchell’s kelp (brown algae) 

Laminaria sinclarii kelp (brown algae) 

Littorina plena/scutulata periwinkle 

Lottia austrodigitalis/digitalis (limpet) 

Lottia paradigitalis/strigatella (limpet) 

Mastocarpus papillatus Turkish washcloth (red algae) 

Mazzaella parksii iridescent Horn-of-Plenty (red algae) 

Mazzaella splendens/cordata rainbow seaweed (red algae) 

Microcladia borealis sea lace (red algae) 

Mytilus californianus California mussel 

Mytilus galloprovincialis/trossulus (mussel) 

Neoptilota/ptilota spp (red algae) 

Neorhodomela larix (red algae) 

Nucella canaliculata channeled dogwinkle 

Nucella emarginata/ostrina dogwinkle 

Odonthalia floccosa seabrush (red algae) 

Osmundea spectabilis sea laurel, red sea fern (red algae) 

Pagurus hirsutiusculus hairy hermit crab 

Pagurus samuelis blueband hermit crab 

Pelvetiopsis spp. little rockweed (brown algae) 

Phaeostrophion irregulare sand scoured false-kelp (brown algae) 
Phyllospadix scouleri Scouler's surfgrass 

Phyllospadix torreyi Torrey’s surfgrass 

Pisaster ochraceus ochre sea star 

Plocamium oregonum  (red algae) 

Plocamium pacificum  (red algae) 

Plocamium violaceum sea braid (red algae) 

Pollicipes polymerus goose neck barnacle 

Polysiphonia spp. (red algae) 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Porphyra sp. wild nori (red algae) 

Potamilla occelata (sabellid worm) 

Prionitis lanceolata (red algae) 

Prionitis linearis (red algae) 

Prionitis lyallii bleach weed (red algae) 

Prionitis spp. (red algae) 

Pterosiphonia bipinnata black tassel (red algae) 

Ralfsiaceae (brown algae) 

Sculpin sculpin 

Semibalanus cariosus thatched barnacle 

Strongylocentrotus purpuratus purple sea urchin 

Tegula funebralis turban snail 

Ulva spp. sea lettuce (green algae) 

Source: MARINe, study of intertidal biodiversity conducted by te Pacific Rocky Intertidal Monitoring Progam for sites 
along the west coast.  

 

 

 

Marine organisms in tidepools at Ecola Point 
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2.6.2 FRESHWATER RESOURCES 

Freshwater aquatic resources within Ecola-Feldenheimer are primarily concentrated in the three 
significant creek watersheds found on the properties- Canyon Creek, Indian Creek, and Little Muddy 
Creek. Indian Creek and Canyon Creek both enter the ocean in close proximity at Indian Beach. Little 
Muddy Creek is a tributary of Circle Creek, which is a tributary of the Necanicum River. The properties 
also contain numerous tributaries and small drainages associated with the creeks, of which hydrology is 
variable and dependent on groundwater and direct precipitation. There are over 11.8 miles of creeks, 
tributaries, and drainages present on Ecola-Feldenheimer. Freshwater wetlands are also an important 
component of the park’s aquatic resources, and associated with this network of drainages is a network 
of linear wetlands, classified as riverine due to their association with flowing water and their presence in 
often narrow, confined, channels. Palustrine forested wetlands are also present, located in small 
depressions and on top of poorly drained soil associated with old road beds. GIS was used to model 
hydrological features and wetlands (see Appendix C, Figure 6 and Figure 7), as wetland assessments 
across Ecola-Feldenheimer have not been completed.  

CANYON CREEK 

Canyon Creek is a 2.6 mile ocean tributary that is entirely contained within the boundaries of Ecola-
Feldenheimer. Its headwaters begin in the northern portion of the Feldenheimer property and it travels 
2.1 miles before exiting Feldenheimer and entering Ecola in the southwest corner of Feldenheimer. The 
stream then travels 0.5 miles in Ecola before reaching its outlet into the Pacific Ocean at Indian Beach. 
The creek is a third order stream that is fed by numerous side drainages, predominantly within 
Feldenheimer. At its mouth, Canyon Creek consists of alternating pools and riffles and active channel 
width is approximately 10 meters (Pickering and Connin 1993). Throughout its reach, Canyon Creek is 
constrained by hillslopes and is within a narrow valley floor. Its average active channel width is 4.8 
meters, with an average wetted depth of 0.19 meters (ODFW 2012). The average gradient of the creek is 
3.8%.  

Aquatic habitat inventories on Canyon Creek were conducted by ODFW in 2009 and 2012 and collected 
data on habitat types, substrate, large wood presence, and riparian plant communities. Surveys revealed 
that the stream substrate is dominated by cobble and gravel.  

Bank condition for Canyon Creek is considered good, with 17% of banks actively eroding and only 9% of 
banks are undercut within the ODFW stream reaches surveyed. Despite the intensive forest 
management history within the creek drainage, 98% of the creek is shaded by riparian plant 
communities. Riparian communities are a mix of conifer and hardwoods, with red alder, Sitka spruce, 
and western hemlock sharing dominance. Large wood debris, however, is lacking. Pieces of large wood 
debris per 100 meters of stream is calculated at 10.8, with only 1 key piece found within the entire 
length of the 500 meter ODFW survey.  

Canyon Creek supports resident populations of coastal cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki clarki) and 
sculpin (Cottus spp.). Access for anadromous fish species to Canyon Creek is limited by a waterfall which 
is a natural barrier found approximately 0.3 mile upstream from its mouth at the ocean. Downstream of 
the barrier, ODFW has conducted surveys for spawning anadromous fish 4 times in the time period from 
1994 to 2010. No coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch ) were observed during the spawning and juvenile 
surveys but a suspected steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) redd was observed in 2007 and 3 adult 
steelhead were observed in 1994 (ODFW). 
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INDIAN CREEK 

Indian Creek is an ocean tributary approximately 1 mile in length that originates in the western portion 
of the Feldenheimer property and flows 0.6 mile south to the border of Ecola State Park. In Ecola, it 
continues for another 0.4 mile before its mouth into the ocean at Indian Beach, just north of the outlet 
of Canyon Creek. Indian Creek is a second order stream, fed by only one other drainage. Throughout its 
reach, Indian Creek is constrained by hillslopes and is within a narrow valley floor. Its average active 
channel width is approximately 2 meters, with an average wetted depth of 1.5 meters. The average 
gradient of the creek is 6%. Substrate of the creek is predominantly cobble and gravel.  

Aquatic habitat surveys and fish surveys have not been conducted on Indian Creek. A salmon spawning 
survey on the creek was set up by ODFW, but field surveyors determined that the beach entrance did 
not have fish passage due to a series of log jams and big steps. The stream was visited on a 9.4 tide in 
2010 thinking a high tide storm surge might allow access, but the entrance was still a barrier to fish that 
year (Kirby personal communication).  

WETLANDS 

Even with high levels of precipitation within the coast range, the steep topography is not conducive to 
the long-term retention of water, so large wetland complexes are rare at Ecola-Feldenheimer. Wetlands 
that are present are frequently near seeps, small depressions, or are associated riparian areas. There is 
an extensive network of linear riparian wetlands associated with the creeks, tributaries, and drainages 
present on the property. The majority of the wetlands are forested, with a few scattered scrub-shrub 
and emergent types existing in narrow bands or small pockets on the fringes of the forested wetlands.  

Riverine wetlands 

Riparian areas along Canyon Creek, Indian Creek, and their numerous small incised tributaries and 
drainages account for the majority of wetlands modeled at Ecola-Feldenheimer (see Appendix C). These 
riparian wetlands are linear and typically confined to the bottom of the drainage, existing in small bands 
on either side of a waterway. These wetlands are dependent upon perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral 
surface or subsurface water and often function as a transition zone between submerged habitats and 
adjacent uplands. The steep topography of Ecola-Feldenheimer dictates that the majority of these 
riparian wetlands are relatively narrow.  

These linear riparian wetlands provide for several important functions within the watershed. They slow 
flood waters when the region receives large amounts of precipitation within a short timeframe, 
recharge groundwater, improve water quality, and regulate water temperature through vegetation 
shading. Road construction and clearcutting for timber harvest, particularly at Feldenheimer, has 
adversely affected some of the riparian wetlands. Roads occasionally have contributed to sedimentation 
of some of the smaller streams and in some places, large amounts of fill material have been placed in 
drainages to accommodate the crossing of heavy equipment.  

Typically the riparian wetlands are forested, with a canopy of Sitka spruce  and red alder. In the shrub 
layer, salmonberry is typically present. The herbaceous layer commonly contains western golden carpet 
(Chrysosplenium sp.), piggyback plant (Tolmiea menziesii), skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanus), and 
slough sedge (Carex obnupta). There are some small pockets of palustrine emergent wetland 
communities which exist primarily in Canyon Creek where the floodplain widens, but this functional 
class is relatively uncommon due to the dominance of coniferous forests.  



Figure 6. Hydrology model
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Figure 7. Modeled wetlands at Ecola-Feldenheimer
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Palustrine forested wetlands 

Forested wetlands are common throughout both Ecola and Feldenheimer, existing typically in small 
pockets within depressions or in seeps. Their presence is determined by poorly drained soil conditions, 
microsite topography, and groundwater patterns. Hydrology is primarily driven by drainage patterns, 
groundwater, and direct precipitation. The majority of the palustrine forested wetlands do not appear to 
have surface water connections to one another or the riverine wetlands. The palustrine forested 
wetlands within the property typically have a dense canopy cover of 60% of greater of Sitka spruce and 
red alder.  

 Shrub-scrub wetlands 

Shrub-scrub wetlands are not particularly common within Ecola-Feldenheimer, but they are present in 
small pockets associated with the floodplain of both Indian and Canyon Creeks near their mouths 
adjacent to the ocean. Hooker’s willow (Salix hookeri) and twinberry (Lonicera involucrata) dominate the 
shrub layer. Emergent vegetation in the herbaceous layer includes slough sedge and water parsley 
(Oenanthe sarmentosa).  

2.7 VEGETATION 

2.7.1 HISTORIC VEGETATION 

Historic and prehistoric vegetation cover can be inferred from a variety of sources, including early 
surveyors’ notes, soil types, slope, aspect, elevation, and other environmental parameters. Several 
large-scale habitat modeling efforts have assessed environmental parameters in conjunction with early 
vegetation accounts to characterize pre-settlement vegetation. Figure 8 displays presumed historic 
vegetation derived from the following sources: 

 Surveyors’ notes from 1856 

 An ORBIC wide-scale interpretation of early surveyors’ notes 
 

The 2008 GAP and ORBIC Historic Vegetation GIS data all report the broad vegetation types presumed 
present at Ecola-Feldenheimer prior to and soon after European-American settlement as historically 
dominated by coniferous forest – primarily Sitka spruce- western hemlock plant associations. General 
Land Office (GLO) survey notes from the Oregon coast report that Sitka spruce is dominant with various 
combinations of Douglas fir, grand fir, western hemlock, red cedar, red alder, and bigleaf maple also 
present. The GLO survey data describes the understory as "dense" with vine maple, salmonberry, 
thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus), huckleberry (Vaccinium spp.), salal, devils club (Oplopanax horridus), 
gooseberry (Ribes spp.), cascara (Rhamnus purshiana), and elderberry (Sambucus spp.). 

The best approximation of pre-European-American-settlement vegetation patterns across Ecola-
Feldenhimer can be inferred through comparison of the 1856 surveyors’ notes, the vegetation models, 
and on-site examination of current conditions, and indicates that vegetation across Tillamook Head was 
fairly homogenous. The area was broadly covered in swaths of coniferous forest, with a few openings of 
herbaceous grassland on Tillamook Head. Open, unvegetated sand dunes existed in pocket beaches 
along the coastline.  

 



Figure 8. Historic Vegetation 
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hemlock, and madrone, with Port Orford
cedar ("white cedar") and chinquapin present
in Coos and Curry counties.  Understory may
include manzanita, salal, evergreen hucklebe

Sitka spruce forest with various combinations
of Douglas fir, grand fir, western hemlock, red
cedar, red alder, bigleaf maple.  "Dense"
understory of vine maple, salmonberry,
thimbleberry, huckleberry, salal, devils club,
gooseberry, cascara, elderberry,

Sitka spruce swamp, with various
combinations of willow, red alder, red cedar,
hemlock.  Rarely with ash or bigleaf maple.
Dense understory may include salmonberry,
crabapple, elderberry, gooseberry, briars,
ferns, skunk cabbage, vine maple.

2011 Aerial Imagery
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2.7.2 CURRENT VEGETATION 

Current vegetation was assessed via selected plot locations and then extrapolated via GIS modeling 
(Appendix C). Figure 9 and Figure 10 display the land cover and vegetation communities derived from 
this effort.  

FORESTED HABITATS 

The forests found within Ecola-Feldenheimer are located entirely within the Sitka spruce zone of 
Franklin and Dyrness (1988) and ORBIC’s classification describes the major ecological system for this 
area as the North Pacific hypermaritime Sitka spruce forest. This ecological system is found near the 
ocean on headlands and inland terraces and is restricted to areas within 25 km of saltwater. Stands are 
typically dominated or co-dominated by Sitka spruce but often have a mixture of other conifers and 
hardwoods, in particular, western hemlock, western red cedar (Thuja plicata), and red alder (Alnus 
rubra) (ORBIC, 2009). The understory is typically rich with shade-tolerant shrubs and ferns, including 
salal, evergreen huckleberry (Vaccinium ovatum), western sword fern, wood fern (Dryopteris sp.), deer 
fern (Blechum spicant), as well as a high diversity of lichens and mosses.  

The majority of both Ecola and Feldenheimer is forested. Of the 2818 acres that comprises both 
properties, 2678 acres are forested, and Feldenheimer is entirely forested. Natural plant communities of 
the Sitka spruce ecological system are limited to those areas that have not been harvested, located 
primarily within Ecola and in the northernmost corner of Feldenheimer. The majority of the forested 
habitats within Feldenheimer are in highly disturbed due to previous industrial forest management. 
Subsequent transition to conservation ownership resulted in a lack of young stand management or 
other forest health activities, and as a result the stands consist of a single structural and age cohort, are 
densely overgrown, have severely reduce tree vigor, and most have extremely depauperate 
understories. Many of the forested habitats within Feldenheimer are impossible to identify to plant 
association due to a lack of any understory vegetation.  

Forested habitats present within Ecola are generally in good condition and provide a glimpse of what 
Feldenheimer stands might have looked like prior to timber harvest. There are also several smaller 
pockets within Feldenheimer that were managed differently or have experienced some blow down that 
has resulted in the regeneration of a healthy understory. Figure 14 depicts vegetation height classes 
over the two properties, and the most common forested habitat types present at Ecola-Feldenheimer 
are described here. 

Red alder (Alnus rubra) dominated forest communities 

Red alder is an important component of the early successional forest communities present at both Ecola 
and Feldenheimer and also a lasting hardwood component of riparian forest stands found along the 
numerous creeks and drainages that bisect the steep topography on site. While red alder is not a climax 
species, it does tend to have a presence throughout nearly all plant communities. Red alder typically 
comes up after a disturbance before being displaced by coniferous vegetation, and red alder 
communities dominate recent landslide areas as well as old log landings and road beds.  

Red alder-Sitka spruce/sword fern (Alnus rubra-Picea sitchensis/Polystichum munitum) 
This plant community is one of the most common red alder dominated associations found within Ecola 
and Feldenheimer. It is found typically on steeper slopes above riparian areas, old log landings, and 
dominates the area west of the Ecola Viewpoint parking lot that was the subject of a large landslide in 
the 1960’s. This community has a dominant overstory of red alder but also supports a significant 
component of both Sitka spruce and western hemlock coming up in the understory as well as some 
overstory trees. This plant community also contains a smaller component of salmonberry. Other 
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dominant species in the herbaceous layer commonly include Oregon oxalis and false lily-of-the-valley 
(Maianthemum dilatatum).  

Red alder-Sitka spruce/salmonberry (Alnus rubra-Picea sitchensis/Rubus spectabilis) 
This plant community is the most common red alder dominated association found within the riparian 
areas of Ecola and Feldenheimer. It is primarily found towards the bottom of slopes along drainages and 
seeps. It has a more developed shrub layer, with salmonberry, red huckleberry, and red elderberry 
(Sambucus racemosa) present. The herbaceous layer is likewise more developed and often contains 
substantial coverage of sword fern, deer fern, lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina), and spring beauty 
(Montia parviflora).  

Red alder/slough sedge-lady fern (Alnus rubra/Carex obnupta-Athyrium filix-femina) 
Red alder communities found within wetland areas are typically described as red alder/slough sedge-
lady fern plant communities. This association is located within wet bottomland sites, and it is the only 
red alder dominated plant association described that does not have a coniferous component. These 
wetland areas also have a shrub component, which is commonly salmonberry. The herbaceous layer is 
dominated by slough sedge. Other common herbaceous species include small flowered bulrush (Scirpus 
microcarpus) and soft rush (Juncus effusus).  

Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis) dominated forest communities 

A large majority of the forested habitats present at Ecola-Feldenheimer are dominated by Sitka spruce, 
containing minor components of other forest species. While the Sitka spruce zone contains very 
productive plant associations, plant diversity is often limited when compared to the other coniferous 
tree series found in the north Oregon coast. Topographic position, microsite characteristics, and 
substrate are all important in the distribution of the spruce associations (McCain and Diaz 2002).  

Sitka spruce/salal (Picea sitchensis/Gaultheria shallon) 
The most common plant community found in Ecola, it is also found in many pockets of Feldenheimer 
where the understory is developed enough to identify a plant community. This is one of the driest 
associations in the series, and most sites tend to be located on well-drained soils. As a result, Sitka 
spruce/salal is most typically found on the ridgetops and upper slopes. The overstory of this plant 
community includes some other conifer species, most commonly western hemlock. The shrub layer is 
dominated by salal and red huckleberry. The herbaceous layer is typically limited, but plants that are 
occasionally present include western sword fern, false lily-of-the-valley, deer fern, Pacific reedgrass 
(Calamagrostis nutkaensis), oxalis, spring beauty, Smith’s fairybells (Disporum smithii), and 
smallflowered woodrush (Luzula parviflora).  

 

 

 



Figure 9. Modeled vegetation land cover
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Figure 10. Modeled vegetation communities
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A Sitka spruce/oxalis plant association within Ecola State Park 

Sitka spruce/oxalis (Picea sitchensis/Oxalis oregana)  
This plant association occurs commonly throughout both Ecola and seems to be one of the more 
common associations within Feldenheimer where an understory is present. Sitka spruce/oxalis tends to 
occupy moist slopes and occurs both on upper and lower slope positions. Sharing space with Sitka 
spruce in the overstory is a minor component of western hemlock. Common shrub species include red 
huckleberry, red elderberry, and oval-leaf huckleberry (Vaccinium ovalifolium). Oxalis typically achieves 
high cover in the herbaceous layer, but other species present include western sword fern, false lily-of-
the-valley, deer fern, lady fern, small flowered woodrush, hemp nettle (Stachys mexicana), and spring 
beauty.  

Sitka spruce/sword fern (Picea sitchensis/Polystichum munitum) 
This plant community is typically found on mid-slopes with the park, upslope of the Sitka 
spruce/salmonberry plant community. The overstory is dominated by Sitka spruce and includes some 
western hemlock and red alder. Mature canopy cover is highest within this plant association than all 
others in the series. Shrub cover is also low, as the sword fern cover tends to be very high and limit 
areas where shrubs can establish. Shrubs that are present in this community are scattered plants of 
salmonberry, red elderberry, salal, red huckleberry, and fool’s huckleberry (Menziesia ferruginea). In the 
herbaceous layer, sword fern typically achieves cover of 70% or more, thus limiting the cover of other 
forbs. Scattered deer fern, oxalis, false lily-of-the-valley, spring beauty comprise the limited herb layer.  

Sitka spruce/salmonberry (Picea sitchensis/Rubus spectabilis) 
The Sitka spruce/salmonberry plant association is well distributed throughout Feldenheimer, occurring 
mainly at the bottom of drainages. It is present throughout a large part of the riparian area of Canyon 
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Creek as well as along numerous tributaries and seeps. It is also found within Ecola, although it is less 
common in the south of the park. The overstory has a component of western hemlock and red alder in 
addition to the Sitka spruce. Common shrubs include salmonberry, red huckleberry (, fool’s huckleberry, 
red elderberry, sticky currant (Ribes bracteosum), and the occasional thimbleberry. In the herbaceous 
layer, a wide range of both species is present, in small quantities. Species recorded during plant surveys 
within this plant community include sword fern, lady fern, wood fern, deer fern, liverleaf wintergreen 
(Pyrola asarifolia), twisted stalk (Streptopus amplexifolius), foamflower (Tiarella trifoliata), and nodding 
trisetum (Trisetum cernuum). 

Sitka spruce/slough sedge-skunk cabbage (Picea sitchensis-Carex obnupta-Lystichon americanum)  
This association is not common, but is included in this discussion as it is considered to be rare in Oregon. 
Sitka spruce/slough sedge-skunk cabbage has been assigned a rank of G3S1 by ORBIC, meaning that 
globally it is rare and uncommon but not imperiled, but is critically imperiled in the state of Oregon. It is 
found in small pockets within Ecola. In addition to the Sitka spruce, the overstory also includes both 
western hemlock and red alder. The shrub layer is typically depauperate but some cover of salmonberry, 
red huckleberry, and red elderberry exists, primarily on hummocks or downed wood. The herbaceous 
layer is dominated by slough sedge and skunk cabbage but also includes a variety of other wetland 
forbs. Water parsley, water carpet (Chrysosplenium spp.), Pacific waterleaf (Hydrophyllum tenuipes), and 
hemp nettle are all present.  

Sitka spruce/depauperate (Picea sitchensis-depauperate) 
Large expanses of forested habitats within Feldenheimer and a few smaller stands within Ecola that 
were logged in the past half century are in such degraded condition due to past management practices 
that no understory is present within these forests and it is not possible to determine the dominant plant 
association. These stands have incredibly dense forest stands of even aged Sitka spruce and western 
hemlock, with the occasional red alder. There is some very limited presence of some of the more 
common shrub and forb species, but generally this will consist of just one or two individuals and less 
than 1 percent cover. The examination of healthy forested habitats within Ecola provides clues as to the 
eventual plant association that may be present in these areas.  

Western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) dominated communities  

Western hemlock plant associations are dominated by western hemlock and while they occasionally 
contain other coniferous species such as Douglas fir and western red cedar, they do not contain any 
Sitka spruce. The bulk of the western hemlock stands are located in the northeastern corner of 
Feldenheimer on ridge tops, but pockets of western hemlock communities are also widely scattered 
within Ecola.  
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A typical Sitka spruce- depauperate forested stand within Feldenheimer, no understory is present. 

 

Western hemlock/salal (Tsuga heterophylla/Gaultheria shallon) 
The most common western hemlock association is western hemlock/salal, which is found scattered on 
ridgetops and in more extensive pockets in the northeastern part of Feldenheimer. This association has 
a well developed shrub layer. Salal is by far the most dominant species, but red huckleberry, oval-leaved 
huckleberry, salmonberry, and fool’s huckleberry are also present. The herb layer tends to be 
depauperate but deer fern and sword fern are common.  

Western hemlock-sword fern (Tsuga heterophylla-Polystichum munitum) 
Western hemlock-sword fern communities occur in the northeastern part of Feldenheimer and Ecola. 
The overstory is dominated by western hemlock and notably lacks any Sitka spruce. As is typical of this 
plant association, the shrub layer is sparse and contains minimal amounts of salmonberry, oval-leafed 
huckleberry, and fool’s huckleberry. Also present sparsely through this plant community is devil’s club. 
The herb layer is dominated by sword fern with some deer fern.  

Western hemlock-depauperate (Tsuga heterophylla-depauperate) 
Similar in nature to the Sitka spruce-depauperate stands described above, there are areas within the 
north of Feldenheimer where the forest conditions are so degraded that limited light reaches the 
understory. In these stands, the understory is often entirely devoid of plant species and identification to 
plant association is not possible.  
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SHRUBLAND AND HERBACEOUS HABITATS 

The non-forested 142 acres of Ecola-Feldenheimer consist of shrubland and herbaceous habitats 
clustered near the coastline on the headland, scattered vegetation growing on the steep basalt cliffs, 
and some small dune vegetation communities growing adjacent to Indian Beach. Herbaceous habitats in 
Ecola were visited but not comprehensively studied, as a corresponding habitat type within 
Feldenheimer does not exist. The basalt cliffs within Ecola are extremely steep and mostly inaccessible 
to surveyors, thus their vegetated condition was not assessed during this resource assessment. 
Herbaceous grassland habitats are present within Ecola primarily on the coastal bluffs where soil is 
typically too thin to support woody vegetation, and are also associated with the disturbance from the 
parking areas on Ecola Point. Below are the most common herbaceous plant communities identified 
during the course of our study.  

Cow parsnip-sword fern-Pacific reedgrass (Heracleum lanatum-Polystichum munitum-
Calamagrostis nutkaensis) 
Found in forest openings with a close proximity to the ocean, this habitat is not classified in scientific 
literature. These meadow openings are often surrounded by red alder and crab apple (Malus fusca), 
which may be encroaching although it appears they may be kept open naturally by elk grazing and thin 
soils. A minimal shrub component exists, with less than 1% cover of red huckleberry and red elderberry. 
Other forb species that can achieve a high cover include hemp nettle and man root (Marah oreganus). 
Non-native species are also present throughout these meadows, including velvetgrass (Holcus lanatus), 
burnweed (Erechtites minima), and bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare).  

Pacific reedgrass-bracken fern-sword fern (Calamagrostis nutkaensis-Pteridium aquilinum-
Polystichum munitum) 
This plant association is primarily reed grass grassland with a component of native ferns- with bracken 
fern (Pteridium aquilinum) and sword fern the primary dominants. The Pacific reed grass achieves high 
cover and does not leave much room for the growth of other grass and forb species. A small shrub 
component can exist, primarily along the edges of this plant community and typically includes minor 
amounts of salmonberry and trailing blackberry (Rubus ursinus).  

 

Shrubland habitat near Indian Beach 
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2.7.3 AT-RISK PLANT SPECIES 

Ecola-Feldenheimer appears to contain suitable, but unoccupied, habitat for a number of at-risk species. 
No state or federally listed species are known from Tillamook Head or were encountered during the 
present surveys, but habitat may be present for Silene douglasii var.oraria (state listed threatened, 
federal species of concern) on grassy bluffs and openings facing the ocean.  One at-risk vascular plant 
species was previously known from the property, weak bluegrass (Poa marcida), and two at-risk lichens 
were previously known: Hypotrachnya revoluta and Ramalina pollinana (ORBIC 2010). These species 
were not found during the course of the present assessment, although specific surveys were not 
conducted.  

There are a number of other rare or at-risk species known from the Coast Range (Table 3). Survey timing 
may not have been appropriate for optimum surveyability for all of these species. The list has not been 
filtered for only those species for which habitat is present on the park’s property. 

It was not within the scope of this assessment to survey exhaustively for sensitive species throughout 
the study area.  Sensitive species surveys should be performed on a site-specific basis once any broad 
planning concepts or potential areas of future development are known. 

 

Table 3. At-risk plant species in the Coast Range Ecoregion
1
 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status 
State 
Rank 

Heritage 
Rank 

Abronia latifolia Yellow sandverbena 
  

G5S3 

Abronia umbellata ssp. breviflora Pink sandverbena SOC LE G4G5 

Callitriche fassettii Fassett's water-starwort 
  

G1QSNR 

Cardamine pattersonii Saddle Mt. bittercress SOC C G2S2 

Carex brevicaulis Short-stemmed sedge 
  

G5S2 

Castilleja chambersii Chambers' paintbrush SOC 
 

G1S1 

Carex pluriflora Many flowered sedge 
  

G5S1 

Elymus hirsutus Hairy wildrye 
  

G5SNR 

Erigeron peregrinus var. peregrinus Wandering daisy 
  

G5T4S1 

Erythronium revolutum Pink fawn-lily 
  

G4S4 

Filipendula occidentalis Queen-of-the-forest SOC C G2G3S2 

Geum triflorum var. campanulatum Western red avens 
  

G5T4S1 

Gnaphalium californicum California cudweed 
  

G5SNR 

Huperzia miyoshiana Pacific fir-moss 
  

G4S1 

Impatiens ecornuta Spurless jewelweed 
  

G3G4S2 

Lathyrus littoralis Beach peavine 
  

G5SNR 

Lewisia columbiana var. rupicola Rosy lewisia 
  

G4T4S2 

Leymus flavescens Sand wildrye 
  

G4SNR 

Lilaea scilloides Flowering quillwort 
  

G5S3 

Lloydia serotina ssp. serotina Alp lily 
  

G5T5SNR 

Myrica gale Sweet gale 
  

G5S1 

Myriophyllum ussuriense Russian water-milfoil 
  

G3S1 

Packera flettii Flett's groundsel 
  

G4S2 
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Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status 
State 
Rank 

Heritage 
Rank 

Persicaria punctata Dotted smartweed 
  

G5SNR 

Poa marcida Weak bluegrass 
  

G4G5S4 

Poa stenantha Narrow-flower bluegrass 
  

G5SNR 

Puccinellia nutkaensis Pacific alkaligrass 
  

G4SNR 

Ribes laxiflorum Trailing blackberry 
  

G5SNR 

Samolus parviflorus Water-pimpernel 
  

G5SNR 

Sidalcea hendersonii Henderson's sidalcea SOC 
 

G3S1 

Sidalcea hirtipes Bristly-stemmed sidalcea SOC C G2S2 

Sidalcea nelsoniana Nelson's sidalcea LT LT G2G3S2 

Silene douglasii var. oraria Cascade Head catchfly SOC LT G4T1S1 

Synthyris schizantha Fringed kittentail 
  

G4G5S4 

Triglochin striata Three-ribbed arrow-grass 
  

G5SNR 

Vaccinium oxycoccos Wild bog cranberry 
  

G5S4 

Wolffia columbiana Columbia water-meal 
  

G5S1 
1 Source: ORBIC 
LE: Listed endangered 
LT: Listed threatened 
C: Candidate 
SOC: species of concern 
G1: Critically imperiled throughout its range 
G2: Imperiled throughout its range 
G3: Rare, threatened or uncommon throughout its range 
G4: Not rare, apparently secure throughout its range 
G5: Widespread, abundant, and secure throughout its range 
S1: Critically imperiled in Oregon 
S2: Imperiled in Oregon 
S3: Rare, threatened, or uncommon in Oregon 
S4: Not rare, apparently secure in Oregon 
T: Rank for a subspecies, variety, or race 
NR: Not yet ranked 
 
 
 

2.7.4 INVASIVE PLANTS 

Invasive plants are common within the disturbed areas of Ecola, primarily within the open grassland 
habitats adjacent to parking areas and viewpoints. Fortunately, the remainder of the natural areas are 
relatively free of invasive species, with the exception of some more open habitats that have experienced 
some degree of disturbance in recent years. Most of the Feldenheimer property is largely devoid of 
exotic plant species despite the disturbance regimes, but the property is also largely devoid of 
understory native vegetation as well. Threats from the adjacent managed forests under industrial 
ownership do exist once openings are created due to blow down or other disturbance. Minor amounts 
of forest invasives exist- a small population of English ivy (Hedera helix) was noted in Ecola. English Holly 
(Ilex aquilfolium) was recorded in small amounts in the depauperate forest stands of Feldenheimer.  

Developed portions of Ecola are dominated by non-native pasture grasses, including velvetgrass, tall 
fescue (Festuca arundiacea), and bluegrass species (Poa spp.). Hairy cat’s ear (Hypochaeris radicata) is of 
a particular problem as its basal rosettes are appressed tightly to the ground and prevent other native 
species from growing. Armenian blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) is prevalent in the disturbed grasslands 
at Ecola Point where mowing is difficult due to topography.  
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The open shrubland and herbaceous communities found within Ecola are frequently plagued by invasive 
species, probably due to past disturbance. Species commonly found here include burnweed, foxglove 
(Digitalis purpurea), common vetch (Vicia gigantea), and bull thistle. Non-native pasture grasses are also 
present, most commonly bluegrass (Poa spp.) and velvetgrass.  

Table 4. Invasive species reported in study area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
ODA 
List(s) 

common velvetgrass Holcus lanatus n/a 

Armenian blackberry Rubus armeniacus B 

common foxglove Digitalis purpurea n/a 

Canada thistle Cirsium arvense B 

Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare B 

Australian burnweed Erechtites minima n/a 

hairy cat's ear Hypochaeris radicata n/a 

tansy ragwort Senecio jacobaea B 

English holly Ilex aquifolium n/a 

Queen Anne's Lace Daucus carota n/a 

creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens n/a 

English ivy Hedera helix B 

B: Oregon Department of Agriculture “B” list noxious weed species. 

 

 

Grasslands associated with visitor use areas tend to harbor non-native pasture grasses and invasive 
species. 
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2.8 FORESTRY 

Many forest stands throughout Ecola and all of the forests within Feldenheimer have been altered by 
timber harvest activities in the past and are in a state of regeneration. Historical documentation of stand 
characteristics on Tillamook Head can be found in cadastral survey notes (Tuttle 1915) and provides an 
indication of forest composition and structure prior to the disturbance associated with Euroamericans. 
These notes document stump diameters for western hemlock of 26-28” and Sitka spruce of 36-40” DBH 
throughout Tillamook Head. Western hemlock occurred primarily on basin ridges with Sitka spruce on 
west facing slopes described as “good average size and of fair quality”. Trees on east facing slopes were 
described as “fair size but inclined to be short and very coarse and limby” (Pickering and Connin 1994). 
In Ecola, approximately 142 acres are headlands, beach, and steep rocky slopes; the remaining 1198 
acres are forested.  

The first sawmill in Clatsop County opened in 1851, starting the opportunity for widespread logging in 
the area (Wells, 2006).. In 1918, the U.S. Army Spruce Division selectively removed Sitka spruce from the 
area for use in airplane construction (Annon et al. 1991, Pickering and Connin 1994). Approximately 100 
of the 433 acres in Ecola acquired from Crown Zellerbach Corporation were previously logged, although 
exact locations of the harvested areas are not known (Figure 11). Terrain likely limited access due to 
steepness and rocky outcrops (e.g. stand 10601). From analysis of aerial photos dating back to the 
1950’s and forest inventory data, it appears that selective logging occurred throughout Ecola with the 
exception of stand 10607. There are probably some small remnant areas (less than 2 acres) that had not 
been logged within Ecola.  

Feldenheimer was under ownership by private timber companies for many years. A majority of the 1467 
acres of Feldenheimer had been previously logged throughout the 1960’s and 220 acres in 1980-81 
(Stand 11026) before the property came into conservation ownership in 1978 and 1990 (Figure 11). The 
harvested units were replanted with an unknown species mix at a density of 250-300 seedlings per acre. 
Based on current species composition, the planted seedling mix is presumed to have been spruce and 
hemlock. After the 1981 harvest, an area of Feldenheimer was aerially seeded with hemlock and 
Douglas-fir in 1983. Tree density is more likely a function of natural regeneration rather than seeding, as 
60-70% of regrowth results from natural regeneration (Jaques et al. 1992, Pickering and Connin 1994).   
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Typical current condition of Feldenheimer stand harvested in 1980-81 
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Figure 11. Historic timber harvest areas
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2.8.1 STAND INVENTORIES 

Current stand conditions were assessed using data from several forest inventories. A 1990 Cavenham 
Forest Industries forest survey concluded a forest composition of 55% Western hemlock, 34% Sitka 
spruce, 6% Douglas-fir, 5% red alder, with a trace of grand fir and western red cedar, and nearly all of 
these trees were in the 20-29 year age class (Pickering and Connin 1994). In 1993, TNC conducted 
another survey; results are summarized in Table 5 and depicted in Figure 12. 

 

Table 5. TNC 1993 forest survey summary 

Group 
# 

Stand 
Date 

Area 
(ha) 

Dominant 
Species 

% 

Total 
Dens. 

(sts/ha) 

Average 
Size 
dbh 

Snags 
/ha 

Snag 
Size 
Dbh 

% plots 
w/shrubs 
(dom sp) 

% plots 
w/herbs 

(dom 
spp) 

1 1960-
1965 

297 Hemlock 
43% 

1513 62% 
10-29cm 

196 98% 
>30cm 

20% 
RUSP 

27% 
POMU 

2 1943 8.4 Spruce 
Hemlock 

965 93% 
10-49cm 

510 99% 
<30cm 

? 
VAPA 

62% 
Moss 

3 1923 1.7 Hemlock 
80% 

750 90% 
10-49cm 

379 98% 
<30cm 

60% 
GASH 

? 
Moss 

4 1980-
1981 

67 Hemlock 
51% 

2681 77% 
<10cm 

200 100% 
<30cm 

? 
GASH 

? 
POMU 

5 Old 
growth 

3 Spruce 54% 
Hemlock 46% 

138 72% 
<90cm 

39 74% 
<30cm 

100%? 
GASH 

? 
POMU 

Source: Connin 1993 

 

To gather baseline data for planning, in February of 2012 OPRD contracted a stand level inventory of 
Ecola and Feldenheimer. Some areas were not surveyed: an approximately 200-foot buffer on Canyon 
Creek in Feldenheimer, inaccessible shore line cliffs in Ecola (stands 10601 and 10608), and some older 
stands in Feldenheimer that will not need management (11027, 11028, 11029, and 11030) were not 
surveyed in the interest of time and expense. Important data developed from this inventory include 
average age, average diameter at breast height (DBH), live crown ratio, stand density index (SDI) and 
basal area in square feet (sq.ft.). SDI is used as a measure of forest stand condition (Table 6). Live crown 
ratio is an index of tree vigor; trees with less than 25% live crown ratios are dying, less than 30%  are 
inpoor condition and declining,above 40% are stable, and above 50% are in good condition. Basal area 
can be used to calculate merchantable timber, important when developing project proposals even when 
goals are for forest health and sustainable forest conditions. The results of this stand inventory provide 
detailed information about current stand conditions and overall forest health (Table 7 and Figure 13).  

Table 6. Stand density index and related stand condition 

SDI Stand Condition 

25%  
 

Crown closure and onset of self-pruning, competition, and discouragement of 
understory. 

35%  
 

Lowest limit of full site occupancy. Self-pruning, competition, halt in understory 
development begin to get earnest. 

55-70%  
 

Trees stressed. Self-thinning begins. Understories die off. Precise point depends on 
stand structure and random mortality events. 

100% Maximum stocking. 
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2.8.2 CURRENT STAND CONDITIONS 

In Ecola, except for two stands (10601 and 10607), mature and late successional forest are present in 
small pockets. These forest stands are predominantly Sitka spruce-western hemlock with components of 
red alder. Average age is 151 years, with DBH of the largest trees at 85”, and tree heights ranging 
upwards of 200 feet (Figure 14). These stands are relatively open with only 60-100 large trees per acre, 
not including the numerous seedlings in the understory (upwards of 1000 per acre). Generally, these 
late successional stands tend to have significant numbers of standing snags and coarse woody debris 
present on the forest floor. They are also characterized by having multi-layered canopies with gaps in 
the overstory that are a result of tree falls. Stand 10607 is approximately 37 acres of older, mature 
forest that has not been previously logged, and stand 10601 is comprised of rocky cliffs adjacent to the 
ocean. 

 

Table 7. OPRD 2012 forest inventory stand summary 

Stand 
# 

Area 
(acres) 

Dominant 
Species 

Total 
Density 
(trees 
/acre) 

Avg. 
DBH 

 

Avg. 
Stand 
Age  

(years) 

Snags 
#/ac 

Snags 
avg. 
DBH 

SDI 
% 

Basal 
Feet/
Acre 

Crown 
Ratio 
Avg % 

11001 5 WH/SS 344 15” 65 29 11” 51 37,724 40 
11002 6 WH 412 11” 45 4 32” 60 24,576 50 
11003 9 RA 560 8” 27 0 N/A 49 9,235 46 
11004 13 RA/WH 299 12” 53 10 11” 49 22,464 60 
11006 22 SS/WH 369 12” 53 0 N/A 62 34,351 40 
10607 37 SS/WH 3238 26” 151 10 24” 34 51,910 60 
11008 38 WH/SS 203 15” 45 12 15” 50 29,586 55 
10609 48 RA/SS 490 9” 50 0 N/A 70 24,857 19 
11010 49 SS/WH 259 14” 54 6 11” 49 34,987 32 
11011 55 WH/SS 447 10” 50 4 11” 54 19,910 40 
10612 63 SS/WH 303 19” 81 5 40” 45 45,479 50 
10613 69 WH/SS 109 22” 113 15 32” 43 56,712 43 
11014 79 WH/SS 347 14” 48 6 10” 74 44,411 20 
11015 78 SS/WH 472 11” 50 0 N/A 61 31,617 32 
11016 80 SS/WH 342 13” 52 2 17” 54 41,408 40 
11017 89 SS/WH 257 15” 45 0 N/A 55 33,238 38 
11018 89 SS/WH 240 14” 47 5 12” 47 34,611 30 
11019 102 SS/WH 396 13” 43 7 15” 70 44,608 40 
10620 109 SS/WH 239 13” 87 3 42” 43 46,996 55 
10621 116 WH/SS 381 10” 87 4 42” 48 34,606 60 
11022 145 WH/SS 1471 6” 100 12 33” 59 55,531 50 
11023 181 SS/WH 395 12” 50 4 16” 59 34,369 36 
10624 204 SS/WH 438 11” 80 3 40” 33 48,153 50 
11025 197 SS/WH 334 13” 50 0 N/A 58 37,116 38 
11026 221 WH/SS 412 10” 49 0 N/A 53 18,568 40 
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Figure 12. TNC 1993 forest survey management units 
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Typical stand condition in Feldenheimer, harvested in 1960-65 

 

In Feldenheimer, most of the stands are second-growth forests that they have regenerated after a 
disturbance. Disturbances have primarily been due to timber harvest, but landslides on the sedimentary 
soils found on Tillamook Head have also contributed to altering the composition of forest structures. 

A large majority of the second growth forest stands in Feldenheimer were harvested in the 1960’s. 
These stands were replanted after harvest, but did not receive follow up maintenance actions typical of 
managed stands. As a result these stands currently exhibit a highly altered forest structure with 
extremely high tree density for their age. The stands range in age from 43-53 years old, have a nearly 
uniform height (Figure 14), and are dominated by an even distribution of western hemlock and Sitka 
spruce. These stands contain an average of 372 trees per acre, excluding seedlings. Some stands have as 
many as 490 trees per acre. As a result of overcrowding, trees within these stands have relatively low 
diameters for their age. Average DBH ranges from 9-15”, with the majority of stands averaging at 12”. 
The trees also are typically in poor health with live crown ratios of 40% or less, with one stand at 19%.  

The homogeneity of the second growth forests also contributes to low structural diversity within the 
stands. Very few seedlings have germinated within the low light conditions of the understory, and the 
forest contains only one layer of overstory. Throughout many of the closed stands within Feldenheimer, 
no understory is present. Few snags are present, and some stands have none. One stand is in mature 
forest condition (Stand 11027); the remainder are in the tree stress condition using stand density 
indicators. Detailed stand descriptions are provided below and summarized in Table 7; Figure 13 shows 
stand locations.  
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2.8.3 ECOLA DETAILED STAND INFORMATION 

STAND 10607 (~37.0 AC.) 

An older stand located within the northern portion of Ecola, it is typical of the older stands in Ecola. The 
average stand age is 151 years old. The trees have good live crown ratios of 60% or more. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 3236. However, 98% of those are seedlings. The stand 
consists of 60 large trees per acre over 16” DBH. The SDI is 34%; as mortality occurs in older trees, 
understory development will halt and become a more layered stand. The average stand DBH is 26” with 
a basal area of 216 sq. ft. (square feet), excluding trees less than 6” DBH. 

STAND 10609 (~48.0 AC.) 

One of the younger stands in Ecola with an average age of 50 years old, this stand is dominated by red 
alder in the overstory and contains an average number of trees per acre of 202 greater than 4” DBH. The 
SDI is 70% for red alder, the upper limit of tree stress. The average stand DBH is 13” with a basal area of 
215 sq. ft. if you exclude trees less than 4” DBH. Soils are hydric and anaerobic, and the stand is a wet 
riparian plant community. 

STAND 10612 (~63.0 AC.) 

This stand is located within the south central portion of Ecola and has an average age of 81 years old. 
The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 303. The SDI is 45% for Sitka spruce, at full 
site occupancy. The average DBH is 12” with a basal area of 237 sq. ft.  

STAND 10613 (~69.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the central part of Ecola and encompasses Tillamook Head itself. It is a multi-
layered stand with older forest structure. The average age of the stand is 113 years old. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 109, excluding seedlings. The SDI is 48% for western 
hemlock, at full site occupancy. The average DBH is 22” with a basal area of 286 sq. ft. 

STAND 16020 (~109.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the southeastern portion of Ecola. The average age of the stand is 87 years old. 
The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 239. The SDI is 43% for Sitka spruce. At this 
SDI, these older forest structured stands seem to stabilize at an average limit of site occupancy. The 
average DBH is 19” (ignoring the seedlings) with a basal area of 237 sq. ft. 

STAND 16021 (~116.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the central portion of Ecola and has an average age of 87 years old. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 381. The SDI is 43% for western hemlock. At this SDI, 
these older forest structured stands seem to stabilize at an average limit of site occupancy. The average 
DBH is 23”, excluding seedlings up to 3” with a basal area of 201 sq. ft.  

STAND 10624 (~204.0 AC.) 

The average age of the stand is 80 years old. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 
438. The SDI is 33% for Sitka spruce (>2”+ diameter) where these older forest structured stands seem to 
stabilize at an average limit of site occupancy. The average DBH is 11” with a basal area of 309 sq. ft. 
Surveyors observed that the stand is a mosaic of different stand conditions; the windward, west-facing 
slope is variable structurally, with low site productivity and containing wind swept, stunted trees. On the 
leeward, east-facing slope the forest is in a closed canopy condition with mature timber and very high 
site productivity.  
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Figure 13. OPRD 2012 forest inventory stands
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Figure 14. Vegetation Height Classes 
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2.8.4 FELDENHEIMER DETAILED STAND INFORMATION 

STAND 11001 (~5.3 AC.) 

This small stand is located within the southwestern corner of the Feldenheimer property adjacent to 
Canyon Creek. The average age of the stand is 50-67 years old. The trees have good live crown ratios of 
40% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 344 with 38% of those below 
8” in diameter. The SDI is 51%, the upper limit of full site occupancy. The average DBH is 12” with a basal 
area of 291 sq. ft. There are several larger Sitka spruce trees with DBH >20”.  

STAND 11002 (~6.0 AC.) 

Stand 11002 is located within the northeastern corner of Feldenheimer and is directly on the property’s 
boundary with the Campbell Group. The average age of the stand (WH >11”) is 45 years old. The trees 
have good live crown ratios of 50% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 
411 with 60% of those below 8” in diameter.  The SDI is 60%, where self-thinning has begun. The 
average DBH is 11” with a basal area of 268 sq. ft. 

STAND 11003 (~9.0 AC.) 

Stand 11003 is located in the southwestern corner of the Feldenheimer property and is one of the 
youngest stands present with the average age of the stand at 27 years old. The trees have good live 
crown ratios of 46% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 560 with 67% 
of those below 8” in diameter.  The SDI is 49%, on the upper limit of full site occupancy. The average 
DBH is 9” with a basal area of 240  sq. ft. Dominant species are red alder and western hemlock but some 
Sitka spruce throughout the stand. Fern and salal were the dominant ground cover. 

STAND 11004 (~13.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the northern portion of Feldenheimer with an average age of 53 years old. The 
overstory is dominated by red alder and the trees have good live crown ratios of 60% or more. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 560 with 31% of those below 6” in diameter. The SDI is 
49%, on the upper limit of full site occupancy, but without factoring in the red alder it is substantially 
lower at only 20%. The average DBH is 12” with a basal area of 226  sq. ft. 

STAND 11006 (~22.0 AC.) 

This is a closed stand located in the northeastern corner of Feldenheimer with an average age of 53 
years old. The trees have good live crown ratios of 40% or more. The stand contains an average number 
of trees per acre of 369. The SDI is 62%, the upper limit of where tree stress occurs and random 
mortality events such as wind throw. The average DBH is 12” with a basal area of 292 sq. ft. Stand is 
productive hemlock and spruce with a part of the stand in closed canopy, single story and part with 2 
story closed canopy. Minor amounts of cedar and alder present.  

STAND 11008 (~38.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the northeastern corner of Feldenheimer and has an average age of 45 years old. 
The trees have good live crown ratios of 55% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees 
per acre of 203. The stand density index (SDI) is 50%, the upper limit of full site occupancy however, if 
you don’t count the alder the stand is only at 30% of max. SDI The average DBH is 15” with a basal area 
of 257 sq. ft. 
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STAND 11010 (~49.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in a central portion of the Feldenheimer property just east of the Canyon Creek 
drainage. The average age of the stand is 54 years old. The stand contains an average number of trees 
per acre of 259 (see table 13 below). The SDI is 49% for Sitka spruce, the upper limit of site occupancy. 
The average DBH is 14” with a basal area of 281 sq. ft. This stand exhibits the typical closed canopy 
conditions found within most of the forest stands in Feldenheimer.  

STAND 11011 (~55.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the southeastern portion of Feldenheimer with an average age of 50 years old. 
The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 447 (see table 15 below). The SDI is 32% for 
western hemlock, the lower limit of site occupancy if you only factor in the trees greater than 10” in 
diameter. The average DBH is 10” with a basal area of 235 sq. ft. Stand is productive hemlock and 
spruce.  Some of the hemlock is in the intermediate crown class mixed with alder. Portions of these 
areas are not free to grow yet. 

STAND 11014 (~79.0 AC.) 

This stand is located within the central portion of Feldenheimer on the eastern park boundary. It is an 
extremely dense stand, and has an average age of 48 years old. The stand contains an average number 
of trees per acre of 347 (see table 19 below) not factoring in all the seedlings. The SDI is 74% for western 
hemlock, maximum tree stress level. The average DBH is 14” with a basal area of 370 sq. ft. The live 
crown ratios are extremely low and this stand is in very poor ecological health.  

STAND 11015 (~78.0 AC.) 

This stand is located within Feldenheimer on the eastern border of the property and has an average age 
of 50 years old. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 266 not factoring in all the 
seedlings and the area of alder dominated overstory by the drainage. The SDI is 34% for western 
hemlock, lowest level of full site occupancy. The average DBH is 11” with a basal area of 315 sq. ft. The 
live crown ratios are 31% with many parts of the stand in poor condition. They are very dense spots 
within this stand with some windthrow causing natural openings. The stand predominantly consists of 
spruce and hemlock with a few smaller patches of red alder.  

STAND 11016 (~80.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the north central portion of Feldenheimer and is a typical closed canopy 
Feldenheimer stand. The average age of the stand is 52 years old. The stand contains an average 
number of trees per acre of 341 not factoring in all the seedlings and the one plot of alder by the 
drainage. The SDI is 54% for Sitka spruce, highest level of full site occupancy. The average DBH is 13” 
with a basal area of 315 sq. ft.  

STAND 11017 (~89.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the central portion of Feldenheimer and has an average age of 45 years old. The 
stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 257 not factoring in all the seedlings and one plot 
of alder by the drainage. The SDI is 55% for Sitka spruce, onset of tree stress. The average DBH is 15” 
with a basal area of 302 sq. ft. This stand also contains some significant amounts of Douglas fir.  

STAND 11018 (~89.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the northeastern part of Feldenheimer with an average age of 47 years old. This 
stand is closed with very little understory vegetation. The stand contains an average number of trees per 
acre of 240. The SDI is 47% for Sitka spruce, upper limit of full site occupancy. The average DBH is 14” 
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with a basal area of 263 sq. ft. Field observation: stand is productive spruce with a significant cohort of 
hemlock. Stand structure is single story and in the stem exclusion stage. Both spruce and hemlock are in 
good vigor. There are minor amounts of grand fir in present in the northwest portion of this stand.  

STAND 11019 (~102.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the central western portion of Feldenheimer and the eastern portion of Ecola, 
straddling the border of the two properties. The average age of the stand is 43 years old. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 392. The SDI is 70% for Sitka spruce, upper limit of tree 
stress. The average DBH is 13” with a basal area of 388 sq. ft. Surveyors observed the north end of stand 
had significant amounts of older down wood and areas along the west edge of the stand had some large 
areas of recent windthrow. 

STAND 11022 (~145.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the northern portion of Feldenheimer and has an average age of 100 years old. 
This stand is one of the more structurally diverse stands within Feldenheimer, containing a diversity of 
tree sizes and a relatively healthy understory. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 
1471. The average DBH for the stand is 6” with a basal area of 327 sq. ft. Average DBH (>2” dia.) is 18” 
with 185 trees per acre, with an SDI (>2+” dia.) of 59% for western hemlock. This stand could use a 
commercial thin but would be a lower priority due to access issues. 

STAND 11023 (~181.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the northwestern portion of Feldenheimer and is a typical overstocked stand for 
this property. The average age of the stand is 50 years old. The stand contains an average number of 
trees per acre of 395. The SDI is 59% for Sitka spruce, the mid-range of tree stress stand condition. The 
average DBH is 12” with a basal area of 319 sq. ft. 

STAND 11025 (~197.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the central western portion of the Feldenheimer property and is typical of the 
other overstocked stands on the property. The average age of the stand is 50 years old. The stand 
contains an average number of trees per acre of 334. The average tree diameter for the stand is 13” 
with a basal area of 328 sq. ft. The SDI is 58% for Sitka spruce.  

STAND 11026 (~221.0 AC.) 

This stand is located in the southeastern portion of the Feldenheimer property with an average age of 
49 years old. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 334. The average tree diameter 
for the stand is 10” with a basal area of 235 sq. ft. The stand has an SDIof 53% for Western hemlock. This 
stand is densely stocked, in the stem exclusion stage. The northern part of the stand has a few older 
trees and scattered clumps of dense sapling size poles (4-7”) that are probably unstable due to a high 
diameter-to-height ratio with low crown ratios.  

 



Ecola-Feldenheimer  2014 Natural Resource Management Plan 

5 1  

2.9 WILDLIFE 

Ecola-Feldenheimer provides habitat for a variety of species, especially marine wildlife, songbirds, small 
mammals, elk, and amphibians. Unique features within the parks include headwater streams, late-
successional forest, coastal bluffs and offshore rocks. These habitats provide homes for at-risk species, 
such as the marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), red tree vole (Arborimus longicaudus), 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), seabirds, and sea lions. Habitat condition varies dramatically – some 
areas are relatively undisturbed, while others have been heavily impacted by human land uses.  

 

 

Peregrine falcon at Ecola State Park, Indian Point 

2.9.1 WILDLIFE SURVEYS 

OPRD’s surveys have documented 58 species at Ecola and 33 species at Feldenheimer (Table 8). Avian 
diversity and total numbers of individuals determined by point count was higher at Ecola than 
Feldenheimer (Table 9). Terrestrial amphibians were also more numerous at Ecola, although species 
diversity was similar (Table 10).  

MARBLED MURRELET SURVEYS 

OPRD staff conducted two surveys for marbled murrelet in 2012. These surveys do not cover the entire 
park according to the protocol recommended by the Pacific Seabird Group (Mack, et al 2003). Stations 
were placed in or adjacent to potential murrelet habitat where observers had an open view of the 
canopy. Surveys began 45 minutes before dawn and ended 75 minutes after dawn. One murrelet was 
detected flying over the canopy from west to east. This does not indicate occupancy, but does support 
more thorough survey coverage to determine if murrelets are using either park for nesting. 

NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL SURVEYS 

OPRD staff conducted surveys for northern spotted owl in 2012 and 2013, following methodology in 
CITE USFWS 2012 Survey Protocol for Northern Spotted Owl (USFWS 2012). Call stations were placed in 
potential habitat along ridges to maximize acoustic coverage. Call back of USFWS-approved 10-minute 
northern spotted owl calls were played for 10 minutes at each station using a FoxPro game caller. No 
spotted owls were detected, however 1 great-horned owl, 1 barn owl, and at least two pairs of barred 
owls responded to calls. One northern saw-whet owl was also heard during surveys, but not in response 
to call back. 
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Table 8. Wildlife species documented by OPRD 

Species Group Common Name Ecola Feldenheimer 
Amphibians Columbia torrent salamander  Present 

 Dunn's Salamander Present  

 Ensatina Present Present 

 Pacific Giant Salamander  Present 

 Red-legged frog  Present 

 Rough-skinned Newt Present Present 

 Western Redback Salamander Present Present 

Birds American bald eagle Present  

 American crow Present Present 

 American goldfinch Present Present 

 American robin Present Present 

 American peregrine falcon Present  

 Anna's hummingbird Present Present 

 Band-tailed pigeon Present Present 

 Barn Owl Present  

 Barred Owl Present  

 Black brant Present  

 Black-capped Chickadee Present  

 Black-headed Grosbeak Present  

 Brown Creeper Present Present 

 Chestnut-backed Chickadee Present Present 

 Common Raven Present Present 

 Dark-eyed Junco  Present Present 

 Downy Woodpecker Present  

 Dusky Flycatcher Present  

 European Starling Present  

 Evening Grosbeak  Present 

 Glaucous-winged Gull Present  

 Golden-crowned Kinglet Present Present 

 Gray Jay   Present 

 Great Horned Owl Present  

 Hairy Woodpecker  Present Present 

 Hermit Warbler Present Present 

 Herring Gull Present  

 Marbled murrelet Present  

 Northern Flicker Present  

 Northern Pygmy-owl Present  

 Northern Saw-whet Owl Present  

 Olive-sided flycatcher Present  

 Orange-crowned Warbler Present  

 Pacific Wren Present Present 

 Pacific-slope Flycatcher Present Present 

 Pileated woodpecker  Present 

 Red Crossbill Present  

 Red-breasted Nuthatch  Present Present 

 Red-breasted Sapsucker  Present  

 Red-tailed Hawk Present Present 

 Ruffed Grouse Present  
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Species Group Common Name Ecola Feldenheimer 
 Rufous Hummingbird Present  

 Song Sparrow Present  

 Steller's Eider Present  

 Steller's Jay Present Present 

 Swainson's Thrush Present Present 

 Turkey Vulture Present  

 Varied Thrush  Present Present 

 Violet-green Swallow Present  

 Warbling Vireo  Present 

 Western snowy plover Present  

 White-crowned Sparrow Present  

 White-throated Swift Present  

 Wilson's Warbler Present Present 

Mammals Black-tailed Deer Present Present 

 Coyote Present  

 Douglas' Squirrel Present Present 

 Roosevelt Elk Present Present 

 Townsend's big-eared bat Present  

 

POINT COUNTS 

A point-count station is a permanent location that is revisited to tally birds by sight and sound for a fixed 
time. Point counts can be used to provide a methodical way to generate a species list, species diversity, 
and to assess population trends over time. OPRD methodology followed the Partners in Flight 
recommended protocol from “A Habitat-based point-count protocol for terrestrial birds, emphasizing 
Washington and Oregon” (Huff et.al 2000). Point count locations were selected based on accessibility 
and habitat, at minimum 150 meters apart. Each station was surveyed three times between May 15 and 
June 30, 2012. Counts began no later than 15 minutes after dawn. OPRD’s wildlife biologist drove or 
walked to the vicinity of each station, walked to the exact point, then waited for 1 minute prior to 
beginning the count.. Once the count began, all birds heard or seen were documented for a total of 5 
minutes. Birds were recorded within 50 meters, beyond 50 meters, and as flyovers. Birds also were 
recorded two time blocks: 0-3 minutes and 3-5 minutes. Weather information was also documented. 
Any bird species observed in between surveys were listed only if they had not been documented during 
a survey. This was done to build as complete of a species presence list as possible. Even so, some species 
may not have been observed during the surveys. Therefore, undocumented species should not be 
interpreted as complete absence. 

Avian diversity and total numbers of individuals determined by these point counts was higher at Ecola 
than Feldenheimer (Table 9).  

TERRESTRIAL AMPHIBIAN SURVEYS 

Amphibian surveys were conducted in both Ecola and Feldenheimer in 2012. The survey protocol was 
adapted from “Sampling Methods for Terrestrial Amphibians and Reptiles” (Corn and Bury 1990). 
Interestingly, species diversity was the same in both parks, although species composition was different. 
Total numbers of individuals was higher in Ecola than Feldenheimer. Note that rough-skinned newt have 
been observed in Feldenheimer, although they were not detected during the surveys. Also, Pacific giant 
salamanders have been observed in Ecola separately from surveys, so species diversity based solely on 
this survey likely misrepresents total diversity. 
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Table 9. Species diversity and total individuals by point count station 

Park Station Individuals 
Observed 

Species 
Diversity 

Ecola PC_106_1 39 14 

 PC_106_2 28 15 

 PC_106_3 47 15 

 PC_106_4 28 12 

 PC_106_5 60 14 

 PC_106_6 31 15 

 PC_106_7 30 11 

 PC_106_8 45 13 

 PC_106_9 27 14 

 PC_106_10 47 17 

 PC_106_11 27 12 

Ecola Totals 409 28 

Feldenheimer PC_110_1 24 10 

 PC_110_2 26 12 

 PC_110_3 22 9 

 PC_110_4 22 11 

 PC_110_5 23 11 

 PC_110_6 25 10 

 PC_110_7 20 9 

 PC_110_8 40 11 

 PC_110_9 12 7 

 PC_110_10 20 11 

 PC_110_11 24 11 

 PC_110_12 24 11 

Feldenheimer Totals 282 19 

 

Table 10. Amphibian species detected during surveys in 2012 

Species Ecola Feldenheimer 

Columbia torrent salamander  Present 
Dunn’s salamander Present  
Ensatina Present Present 
Pacific giant salamander  Present 
Rough-skinned newt Present  
Western red-backed salamander Present Present 

 

 

Ensatina at Feldenheimer 
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Columbia torrent salamander juvenile at Feldenheimer 

 

2.9.2 AT-RISK WILDLIFE SPECIES 

At-risk wildlife species are those experiencing population declines or are otherwise at risk. They include 
federal endangered, threatened, candidate species and species of concern; state endangered, 
threatened, and candidate species; state critical and vulnerable species, and species with a state 
Heritage rank of S1 (critically imperiled), S2 (imperiled due to rarity or vulnerability), and S3 (rare, 
uncommon, or threatened). Currently, six species listed under the Federal and/or state Endangered 
Species Acts, and 49 federal and/or state sensitive species have the potential to occur or do occur in -
Feldenheimer (Table 11). Inventories of the property identified four federal or state threatened and 
endangered species present in the park (Table 11). Assessment timing may not have been appropriate 
for detecting many of these species; therefore, at-risk species surveys should be performed prior to 
initiation of development projects.  
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Table 11.  Potential at-risk species occurrences at Ecola-Feldenheimer 

Common Name Scientific Name FESA OESA Heritage  
Rank 

Occurrence 

Broadwhorl tightcoil (snail) Pristiloma johnsoni    S3 Potential 
California floater (mussel) Anodonta californiensis SOC   S2 Potential 
Nerite ramshorn (snail) Vorticifex neritoides    SH Potential 
Oregon floater (mussel) Anodonta oregonensis    S3 Potential 
Oregon megomphix (snail) Megomphix hemphilli    S3 Potential 
Oregon silverspot  Speyeria zerene hippolyta FT   S1 Potential 
Rotund physa (snail) Physella columbiana    SH Potential 
Sandbar darkling beetle Eusattus rectus    SH Potential 
Sonora skipper Polites sonora siris    S3? Potential 
Warty jumping-slug Hemphillia glandulosa    S3 Potential 
Winged floater Anodonta nuttalliana    S1? Potential 
Chum salmon  
(Pacific Coast ESU) 

Oncorhynchus keta pop. 4  SC  S2 Vicinity 

Coastal cutthroat trout  
Oregon Coast ESU 

Oncorhynchus clarkii pop. 1    S3 Present 

Coho salmon  
(Oregon Coast ESU) 

Oncorhynchus kisutch pop. 1 FT SV  S2 Present 

Pacific lamprey Entosphenus tridentatus SOC SV  S2 Potential 
River lamprey Lampetra ayresii SOC   S3? Potential 
Steelhead  
Oregon Coast ESU, winter  

Oncorhynchus mykiss pop 15 SOC SV  S2S3 Vicinity 

Western brook lamprey Lampetra richardsoni  SV  S4 Potential 
Clouded salamander Aneides ferreus  SV CS S3S4 Potential 
Coastal tailed frog Ascaphus truei  SV  S3 Potential 
Columbia torrent 
salamander 

Rhyacotriton kezeri  SV CS S3 Present 

Cope's giant salamander Dicamptodon copei  SV CS S2 Potential 
Northern red-legged frog Rana aurora SOC SV CS S3S4 Present 
Western toad Anaxyrus boreas  SV CS S4 Potential 
American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum  SV  S2B Present 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus  SV CS S4B,S4N Present 
Band-tailed pigeon Patagioenas fasciata SOC  CS S3B Present 
Black oystercatcher Haematopus bachmani SOC SV  S3 Present 
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola    S2B,S5N Present 
California brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis californicus  LE  S2N Present 
Caspian Tern Sterna caspia   CS  Present 
Cassin's auklet Ptychoramphus aleuticus  SV  S2B Present 
Clark's grebe Aechmophorus clarkii    S3B,S2N Potential 
Common nighthawk Chordeiles minor  SC  S5B Potential 
Fork-tailed storm-petrel Oceanodroma furcata    S2B Potential 
Golden-crowned Kinglet Regulus satrapa    S3 Present 
Harlequin duck Histrionicus histrionicus SOC   S2B,S3N Present 
Horned grebe Podiceps auritus    S2B,S5N Present 
Lewis's woodpecker Melanerpes lewis SOC SC  S2B,S2?N Potential 
Little willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii brewsteri  SV  S3B Potential 
Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus FT ST CS S2 Present 
Mountain quail Oreortyx pictus SOC SV  S3S4 Potential 
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis SOC SV  S3S4 Potential 
Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis caurina FT LT  S3 Potential 
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Common Name Scientific Name FESA OESA Heritage  
Rank 

Occurrence 

Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SOC SV CS S2S3B Vicinity 
Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus  SV  S4 Present 
Purple martin Progne subis SOC SC  S2B Vicinity 
Red-necked grebe Podiceps grisegena  SC  S1B,S4N Present 
Rhinoceros auklet Cerorhinca monocerata  SV  S2B Present 
Tufted puffin Fratercula cirrhata  SV  S1B Present 
Western grebe Aechmophorus occidentalis    S3B,S2S3N Present 
Fisher Pekania pennanti PS:FC SC  S2 Potential 
Fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes SOC SV CS S2 Potential 
Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus  SV CS S3 Potential 
Long-eared myotis Myotis evotis SOC   S4 Potential 
Long-legged myotis Myotis volans SOC SV CS S3 Potential 
Northern sea lion Eumetopias jubatus    S2 Present 
Pacific Marten – Coast Martes caurina pop 3  SV  S1 Potential 
Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus SOC SV  S2 Potential 
Red tree vole Arborimus longicaudus PS:FC SV CS S3 Present 
Ringtail Bassariscus astutus  SV  S3 Potential 
Silver-haired bat Lasionycteris noctivagans SOC SV CS S3S4 Potential 
Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii SOC SC CS S2 Present 
Yuma myotis Myotis yumanensis SOC   S3 Potential 
Blue Whale Balaenoptera musculus FE SE   Potential 
Gray Whale Eschrichtius robustus  SE   Potential 
Humpback Whale Megaptera novaengliae FE SE   Potential 
Killer Whale Orcinus orca FE    Potential 
Rock Sandpiper Calidris ptilocnemis   CS  Potential 
Sea Otter Enhydra lutris FT ST   Potential 
Sperm Whale Physeter macrocephalus FE SE   Potential 
FE: Federally endangered 
FT: Federally threatened 
FC: Federal candidate for listing 
SOC: Federal Species of Concern 
PS: Partial status 
ST: State threatened 
SC: State critical 
SV: State vulnerable 
CS: Conservation Strategy 

S1: Critically imperiled in the state 
S2: Imperiled in the state 
S3: Rare, uncommon, or threatened in the state 
S4: Apparently secure 
S5: Widespread 
B: Breeding 
H: Historical occurrence 
N: Non-breedingS4N 
* Could fall into either rank 

 

OREGON SILVERSPOT BUTTERFLY 

The federally threatened Oregon silverspot butterfly is a small orange fritillary with dark markings. 
Currently this species is known to occur at only four sites in Oregon (USFWS, 2001).The silverspot 
requires early successional, coast-influenced grassland that contains the caterpillar host plant early blue 
violet (Viola adunca), adult nectar sources and courtship areas. The butterfly is not currently known to 
occupy the parks, and recolonization is unlikely without appropriate habitat and reintroduction efforts. 

COHO SALMON 

The Oregon Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) of Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kitsutch) is a 
federally threatened and state vulnerable anadramous salmonid that is currently present in the park. 
Coho spend most of their adult lives at sea and migrate up river and stream channels to spawn in stable 
gravel substrates. Eggs are laid in a depression in the gravel, called a redd. The Oregon Coast ESU spawn 
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in low gradient streams from November through March; young fry and juveniles feed and grow in 
streams and wetlands, migrating out to estuaries and ocean in the spring of their second year. Canyon 
Creek provides some habitat for coho salmon; however a natural waterfall barrier 0.3 miles upstream of 
the ocean prevents fish passage beyond that point. ODFW has been conducting surveys of Canyon Creek 
since 1994. No fish have been observed, however a single redd was detected in 2008.  

STEELHEAD 

The winter run of the Oregon Coast ESU steelhead is a federal species of concern salmonid. Winter 
steelhead are ocean-maturing and enter freshwater between November and April and spawn shortly 
thereafter (NMFS November 30 2009). Steelhead will return to the ocean post-spawning, and some 
adults will spawn more than once, unlike the majority of Oncorhynchus species. Like coho, steelhead 
require clear, cool streams with suitable gravel size, depth, and current velocity for spawning. Steelhead 
can enter streams and arrive at spawning grounds weeks or months prior to spawning, making the 
adults susceptible to disturbance and predation. Summer rearing takes place primarily in faster parts of 
pools, and in glides and riffles. Winter rearing occurs at lower densities across a wide range of fast and 
slow habitats. ODFW have been conducting surveys of Canyon Creek since 1995. Three steelhead were 
detected in 1994, but none since (ODFW unpublished data).  

CALIFORNIA BROWN PELICAN 

The state endangered California brown pelican is a large, gray-brown water bird with white around the 
head and neck. Once federally endangered, the species was delisted in 2009. On the coast it forages for 
ocean fish and nests in colonies on rocky islands. A summer resident, the pelican is likely to use the 
beach areas and offshore rocks of Cape Lookout for loafing. California brown pelicans have been seen 
with increasing regularity on the north Oregon coast even into winter, with many birds becoming 
stranded on winter beaches from winter storms and lack of food. Possible reasons for this range shift 
include climate change and shifts in oceanic patterns.  

MARBLED MURRELET 

Marbled murrelet is a federal and state-threatened species that spends most of its time at sea in open 
water. Approximately the size of a robin, this small seabird nests on large diameter limbs in coastal 
forests. These limbs, covered in moss, form nesting platforms where the birds will lay a single egg. Nest 
platforms have been found in old growth forests as well as in large, remnant trees in mature forests and 
on western hemlock trees infested with dwarf mistletoe. Marbled murrelet are declining rapidly across 
Oregon, Washington, and California, and are on the Watch List produced by the State of the Birds report 
(North American Bird Conservation Initiative 2014). Updated in 2014, the red watch list means a species 
is extremely vulnerable due to small population, small range, high threats, and rangewide declines. 
Threats to this species are habitat loss, predation, and potentially declining food quality. Corvids such as 
American crow and Steller’s jay depredate murrelet nests, and are often attracted to food waste and 
trash at recreation areas like campgrounds and trails. Recovery of marbled murrelet requires 
preservation and creation of habitat supporting nest platforms safe from increasing predator 
populations. 

Complete marbled murrelet protocol surveys have not been conducted at Ecola-Feldenheimer since 
1998. OPRD wildlife biologist conducted two surveys in 2012, and a single murrelet flew above canopy. 
This bird may have been heading far inland, or it may have been coming to Ecola-Feldenheimer. In the 
absence of recent survey data, OPRD is assuming presence of marbled murrelet. While nesting within 
the park has not been confirmed, surveys for this species are recommended prior to initiation of 
development projects. Marbled murrelet is a focal species for the park, associated with open grown 
large diameter conifers. 
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BLACK OYSTERCATCHER 

Black oystercatcher is a federal species of concern and state vulnerable shorebird. Approximately 350 
oystercatchers are counted annually in Oregon and there are an estimated 11,000 birds in the entire 
species (Elise Elliott-Smith, pers. comm). There is very little information about critical wintering habitat 
for oystercatchers. Oystercatchers do not always use the same rock for nesting every year. They will 
choose other rocks in the vicinity, including those connected at low tide since they are trying to find 
their own rock if they can (Elise Elliott-Smith, pers. comm.). During the nesting season (May-August), 
oystercatchers are particularly sensitive to human and dog disturbance. Off-leash dogs and people 
illegally climbing on coastal rocks and islands can cause this species to abandon their nests (Dawn Grafe, 
pers. comm.). Ecola’s coastline supports black oystercatchers during the breeding season in the vicinity 
of Indian Beach and Ecola Point. Although nest monitoring does not regularly occur here, oystercatchers 
have been noted in every survey conducted between 2005-2009, (USFWS 2007; USFWS 2009b).  

NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL 

The federal and state threatened northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) is a medium sized, 
dark brown owl with white spots on the breast. Often associated with “old-growth” this owl inhabits 
forests with structurally complexity most commonly found in mature and late-seral stage stands. 
Spotted owl pairs tend to occupy the same territory for many years, and invest significantly in parental 
care.  Territory size varies dependent on prey availability, ranging anywhere from 1,000 to 2,000 acres 
(Zabel et.al, 1995). 

Based on protocol surveys of suitable habitat in 2012 and 2013, Ecola-Feldenheimer does not currently 
support any known northern spotted owls, and there are no historical observations in databases 
available to OPRD (ODF, ODFW, USFWS, ORBIC, and eBird). However, the parks could provide habitat in 
the future with appropriate forest management. The nearest owl activity center known to OPRD is 
approximately 17 miles south east of the parks. Dispersal to the parks could prove a barrier to re-
colonization regardless of habitat, as connectivity is not ideal. The presence of at least 2 pairs of barred 
owls (Strix varia) may also thwart recolonization by spotted owls. More barred owl pairs may be present 
in habitat not suitable for spotted owls. 

FISHER 

The fisher is a federal candidate species for listing, a state critical and conservation strategy species. This 
large mustelid occupies late-seral forests, hunting for rodents and medium sized birds such as Steller’s 
jay, woodpeckers, and game birds. Often confused with marten and mink, fishers are much larger and 
darker. Males roam widely across the landscape during the breeding season in March and April seeking 
mates. Males have been documented ranging across 24,858 and 55,858 acres; one make traveled just 
over 13 miles within 48 hours (Aubry and Raley 2006). Females use hollows in live trees as natal dens; 
natal dens are usually in trees with a 36 inch dbh. Fishers used to range widely across Oregon, including 
the coast. However, the populations have decreased and fishers are thought to be extirpated in much of 
their former range.  

RED TREE VOLE 

Red tree vole is a federal candidate species for listing, a state vulnerable species and conservation 
strategy species. Red tree voles live in the upper canopy of late-seral coniferous forests, and are the 
primary food source for northern spotted owl. Surveys for this species require intensive effort and 
specialized certifications, including tree climbing. Due to the difficulty in obtaining survey data, assuming 
presence and avoiding actions detrimental to red tree vole habitat is more cost-effective.  
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TOWNSEND’S BIG EARED BAT 

Little is known about the full life history of Townsends’ big-eared bats. Females gather in large maternity 
colonies to bear and rear their young, and separate areas are used for day roosting, night roosting, and 
hibernation. These bats are of concern throughout Oregon and the United States. Efforts to increase 
survivorship of the bat within the park should focus on the bunker, but also explore assessing food 
needs, alternate winter roosts, and whether maternity roosts are in the area.  

A colony of Townsend’s big-eared bats were discovered hibernating in a World War II military radar 
bunker in 1993. In 1997 OPRD installed gates on the bunker to protect the bats and the bunker from 
vandalism, in addition to safety reasons. In 2011 the gates were bolted down to prevent vandals from 
prying the gates open and climbing in from the top, and the walls were painted over using a mixture of 
sand and paint. The sand was used to give bats a rougher surface for roosting.  

 

Figure 16. Townsend's big-eared bat counts 1993-2014 
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Iron gate installed on bunker to prevent vandalism allows bats to enter the bunker. 

 

2.9.3 FOCAL SPECIES 

Based on the desired future habitat, a number of key habitat attributes are of management importance. 
Managing and monitoring all species that utilize these attributes is costly and time-intensive; however, 
certain species are closely associated with important habitat attributes and can be used as focal species 
for determining if habitat conditions are providing functional attributes. While conservation is directed 
towards focal species, maintaining habitat attributes favorable for them will benefit a wider group of 
species with similar requirements, and can provide a comprehensive way to address ecosystem 
conservation (Altman and Alexander 2012). Ideally, the list of focal species would include 
representatives of all guilds of wildlife; however, due to the difficulty in monitoring some species, this 
may not be feasible.  

Focal species for Ecola-Feldenheimer (Table 12) were selected based on regional conservation plans, 
conservation status, recreation value, degree of association with important habitat attributes, and 
detectability. Species in this list are drawn heavily from the Partners in Flight conservation plan “Habitat 
Conservation for Landbirds in the Coniferous Forest of Western Oregon and Washington” (Altman and 
Alexander 2012), focusing on species that are associated with OPRD’s selected forest conditions. Birds 
are disproportionately represented due to their ease of monitoring and survey and strong body of 
research on their habitat requirements. Additional species have been added to address features not 
covered by these forest birds, although there is less robust assessments to link these species with 
habitat attributes. Focal species may change based on adaptive management strategies, changes in 
conservation status, and other factors.  
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Table 12. Focal species for Ecola-Feldenheimer 

Common Name Scientific Name Forest Condition Associated Attribute 

Plethodontid salamanders Multiple Multiple Downed wood and leaf litter 

Vaux's swift  Chaetura vauxi Unique Large hollow snags 

Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus Late-seral/Mature Large, open grown conifers 

Pacific-slope flycatcher Empidonax difficilis Late-seral/Mature Deciduous canopy trees in mature 
forests 

Brown creeper Certhia americana Late-seral/Mature Large trees in mature forests 

Pacific wren Troglodytes pacificus Mature/young Complex forest floor 

Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus Late-seral/Mature Large Snags 

Varied thrush Ixoreus naevius Late-seral/Mature Mid-story tree layers in mature 
forests 

Townsend's Big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii Multiple Roosting, maternity, and 
hibernation sites 

 

TERRESTIAL FOREST AMPHIBIANS 

Terrestrial forestamphibians, especially those belonging to Plethodontidae,are often touted as a 
excellent indicators of biodiversity in forested habitats.  Their longevity, small territory size, site fidelity, 
sensitivity to ecosystem perturbations, tendency to occur in high densities, andlow sampling costs make 
them ideal as indicators of environmental change (Welsh and Droege 2000). This species group uses 
three surface microhabitats: rocky substrates, downed wood, and leaf litter (Corn and Bury 1991). 
Presence of salamanders is more likely related to these microhabitats than seral stage (Corn and Bury 
1991).  Tracking changes in abundance of these amphibians can provide information on the functionality 
of the forest floor and canopy openness (Welsh and Droege 2000). Changes in numbers of salamanders 
reflect that of invertebrates, leaf litter, moisture, debris, burros, and other forest features (Welsh and 
Droege 2000). In addition, since plethodont salamanders have small territory size, low fecundity, and 
site fidelity, changes in salamander counts are more likely to represent environmental changes than 
many other species (Welsh and Droege 2000).  

Surveys in 2012 documented 6 species (Table 10). Of these, Dunn’s salamander ensatina, and western 
red-backed salamander are plethodonts.  

Species to Benefit: Hydrophilic forest-dwelling organisms, small mammals, Pacific marten, northern 
goshawk 

 

Western redback salamander in Feldenheimer 
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BROWN CREEPER 

Brown creeper is a small, cryptic brown and white songbird that is resident throughout coniferous 
forests in Oregon. It feeds by gleaning insects from tree trunks with its down-curved bill, preferring large 
diameter trees. Brown creepers tend to forage up a tree from the base. Brown creeper utilizes tree 
cavities for nesting, and occasionally hollows created by peeling bark. Brown creeper is associated with 
large diameter trees (Altman and Alexander 2012). 

Species to Benefit: Bats, red tree vole, fisher, Pacific marten, marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, 
species that require coarse downed wood 

PACIFIC WREN 

Pacific wren is a fairly common resident of Oregon. With its small size and short tail, the Pacific wren is a 
pert little songbird. This wren is a ground and understory insectivore associated with forest floor 
complexity (Altman2012), such as down logs, stumps, root wads, litter layer, ferns, and well-developed 
layer of mosses and bryophytes. The Pacific wren nests inside crevices and cavities in a wide variety of 
substrates. Nests have been found most commonly in nooks and crannies within downed logs or rock 
piles (Marshal et al 2003). 

Species to Benefit: Wilson’s warbler, orange-crowned warbler, rufous hummingbird; salamanders that 
require forest floor cover, such as Dunn’s and Western red-backed salamander, ensatina, and clouded 
salamander 

PACIFIC-SLOPE FLYCATCHER 

Pacific-slope flycatcher is a common bird in forests with, their three-note call ubiquitous. Like all of the 
Empidonax flycatchers, the Pac-slope is a small olive-grey bird that “hawks” from a perch, swooping 
after insects and snapping them out of the air. Pac-slope flycatchers are associated with mature forests 
with a deciduous subcanopy or canopy (Altman and Alexander 2012).   

Species to Benefit: This forest attribute provides foraging and nesting for many landbirds, especially 
neotropical migrants and other gleaning insectivores.  

PILEATED WOODPECKER 

The pileated woodpecker is the largest woodpecker found in the United States, noted by its mostly black 
body, red crest, and ululating call. Pileateds utilize large Snags and decadent live trees for nesting and 
foraging, and holes excavated by pileated woodpeckers tend to be rectangular in shape. Pileated 
woodpeckers are associated with large Snags (Altman and Alexander 1999). Pileated woodpeckers are 
one of the few animals that will begin excavating in live trees, providing cavities to many other species. 
Excavations made by pileated woodpeckers are used by larger species than those that utilize downy or 
hairy woodpecker excavations; in the Pacific Northwest over 20 species of secondary cavity nesters 
utilize these excavations. Pileated drilling also speeds the decomposition of trees, which benefits weak 
excavators like red-breasted nuthatches. 

Species to Benefit: Bald eagle, great-horned owl, barn owl; vaux’s swift, secondary cavity nesting birds; 
salamanders reliant on coarse woody debris; mammals that utilize snags such as Douglas squirrel, 
northern flying squirrel, fisher, and Pacific marten; silver-haired bat and other bat species. 

VARIED THRUSH 

Varied thrush is a secretive songbird of densely forested habitat, similar in size to a robin. The varied 
thrush is a permanent resident of Oregon, and uses a broad range of habitats during the winter. During 
breeding season, varied thrushes migrate to coastal and montane forests where they nest in shrubs, 
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saplings, and other mid-story vegetation with which the thrush is associated (Altman and Alexander 
2012). Tree layering in the mid-story provides important structure and dense foliage 

Species to Benefit: Wood duck, Wilson’s warbler, orange-crowned warbler, golden-crowned kinglet, 
marbled murrelet, rufous hummingbird, northern pygmy-owl; small mammals including Douglas squirrel 

VAUX’S SWIFT 

Vaux’s swifts are aerial insectivores that spend little time perched. Vaux’s swifts capture insects above 
forests and forest openings. The birds access hollow trees through broken tops, cavities generated by 
woodpeckers, heart rot, fire, etc.; colonies will nest in urban areas where large chimneys provide nesting 
areas similar to hollow snags (Marshall et al. 2003). In late-seral  unmanaged forests, large hollow snags 
tend to occur regularly; however that forest type is increasingly rare in the overall landscape, and these 
snags provide essential habitat for multiple wildlife species (Altman and Alexander 2012). Vaux’s swifts 
are limited by the presence of snags with cavities, and are often found nesting in trees with pileated 
woodpecker excavations. Vaux’s swift is associated with late-successional forests and large, hollow 
snags used for nesting and roosting associated with large snags (Altman and Alexander 2012). 

Species to Benefit: Bald eagle, northern pygmy owl, and other primary and secondary cavity nesting 
birds; salamanders reliant on coarse woody debris such as clouded salamander, ensatina, and Oregon 
slender salamander; small mammals that utilize snags such as northern flying squirrel and bats 

2.9.4 LOCALLY IMPORTANT SPECIES 

BALD EAGLE 

The bald eagle is a striking, large dark brown eagle with white head and tail feathers and a yellow bill. 
Once state and federally endangered, the species has recovered to delisting; the bald eagleis still 
federally protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
Bald Eagle nesting territories are associated with lakes, rivers, and reservoirs (Fish and Wildlife Service, 
1986), and adults exhibit strong nest-site and mate fidelity (Jenkins and Jackman, 1993). Nests are 
usually found in large conifers and snags.  

A known eagle nest exists on park property, and another nest that produced offspring in 2010 is within 2 
miles of Ecola-Feldenheimer (ODFW, unpublished data). Bald eagles are present year-round (Isaacs and 
Anthony, 2003).  

AMERICAN PEREGRINE FALCON 

The American peregrine falcon has a similar story to the bald eagle. Fast, aerodynamic falcons, they too 
were once listed under the federal and state Endangered Species Act and have recovered to the point of 
delisting. There is a known pair nesting at Ecola, and they have been monitored regularly as part of the 
delisting process, which required 15 years of population monitoring to ensure the species remained 
stable. People watching from Indian Point might spot them hunting along the ocean cliffs. 

COASTAL CUTTHROAT 

The coastal cutthroat, Oregon Coast ESU is an anadramous subspecies of coastal cutthroat trout. Most 
cutthroats spend their entire lives in freshwater, but juvenile coastal cutthroats migrate to sea similar to 
salmonids. Coastal cutthroats spawn in small tributaries, often less than two feet wide, and tend to 
spawn higher than either coho or steelhead. Spawning takes place in shallow riffles only a few inches 
deep with a gentle grade and pea-sized gravel. The fry remain in shallow streams for their first year, and 
in their second spring migrate to larger mainstem streams as juveniles. They overwinter in the slower 
moving streams under cover. Usually in the winter of their third year, smolts migrate out to the ocean. 
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After 4-6 months of foraging close to shore and growing into adults, coastal cutthroat migrate back to 
their natal streams, spend the summer, and then head back to the ocean. Spawning occurs anywhere 
from July through September, based on the age of the fish. Females do not usually spawn until they are 
4 years old, despite making the migration to salt water and back. These numbers, however, are all 
generalizations: coastal cutthroat are fascinating in the diversity of their movement timing.  

ROOSEVELT ELK 

Roosevelt elk are the largest of the North American elk species with antlers that can span four feet. 
While elk are not currently a sensitive species in Oregon, visitors love to see them. Whenever these 
large mammals are visible, there is usually a line of people watching and taking photographs. Elk require 
late-seral forest with ample understory plants for forage, breaks that allow sunlight to penetrate the 
forest floor, as well as more open areas where they can calve and rest.  

The elk herd at Ecola-Feldenheimer can often be observed in the meadow areas around dusk, and 
sometimes blocking the road way as they move from foraging to resting areas. Elk cannot be hunted by 
humans in Ecola-Feldenheimer, providing a safe haven where they can calve, rest, and forage without 
pressure. Providing elk with habitat ensures suites of other species also have suitable habitat. 

 

 

Elk cow at Ecola State Park 

SEA BIRD COLONIES  

There are several important seabird colonies along the shore at Ecola, particularly near Sea Lion Rock off 
Ecola Point and Bird Rocks on the southern end of the park. The 2007 Catalog of Oregon Seabird 
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Colonies notes that surveys of the area (including mainly the various near/offshore rocks between 
Tillamook Head and Chapman Pt.) have, over the years, found pigeon guillemots (Cepphus columba), 
black oystercatchers, gulls, pelagic cormorants (Phalacrocorax pelagicus), Brandt’s cormorants, common 
murres (Uria aalge) and tufted puffins (although not since 1988, Naughton et al. 2007). Several of these 
colonies rank “high” in a statewide ranking of the relative importance of seabird nesting colonies 
(MARINEMAP). Current known species include pelagic cormorants, Brandt’s cormorants, gulls, pigeon 
guillemots, and common murres. 

SEA LIONS 

At Ecola, sea lion haulouts near the former beach access trail at Sea Lion Point re-established themselves 
recently, possibly coinciding reduction in human disturbance from the natural removal of the trail. Both 
northern sea lions and harbor seals currently use several rocky areas along this stretch of shoreline to 
haulout (ODFW 2011). California and northern sea lions rest on the Tillamook Head Lighthouse Island, 
just offshore. The National Wildlife Refuge offshore rocks in the area, which include many rocks located 
along the shoreline between Tillamook Head and Chapman Point, are protected for seabird breeding 
and resting areas; seals and northern sea lions also use these rocks for haul outs. 

GRAY WHALES 

Grey whales migrate close-to-shore in Oregon’s nearshore waters, using the area for feeding. They are 
frequently spotted by visitors during “Whale Watch Weeks” which occur during their migrations up and 
down the coast.  

 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.1 ETHNOGRAPHIC CONTEXT 

Ecola-Feldenheimer is within the Northwest Coast “culture area”. This region has been delineated by the 
similarities shared by the numerous tribal groups living along the coast. Many of these shared cultural 
traits are a result of habitation in a similar environment. The Northwest Coast is an incredibly rich and 
relatively stable biotic environment providing numerous resources for Native American groups to utilize 
in the past. Beginning near Yakutat Bay, Alaska and stretching to Cape Mendocino in northern California, 
human populations were packed along thin zones where terrestrial resources, marine resources, and 
river resources intersected to provide the foundation to develop relatively high Native American 
population densities and sedentary occupation (Aikens et al. 2011).  

In the early 1800’s, the Oregon coast was occupied by a wide array of Native American tribes including 
various bands of Chinook, Tillamook, Alsea, Siuslaw, Umpqua, Coos, Coquille, Tututni, and Tolowa 
peoples (Suttle 1990). Together these peoples make up a distinctive Northwestern Coast culture area 
characterized by maritime lifeways, elaborate technology, high population, sophisticated art and 
architecture, and sociopolitical complexity (Moss and Erlandson 1996). Enthographic records suggest 
that the Ecola-Feldenheimer was previously occupied by the Clatsop band of Lower Chinook. The 
Clatsop band was named for Clatsop village, one of the largest villages in the vicinity, located by Lewis 
and Clark on the Clatsop plains north of present day Seaside. The Clatsop held the area from the 
Columbia River south to Tillamook Head. Lewis and Clark identified a Clatsop village in present day 
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Gearhart-Seaside, an area at the southern extension of their territory and also shared with the Tillamook 
(Connolly and Greenspan 1992).  

The Clatsop people maintained a permanent winter village and divided into smaller groups during the 
spring and summer months to gather and hunt different resource areas. Fish, roots, berries, shellfish, 
and other materials were gathered by these smaller excursions. Subsistence activities were focused on 
marine and riverine resources; winters were spent on the coast, and spring and summer inland to gather 
fish and elk (Ray 1938). The Clatsop were primarily traders due to their strategic location at the mouth 
of the Columbia River. The development of a trade language, “Chinook jargon”, attests to the significant 
impact of Chinook on trade in the region (Drucker 1965). Canoes provided the primary source of 
transportation of goods. According to Robert Stuart (1812), the Clatsop were skilled woodworkers, and 
they fashioned exquisite canoes from cedar. Canoes were also obtained through trade, including the 
Chinook canoe from the Nootkas of Vancouver Island. From trading ventures to the Dalles, lower 
Chinooks obtained pounded salmon for the winter, fibers, tobacco, and pipes. In exchange for these 
goods, Chinooks traded slaves and Dentalium shell (Ruby & Brown 1976).  

Contact with Euroamericans had a significant impact on the people of the lower river. In 1806, Lewis and 
Clark estimated the population of the people of the lower river at 1,100 (Ray 1938). By 1841, an 
estimate made by Wilkes totaled 509, and following a smallpox epidemic in 1853, Gibbs estimated 66 
Chinook remained on the river. In 1855 the Coast Reservation was established. Originally it 
encompassed the entire central Oregon coast to a point south of the Siuslaw River. In 1875 the Coast 
Reservation was closed and the area was opened to white settlers as the Indians were removed to the 
newly created Siletz Reservation.  

3.2 HISTORIC CONTEXT 

3.2.1 EARLY SETTLERS OF CLATSOP COUNTY 

The town of Seaside, located just north of the project area, marks the end of the Lewis and Clark trail. 
Lewis and Clark spent the winter of 1805 at Fort Clatsop hunting, fishing, mending clothing, and making 
moccasins and salt for their trek home in the spring (Gaston 1912).  

Fur was the earliest American industry on the north coast of Oregon. German immigrant John Jacob 
Astor organized the Pacific Fur Company, a subsidiary of the American Fur Company in 1810. He was the 
first American to launch a fur venture into areas under British control (Schwantes 1989). The operation 
was two-pronged, one by land and one by sea. When the ship the Tonquin arrived at the south bank of 
the mouth of the Columbia River in March 1811, Fort Astoria began to take shape. The War of 1812 all 
but ended the American-British fur trading competition on the North Coast. By 1813 the Pacific Fur 
Company was forced to sell to their British competitors at a loss. Fort Astoria, now occupied by a British 
warship was renamed Fort George (Schwantes 1989). The United States retook possession of Astoria on 
August 9, 1818. The Hudson Bay Company and the Northwest Fur Company were consolidated in 1921, 
and fur operations continued at Fort Astoria until 1924 when they were moved to Fort Vancouver. 
Astoria became a trading post of little importance; it was not until the 1840s that Astoria and the north 
coast began to draw the interest of settlers (Cleveland 1903). The discovery of the gold in California 
facilitated the emergence of the lumber industry. Mills appeared in Astoria and surrounding areas to 
supply the lumber to California.  

Emerging industries – logging, fisheries, and tourism – drew settlers to the north coast, first to Astoria 
and then the surrounding areas. Seaside, Oregon was first settled in 1846 by Henry Marland. He built a 
gristmill on Mill Creek located northeast of the Necanicum estuary (Marschner 2008). Shortly after 
realizing that the land was not suitable for wheat cultivation, Marland transitioned into lumber. Review 
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of GLO maps shows no evidence of homesteads in the vicinity of the project area. However, several land 
patents were filed from the late 1870s through the mid-1900s. Records are not clear how these 
individuals utilized their patents.  

3.2.2 OREGON’S INDUSTRIAL FORESTS: TIMBER, THE RAILROAD, AND THE STEAM DONKEY 

According to Schwantes (1989:1750) an estimated 70 million acres of commercial forest once blanketed 
the Pacific Northwest. The expansion of the timber market in the lower Columbia Gorge was driven by 
increased demands in California as a result of the gold rush (Robbins 1997). The San Francisco Bay was 
the primary consumer of the West Coast lumber. The railroad boom in the 1880s and early 1890s 
created a local timber market for the construction of railroad tracks and stations (Schwantes 1989). 
Following the completion of the North Pacific line in 1883, Oregon timber gained access to markets east 
of the Rocky Mountains. The turn of the century marked the rise of the Pacific Northwest lumber 
industry.  

The Northwest posed unique logistical issues. Uneven terrain and enormous trees created serious 
transport challenges (Schwantes 1989). These challenges were exacerbated in wet and freezing 
conditions common in the Northwest. One method for moving logs was to create a corduroy roadway of 
logs, partially sunk into the ground, grease them, and use oxen to move them down the line. Another 
technique was to float them in water filled troughs called flumes or along established waterways 
(Schwantes 1989). Until the early 1880s, logging in the Northwest was largely confined to the water’s 
edge of main waterways. The development of special narrow-gauge logging railroads in the 1880s 
opened up previously inaccessible stands of trees and increased efficiency (Schwantes 1989).  

Man-powered logging and milling produced only enough to satisfy local markets. The increased demand 
for lumber increased the mechanization of production (Robbins 1997). In response to supply demands 
from California, steam-powered mills came into use. Their success helped shift the industry away from 
man-powered and toward steam-powered logging methods (Robbins 1997). However, the real 
innovation in the timber industry was the invention of steam driven yarding devices, commonly known 
as steam donkeys. The steam donkey, a stationary steam engine invented by John Dolbeer in 1882, 
allowed logging in more challenging terrain throughout the entire year. This invention easily yarded logs 
through brush, stump, and other obstructions to a railroad or waterway (Robbins 1997). By 1902, timber 
production was fully mechanized, and according to the Portland Oregonian, the timber industry had 
become Oregon’s leading income producer.  

3.2.3 HISTORY OF LOGGING IN ELMER FELDENHEIMER FOREST PRESERVE 

Logging in Seaside and surrounding areas began during the 1840s, but occurred on a small scale due to 
the general inaccessibility of the area. The arrival of the railroad in the late 1800s helped expand the 
industry. Several attempts were made to connect Seaside to Astoria by railroad, and the Seashore 
Railroad Company successfully constructed the first railroad line from Seaside to Youngs Bay (Robertson 
1986), and the line was later extended east along the southern edge of the Columbia River to Goble 
(Clup 1978). Tourism and timber boomed after the construction of the rail line connecting Seaside to 
Astoria and Portland. Railroad access created new market opportunities for timber stands located south 
of Seaside on Tillamook Head, presently known as the Elmer Feldenheimer Forest Preserve. The 
introduction of the steam donkey into logging practices and construction of short-line logging roads 
were constructed to help expedite the transport of raw materials to steam-powered mills.  

Seaside’s lumber industry flourished. Following the turn of the century, the timber industry grew 
rapidly. By 1917 there were five separate lumber and logging companies operating in the area. The 
Hammond Lumber Co. incorporated in 1913 and had a logging camp at an unknown location south of 



Ecola-Feldenheimer                                                                             2014 Natural Resource Management Plan 

7 0  

Seaside. In 1913, Prouty Lumber and Box Co. incorporated an opened an electrically equipped mill in 
Seaside. The Olsen Brothers Logging Co. provided timber for Prouty Lumber. According to the Morning 
Oregonian, the tract located on Tillamook Head was purchased from the Cartwright interest by George 
Mooers and W.F. Gregory. By August 1917, the Timberman noted that the Johnson-Mooers Logging Co. 
sold their newly acquired timber holdings and equipment to the Olsen Brothers Logging Co, who took 
over logging on Tillamook Head. The H.E. Noble Lumber Co. eventually came onto the scene and logged 
an expansive property extending south of Seaside to Tillamook Head, and eventually sold their property 
to the Crown Willamette Paper Co, which continued to log the land into the 1950s.  

In response to the sale of the H.E. Noble property on Tillamook Head to Crown-Willamette, Governor 
Olcott asked the Legislative Assembly for a scenic preservation package in 1921. Governor Olcott 
expressed concern for the destruction of forests located between Cannon Beach and Seaside in the 
Sunday Oregonian: 

This road is traveled during the summer months of the year by more tourists than any other in 
Oregon and is one of the beauty spots of the state because of the immense timber growth which 
surround all sides. –Governor Olcott, 1920 

The package proposed to the Legislative Assembly would empower the State Highway Commission to 
acquire rights of way along state highways for the maintenance and preservation of scenic beauty, 
outlaw the cutting of trees along the highway, and authorize the Highway Commission to acquire lands 
for parks and parking places to be used by the public. The right of way and destructive cutting proposals 
passed, but the parks proposal did not. This authorized the Highway Commission to acquire lands 300 
feet from the center line of the highway. Crown-Willamette Paper Co. likely relinquished a portion of 
their holdings along the Oregon Coast highway to the Commission. Lands west of the highway continued 
to be logged by the Crown-Willamette Paper Co. until portions for purchased or donated to Oregon 
State Parks from 1932 to 1978 creating Ecola State Park and the Elmer Feldenheimer Forest Preserve.  

3.3 PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH 

3.3.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

Sea level rise and extremely active erosional processes in Oregon’s Coast Range have destroyed the vast 
majority of archaeological sites older than 4000 years BP (Moss and Erlandson 1995a). Erlandson and 
Moss (1999) reported that of the nearly 300 radiocarbon samples taken at sites along the Oregon coast, 
about 90% of them date to within the last 1500 years. The combination of sea level rise (due to the 
release of water locked in glacial ice) and tectonic uplift followed by drastic release has caused extensive 
loss of archaeological sites through erosion, submergence, and burial (Aikens et al 2011).  

There are two primary chronological schemes proposed for human occupation of the Oregon Coast. 
Both suggest a gradual transition from coastal foraging toward increased intensification of coastal 
resource exploitation. The model presented by Lyman suggests an inland to coast transition, while 
Minor suggests an early focus on marine resources. Lyman and Richard Ross (Lyman 1991; Lyman and 
Ross 1988; Ross 1990) divide the sequence into three stages: Pre-Littoral or Pre-Marine phase (8500-500 
BP), Early Littoral phase (5000-2000 BP), and Late Littoral phase (post 2000 BP). “Pre-Littoral” implies an 
adaptation that did not include littoral resources gathered from within the intertidal zone. In this model, 
Lyman suggests that early occupants of the coast were terrestrially focused, and did not create fulltime 
settlements on the coast until the Late Littoral Phase. 

Minor (1995b) identifies four stages of cultural transition: the Early Archaic Stage (10,000-5,000 BP), the 
Middle Archaic Stage (5500-3000 BP), the Late Archaic Stage (3000-1500 BP), and the Formative Stage 
(1500-200 BP). In this sequence coastal people subsisted primarily on aquatic resources, but terrestrial 
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resources were also exploited. During the Middle Archaic substantial shell middles appear with evidence 
for extensive marine exploitation. The Late Archaic is characterized by increased marine intensification 
with evidence for sedentary sites, possibly villages. Finally the Formative Stage is considered the full 
emergence of ethnographically known Northwest Coast cultural patterns (Moss and Erlandson, 1996, 
NRHP). 

3.3.2 PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED SITES 

An examination of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) records reveals that 12 archaeological 
sites have been documented within 1.5 miles of the project areas (Table 3). Most of the sites are found 
within the boundaries of Ecola State Park, and are shell middens or lithic scatter, with a few housepits. 
One historic site of note is the WWII radar bunker atop Tillamook Head, directly south of the Adirondack 
camp.  

3.4 FIELD STRATEGY AND FINDINGS 

A pedestrian survey of all identifiable remnant logging roads in Feldenheimer was performed. The focus 
of the survey was the historic road system, since it is possible that many of the roads may be cleared 
and repaired or decommissioned. With the exception of a single currently maintained road accessing the 
northwestern part of Feldenheimer, many of the remnant logging roads accessing the interior are 
heavily vegetated and blocked by woody debris. Occasionally, roads were so overgrown that 
meandering transects were required to reestablish their locations in order to continue the survey. 
Geomorphic areas adjacent to the roads containing high probability for archaeological materials 
(landings, terraces, etc.) were explored; however, the low surface tree tips and animal burrows provided 
the best avenues for investigating the presence of subsurface archaeological materials.  

The majority of cultural materials observed during the survey were related to logging activities occurring 
prior to the donation of the land to Oregon State Parks in 1978 but do not possess the antiquity to be 
considered archaeological materials. The majority of these materials are isolated logging cable. Two 
diffuse concentrations of metal debris were observed on a ridge in the southern portion of the park. 
These concentrations are located on landings to haul logs up the slope. Originally interpreted as the 
remains of a steam donkey, closer examination indicate that the materials are more recent and likely 
represent more modern machinery providing a similar function. The materials discovered include: a 
truck door with some lettering, a large rectangular tank, metal strapping, many non-diagnostic pieces of 
ferrous metal, logging cable embedded in trees running throughout the area to several tree stump 
anchor points, and a plastic gallon container. Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office 
determined that these materials do not possess the antiquity to be recorded as an archaeological site.  

Two archaeological isolates were recorded during the survey. A large corner-notched (Elko) projectile 
point manufactured from cryptocrystalline silicate. It was discovered on the south facing slope just 
below a landing in the northeastern portion of the park. Elko points are large corner-and side-notched 
dart points with varying basal indentations. The Elko series points (Elko Corner-notched, Elko eared, and 
Elko Side-notched) represent poor time markers because their use spanned the majority of the 
Holocene. 
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Elko point found during archaeological survey of Feldenheimer 

 

The other isolate was four rail spikes planted into a rotting tree stump directly adjacent to a road. One 
of the spikes is missing its head. The other three have roughly oval shaped heads approximately 1 x1.5”. 
They are approximately 4” long with a 0.75” wide square shaft near the head of the spike and tapering 
down to the distal end of the shaft. These artifacts were recorded as an isolate because they are unique 
and may potentially provide additional information related to historic logging activity within the 
Preserve. Their presence is indicative of some sort of rail system that may have been installed nearby.  

4. PARK INFRASTRUCTURE 

Ecola State Park is a day use park that provides picnic areas, scenic viewpoints, hiking trails, and access 
points to Indian Beach and Crescent Beach. Infrastructure associated with the park’s operation includes 
roads, trails, parking areas, and restroom facilities. The only infrastructure present at Feldenheimer is a 
trailhead, trail segment, and an extensive network of legacy forest roads remaining from the park’s past 
history as an industrially managed forest. The trailhead services the Oregon coast trail, and hikers 
coming from Seaside initially access the trail via Feldenheimer. Only the first 0.2 miles of the trail crosses 
Feldenheimer before hikers enter Ecola. At the trailhead, an interpretive sign and boulder monument is 
in place to commemorate the Feldenheimer family.  

 

4.1 FOREST ROADS 

As part of the resource assessment, the forest roads in Feldenheimer and Ecola were assessed to 
evaluate their condition and potential for decommissioning or use in future forest restoration actions. In 
order to determine the feasibility and cost of improving roads to a status that would allow dry season 
access for log trucks and year round emergency access, OPRD Forestry staff surveyed all active and 
inactive roads in Spring 2012 and 2013. Inactive roads on properties adjacent to Feldenheimer that 
would need to be improved in order to access roads inside Feldenheimer were also surveyed. Culvert 
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and bridge needs, landslides, and road segment information were synthesized to provide an appraisal 
for road improvement costs.  

Roads were grouped into three condition categories: good, fair, or poor, based on surface condition and 
slope stability. A “good” condition rating does not imply that the road is active or currently usable. 
Methodology and full tables of the assessed roads and culverts are located in Appendix F. 

 

 

Old forest road in Feldenheimer, typical condition of skid road 

 

 

Table 13. Road and culvert assessment summary 

 Feldenheimer Ecola Adjacent 
Lands 

Total 

Total Length (miles) 12.9 1.8 3.6 18.3 

Active Length (miles) 1.5 1.7 0.1 3.3 

Good Condition (miles) 4.9 0.8 0.8 6.5 

Fair Condition (miles) 3.6 1 1.1 5.7 

Poor Condition (miles) 4.4 0.04 1.7 6.1 

Total Existing Culverts 36 11 6 53 

Culverts to Replace 36 2 1 39 
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New Culverts Recommended 23 1 1 25 

Bridges Recommended 0 0 3 3 

 

 

 

Table 14. Mass Wasting Points 

MWP # COMMENTS 

1 small slump below road; not immediate problem 

2 small slump below road; not immediate problem 

3 small slump below road left of culvert outlet, caused by runoff; not immediate hazard 

4 eroded fill past culvert 5 appears to have slumped in past 

5 road surface slumps down 3-4' over 50',  more severe on outside. Requires fill/reconstruction 

6 looked like slide at first----actually rockpit most likely. Approx. 1/5th ac above road 

7 outside shoulder slumped for 25' by 4-5' into surface. Needs fill/repair 

7 outside shoulder slumped for 25' by 4-5' into surface. 8' long slump off road just past. Needs 
fill/repair 

8 active slide above and below road 80-90' wide. Road half gone 

9 100' seg before point recent slide activity 20' below road. surf intact but some slumping 

10 60-70 seg with slump below road. appears active 5 years ago 

11 small slump below drainage culvert 10. Road slumps 2-3' down for 50' 

12 Slide may be forming 150' below road. Trees tipped over, could be windthrow, check LiDAR 

13 3-4' of road slumped off in past. Appears stable 

14 road slumps for 40-50'.15' deep 12-15' wide 

15 Slump on Camp. Grp appears to be 70' L x 12' W x 15' deep  

16 3'w sinkhole in skid trail surf directly above (ne) mwp 16/culvert 28 outlet. Difficult to fix 

17 4'deep 25'long 12'wide slump in road 

18 slump at outlet of culvert 39. Road still intact but cutting back further into 20'deep fill 

19 road disappears into 0.5 acre slide revegetated w/12'' red alder 
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Figure 17. Roads within Ecola-Feldenheimer
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5. DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS 

Determining desired future conditions is a necessary step in developing a management plan. Desired 
future conditions establishes goals for natural resource management from which land management 
prescriptions are derived. The desired future conditions for Ecola, Feldenheimer were informed by OPRD 
natural resource assessments as well as specific goals for forest condition established by Marie 
Feldenheimer upon transition of the Feldenheimer property to conservation ownership. These goals set 
by Marie Feldenheimer include restoration to a historic “old growth natural habitat as the property 
existed at the time William Clark visited the site in January 7, 1806”. The original journals of the Lewis & 
Clark Expedition provide some information on historic condition. On January 7, 1806, when Clark 
traversed Tillamook head, he wrote, “this high mountain, “Clarks Point of View” (Tillamook Head) from 
the top of which I looked down with estonishment to behold the hight which we had assended” (Fife, et. 
al 2001).  The local vegetation and ecosystem of Tillamook Head was not described, as Clark was the 
mapmaker and the botanist (Lewis) did not accompany Clark on this side-journey.. However, Lewis did 
described the surrounding environment of Fort Clatsop, 23 miles north. Conifers such as the Sitka spruce 
“grows to imence size….in several instances we have found them as much as 12 feet diameter perfectly 
solid and entire. They frequently rise to the hight of 230 feet, and one hundred and twenty or 30 of that 
hight without a limb” (Cutright, 1969). This information was combined with baseline assessments of 
unharvested, unaltered portions of Ecola form OPRD’s assumption of forest conditions in 1806, and the 
desired future conditions for forested habitat.  

Combining all assessments and goals, three target habitats were selected as desired future conditions: 
late seral forest, early successional habitat, and freshwater streams and wetlands. These target habitats 
provide a broad vision for the ecological condition of Tillamook Head. Desired future conditions may 
change over time, either from changed site conditions or a new base of knowledge or funding indicates 
an opportunity that was not previously considered.  

5.1 LATE SERAL FOREST 

As outlined by the management goals of OPRD, The Nature Conservancy, and Marie Feldenheimer, the 
long term desired future condition for much of the Ecola-Feldenheimer complex is a stable older forest 
structure representative of the Sitka spruce coastal forests that existed prior to forest management 
practices becoming pervasive on the north coast. To achieve this, OPRD seeks to enact management 
that will allow forest stands achieve late-successional characteristics without continued intervention, 
and become more resilient to disturbances. “Old-growth” structure is traditionally defined as “large 
trees, multiple species, and some component of rotting wood, snags and logs” (Oliver and Larson 1996). 
Many of these stands in Oregon have developed in a very wet, cool part of the state without significant 
fire disturbance and are dominated by shade tolerant species in a mosaic of patches (Rapp 2003). 
Measured stands in the Cascade Head Experimental Forest come very close to old-growth indices 
developed by Franklin (1986) which include 2+ tree species with a wide range of ages and tree classes; 
more than 8 trees/acre over 32” DBH and older than 200 years; presence of ≥ 16”DBH tree associates 
with a density ≥ 12 trees/acre; deep, multilayered canopy; conifer snags ≥ 20”DBH and 15’ tall with a 
density ≥ 4/acre; and downed wood >15 tons/acre including ≥ 24”DBH and >50’ long with a density ≥ 4 
pieces/acre.  However, according to Gray et al. (2009), “old-growth criteria have not been developed 
specifically for coastal Sitka spruce-western hemlock stands, where both species commonly establish 
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during stand initiation or following intermediate disturbances,” and these targets may not accurately 
reflect the Sitka spruce-western hemlock association..  

For the purposes of this plan, components of late seral forest include:  

 A multi-layered overstory, species diversity, and multiple size classes of trees 

 Presence of snags and downed wood for wildlife 

 Healthy understory with a suite of native shrub and herb species.  

 Self-sustaining forest processes that do not require ongoing management and can 
withstand natural disturbances (e.g. wind and landslides) 

The Sitka spruce coastal forest ecological system within Ecola State Park either already has a stable late-
seral structure or is on a pathway to becoming late-seral. However, most areas through Feldenheimer 
are characterized by a single cohort age structure and depauperate understory.  This condition is 
extremely susceptible to catastrophic, high severity events that set back succession and delay late-seral  
forest development. Creating conditions across Feldenheimer that facilitate resistance to wind 
disturbance will be key in any pathway towards a desired future condition of older forest structure. 

 

 

Healthy stand in Ecola State Park exhibiting late seral characteristics. These stands will serve as a 
reference for future restoration efforts in Feldenheimer. 

5.2 EARLY SUCCESSIONAL HABITATS 

Early successional habitats are an important component of a diverse landscape. The abundance of 
shrubs provides food plants for wildlife species, openings within a forested landscape provide for an 
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additional layer of structural complexity, and open areas provide habitat for a diverse array of plant 
species. Additionally, quality early successional habitat is increasingly rare within the north Oregon 
coastal range due to timber management practices which typically remove or suppress understory 
vegetation while tree species are becoming established. At Tillamook Head, open herbaceous and 
shrubland habitats exist on rocky outcroppings or headlands with thin soils and in areas that have been 
opened by natural disturbances. Natural openings are often times kept open by the elk herds. It is 
expected that on a landscape level, herbaceous and shrubland habitats should by dynamic and follow 
successional patterns in response to disturbance events such as wind, fire, landslides, and grazing by 
ungulates.  

Many herbaceous habitats have been overtaken by non-native species, particularly pasture grasses and 
Armenian blackberry. Components of early successional habitats include: 

 Presence of native forbs and nectar species for native pollinators 

 Diverse mix of species 

 Minimal presence of exotic and invasive plant cover  

5.3 FRESHWATER HABITATS 

Ecola-Feldenheimer has a significant component of creeks, small tributaries, drainages, and wetlands 
that lie within three small watersheds (see Section2.6.2). Much of the existing system contains a healthy 
riparian community, but in some places a closed overstory has reduced the diversity of wetland and 
aquatic plant species within freshwater aquatic habitats. Desired future conditions include: 

 Native plant species diversity in wetlands and riparian areas 

 The presence of large downed wood that meets current state and federal benchmarks for fish 
habitat.  

 Wetlands and waterways are free of impacts from the forest road system. Sedimentation from 
forest roads has been alleviated, and culverts that impact wetland hydrology are removed or 
replaced.  

6. NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Management strategies should be periodically reviewed and updated in a Natural Resources 
Management Plan throughout the duration of the Parks’ use. Management should involve protection of 
high suitability habitat, enhancement of medium suitability habitat, and restoration of degraded habitat. 
Specific management recommendations have been developed from baseline assessments, management 
goals, and desired future conditions. Monitoring (Section 7) will be important to assess threats and 
adaptively react to them in order to protect these resources over the long term. Figure 18 displays 
management actions with spatial data. 

No significant natural resource management activities have occurred within Ecola or Feldenheimer since 
OPRD’s acquisition of the properties. Logging prior to OPRD ownership, facility installation and 
maintenance, and improvements to the bat bunker encompass all past management actions. 
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6.1 FOREST MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Forest restoration is an essential component of this Natural Resource Management Plan in order to 
achieve the management goals intended by Marie Feldenheimer. The following recommendations 
provide for increased species diversity, the return to healthy forest understory, increased structural 
diversity and complexity of the trees, increased tree growth rates, tree crown retention, and ultimately 
restoring late seral forest structure and function.  

The general approach to forest management is to prescribe a diverse array of silvicultural techniques 
rather than a boiler plate approach across the landscape. Thinning projects are intended to have a very 
light initial touch due to their fragility. It may be necessary to thin stands multiple times to achieve the 
desired trees per acre, allowing live crown ratios to improve and trees to grow healthier in between 
thinnings. Preliminary management recommendations for each stand slated for silvicultural restoration 
have been developed as a part of the Forest Management Technical Report (Appendix A). Detailed 
implementation plans will be prepared prior to beginning work. Stands requiring intervention have been 
prioritized based on urgency and opportunity.  

Adaptive management is a key component of these recommendations, since the stands at Feldenheimer 
present a unique set of conditions. The management goal is to get the degraded stands on a self-
sustaining trajectory where they will better withstand natural disturbances, provide for a complexity of 
forest structures and habitats, support forest dependent wildlife, and provide for heterogeneity across 
the landscape. The eventual goal is to achieve healthy stands that do not require intervention by natural 
resource managers. It is recognized that this may take longer for some stands than others. Forest stand 
structural conditions may dictate economic and silvicultural considerations when pursuing restoration 
efforts. As the restoration process moves forward an adaptive management approach will be desired 
and monitoring of applicable methods verified. 

6.1.1 SCIENTIFIC JUSTIFICATION FOR RESTORATION SILVICULTURE  

Older forest structure has become a scarcity on the north coast of Oregon due to logging and land 
conversion (Gray, 1998, Spies and Franklin (1996). Since many species of wildlife depend on late seral 
forest structure, land managers implementing restoration silviculture in the Pacific Northwest can help 
accelerate potential toward a late-successional ecosystem (Carey 2003b, Cary et al 1999c, Harrington et 
al 2005, Hunter 2001, Muir et al 2002, Page and Tappeiner 2002, Teppeiner et al. 1997, Winter et al 
2002a). Indeed, in the trust agreement between Marie Feldenheimer and OPRD dated August 17, 1978, 
Ms. Feldenheimer’s intentions to engage in forest restoration are made clear.  

An objective of the park administration will be the restoration of the forest of the type 
destroyed by logging. To achieve this, thinning may be practiced to prevent the dense 
stands of even-aged trees which hinder the emergence of large trees, and to allow for 
the establishment of successive generations of trees of different sizes (Pg3, Section 6). 

With the current poor condition of forest stands in Feldenheimer it is unlikely they will naturally 
progress toward late seral structure. Instead, they will be prone to stand-replacing disturbance such as 
catastrophic windthrow. These stands may undergo this cycle of high density forest/stand-replacing 
disturbance several times before they may eventually develop towards self-sustaining late seral 
structure. At-risk wildlife species in the vicinity that are dependent on late-seral forest may not have 
that much time. For example, marbled murrelet populations are in sharp decline, with a majority of 
breeding habitat in state and private ownership where federal protections have less effect. Unlike 
private landowners and other state agencies, OPRD is in a unique position where conservation efforts 
for marbled murrelet have little impact on our mission, and avoiding impacts to murrelet is more 
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feasible than for some other agencies. Therefore, providing as much habitat for this species as possible 
to offset the habitat loss across Oregon is recommended. For details on what constitutes marbled 
murrelet habitat, see section 2.9.2.  

Many of the stands are currently highly susceptible to large scale disturbance events which would 
prolong forest developing into the desired goal of a late-successional ecosystem. If no restoration-based 
forest management occurs, many of these stands will likely experience stand replacing wind events, 
based on the stem exclusion stage and increased height to diameter ratios (Harrington et al. 2005). The 
height/diameter is a measurement that roughly accounts for the effects of several factors of a tree’s 
wind stability. The risk of windthrow is considered low in trees with a height/diameter ratio of less than 
70:1 (Wilson and Baker 2001). Management proposed for Feldenheimer seeks to prevent forest stands 
from going through the self-thinning process, instead accelerating the potential toward a late-
successional forest ecosystem. The goal is to improve existing stand health and resilience to natural 
disturbance and more rapidly achieve late seral stand characteristics.  

Over 50% of the stands in Feldenheimer are in the self-thinning process. In self-thinning, high tree 
density levels lead to a reduction in live crown ratio and the potential for increased diameter growth 
lessens. Trees with less than 30% live crown ratios are poor condition, and OPRD has set a 40% target 
live crown ratio overall. Of the stands in Feldenheimer, 35% have a live crown ratio less than the target. 
Self-thinning, as opposed to active silvicultural restoration, is a much longer process and the surviving 
trees are left with less favorable live crown ratios and much reduced vigor and windfirmness. Self-
thinned stands are more prone to catastrophic loss in high wind environments than are siliviculturally 
restored stands where thinning occurs before crown ratios (and windfirmness) are excessively reduced. 

Variable density thinning in coastal forests has shown to increase tree growth, seedling height and 
number of understory shrub and herbaceous species (Harrington et al. 2005). Since the current stands in 
Feldenheimer have not received any sort of forest management, this will pose a challenge of its own. 
However, many studies (Carey et al. 1999a, Carey 2001, Harrington et al. 2005) have shown that to 
restore late-successional traits such as complex structures (large, live and dead trees); distinctive 
habitats; and a diverse group of plants, fungi and animals - manipulation of stand densities must occur.  

Using silviculture as a tool for restoration to create a pathway toward older forest structure should 
provide a dynamic approach. “Subsequent silvicultural treatments are tools for channeling stand 
development to meet specific or multiple objectives, which may change over the lifetime of the stand” 
(DeBell et al. 1997). Carey states that “Variable density thinning should not be standardized for 
systematic application: the approach must be tailored to the site to achieve the biocomplexity and 
biodiversity goals” (Carey 2001). Selective cutting in the Sitka spruce zone of southeast Alaska assisted in 
“maintaining stand structural diversity and old growth characteristics” (Deal et al. 2002).  

Thinning treatments are designed to increase biomass more quickly. If stands remained in the current 
condition of high densities and low live crown ratios, growth would stagnate or decrease with time 
(Oliver and Larson 1996). OPRD will target for removal species (i.e. western hemlock) and smaller size 
classes that degrade faster than other species of larger diameter size classes (Hennon and Loopstra 
1991). Since these treatments accelerate tree grown, this temporary loss of biomass should not cause a 
loss in biodiversity over the long term   

The available forest restoration literature comes mainly from studies done in the Douglas-fir forest 
ecosystem. Applying applicable information will need to take into account the unique dynamics of the 
Sitka spruce coastal forest of Oregon and carefully apply appropriate silviculture techniques to each 
stand condition. However, a 33-year study of a western hemlock thinning at Vollmer Creek, Seaside, 
Oregon found that to reduce windthrow after a commercial thin, managers should leave 165-170 trees 
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per acre (Forestry and Wood Product Committee field tour 1995). Another applicable silviculture result 
from the study is that re-entry intervals of 15 to 20 years were found to maximize growth verses shorter, 
5 to 10 year re-entry intervals. These studies suggest that silvicultural systems applied correctly can 
produce a positive economic result while at the same time putting these young stands on a pathway of 
structural diversity and older forest conditions.  

Specific habitat improvements can assist forest ecosystem function. Small-scale enhancements such as 
the placement of large woody debris in streams and wetlands and the creation of snags and downed 
wood in forested areas can greatly enhance the quality of wildlife habitat. Trees continue to provide 
critical habitat for wildlife even after they die. Damaged live trees and standing dead trees (snags) are 
utilized as nests by a large variety of wildlife, including insects, squirrels, bats, chickadees, nuthatches, 
woodpeckers, and owls. Once a tree falls, it becomes downed wood, and large diameter trees are called 
coarse downed wood. Coarse downed wood provides structure for nests and hiding places for insects, 
shrews, mice, chipmunks, salamanders, and ground nesting birds. Decaying wood enriches soil, nutrient 
immobilization, and nitrogen fixation.  

6.1.2 SILVICULTURAL RESTORATION TECHNIQUES 

Stand management is proposed for approximately 1335 acres, or 65% of the assessed forested stands. 
Prescriptions consist primarily of restoration silviculture with a focus on thinning for forest health. 
Preliminary assessments have provided data sufficient for goal setting, but the specifics of 
implementation will be determined with further research on a stand-by-stand basis. Several types of 
management techniques will be utilized as listed in the management recommendations: young stand 
management, variable density thinning, individual tree selection, and group tree selection. Young stand 
management will occur in very overstocked younger stands and involve “drop and leave” methods 
where tree density is reduced to a level targeted to encourage healthy stand development by removing 
trees and leaving the biomass on the forest floor. Variable density thinning is a thinning concept 
designed to leave a mosaic of different densities and species across a stand. This type of thinning more 
closely approximates natural stand conditions and will often include leaving small openings to promote 
understory development. Individual tree selection involves thinning where trees slated for removal are 
marked individually in the field. This method, most appropriate for smaller stands, allows a forester to 
make careful on-the-ground evaluations of tree health, size, and structure and insures the healthiest 
and most structurally appropriate trees remain in the stand. Group selection involves the creation of 
small patches and openings within a stand to achieve a targeted number of trees per acre. The selection 
of an appropriate technique or group of techniques will occur during the implementation planning for 
each stand.  

Priorities for restoration within each stand have been generated with the stands in most dire need of 
management slated for treatment first. Stands requiring young stand management intervention are 
prioritized separately, as it is recognized that these types of projects are of a lesser importance than 
those more mature stands in very poor condition.  

6.1.3 MATURE STAND MANAGEMENT 

Mature stands need very little management. These stands, primarily in Ecola, already exhibit late seral 
characteristics or will achieve them without additional action by OPRD. These stands are resilient to 
disturbance events. These stands are developing toward the old-growth criteria defined in PNW-447 
(Franklin 1986, see section 5) and meet most of them when just looking at four of the five criteria. 
Recent assessments did not measure down wood; assumptions were made that these criteria would be 
met due to endemic wind disturbances. Management of these stands consists of monitoring of forest 
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health condition and exploring future opportunities to manage for critical habitat for forest dependent 
species.  

6.1.4 YOUNG STAND MANAGEMENT 

Young stand management will be utilized to set forest stands on the pathway of the late seral function. 
Silvicultural techniques may be a mix of traditional and alternative practices, such as variable density 
thinning, individual tree selection, and group selection. Restoration treatments may be done at various 
stages of stand development with a non-traditional forestry goal of a self-sustaining forest ecosystem. 
Some forest stands may be in an unnatural state as restoration occurs due to the dense post-harvest 
regeneration. Table  outlines priority stands and implementation timeline; for additional information see 
Appendix A. Implementation plans for each stand targeted for restoration will be prepared prior to work 
commencing. Funding opportunities to conduct young stand management are often limited, as this type 
of silviculture does not generate any revenue in which to pay for itself. Opportunities to conduct young 
stand management will be taken as they become feasible and available. 

Adaptive management to forest restoration practices will be used whenever pertinent information 
becomes available and is applicable. Restoration efforts will be limited in areas that require ecological 
protection such as wetlands, occupied habitat, stream buffers, unstable slopes, late-successional areas 
and visual buffers as it applies to recreational use. Economic conditions (market changes) may influence 
and impact restoration choices as ecological objectives are considered. Specific guidelines to incorporate 
into implementation plans for young stand management are below.  

DETERMINE TYPE OF STAND MANAGEMENT  

 Natural regeneration early in the restoration work will be managed so as not to create increased 
management costs in the near future but still achieve desired future conditions 

 Group selection may benefit areas within stands that exceed the upper limits of stand density 
index that are highly susceptible to windthrow 

 Consult Windthrow Handbook for British Columbia Forests (1994) when considering silvicultural 
treatments. 

 Variably thin depauperate spruce and hemlock stands and provide a range of densities from 
unthinned to patch cuts.  

 Natural disturbances (chronic wind disturbance, mass wasting, etc.) will be evaluated on case by 
case bases to determine causal effect to reaching the desired future condition  

 Within young stands at Ecola with a depauperate understory, consider underplanting and 
variable density thinning restoration 

 Consider variable density thinning or girdling alder in depauperate red alder stands  

 In red alder stands with well-developed understory shrubs and herbs, but insufficient conifer in-
growth, create 10 x 10’ openings in which to plant western hemlock, Sitka spruce, and western 
red cedar  

STAND TARGETS AND LEAVE TREE SELECTION  

 Concentrate potential growth on trees with a high live crown ration and height to diameter ratio  

 Sitka spruce will be the leave species of choice when all factors are equal 

 Leave a maximum Stand Density Index of 40% in the overstory 

 Leave a minimum of 165-170 trees per acre in any thinned stand (current conditions) 

 Leave trees with height to diameter ratios < 70:1 and live crown rations of >30%  
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 Leave trees with potential marbled murrelet nesting platforms, including hemlock infested with 
dwarf mistletoe, unless they pose an imminent hazard. Dwarf mistletoe will be encouraged 
where it exists in any stand restoration 

INCREASE HABITAT DIVERSITY 

 Managed forest stands for vertical and horizontal diversity to promote healthy animal, plant, 
epiphytes, and lichen communities  

 Create some patch cuts <=1 acre in size to provide early seral habitat (see section 6.2) in areas 
unlikely to cause stand unravelling due to blowdown. These openings should constitute a small 
percentage of the overall area, and should be randomly/equably located 

 Plant openings with shrubs and trees from Table  and Table . See Planting Guidelines below 

INCREASE HABITAT COMPLEXITY 

 Leave forest floors “messy” 

 Build brush piles away from facilities 

 Large, hollow snags: Approximately 1 large, hollow snag for every 100 acres. Snag ideally will be 
greater than 20” dbh and greater than 25 meters (82 feet) tall. Generate large snags by blasting 
tops or inoculating with heart rot. Girdling trees can create snags, but they do not tend to last as 
long.  

 Snags density: Leave snags that do not pose a safety hazard, and where possible, manage to 
attain the following density goals:  

o >10” dbh: ideally 10-20 snags/acre in some areas, minimum of 5 snags/acre overall 
o >20”dbh: ideally 5-15/acre in some areas, minimum of 5 snags/acre overall 
o Create snags by girdling or inoculating trees  
o Desired snags are at least 6 feet tall 

 Coarse downed wood: 15-20% cover of coarse woody material. Desired log sizes are 6 feet in 
length and 10” diameter at the small end (at current piece size limitations). 

 Fine Woody Debris: Retain 30% fine woody debris on slopes conducive to ground harvesting 
and 50% fine woody debris on steeper slopes  

 Leave some “wildlife trees”, deformed or diseased trees that will recruit into snags in the near 
future 

PLANTING GUIDELINES 

 Underplant thinned areas with spruce, hemlock, red alder, western red cedar, sword fern, 
salmonberry, red elderberry, and red huckleberry 

 Sitka spruce should be planted in areas thinned to less than 200 trees per acre 

 Western red cedar should be underplanted primarily in areas sheltered from salt spray and in 
wetter areas 

 Wetter areas should be planted with deer fern in addition to sword fern 

 On southerly slopes, fool’s huckleberry should be added to shrub mix 

 Plant shrubs and forbs in equal numbers on approximate 10’ spacings on center – except leave 
10’ buffer around planted trees 

 Plant understory trees on approximately 20’ spacing on center 

 Plant native, seed-zone-appropriate conifer (spruce, hemlock, cedar) seedlings where needed. 
Seedling protection will be provided if animal damage is found to occur 

 Exact species percentages will depend on location and residual overstory density 
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Table 15. Species recommended for underplanting in thinned red alder stands 

Common name Latin name Planting notes 

Sitka spruce Picea sitchensis 20' OC 

western hemlock Tsuga heterophylla 20' OC 

western red cedar Thuja plicata 20' OC, in wetter and more sheltered areas 

salal Gualtheria shallon 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

red elderberry Sambucus racemosa 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

salmonberry Rubus spectabilis 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

sword fern Polystichum munitum 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

deer fern Blechum spicant 10' OC, in wetter areas, leave 10' buffer around planted 
trees 

 

 

Table 16. Species recommended for underplanting in thinned spruce/hemlock stands 

Common name Latin name Planting notes 

Sitka spruce Picea sitchensis 20' OC 

western hemlock Tsuga heterophylla 20' OC 

western red cedar Thuja plicata 20' OC, in wetter and more sheltered areas 

salal Gualtheria shallon 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

red elderberry Sambucus racemosa 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

salmonberry Rubus spectabilis 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

sword fern Polystichum munitum 10' OC, leave 10' buffer around planted trees 

red huckleberry Vaccinium parviflorum 10' OC, in wetter areas, leave 10' buffer around planted 
trees 

fool's huckleberry Menziesia ferruginea 10' OC, on southerly slopes, leave 10' buffer around 
planted trees 

 

 



Ecola-Feldenheimer                                                                             2014 Natural Resource Management Plan 

8 6  

Table 17. Feldenheimer forest stand prescriptions 

Stand Priority Acres Current Stand Condition Prescription Timeline 

11014 1 79 Very poor condition. 347 TPA, 48 year old stand with 
average dbh of 14". Extremely low live crown ratios, 
stand is at maximum stress level  

Forest density thinning with the goal of 230 TPA. 
May take several entries due to stand fragility 

2015-2020 

11019 2 102 43 year old stand with 392 TPS. SDI is 70% for Sitka 
spruce, the upper limit of tree stress. Averae DBH is 13" 
with some larger spruce (15"). Some areas of recent 
windthrow on edge of stand.  

Needs forestry density thinning within the next 5 
years, leave 300 TPA. Multiple entries may be 
necessary to achieve 300 TPA.  

2015-2020 

11015 3 78 50 year old stand with 472 TPA. Average dbh of 11", live 
crown ratios are at 31%. Very dense spots within this 
stand 

Forest density thin to a TPA of 188, within next 
10 years 

2015-2020 

11006 4 22 53 year old stand with good live crown ratios of 40% or 
more. 369 TPA, SDI at 62%, upper limit of where tree 
stress occurs. Stand is productive hemlock and spruce 
with part in a closed canopy. Minor amounts of cedar 
and alder present 

Forest density thinning- remove all trees less 
than 12" dbh and achieve an average leave dbh 
of 16" with 127 TPA.  

2015-2020 

11010 5 49 54 year old stand with 259 TPA. SDI is 49% for Sitka 
spruce, the upper limit of site occupancy.  

One entry for a forest density thin to get the 
stand down to 180 TPA.  

2025-2030 

11023 6 181 50 year old stand wih 395 TPA. SDI is 59% for Sitka 
spruce, a mid-range of tree stress condition. Stand is 
very overstocked.  

Forest density thinning within next 10 years to 
308 TPA, reducing SDI to 44%. Multiple entries 
may be required. Thin again in 20 years if 
necessary. 

1st entry: 
2020-2025, 
2nd entry: 
2030-2035 

11018 7 89 47 year old stand with 240 TPA. SDI is 47% for Sitka 
spruce, the upper limit of site occupancy. Stand 
structure is single story and in the stem exclusion stage 
with very little understory, but both spruce and hemlock 
in good vigor.  

Forest density thin within next 10 years to 154 
TPA.  

2020-2025 

11016 8 80 52 year old stand with 341 TPA, not factoring in all the 
seedlings. SDI s 54% for Sitka spruce, highest level of full 
site occupancy.  

Forest density thin within next 10 years. Residual 
stand of 198 TPA.  

2020-2025 
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Stand Priority Acres Current Stand Condition Prescription Timeline 

11017 9 89 45 year old stand with 257 TPA, not factoring in 
seedlings. SDI is 5% for Sitka spruce, onset of tree stress. 
Average dbh is 15".  

Forest density thin within next 10 years to 158 
TPA.  

2020-2025 

11025 10 197 50 year old stand with 334 TPA. Average dbh of 13". SDI 
of 58%.  

Forest density thin within next 10 years to 254 
TPA, which would get SDI down to 44%.  

2020-2025 

11022 11 145 100 year old stand with a handful of larger trees but 
mostly seedlings at 1471 TPA. Average dbh is 6".  

Forest density thin would be helpful for forest 
health to remove, but access may not be 
possible.  

2025-2030 

11026 YSM- 1 221 49 year old stand with 412 TPA. Average dbh is 10". 
Stand is very dense in stem exclusion stage. Northern 
part of stand has a few older trees and scattered clumps 
of saplings that are very unstable. 

Young stand management ASAP, leave a residual 
stand of 254 TPA. Thin again in 20 years 

1st entry: 
2015-2020, 
2nd entry: 
2035-2040 

11001 YSM -2 5 344 TPA, 65 year old stand with average dbh of 15", but 
38% of trees below 8". SDI is at the upper limit of full 
site occupancy. Trees have good live crown ratios of 
40% or more.  

Young stand management ASAP, then forest 
density thin in 20 years to reduce to 100 TPA 
with 20” avg dbh. Leave residual SDI of 34% at 
the lower limit of full site occupancy to allow for 
increase in stem size and live crown ratio.  

1st entry: 
2015-2020, 
2nd entry: 
2035-2040 

11003 YSM- 3 9 Red alder dominated stand with 560 TPA. 27 year old 
stand with good live crown ratios of 46% or more. 67% 
of trees are below 8" in dbh.  

First entry to remove all trees  <8"dbh. Second 
entry 20 years to thin down to 125 TPA with a 
breakdown of 75 western hemlocks and 50 red 
alders. Residual SDI will be 30% and allow for 
increased DBH and live crown ratio.  

1st entry: 
2015-2020, 
2nd entry: 
2035-2040 

11002 YSM- 4 6 45 year old stand with good live crown ratios of 50% or 
more. 411 TPA with 60% of these below 8" dbh. Self-
thinning has already begun. Average dbh is 11".  

Two entries, one within next 5 years for young 
stand management and one again in 20 years for 
forest density thinning to eventually get the 
stand down to 90 TPA with an average dbh of 
20". A residual 30% SDI would be left where 
understory development can occur.  

1st entry: 
2015-2020, 
2nd entry: 
2035-2040 

11011 YSM-5 55 50 year old stand with 447 TPA. SDI is 32% for western 
hemlock, which is the lower limit of site occupancy if 
only trees greater than 10" dbh are factored in. Some 
parts of stand are not free to grow yet.  

Young stand management ASAP, and then a 
forest density thin in 20 years to achieve 137 
TPA.  

1st entry: 
2015-2020, 
2nd entry: 
2035-2040 

11008  38 45 year old stand with good live crown ratios of 55% or 
more. 203 TPA with a 30% SDI exclusing alders. Average 
dbh is 15".  

No recommended treatment due to good live 
crown ratios and low current SDI. Remeasure in 
10 years 

2025 
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Stand Priority Acres Current Stand Condition Prescription Timeline 

Stand Priority Acres Current Stand Condition Prescription Timeline 

11004  13 53 year old stand dominated by red alder and western 
hemlock with good live crown ratios of 60% or more. 
560 TPA with 31% below 6" in dbh. SDI is 49%. Average 
dbh is 12".  

No recommended treatment. It is believed that 
this stand can develop on its own. Red alder will 
naturally drop out of stand, allowing the conifers 
to develop into an older forest structure without 
any further tree removal. Some alder could be 
felled to encourage understory development, 
but this is a lower priority.  

 

10609  48 50 year old red alder dominated stand with 202 TPA. 
SDI is 70% for red alder, the upper limit of tree stress. 
Stand is located in hydric and anaerobic soils.  

No recommended treatment. The alder will start 
falling out of the stand in the next 20 years or so 
and the spruce seedlings and saplings will begin 
to dominate.  

 

10612  63 81 year old stand with 303 TPA. SDI is 45% for Sitka 
spruce at full site occupancy. Average dbh is 12". 
Layered stand that is currently in an older forest 
structure.  

No recommended treatment.   

10613  69 113 year old stand with 109 TPA, not factoring in 
seedlings. SDI is 48% for western hemlock, at full 
occupancy. Average dbh of stand is 22". Layered stand is 
currently in older forest structure.  

No recommended treatment.   

10620  109 87 year old stand with 239 TPA. SDI is 43% for Sitka 
spruce which is where older forest structured stands 
seem to stabilize. Avg dbh is 19", ignoring the seedlings.  

No recommended treatment.   

10621  116 87 year old stand with 381 TPA. Older forest structure 
with 43% SDI. Average dbh is 23" ignoring the seedlings 
and saplings.  

No recommended treatment.   

10624  204 80 year old stand with 428 TPA. SDI is 33% for Sitka 
spruce, and is stabilized at an average limit of site 
occupancy. A mosaic of conditions exists in this stand, 
which has some older forest structure.  

No recommended treatment.   
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6.2 CREATE EARLY SUCCESSIONAL AREAS 

Early successional forest is declining across the landscape. By definition a transient habitat type, 
disturbances to forests are needed to maintain early successional forest across the landscape. 
Historically this occurred through wind throws, fire, and other natural events. Timber practices can 
create some early successional forest, however the lack of diversity in plantings and the vast acreage 
reduce the benefits of this habitat to wildlife species. Elk in particular utilize early successional forest for 
forage. Maintaining this habitat is more complicated than a late seral forest stand. Techniques will need 
to be developed in conjunction with OPRD’s forestry group. 

6.3 FRESHWATER HABITAT MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Ecola and Feldenheimer collectively contain 11.8 miles of streams, drainages, and small tributaries, as 
well as a complex of wetland habitats. These waterways and wetlands support numerous species of 
aquatic wildlife. Streams, Canyon Creek in particular, are lacking large woody material due to past land 
practices. ODFW habitat surveys indicated that Canyon Creek only had 10.2 key pieces per mile, which 
falls short of the recommended amount for aquatic habitat. 

 Increase large woody material in Canyon Creek to 3 key pieces/100 m and 20 pieces/100 m to 
meet ODFW benchmarks  

 Manage riparian habitat for large wood recruitment  

 Plant conifer and understory shrubs in riparian areas that are currently depauperate  

 Where possible, decommission roads that cross wetlands and completely remove fill material. 
Re-contour slope and replant with appropriate riparian species. Where roads or trails remain 
that cross wetland areas, redesign and replace failing culverts to restore hydrologic connectivity 
and fish passage 

 Survey for resident and anadromous fish species, including lamprey, in cooperation with ODFW  

 Evaluate the replacement of the Canyon Creek culvert under the park entrance road, which was 
ranked as moderate replacement priority for replacement in 2009. A natural barrier upstream 
limits some fish usage; however, a resident population of cutthroat trout will benefit 

6.4 ESTABLISH WILDLIFE REFUGES 

Some forms of active recreation that occur without planning or facilitation can have can have negative 
impacts to wildlife due to human disturbance effects. Establishing refuge areas could reduce the impacts 
caused by such disturbance. These refuge areas would give wildlife a safe place to retreat and raise 
young where disturbance from recreating visitors and restoration activities is lowest in the park. Refuge 
areas away from trails and other sources of disturbance helps increase reproductive success in the park 
for many species and can produce a “source” population where adults produce more than 2 young in 
their lifetimes. These young disperse out from the park and colonize new areas as they establish 
territories, ultimately increasing the species population within the park as well as in the greater 
landscape. 

Refuge areas have been selected based on disturbance level, size, presence of priority habitats, and 
habitat quality. Further inventories of each of these areas are also recommended to develop relevant 
land management actions and monitoring programs. These areas should remain unfragmented by trails, 
roads, or other human access to avoid wildlife disturbance. Boundaries are not fixed, and some 
adjustments can be made to accommodate management needs. Refuge areas have been selected based 
on disturbance level, size, presence of priority habitats, and habitat quality.  



Figure 19. Wildlife refuge recommendations
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6.5 IMPROVE HABITAT CONNECTIVITY 

Habitat connectivity is a primary goal for wildlife at Ecola-Feldenheimer. The objectives of providing 
movement corridors are to provide connectivity between populations, prevent reproductive isolation, 
and allow range shifts in response to climate change. 

 
Ideally, wildlife movement corridors connect similar habitat patches – for example, a forested corridor would 
connect two forest patches rather than a forest and grassland. Not all corridors are ideal for all species groups, 
and additional refinement through working groups will be needed. Other important habitats – wetlands, 
grasslands, and oak forest types – are so fragmented that establishing broad scale corridors isn’t feasible. 
Instead, it is recommended to establish small-scale connectivity to increase resilience of local populations. 

 Establish wildlife movement corridors 330 feet (100 meters) wide or wider to allow disturbance-
free passage among prime habitat areas within the parks and to adjacent habitat under other 
ownership. It is recommended to keep facilities and trails outside of movement corridors  

 Corridors should be as short and straight as possible 

 Maximize benefits of corridors for multiple species; aquatic corridors like culverts that have a 
ledge or boulders can allow small animals to utilize the corridor as well 

 Establish working relationships with landowners of neighboring properties to increase 
connectivity. Forest Practices Act requires buffers on riparian zones; these buffers can serve as 
movement corridors on timberlands adjacent to Ecola-Feldenheimer 

 Investigate options for assisting wildlife movement across paved roads or well-used trails. Small 
animals like salamanders are greatly impacted by the change in substrate, and may not cross at 
all. Others that do attempt to cross can become victim to trampling or vehicles. Herptile 
“underpasses” below trails in high quality habitats can mitigate this effect 

6.6 CONTROL INVASIVE SPECIES  

 Address each restoration project causing ground disturbance with an integrated pest 
management plan 

 Control weeds in landings and on skid trail routes prior to silviculture treatments to prevent 
spreading weeds into opened up interiors of stands  

 Commit to weed control and monitoring for 5 years along skid trails and on landings. Monitor 
plant communities over time to detect invasive species early and be aware of changing 
ecological condition.  

 Remove tansy ragwort, Himalayan blackberry, and other weeds from day use parking areas, to 
prevent spread into other areas of the park.  

6.7 MAINTAIN BAT HABITAT 

The World War II era bunker located on the top of Tillamook Head provides much needed winter 
hibernating for Townsend’s big-eared bats, and needs protection from vandals and disturbance. In 1997, 
gates were placed on the entryways to discourage vandals and disturbance to the bats that rely on the 
cool, humid interior for winter hibernating. In 2011, the gates were bolted down to make them more 
secure, and the walls were painted with a sand mixture to cover graffiti and provide a rough surface for 
the bats to roost. Monitoring and maintenance of this historic structure is needed to ensure it remains 
functional for the bats. 
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6.8 OCEAN SHORE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Ocean Shore at Ecola is largely a self-maintaining environment. However, some issues that require 
management attention include people trampling the intertidal zone; illegal climbing on or near offshore 
NWR rocks; and disturbance from shoreline visitors, boats, and low-flying aircraft. Recommendations for 
improving ocean shore management include: 

 Avoid new trails to shore level;  trail maintenance in this dynamic system is problematic, and 
new trails will create new disturbances to sensitive species along the shore   

 Keep existing trails in repair; routine maintenance will prevent trail loss 

 Encourage appropriate tidepool etiquette in sensitive rocky shore habitats 

 Report obvious disturbance events in coordination with USFWS to keep boats and aircraft 
safe distances above and around rocks 

 Inform visitors about Ocean Shore rules regarding collection of natural resource products 

 Maintain on-site interpretive signs, and as funding becomes available, replace as necessary 
with information about marine wildlife and rocky shore ecosystems. 

 Conduct interpretive tours on sandy parts of the beach to reduce trampling 

These recommendations are consistent with those made within the 2008 OPRD Ocean Shore 
Management Plan.  

6.9 TIMING OF MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 

The table below shows recommended work periods and appropriate timing to avoid disturbance.  

Table 19. Timing of management activities to avoid wildlife disturbance 

Recommended Work Periods Avoid Disturbance 

Ground Vegetation Removal 
September – February 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (avian nesting season): March 1 – August 31 
Marbled Murrelet nesting season: April 1 – September 15 
Pollinator nesting: March – August 
 

Tree and snag removal 
August – January 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (avian nesting season): March 1 – August 31 
Marbled Murrelet nesting season: April 1 – September 15 
Raptor and owl nesting season: January – August 
 

In-water Work Period 
July 15-August 31 

Salmonid spawning and migration 
 
 

 

7. MONITORING 

Monitoring natural resources is an important component of restoration and land management, and is 
particularly important for Feldenheimer, where forest conditions are unique to those of other stands 
where research has been applied. Effectiveness monitoring will strive to determine if management 
actions are having intended results, and key principles include evaluating silvicultural activities effects 
on habitat. Data gathered from monitoring actions will guide adaptive management and provide insight 
into the success of restoration actions. However, resources for monitoring are limited. OPRD is exploring 
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partnerships with research institutions with intent to establish research opportunities for graduate 
students in forestry and restoration programs. This restoration provide could provide important 
information to help resolve continued debates over how managed forest landscapes respond to 
silvicultural practices intended to reach late seral desired future conditions.  

7.1 VEGETATION COMPOSITION AND RESPONSE TO TREATMENTS 

At minimum, permanent plots will be established to measure changes in vegetation over time in 
response to management actions. Other opportunities to examine habitat response will be pursued 
opportunistically. Objectives of effectiveness monitoring include:  

 Evaluate effects of silvicultural treatments on important stand habitat attributes (standing and 
down dead wood; understory trees, shrubs, herbs; vertical distribution of tree canopy; tree 
growth and live crown ratio; and spatial distribution of trees and shrubs) 

 Use permanent plots to develop operational approaches to implementation of new treatment 
prescriptions and improve methods for effectiveness monitoring of plant and animal taxa. 

 Use the permanent plots information to share results of on-the-ground practices and study 
findings with other land managers. 

 Use the results from the permanent plots information to conduct a long-term adaptive 
management process where management implications impact restoration efforts. 

 Suggested protocols that will contribute to study design: Cissel, J; Anderson P, Olson D, 
Puettmann K, Berryman S, Chan S, Thompson C, 2006, BLM Density Management and Riparian 
Buffer Study: Establishment Report and Study Plan. 

7.2 WILDLIFE POPULATIONS AND RESPONSE TO TREATMENTS 

Specific surveys will be conducted for wildlife throughout both Ecola and Feldenheimer to evaluate 
wildlife response to forest restoration (Feldenheimer), and monitor reference site conditions (Ecola).  

7.2.1 TERRESTRIAL AMPHIBIAN SURVEYS 

Terrestrial amphibian surveys to estimate both occupancy and abundance are recommended. Observers 
will use a “light touch” methodology where cover objects are returned to their original position and 
disturbance to habitat items (e.g. decayed logs) is minimized. Specific protocol and number of sampling 
sites will need to be determined in conjunction with specialists in salamander surveys.  

7.2.2 POINT COUNTS 

Point counts will allow comparisons avian diversity and tracking of individual species density (e.g. focal 
species) over time. Ideally, point counts should be repeated every 1-3 years at the same station, and 
vegetation assessments at those stations should be completed during the same year. Some stations may 
need to be relocated based on management actions. Methodology should continue to follow that 
outlined in “A Habitat-based point-count protocol for terrestrial birds, emphasizing Washington and 
Oregon” (Huff et.al 2000). To summarize, each station should be visited 3 times per breeding season 
between May 15 and June 30, depending on avian migration and breeding status. 

7.2.3 TOWNSEND’S BIG-EARED BAT SURVEYS 

Bat surveys will continue at the Tillamook Head bunker each January. Long term monitoring of this 
species is important to track population status of the colony of Townsend’s big-eared bats that 
hibernate in the bunker. Use red headlamps or flashlights to minimize disturbance to the bats, and note 
how many bats are in each room. Checking the bunker periodically during the spring and summer is 
recommended to see if the bats are using it for day roosting or as a maternity colony. 
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8. PARTNERSHIPS 

Listed below are local, state, federal, tribal, and non-profit entities with whom OPRD will continue to 
work to further the natural resources management of Ecola State Park, Elmer Feldenheimer State 
Natural Area, and the John Yeon State Natural Site: 

 The Nature Conservancy 

 North Coast Land Conservancy 

 Ecola Creek Watershed Council 

 North Coast Watersheds Association 

 Clatsop Soil and Water Conservation 
District 

 Oregon Department of Forestry 

 Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality 

 Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 Oregon State University 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 City of Cannon Beach 

 City of Seaside 

 Clatsop County 

 Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 

 Confederated Tribes of the Siletz 
Indians 

 Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde 
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Introduction 

 
 Forest Classification 

This area known as Tillamook Head is within the temperate coastal Sitka spruce (Picea 

sitshensis) zone of the Pacific Northwest. 

 

 Forest History 

Historical documentation of stand characteristics on Tillamook Head found in notes of 

cadastral surveys of (Tuttle 1915); western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) of 26-28 inches 

and Sitka spruce of 36-40 inches (stump diameters).  Hemlock occurred primarily on 

basin ridge, spruce on west facing slopes consisted of “good average size and of fair 

quality”.  Trees on east facing slopes consisted of “fair size but inclined to be short and 

very coarse and limby”. (Pickering & Connin, et al 1994). Mean fire return interval is 

estimated to be >220 years in this area of the Oregon coast range (M.C. Wimberly, et al 

2002). 

 

 Timber Harvests 

Timber harvesting has occurred in this area since the early 1900’s. In 1918 the U.S. Army 

Spruce Division selectively removed Sitka spruce from the area for use in airplane 

construction (Annon, et al 1991) (Pickering & Connin, et al 1994). A majority of the area 

was harvested during the early 1960’s and a couple more hundred acres in 1980-81. 

 

 Regeneration 
All harvested units were replanted with seedlings (would presume spruce and hemlock) at 

a density of 250-300 seedlings per acre. An area in section 7 was aerially seeded with 

hemlock and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii)  in 1981 and then hand planted with 

seedlings in 1983.  However, 60-70% of regrowth results from natural regeneration 

(Jaques, et al 1992) (Pickering & Connin, et al 1994).     

 
 Forest Inventories 

 Cavenham Forest Indutries, Inc. 1990 forest survey concluded a forest composition of 

55% Western hemlock, 34% Sitka spruce, 6% Douglas- fir, 5% red alder (Alnus rubra) 

and a trace of grand fir (Abies grandis) and western redcedar (Thuja plicata).  Nearly all 

of these trees fell in the 20-29 year age class (Pickering & Connin, et al 1994). 

 

The Nature Conservancy 1993 forest survey concluded the following (Connin 1993): 
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Table 1. Summary of 1993 forest survey 

 
Map 1. Groups for 1993 forest survey 
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Oregon Parks and Recreation contracted for a stand level inventory February 2012.  All 

areas within the Park’s properties had a forest inventory completed except a 200’+ buffer 

on Canyon Creek and inaccessible shore line cliffs (Stands 10601-6 & 10608).  Stand 

11027 is an older forest structure stand adjacent to a subdivision that did not need 

evaluation.  This stand is in a current condition that will not need any recommended 

management.  

 

 
Map 2. Forest Stand Type Boundaries (2009 Ortho) 
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Map 3. Forest Stand Type Boundaries (Lidar) 
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Map 4. Inventory plot locations 
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Silvicultural Interpretations 

Stand Density Index (SDI) used to indicate the following key points: 

 

SDI  Stand Conditions  

25% Crown closure and onset of self-pruning, competition and 

discouragement of understory. 

 

35% Lowest limit of full site occupancy. Self-pruning, competition, halt 

in understory development begin to get earnest. 

 

55-70% Trees stressed. Self-thinning begins. Understories die off. Precise 

point depends on stand structure and random mortality events. 

 

100% Maximum stocking.  

 

Sitka spruce or Western Hemlock will be the species of choice to interpret silvicultural 

conditions depending on the dominant species.  The maximum stocking level for Sitka 

spruce is 800-1000 trees per acre and for Western hemlock are 800 trees per acre. 

 

Live Crown Ratios (LCR)    

Trees build on themselves.  A weakly developed crown cannot expand rapidly even if 

light, water and nutrients are favorable.  Acceleration will be slowed.  Once suppressed a 

tree has a hard time recovering.  Acceleration of crown growth and recovery after release 

will decline with age and site.   

The following is the percentage of overall crown ratios as an indictor of tree vigor: 

 

LCR  >50%  Great Vigor 

  ~40%  OK 

  ~25-30% Marginal 

  <25%  Dying 
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Current Stand Conditions 
 

Stand 11001 (~5.3 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >20”) is 50-67 years old. The trees have good live 

crown ratios of 40% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 

344 with 38% of those below 8” in diameter (see table 1 below).   The stand density 

index (SDI) is 51%, the upper limit of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the 

stand is 12” with a basal area of 291 square feet.   

 
Table 1. Stand 11001 species report. 

 

 
Figure 1. Current stand condition. 

 

A recommended silvicultural treatment is to pre-commercial thin the stand and then in 

twenty years do a commercial thinning down to 100 trees per acre.  This would leave a 

residual basal area of 200 sq. ft. an average diameter of 20” and a 50% split of spruce and 

hemlock. A residual SDI of 34% would be left at the lower limit of full site occupancy to 

allow for increase in stem size and live crown ratio. 
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Table 2. Stand 11001 species report with pre-commercial thin treatment. 

 

Stand 11002 (~6.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >11”) is 45 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 50% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 411 

with 60% of those below 8” in diameter (see table 2 below).   The stand density index 

(SDI) is 60%, where self-thinning has begun. The average diameter of the stand is 11” 

with a basal area of 268 square feet. 

 

 
Table 3. Stand 11002 stand report. 
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Figure 2. Current stand condition. 

 

A recommended silvicultural treatment is to pre-commercial thin the stand and then in 

twenty years do a commercial thinning down to 90 trees per acre.  This would leave a 

residual basal area of 200, an average diameter of 20” and a 50% split of hemlock and 

spruce. A residual SDI of 30% would be left where understory development can occur 

and maximum growing space to allow for increase stem diameter and live crown ratio. 

 

 
 

Table 4. Stand 11002 species report with pre-commercial thin treatment. 
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 Stand 11003 (~9.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >9”) is 27 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 46% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 560 

with 67% of those below 8” in diameter (see table 5 below).   The stand density index 

(SDI) is 49%, on the upper limit of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand 

is 9” with a basal area of 240 square feet. Field observation: Much younger stand about 

20+ years old.  Dominant species is red alder and western hemlock but some Sitka spruce 

throughout the stand.  Fern and salal were the dominant ground cover. 

 

 
Table 5. Stand 11003 species report. 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Current stand condition. 
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Recommended silvicultural treatments are to pre-commercial thin the stand removing all 

the trees less than 8” dbh and in twenty years do a commercial thinning down to 125 trees 

per acre (75 WH/50 RA) .  This would leave a residual basal area of 140 sq. ft. with an 

average diameter of 15” with 60% hemlock and 40% alder. A residual SDI of 30% would 

be left where understory development can occur and maximum growing space to allow 

for increase stem diameter and live crown ratio. 

 

 

 
Table 6. Stand 11003 species report with pre-commercial thin treatment. 

 

   Stand 11004 (~13.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH>11”) is 53 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 60% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 560 

with 31% of those below 6” in diameter (see table 7 below).   The stand density index 

(SDI) is 49%, on the upper limit of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand 

is 12” with a basal area of 226 square feet. 

 

 
Table 7. Stand 11004 species report. 
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Figure 4. Current stand condition. 

 
Recommended silvicultural treatment is to do no treatment and let the stand develop on 

its own.  As the red alder falls out of the stand the conifers will develop into an older 

forest structure without any further tree removal.  The current SDI without factoring in 

the alder is only 20% which is well below site occupancy.  Some alder could be felled in 

the stand encouraging understory development. 

 

Stand 11006 (~22.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >14”) is 53 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 40% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 369 (see 

table 8 below).   The stand density index (SDI) is 62%, the upper limit of where tree 

stress occurs and random mortality events such as wind throw.  The average diameter of 

the stand is 12” with a basal area of 292 square feet. Field Observation: Stand is 

productive hemlock and spruce with a part of the stand in closed canopy, single story and 

part with 2 story closed canopy.  Minor amounts of cedar and alder present.   
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Table 8. Stand 11006 species report. 

 

 
Figure 5. Current stand condition.  After commercial thin 

 

 
Figure 6. Wind throw in stand 11006 

 

Recommended silvicultural treatment is to do a commercial thin within 5 years since the 

stand density is at the upper limits of tree stress and self-thinning which results in 

decreased crown ratios.  A removal of all trees less than 12 inches DBH and a few 14 

inch DBH Western hemlock per acre will give a residual basal area of 169 with an 

average leave tree dia. of 16” and 127 trees per acre.  This would result in a SDI of 32% 

which would encourage healthy crown ratios and increased tree diameters.  
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Table 9. Stand 11006 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 10607 (~37.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (WH >20”) is 151 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 60% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 3236 

(see table 9 below).  However 98% of those are seedlings.  The stand consist of 60 large 

trees per acre over 16 inches in diameter.  The stand density index (SDI) is 34%, the 

understory development will start to halt and become a more layered stand as mortality 

occurs in the older trees. The average diameter of the stand is 26” with a basal area of 

216 square feet if you don’t account for any trees less than 6 inches in diameter. 

 

 
Table 10. Stand 10607 species report. 
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Figure 7. Current stand condition. 

 

Stand 11008 (~38.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >12”) is 45 years old. The trees have good live crown 

ratios of 55% or more. The stand contains an average number of trees per acre of 203 (see 

table 11 below).  The stand density index (SDI) is 50%, the upper limit of full site 

occupancy however, if you don’t count the alder the stand is only at 30% of max. SDI 

The average diameter of the stand is 15” with a basal area of 257 square feet. 

 

 
Table 11. Stand 11008 species report. 
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Figure 8. Current stand condition. 

 

No recommended treatment in the near future is needed due to the low current SDI and 

good crown ratios.  This stand should be re-measured in 10 years to evaluate future 

recommendations for any management needs. 

 

Stand 10609 (~48.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (RA >12”) is 50 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 202 greater than 4” in diameter (see table 12 below).  The 

stand density index (SDI) is 70% for red alder, the upper limit of tree stress. The average 

diameter of the stand is 13” with a basal area of 215 square feet if you exclude trees less 

than 4” in diameter.  Stand in hydric and anaerobic soils, a wet riparian plant community 

dominant with alder. 

 

 
Table 12. Stand 10609 species report. 
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Figure 9. Current stand condition. 

 

No recommended treatment for this stand.  The alder will start falling out of the stand in 

the next 20 years or so and the spruce seedlings and saplings will start to dominate the 

site. The area has very anaerobic soils and the overstory is mostly red alder. 

 

Stand 11010 (~49.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >19”) is 54 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 259 (see table 13 below).  The stand density index (SDI) is 

49% for Sitka spruce, the upper limit of site occupancy. The average diameter of the 

stand is 14” with a basal area of 281 sq. ft. 

 

 
Table 13. Stand 11010 species report. 
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Figure 10. Current stand condition.  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 5 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 180 and a basal area of 

177 sq. ft. 

 

  
Table 14. Stand 11010 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

 

Stand 11011 (~55.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (SS >19”) is 50 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 447 (see table 15 below).  The stand density index (SDI) is 

32% for western hemlock, the lower limit of site occupancy if you only factor in the trees 

greater than 10” in diameter. The average diameter of the stand is 10” with a basal area of 

235 sq. ft. Field observation: stand is productive hemlock and spruce.   Some of the 

hemlock is in the intermediate crown class mixed with alder.  Portions of these areas are 

not free to grow yet. 
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Table 15. Stand 11011 species report. 

 

 
Figure 11. Current stand condition.  After precommercial thin 

 

Recommended treatment would be a pre-commercial thin of all trees less than 10” in 

diameter then a commercial thin in 20 years.  The stand will be at 137 trees per acre (ave. 

dia. 17”) a basal area of 217 sq. ft. with a volume of 32,400 bd. ft./ac.  

 

 
Table 16. Stand 11011 species report after a pre-commercial thin. 
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Stand 10612 (~63.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (WH >21”) is 81 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 303 (see table 17 below).  The stand density index (SDI) is 

45% for Sitka spruce, at full site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 12” 

with a basal area of 237 sq. ft. 

 

 
Table 17. Stand 10612 species report. 

 

 
Figure 12. Current stand condition. 

 

No treatment is recommended.  This stand is a layered stand that is currently in older 

forest structure. 

 

Stand 10613 (~69.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >14”) is 113 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 109 (see table 18 below) not factoring in all the seedlings.  
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The stand density index (SDI) is 48% for western hemlock, at full site occupancy. The 

average diameter of the stand is 22” with a basal area of 286 sq. ft. 

 

 
Table 18. Stand 10613 species report. 

 

 
Figure 13. Current stand condition. 

 

No treatment is recommended.  This stand is a layered stand that is currently in older 

forest structure. 

 

Stand 11014 (~79.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >14”) is 48 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 347 (see table 19 below) not factoring in all the seedlings.  

The stand density index (SDI) is 74% for western hemlock, maximum tree stress level. 

The average diameter of the stand is 14” with a basal area of 370 sq. ft. The live crown 

ratios are extremely low and treatment is recommended as soon as possible. 
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Table 19. Stand 11014 species report. 

 

 
Figure 14. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 5 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 230 and a basal area of 

254 sq. ft. 
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Table 20. Stand 11014 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 11015 (~78.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >11”) is 50 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 266 (see table 21 below) not factoring in all the seedlings and 

the one plot of alder by the drainage.  The stand density index (SDI) is 34% for western 

hemlock, lowest level of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 11” 

with a basal area of 315 sq. ft. The live crown ratios are 31% and treatment is 

recommended within the next 10 years. Field observations: very dense spots within the 

stand with some windthrow. Stand consist of spruce hemlock and a patch or two of alder. 

 

 
Table 21. Stand 11015 species report. 
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Figure 15. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 188 and a basal area of 

193 sq. ft. 

 

 
Table 22. Stand 11015 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 11016 (~80.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >16”) is 52 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 341 (see table 23 below) not factoring in all the seedlings and 

the one plot of alder by the drainage.  The stand density index (SDI) is 54% for Sitka 

spruce, highest level of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 13” with 

a basal area of 315 sq. ft.  
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Table 23. Stand 11016 species report. 

 

 
Figure 16. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 198 and a basal area of 

197 sq. ft. 

 
Table 24. Stand 11016 species report after a commercial thin. 
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Stand 11017 (~89.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >14”) is 45 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 257 (see table 25 below) not factoring in all the seedlings and 

the one plot of alder by the drainage.  The stand density index (SDI) is 55% for Sitka 

spruce, onset of tree stress. The average diameter of the stand is 15” with a basal area of 

302 sq. ft.  

 

 
Table 25. Stand 11017 species report. 

 

 
Figure 17. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 158 and a basal area of 

200 sq. ft. 
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Table 26. Stand 11017 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 11018 (~89.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >14”) is 47 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 240 (see table 27 below).  The stand density index (SDI) is 

47% for Sitka spruce, upper limit of full site occupancy. The average diameter of the 

stand is 14” with a basal area of 263 sq. ft. Field observation: stand is productive spruce 

with a significant cohort of hemlock.  Stand structure is single story and in the stem 

exclusion stage. Vegetation is sparse.   Both spruce and hemlock in a good vigor.  Minor 

amounts of grand fir in NW stand. 

 

 
Table 27. Stand 11017 species report. 
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Figure 18. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 154 and a basal area of 

170 sq. ft. 

 
Table 28. Stand 11018 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 11019 (~102.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (SS >15”) is 43 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 392 (see table 29 below). The stand density index (SDI) is 

70% for Sitka spruce, upper limit of tree stress. The average diameter of the stand is 13” 

with a basal area of 388 sq. ft.  Field observation: North end of stand had significant 

amounts of older downwood and areas along the west edge of the stand had some large 

areas of recent windthrow. 
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Table 29. Stand 11019 species report. 

 

 
Figure 19. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 5 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 300 and a basal area of 

274 sq. ft. 

 
Table 30. Stand 11018 species report after a commercial thin. 
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Stand 16020 (~109.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (SS >15”) is 87 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 239 (see table 31 below). The stand density index (SDI) is 

43% for Sitka spruce where these older forest structured stands seem to stabilize at an 

average limit of site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 19” (ignoring the 

seedlings) with a basal area of 237 sq. ft.   

 

 
Table 31. Stand 10620 species report. 

 

 
Figure 20. Current stand condition 
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Stand 16021 (~116.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >22”) is 87 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 381 (see table 32 below). The stand density index (SDI) is 

43% for western hemlock where these older forest structured stands seem to stabilize at 

an average limit of site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 23” (ignoring the 

seedlings & saplings up to 3 inches) with a basal area of 201 sq. ft.   

 

 

 
Table 32. Stand 10621 species report. 

 

 
Figure 21. Current stand condition 

 

 



3/05/2013 35 

Stand 11022 (~145.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (WH >18”) is 100 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 1471 (see table 29 below). The average tree diameter for the 

stand is 6” with a basal area of 327 sq. ft.  Average stand diameter (>2” dia.) is 18” with 

185 trees per acre.  Has a stand density index (SDI, >2+” dia.) of 59% for western 

hemlock. This stand could use a commercial thin but would be a lower priority due to 

access issues.  At this point a third of the volume removed in a commercial thinning 

would result in ~2.6 million bd. ft. 

 

 
Table 33. Stand 11022 species report. 

 

 
Figure 22. Current stand condition 

Stand 11023 (~181.0 ac.) 
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The average age of the stand (SS >17”) is 50 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 395 (see table 34 below). The stand density index (SDI) is 

59% for Sitka spruce, the mid-range of tree stress stand condition. The average diameter 

of the stand is 12” with a basal area of 319 sq. ft.  Field observation: “Stand is very 

overstocked”. 

 

 

 
Table 34. Stand 11023 species report. 

 

 
Figure 23. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 308 and a basal area of 

228 sq. ft.  This gets the stand down to a stand density level of 44%.  One more thinning 

in about 20 years may be recommended. 

 



3/05/2013 37 

 
Table 35. Stand 11023 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 16024 (~204.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (SS >28”) is 80 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 438 (see table 36 below). The stand density index (SDI) is 

33% for Sitka spruce (>2”+ diameter) where these older forest structured stands seem to 

stabilize at an average limit of site occupancy. The average diameter of the stand is 11” 

with a basal area of 309 sq. ft.  Field observation: Stand is a mosaic of different stand 

conditions. The windward side (west facing slope) are quite variable structurally low site 

productivity containing wind swept, stunted trees.  On the leeward side (east facing 

slope) the forest is in a closed canopy condition with mature timber and very high site 

productivity.  
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Table 36. Stand 10624 species report. 

 

 
Figure 24. Current stand condition 

 

Stand 11025 (~197.0 ac.) 

The average age of the stand (WH >12”) is 50 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 334 (see table 37 below). The average tree diameter for the 

stand is 13” with a basal area of 328 sq. ft.  Has a stand density index (SDI) of 58% for 

Sitka spruce.  
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Table 37. Stand 11025 species report. 

 
Figure 25. Current stand condition  After commercial thin 

 

The recommended treatment for this stand would be a commercial thin within the next 10 

years.  A residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 254 and a basal area of 

230 sq. ft.  This gets the stand down to a stand density level of 42%.  
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Table 37. Stand 11025 species report after a commercial thin. 

 

Stand 11026 (~221.0 ac.) 
The average age of the stand (WH >12”) is 49 years old. The stand contains an average 

number of trees per acre of 334 (see table 38 below). The average tree diameter for the 

stand is 10” with a basal area of 235 sq. ft.  Has a stand density index (SDI) of 53% for 

Western hemlock.  Field observation: Stand is densely stocked, in the stem exclusion 

stage.  The northern part of the stand has a few older trees and scattered clumps of dense 

sapling size poles(4-7”) that are probably unstable sue to the high dia./ht. ratio with low 

crown ratio’s. 

 

 
Table 38. Stand 11026 species report. 
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Figure 26. Current stand condition  After pre-commercial thin 

 
The recommended treatment for this stand would be a pre-commercial thin.  This would 

leave a residual stand of leave trees per acre of approximately 254 and a stand density 

level of 44%.  A commercial thin would then be recommended in 20 years. 

 

Stand Summary Table 
Stand 

# 
Area 

(acres) 
Dominant 

Species 
Total 

Density 
(trees/ac.) 

Ave. size 
DBH (all 
species) 

Ave. 
Stand Age 

(yrs.) 

Snag 
(#/acre) 

Snag size 
(ave. 
DBH) 

SDI 
% 

BF/Ac. Crown 
Ratio 

(ave. %) 

Recommended 
Treatment  
(Priority#) 

11001 5 WH/SS 344 15” 65 29 11” 51 37,724 40 (2) PCT; CT~20 yrs. 

11002 6 WH 412 11” 45 4 32” 60 24,576 50 (4) PCT; CT~20 yrs. 

11003 9 RA 560 8” 27 0 N/A 49 9,235 46 (3) PCT; CT~20 yrs. 

11004 13 RA/WH 299 12” 53 10 11” 49 22,464 60 None 

11006 22 SS/WH 369 12” 53 0 N/A 62 34,351 40 (4) CT w/in 5 yrs. 

10607 37 SS/WH 3238 26” 151 10 24” 34 51,910 60 None 

11008 38 WH/SS 203 15” 45 12 15” 50 29,586 55 Re-measure-10 yrs. 

10609 48 RA/SS 490 9” 50 0 N/A 70 24,857 19 None 

11010 49 SS/WH 259 14” 54 6 11” 49 34,987 32 (5) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11011 55 WH/SS 447 10” 50 4 11” 54 19,910 40 PCT; CT~20 yrs. 

10612 63 SS/WH 303 19” 81 5 40” 45 45,479 50 None 

10613 69 WH/SS 109 22” 113 15 32” 43 56,712 43 None 

11014 79 WH/SS 347 14” 48 6 10” 74 44,411 20 (1) CT w/in 5 yrs. 

11015 78 SS/WH 472 11” 50 0 N/A 61 31,617 32 (3) CT w/in 5 yrs. 

11016 80 SS/WH 342 13” 52 2 17” 54 41,408 40 (8) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11017 89 SS/WH 257 15” 45 0 N/A 55 33,238 38 (9) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11018 89 SS/WH 240 14” 47 5 12” 47 34,611 30 (7) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11019 102 SS/WH 396 13” 43 7 15” 70 44,608 40 (2) CT w/in 5 yrs. 

10620 109 SS/WH 239 13” 87 3 42” 43 46,996 55 None 

10621 116 WH/SS 381 10” 87 4 42” 48 34,606 60 None 

11022 145 WH/SS 1471 6” 100 12 33” 59 55,531 50 (11) CT*w/in 15 yrs. 

11023 181 SS/WH 395 12” 50 4 16” 59 34,369 36 (6) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11024 204 SS/WH 438 11” 80 3 40” 33 48,153 50 None 

11025 197 SS/WH 334 13” 50 0 N/A 58 37,116 38 (10) CT w/in 10 yrs. 

11026 221 WH/SS 412 10” 49 0 N/A 53 18,568 40 (1) PCT; CT~20yrs. 

Table 45.   Stand Summary     CT-Commercial Thin; PCT- Pre-commercial thin; *Access Issues  
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Conclusion 

 

All the stands in Elmer Feldenheimer are in the tree stress condition or very close using 

stand density index indicators. Live Crown Ratios are still in a percentage range to expect 

a good growth response to thinning.  The map below displays spatially the priorities for 

thinning from the stand summary table above. 

 

 
Map 6. Priorities by stand type for management. 
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APPENDIX B. HYDROLOGY MODELING METHODOLOGY 

Surface water hydrology modeling 

The flowing course and accumulation of water can be modeled using a combination of input base maps.  
A model of soil moisture and surface water probability was created using an Integrated Moisture Index 
derived from the combined influences of slope, solar irradiation, soil drainage class, topographic 
position, topographic curvature, and flow-accumulation modeling.  The hydrological model indicates 
relative moistness of all topographic micropositions across the study area. 

 

The modeling process used to map wetland and surface water probability is shown in Figures B-1 and B-
2. 
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Figure B-1. Integrated Moisture Index

 

  

See Figure C-2 



Ecola-Feldenheimer  2014 Natural Resource Management Plan 

1 4 9  

Figure B-2. Solar irradiation model 
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APPENDIX C. VEGETATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

A multi-phased approach was taken to model vegetation patterns and community composition using a 
combination of plot-based sampling and imputation based on aerial photography, topographic 
parameters, and vegetation structure and height as supplied by LiDAR data:  

 

Phase 1: selection of representative vegetation sampling plots 

The first phase consisted of selection of sampling plots from aerial photographs and topographic data.  
Plots were selected so as to have redundant examples of aerially identifiable vegetation types/changes 
in a variety of topographic positions.  These plot selections were made subjectively by best professional 
judgment in an effort to have field data for multiple examples of every distinguishable vegetation type 
present in the study area.   

 

Phase 2: on-the-ground field data collection at plot locations and other sites 

The second phase consisted of field data collection for each of these sampling points, along with 
collection of data for additional points where vegetation changes experienced on the ground appeared 
to demonstrate a significant niche or transition.  The data collected were species composition for the 
relevé plot in community notation.  Data for wetland vs. upland, ecological condition, tree size, seral 
stage, and general comments were also collected.  Part of this field data collection phase was the 
collection of individual species calibration samples – individual trees, shrubs, and herb patches were 
identified to species and recorded on aerial photos or by GPS.  These sample points were collected in an 
attempt to create a catalogue of verified species points used to train the remote sensing process to 
recognize differences between species of trees, shrubs, and herbs by their aerial photograph spectral 
signatures.  Additional samples of each aerially identifiable cover type were delineated in the office 
using aerial photography once differences between species were reliably identifiable using field verified 
training samples. 

 

The following two phases describe the GIS-based remote sensing process.  An overall workflow and 
detailed models of the processes involved are depicted in Figures C-1 through C-3. 

 

Phase 3: Image segmentation and coarse landcover group mapping 

The third phase was a first-pass supervised classification of aerially identifiable cover based on species 
training samples and topographic/LiDAR derivatives.  This process is detailed in Figures 12 and 13.  The 
result of this portion of the process is a map of aerially identifiable vegetation cover without regard to 
understory composition or species mixtures.  For example, this portion of the model identifies areas of 
Sitka spruce forest, but does not attempt to apply plant community training plot data to characterize 
understory composition in that forest.  This 1st pass classification breaks the study area into zones or 
image “segments” that are fairly easily checked for accuracy and which reduce the complexity of the 
raster base that is used in subsequent plant community/understory classification phases.  This reduces 
classification-space dimensionality, reduces CPU processing time, decreases noise in the data, and 
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increases accuracy in second-pass supervised classification.  In essence, it serves to reduce the number 
of independent variables that the second-pass model has to consider for each pixel in the output raster, 
and arranges potential outcomes into “clusters” based on aerially identifiable cover type.  Use of these 
clusters prevents mismatching of classification outcomes and aerially-evident cover types.  For example, 
if the pixel being classified has already been determined to belong to a douglas-fir forest type by the first 
pass classification, the second-pass classification will not put emergent marsh and grassland types on 
the same footing as the douglas-fir types when making a decision as to which community is the best 
match in terms of ecological parameters.   

A simplified scenario demonstrating the value of segmenting the aerial imagery before using the 
data in subsequent second-pass classification:  

Consider a spruce community with aerial photograph red band value “r”, green band value “g”, 
blue band value “b”, near infrared value “n”, height characteristic “x”, and topographic position 
“y”.  Other examples of the same community might have slightly different values for each of 
these parameters, but they would generally be in the same “neighborhood “of values.  In some 
cases, other plant community training samples might match the values of the pixel in question 
just as well as or better than the true classification in terms of the non-hierarchically-clustered, 
raw difference in actual value vs training sample value from the signature profile.  So, a pixel that 

is spruce community in reality might have a signature profile of  ⃑=[r, g, b, n, x-2,y+3] for the 
raster bands at that pixel’s same location.  The correct classification training sample might have a 

signature vector of  ⃑= [r,g,b,n,x,y].  A red alder community might have a signature of  ⃑⃑=[r-1, g-1, 
b, n, x,y].  The distance between the three vectors can be computed in a 6-dimensional Euclidean 
classification space as follows: 

Distance(A,R) = √(  (   ))
 
 (  (   ))

 
 (   )  (   )  (   )  (   )  

 

  √       

 

Distance(A,S) = √(   )  (   )  (   )  (   )  (  (   ))  (  (   ))  

  √   = 3.6 

 

As can be seen in the computation of distance above, the vector for the red alder community is 
numerically closer to that of the pixel than is the vector for the true community.  This difference 
creates enormous error.  If the RGB and near infrared values were first considered separately to 
arrive at overstory cover, however, and this first pass gave value of “S” for spruce and “R” for 
alder, the vectors being compared in the second-pass nearest neighbor classification would be 
less error prone: 

  True identity vector (spruce community):  ⃑=[C, x, y] 

              Alder community from before:  ⃑⃑=[D, x, y] 

  Pixel value in question:  ⃑=[C, x-2, y+3] 
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  Where the values C and D are weighted so as never to allow these clusters to overlap in 
the classification space – i.e., with hugely disparate values like C=10,000 and D= 
20,000 

Distance(A,R) = √(             )  (   )  (   )  

  √                    

 

Distance(A,S) = √(             )  (  (   ))  (  (   ))
 

 

  √        

The 1st-pass supervised classification of phase 3 was performed using both Support Vector Machine 
(SVM) imputation (Cortes and Vapnik, 1995) and a partial Gradient Nearest Neighbor (pGNN) imputation 
(modified from Ohmann and Gregory, 2002).  The result of these classifications is a matching of pixels 
across the study area to the most similar reconnaissance plot in terms of the input raster values.  Both 
SVM and GNN methods were implemented using custom coding in the R statistical programming 
language. The SVM algorithm performed better in this case, and this output was used for mapping 
coarse habitat types as well as for subsequent steps described below in Phase 4.  The modified GNN 
output was discarded, although it performed nearly as well as the SVM algorithm. 

 

Phase 4: modeling understory and finer-scale vegetation composition 

The fourth phase was a second-pass supervised classification of finer scaled vegetation composition 
detail using the results of the first pass classification as one of the base data rasters.  This classification 
was performed using both Support Vector Machine (SVM) and a partial Gradient Nearest Neighbor 
(pGNN) imputation.  In contrast to the 1st-pass classification, the pGNN model outperformed SVM in this 
case (probably due to the lack of an easily implemented method of artificially clustering/weighting the 
1st pass classification data in the SVM code used).  

 

The principal difference between the pGNN method used in this assessment and standard GNN is in the 
weighting of environmental variables.  Whereas parameter weighting in GNN is done by means of 
canonical correspondence analysis (CCA) of all input parameters (a statistical operation), the pGNN 
method artificially separates some categories into completely hierarchical classes as described in the 
segmentation/first-pass discussion above.  Standard GNN would remove or heavily modify these desired 
hierarchical classes/“segments”, so they were removed from the canonical correspondence calculations 
for the purposes of pGNN and then added back into the classification after CCA “stretching” of the 
remaining parameters.  The effect of this mixing of numerical scale serves to make some variables more 
important than others in determining distance from the pixel to the nearest plot in gradient space.  It 
also serves to “cluster” the training plots, so that cover types cannot be mismatched with key 
parameters (see discussion under step three above).  This was particularly true of categorized data (as 
opposed to continuous data).  For example, some variables were binary masks such as beach and flats.  
In these cases, the goal was for only plots and pixels inside a particular mask to be allowed to 
correspond.  These binary masks were set to the values of 0 and 65000.  This effectively made the 
gradient-space Euclidean distance between any pixel inside the mask several orders of magnitude closer 
to those reconnaissance plots inside the mask than those outside of it, and also made pixels outside of 
the mask incredibly far away. Similarly, for categorical variables such as tree/shrub/herb the values are 
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distributed evenly along the 0 to 65000 range; i.e., herb=0, shrub=32500, tree= 65000.  The end result of 
gradient space separations is the same as for binary masks. 

  

After completion of the second-pass pGNN classification, the resulting raster output was subjected to 
aggregation and filtering methods to reduce “noise”.  Raw, unfiltered, 2nd-pass classification data 
contains tiny patches of different classification within larger coherent patterns.  These small patches of 
noise result from minor variations in input data – which can be either real or artifacts of LiDAR 
inaccuracy, shadows, dead trees, cliffs, etc.  Although small patches of “noise” may exist in reality, 
excessively noisy maps are undesirable for two principal reasons: 1) they imply a level of accuracy that is 
often not truly present; and, 2) they are hard to use and read.   
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Figure C-1. Landcover analysis (1
st
 pass classification) 
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Figure C-2. Plant community-level landcover aggregation (2
st
 pass classification) 
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Figure C-3. Filtering Results to be Above Minimum Mapping Unit Size 
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APPENDIX D. WILDLIFE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

Data and analyses for this document were conducted by using remote sensing, existing databases, 
interviews with park staff, and field assessments.  After potential wildlife species, habitat types, and 
surrounding landscape data were collected, the site was evaluated for desired future habitat. This was 
determined based on rarity of present wildlife species, rarity of wildlife habitat types in the landscape, 
likelihood of attracting at-risk species, feasibility of restoring habitats, existing site conditions, and 
locally important management goals. Desired future habitat conditions were then used to develop 
wildlife value ratings for management recommendations.  

EXISTING INFORMATION 

Historic and current wildlife data was retrieved from the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) 
Natural Heritage Database (ORBIC 2011), Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species of Oregon (ORBIC 
2013), eBird (eBird 2014), Oregon Department of Fish and Game (ODFW) Oregon Conservation Strategy 
(ODWF 2005), and OPRD’s wildlife observation and survey database. In addition, OPRD biologists 
collected vegetation data. 

WILDLIFE VALUE RATINGS 

Wildlife value ratings were developed for determining potential refuge locations and management 
priorities. Wildlife values were generated based on wildlife condition (see below) and a potential 
disturbance index. Each vegetation community was assessed for current and future conditions and 
assigned a value.  Lower wildlife values correlate with increased importance to wildlife. 

1 – High wildlife value, avoid disturbance and preserve  
2 – Medium wildlife value, restoration actions recommended 
3 – Marginal wildlife value, restoration actions possible 
4 – Low wildlife value 

 
Wildlife habitats were categorized as protected, desired, other, and undesired. Desirability is 
determined based on local habitat rarity, ODFW Conservation Strategy listing, and importance to at-risk 
species (see Section 1.2). This ranking utilizes the botanical condition, if available, in combination with 
plant community composition and structure.  

 Priority 1 - Protected: Habitat is protected under federal or state designations; for example, 

critical habitat 

 Priority 2 - Desired: Habitat is a Conservation Strategy habitat, utilized by at-risk species, and/or 

provides important ecosystem services 

 Priority 3 – Other Habitats: Habitat may provide wildlife benefit, but is not a conservation focus 

for OPRD 

 Priority 4 – Undesired: Habitat condition is so low that restoration efforts may not be cost 

effective. 
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Table 19. Wildlife condition values based on botanical assessment and desired future conditions 

 Understory 

Habitat Present 
Food plants 

Present Minimal,  
none 

Beach Other 

Conifer forest Desired Medium Medium 

Mature1 Desired Desired Medium 

Disturbed Undesired 

Early successional Other Other Medium 

Hardwood forest Desired Desired Medium 

Herbaceous Other Other Other 

Mixed Conifer-Hardwood Desired Medium Medium 

Mature1 Desired Desired Medium 

Rock Desired 

Water Desired 

Ocean Other 
1 

– Mature forest is defined here as stands with an average diameter at breast height of 18 
inches or greater 

Potential disturbance index was generated using GIS spatial analysis and land use patterns to rank 
habitat areas based on density of travel systems, such as trails, roads, and parking areas. While species 
have different tolerances to disturbances based on the type of activity, duration, etc., this basic ranking 
indicates areas furthest from potential sources of disturbance.  Final wildlife values were determined by 
inputting desired future condition ratings and according to the following matrix. Some deviations from 
the matrix were made. Potential marbled murrelet habitat was assessed via LiDAR, and scored as 1, 
given the needs of this threatened species.  

 Density Index 

Condition Low  Intermediate High 

Desired (D) 1 2 2 

Medium (M) 2 3 3 

Other (O) 3 3 3 

Poor (P) 4 4 4 

 

DETERMINING WILDLIFE RESERVES 

Recreation can negatively impact wildlife due to human disturbance effects (Reed and Merenlender 
2008, Miller et al. 1998). Establishing a reserve area where disturbance is reduced relative to the 
surrounding areas would give wildlife a safe place to retreat where disturbance from recreating visitors 
is lowest in the park. Areas with potential to act as wildlife reserves were evaluated for potential 
disturbance index, habitat quality, and current wildlife use. Areas with the lowest potential disturbance 
index were selected as possible reserve areas; habitat quality and current wildlife use were used to 
refine and prioritize reserve areas.  
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APPENDIX E. CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT 
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APPENDIX F. ROADS ASSESSMENT 



 

Elmer Feldenheimer-Ecola Natural Resource Management Plan 

Forest Road Summary 

In Spring 2012 and 2013, OPRD Forestry conducted a survey of all active and inactive roads 

inside the Elmer Feldenheimer Natural Area, and all unpaved service roads in Ecola State Park.  

The objective of the survey was to determine the feasibility and cost of improving roads to a 

status that would allow dry season access for log trucks and year round emergency access.  

Inactive roads on properties adjacent to the Feldenheimer property that would need to be 

improved in order to access inactive roads inside the natural area were also surveyed.  All roads 

surveyed were mapped using handheld GPS and assessed on the ground using a set of criteria 

adapted from a database developed by the Washington State Department of Natural Resources.  

Culvert locations were mapped and culvert conditions were assessed.  Locations at which no  

culvert was found but a culvert or bridge was recommended were also mapped.  Landslides and 

other locations at which mass wasting was observed were also mapped. The resulting data was 

compiled in a GIS database.   

For the roads located inside Feldenheimer, the data was used to put together an appraisal for the 

cost of improving the roads to be used for hauling logs.   

Road Segment Data: 

Roads were broken into segments based on condition changes, intersections, culvert locations and 

topography.  Data collected included: 

 Current use/status 

 Average surface width 

 Cut bank and outslope stability  

 Cutslope vegetation 

 Surface vegetation 

 Construction type (full, half or ¾ bench) 

 Topographic location (valley, midslope, or ridge) 

 Average slope 

 Presence of surface condition problems (gullies or potholes) 

 Whether or not the surface is crowned 

 Presence and condition of drainage ditch(es) 



 

Roads were grouped into three condition categories: good, fair, or poor, based on surface 

condition and slope stability.  A “good” condition rating does not imply that the road is active or 

currently usable.   A full table of the assessed roads is located in Appendix A.  Map 2 Shows the 

location of each reference point in the table in Appendix A.  

Culvert Data: 

Data collected for culverts included: 

 Culvert type (drainage or stream) 

 Fish passability 

 Length and width of pipe 

 Material of pipe 

 Outlet drop 

 Percent open 

 Hazard level (based on potential damage due to failure) 

 Recommended treatment (leave, repair, or replace) 

A full list of surveyed culverts and locations at which a culvert or bridge is needed is shown in 

Appendix B. 

Table 1 summarizes the roads and culvert data: 

Table 1 

Ecola-Feldenheimer Forest Road and Culvert Summary 

 Feldenheimer Ecola Adjacent Lands Total 

Total Length (miles) 12.9 1.8 3.6 18.3 

Active Length (miles) 1.5 1.7 0.1 3.3 

Good Condition (miles) 4.9 0.8 0.8 6.5 

Fair Condition (miles) 3.6 1 1.1 5.7 

Poor Condition (miles) 4.4 0.04 1.7 6.1 

Total Existing Culverts 36 11 6 53 

Culverts to Replace 36 2 1 39 

New Culverts 

Recommended 

23 1 1 25 

Bridges Recommended 0 0 3 3 

 

 

 



 

Mass Wasting Points: 

Landslides, slumps and other mass wasting points were located and mapped with GPS equipment.  

Approximate measurements were taken to determine what work and cost would be required to repair the 

road in these locations if necessary.   

Table 2 Lists the Mass Wasting Points 

Table 2 

Feldenheiemer-Ecola Road Summary 

Mass Wasting Point Locations 

MWP 

# 

COMMENTS 

1 small slump below rd not imm prob 

2 small slump below rd not imm prob 

3 small slump below rd left of culv outlet. caused by runoff. not imm hazard 

4 eroded fill past culv 5 appears to have slumped in past 

5 road surface slumps down 3-4' over 50'. more severe on outside. would require 

fill/reconstruction 

6 looked like slide at first----actually rockpit most likely.  Approx. 1/5th ac above rd 

7 outside shoulder slumped for 25' long by 4-5' into surface. would need fill/repair 

7 outside shlder slmped for 25' lng by 4-5' into surf. 8' long slump off rd just past.need 

fill/repair 

8 active slide abv and below rd 80-90' wide. rd half gone 

9 100' seg before pt recent slide activity 20' blw rd. surf intact but some slumping 

10 60-70 seg with slump blw rd. appears active 5 yrs ago 

11 small slump below drainage culvert 10. rd slumps 2-3' down for 50' 

12 looks like slide forming 150' blw rd. trees tipped over,maybe only windthrow,checklidar 

13 3-4' of rd slumped off in past. appears stable no 

14 rd slumps for 40-50'.15' deepx12-15'wide 

15 (Missing Comment) Slump on Camp.Grp appears to be 70' L x 12' W x 15' deep  

16 3'w sinkhole in skid trl surf directly abv(ne)mwp 16/culv 28 outlet.poss ugly situation to fix 

17 4'deepx25'longx12'wide slump in rd 

18 slump at outlet of culv 39.rd still intact but cutting back furthr into 20'deep fill 

19 rd disappears into .5 ac slide reveged w/12'' ra 

 

The assessed roads, culverts and mass wasting points are shown on Map 1. 

Cost Appraisal: 

For the roads located inside Feldenheimer, OPRD forestry calculated rock quantity and equipment time 

needed to improve the roads facilitate forest management activities including log hauling.  The 

assumptions and calculations are shown in Appendix C.  Table 3 summarizes the cost calculations: 

 



 

Table 3 

Road Cost Summary 

Roads Basic Reconstruction Cost  

Condition Per 100' Per Mile  

Good  $  444.69   $  23,479.76   

Fair  $  579.93   $  30,620.17   

Poor $  869.78   $  45,924.25   

  Total 16.99 Miles $575,550.75 

  Estimated Culvert 

Replacement Costs 

 $  125,309.75  

  Estimated Bridge 

Installation Cost 

 $    60,000.00  

  Total Estimated Cost $768,577.69 

  Estimated Average Cost 

per Mile 

$45,237.06 
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Assessed Road Segments
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100 AB Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 5-10 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed  200.236 890.43$        

100 BC Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 5-10 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed  101.991 453.54$        

100 CD Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional some surface mud in spots 548.084 2,437.28$     

100 DE Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional some surface mud in spots 282.324 1,255.46$     

100 EF Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 5-10 Not_Needed Absent

steep abv+blw. poss. old slide blw. could use inside ditch or wbar to 

outslope 473.112 2,103.88$     

100 FG Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair None 5-10 Not_Needed Absent

less severe cut than prev seg but could use inside ditch to drain or 

wbar to outslope 643.748 3,733.29$     

100 GH Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Absent ridge/midslope. poor drainage. outslope or ditch needed 511.056 2,272.62$     

100 HI Active 10 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 10-15 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed ridge/midslope. good ditch could use minor dips to drain. some mud 600.999 2,672.58$     

100 IJ Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 5-10 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed muddy in places minor improvement needed 898.685 3,996.36$     

100 JK Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

muddy segment. swamp/standing water in left ditch. needs shaping 

to drain, clean ditch, rock 159.532 709.42$        

100 KL Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 5-10 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed

more veg. on surface still not significant. only minor drainage, rock 

needed 163.462 726.90$        

140 K-ED InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact rocked spur segment 301.523 1,747.34$     

100 LM Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Mod_Funcional Mod_Funcional surface getting brushy/grassy. no major probs 202.457 900.31$        

100 MN Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair None 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

muddy segment needs ditch improvement. rock. possibly drainage 

culvert 420.919 2,441.03$     

100 NO Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Fill over culvert+headed uphill 112.617 500.80$        

100 OP Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

RIDGE/midslope. ditch on half of seg. no major drain prob but should 

be shaped to drain+wbarred 614.99 2,734.80$     

100 PQ Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Absent Not_Needed ditch would improve. no major probs 151.611 674.20$        

100 QR Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed SOme mud. swampy ditch on left could be cleaned. will need rock 81.9251 364.31$        

100 RS Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed starts on culv fill. surface mud. ditch should be improved, 209.534 931.78$        

100 ST Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Ditch pres first 50 ft could improve/extend. minor surface mud 440.891 1,984.90$     

150 SY InAc 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed short spur. brushy beginning but opens up. rocked under moss 259.313 1,153.14$     

100 TU Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair None 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed surface needs shape to drain 286.455 1,671.68$     

100 UV Active 8 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed

surface needs shape to drain. ends at landing. short cat trl stub blw n 

sd not mapped 535.51 3,111.74$     

160 WX InAc 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed stub spur. rocked but grown over with brush and ra 202.355 899.85$        

200 Z-AA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

1st 100' on fill. swampy w/standing watr much of seg. needs ditch 

work, shaping, rock+poss culv 264.878 1,536.11$     

200 AA-AB InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional water running on surface. needs shaping, ditch worked, rock 214.48 1,243.83$     

200 AB-AC InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional good shape. ends on fill at poss drainage culvert location 174.737 777.04$        

200 AC-AD InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional good shape. ends on big fill over crk/culvert 5 205.676 914.62$        

200 AD-AE InAc 10 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rough seg of eroded fill leaving culvert. mod-sev slump in past. 

would need reconstruction 133.478 1,160.97$     

200 AE-AF InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent

surface in good condition. no ditch. possibly obscured by cutbank 

sliding in past 163.611 727.56$        

200 AF-AG InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional surface in good condition. no ditch 1st 100'. last 100' on fill 270.589 1,203.28$     

200 AG-AH InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Rough surface shows signs of erosion, some slumping. needs 

shaping, ditch work, fill 273.756 1,591.85$     

200 AH-AI InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Segment across slump/mwp 5. surface slumped down 3-4'. needs 

fill/reconstruction 85.2757 719.21$        

200 AI-AJ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Segment ends at landing. only minor work needed 86.1625 383.16$        
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200 AJ-AK InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional hole on left side at 50 feet. needs ditch work, some reconstruction 402.097 3,544.54$     

200 AK-AL InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional needs ditch and minor drainage work. cutbank has slid in past. 401.566 1,785.72$     

200 AL-AM InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

surface and outslope show signs of past instability. needs ditch work 

and shaping 331.721 2,885.25$     

200 AM-AN InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional short seg from crest down to shoofly int 85.004 378.00$        

200 AN-AO InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional short segment btwn intersections in shoofly 58.4675 260.00$        

200 AO-AP InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional short segment btwn intersections in shoofly 87.2106 387.82$        

210 AO-EC InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact rocked spur up ridge from shoofly to landing 448.848 2,603.01$     

200 AP-AQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional short segment btwn intersections in shoofly. 54.7532 243.48$        

200 AQ-AR InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

needs ditch and shaping. severe slumping on fill approach culv. 

cutbank has slid in past 470.833 4,095.21$     

200 AR-AS InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Absent

begins on fill. 3' wide sinkhole at end of fill. evidence of minor 

slumping. ends at mwp 188.455 1,632.63$     

200 AS-AT InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent shows signs of slumping+past cutbank sliding. needs reconstruction 384.917 3,340.54$     

200 AT-AU InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent

large slump below rd. surf shows signs of instability. needs 

reconstruction 105.3 915.88$        

200 AU-AV InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent

large slump below rd. surf shows signs of instability. needs 

reconstruction, culvert at AU 45.8168 398.51$        

200 AV-AW InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent Leaving major slide, still slumping blw rd. needs reconstruction 181.704 1,580.42$     

200 AW-AX InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Absent Surf intact but beginning to slump. needs reconstruction 91.4215 795.17$        

200 AX-AY InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Surf intact but beginning to slump. needs reconstruction 64.4341 560.44$        

200 AY-AZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Surf intact but signs of slumping, needs reconstruction 92.7533 806.75$        

200 AZ-BA InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Intact segment until last 20' before culv starts to slump. needs ditch 

work 176.248 1,532.97$     

220 AZ-EB InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

mostly intact solid rocked spur out to landing.some minor slumping 

and soft spots but overall stable 886.939 5,143.62$     

200 BA-BB InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

mwp 11 slump below rd. surface slumps 2-3 on outside. holes 

forming abv culv 10 75.788 659.19$        

200 BB-BC InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional cutbank has slid in past, some minor slumping, more severe at culv 445.073 2,581.11$     

200 BC-BD InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Slumps at either end over culvs, cutbank has slid in past, surface 

mostly intact 172.922 1,504.04$     

200 BD-BE InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Surf relatively intact but minor slumping throughout. cutbank 20' 

high,rocky but stable 381.442 3,328.31$     

200 BE-BD InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional segment above old rockpit 126.398 565.36$        

110 B-EJ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Leaving mainline in good condition 368.541 1,571.86$     

200 BF-BG InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact seg leaving rockpit. mature trees blw cutbank tipped w/in 5 

yrs 297.011 1,320.78$     

200 BG-BH InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

whole surf. slumps 1-2' on approach to culvert. cutbank appears 

stable 146.191 1,271.54$     

200 BH-BI InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional intact segment. needs ditch work and basic reconstruction 501.907 2,231.93$     

200 BI-BJ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional RA growing and blowndown in rd 78.0284 346.98$        

200 BJ-BK InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None  Full Bench Valley None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed Wide seg. on fill approaching culvert. fill +surf seem intact 59.2372 263.42$        

200 BK-BL InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

surf mainly intact, some minor slumping. needs ditch work, basic 

reconstruction 550.722 3,193.80$     

200 BL-BM InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Segment across triangular int 96.1938 557.86$        
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204 BL-DQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Short segment start of spur from 3 way int 66.386 295.21$        

200 BM-BN InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Functional

mostly intact seg. some cracks,minor slumps to outside. needs ditch 

work,basic reconstruction 806.146 7,011.70$     

200 BN-BO InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact segment headed down. some recent trees down from 

cutslope 174.693 776.84$        

200 BO-BP InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact segment headed down. needs ditch work and basic 

reconstruction 192.168 854.55$        

200 BP-BQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact segment heads around ridge. needs ditch work and basic 

reconstruction 352.153 1,565.99$     

240 BP-DM InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional intact segment start of rocked spur out ridge 133.206 592.35$        

200 BQ-BR InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact segment heads down. some surf cracks. needs ditch work 

and basic reconstruction 360.432 2,081.56$     

200 BR-BS InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rel.intact segment heads down. minor surf slumps. needs ditch work 

and basic reconstruction 791.65 4,603.24$     

200 BS-BT InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Seg between culverts. intact. 65.5731 294.83$        

200 BT-BU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Rel intact. cutbank has slid in past but appears stable. needs ditch 

work and basic reconstruction 300.033 1,339.27$     

200 BU-BV InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional some cracks/gullies.cutbank eroding. 113.113 655.98$        

200 BV-BW InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

outslope has slumped at end approaching mwp 13. cutbank eroding 

but overall intact segment 148.871 1,308.38$     

200 BW-BX InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

First 20' leaving mwP 13 slumped 3-4' wide.otherwise intact 

segment 261.813 2,300.59$     

200 BX-BY InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Functional Intact segment along saddle btwn intersections 141.249 613.09$        

250 BX-DJ InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

rocked spur to wsw.mostly intact surf but several areas slump to 

outside 313.675 2,742.59$     

200 BY-BZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Mostly intact but slumps in several places.some cracks/gullies,wet 

surf.needs shaped,some reconstruc 783.644 6,815.98$     

300 BY-ES InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed rocked spur up ridge at 15-16%. good condition 137.393 1,057.46$     

200 BZ-CA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Relatively intact segment 88.3892 512.60$        

200 CA-CB InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Some cracks/gullies but ovrall rel intact.needs ditch 

work,min.reconstruction 391.048 2,286.02$     

200 CB-CC InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Moderate to severe slumping on surface.require major 

reconstruction 272.057 2,367.71$     

300 CB-EU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed

Spur out ridge to E.good condition ends on odd benchlike fill.cat trail 

continues E 278.829 1,897.35$     

200 CC-CD InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment ends on fill over culvert 20 169.321 758.72$        

200 CD-CE InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional relatively intact segment btwn culvert 20+21 139.207 619.04$        

200 CE-CF InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Slumping segment past culv 21.needs reconstruction with culvert 

replacement 80.3716 699.06$        

200 CF-CG InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

RELATIVELY intact segment. ends on fill. only basic reconstruction 

needed 468.708 2,084.30$     

200 CG-CH InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Slumping segment approaching culvert 22 fill 57.4665 459.29$        

200 CH-CI InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Slumping segment leaving  culvert 22 fill 43.861 377.98$        

200 CI-CJ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional relatively intact segment across saddle 521.953 2,321.07$     

200 CJ-CK InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

some cracks,moderate slumping.trees uprootred on cutbank.needs 

moderate reconstruction 264.981 2,310.40$     

200 CK-CL InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Cutbank eroding. cracks,moderate slumping on surface.needs 

reconstruction 222.307 1,933.58$     

200 CL-CM InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Cutbank eroding. cracks,moderate slumping on surface.needs 

reconstruction 127.707 1,110.77$     
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200 CM-CN InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed minor slumping,cracks throughout.some cutbank erosion 293.208 2,550.27$     

200 CN-CO InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

some sev.slumping,cracks but ovrall intact.rated unsta bc 

reconstruction likely diff/expensiv 1552.96 13,507.32$   

200 CO-CP InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Relatively intact segment 120.368 616.40$        

200 CP-CQ InAc 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed rd gets narrower but segment relatively intact 279.987 1,245.08$     

200 CQ-CR InAc 10 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed

segment approaching log crossing/culv needed loc.collapsed into 

draw 78.519 682.94$        

280 CQ-DG InAc 12 NR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Faint spur to E. may have some rock.intact until log fill at end 255.638 1,136.80$     

200 CR-CS InAc 10 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed

starts out over collapsed log crossing,improves but some 

cracks/slumping 147.45 1,282.49$     

200 CS-CT InAc 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed Intact segment 99.8491 444.02$        

290 CS-DA InAc 12 NR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed spur to se.appears native surf.mild eroded gully in middle 259.942 1,507.48$     

200 CT-CU InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed Intact segment until slumping fill at rp CU 86.3707 751.24$        

200 CU-CV InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed Segment between old log crossings. slumping at ends intact middle 115.902 1,008.10$     

295 CV-CW InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed

steep segment starts straight up hill.appears native surf.may be cat 

trail 101.745 884.96$        

295 CW-CX InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed deeply eroded,25%slope. likely unusable 662.312 5,760.66$     

295 CX-CY InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Poor Mat_TREES >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Turns up ridge at 17-20%. 286.865 2,495.09$     

295 CY-CZ InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Poor Mat_TREES >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Turns up ridge at 17-20%.mature conifer,ra in rd 75.2472 654.48$        

290 DA-DB InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed Badly slumping fill over collapsing log crossing 32.0639 290.95$        

290 DB-DC InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Water running down rd to fill.needs additional culvert 56.9849 493.63$        

290 DC-DD InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

climbs 16-17%+.Cutbank sliding/minor slumping throughout but 

grade mostly intact. 434.599 3,780.65$     

291 DD-DE InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional rd starts down around ridge.disappers into cat trail 337.222 2,933.09$     

290 DD-DF InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Spur forks up ridge to S. ends/forks off inton2 steeper cat trails at 

bench 195.402 1,699.57$     

280 DG-DH InAc 12 NR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Faint spur to E. may have some rock.intact until log fill at end 132.003 587.00$        

280 DH-DI InAc 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Grade deteriorates heading up over fill in dry draw then uphill at 

20+%.basically cat trail 752.936 6,548.89$     

250 DJ-DK InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Headed uphill at 15-17%.some cracks/slumping but mostly needs 

basic reconstruction 310.759 2,713.83$     

250 DK-DL InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional iNtact segment up to landing 207.404 922.30$        

245 DM-DN InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Intact segment continues out ridge to landing.seems rocked but 

some mature ra in rd 438.344 1,949.27$     

240 DM-DO InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Solid rocked segment down to hairpin turn. minor slumping at one 

spot,mostly intact w/some matur ra 510.626 2,961.27$     

240 DO-DP InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Mostly intact,continues dropping to landing. some minor slumping 

but oevral good cndition to rebuild 1312.47 7,600.74$     

200 DQ-BM InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional W side triangular int 78.7399 350.15$        

230 DQ-DR InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Some minor slumping/drainage problems,could poss use culvert but 

ovrall stable rocked spur 642.115 2,860.11$     

235 DQ-DU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Spur turns up ridge to w. intact 179.636 790.13$        

230 DR-DS InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional RD crosses 391.09 1,734.14$     

230 DS-DT InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional intact Seg to landing on top of ridge but covered in ra blowdown 152.559 678.41$        
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235 DU-DV InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment leaving landing 137.766 803.75$        

235 DU-DV InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed segment over collapsing log fill over low spot 56.5845 495.81$        

235 DW-DX InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Heavily built mostly intact rocked nearly 20% uphill 322.132 1,835.50$     

235 DX-DY InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Spur out to elmer f rock. good shape,soft spot in middle will need 

rock but intact segment 473.411 2,745.45$     

236 DX-DZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional 20% grade up ridge. solid rocked intact 100.853 584.87$        

236 DZ-EA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Rocked segment on top of knob to landing 119.744 683.14$        

140 ED-EE InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed spur heads down across slope good condition 1010.26 4,476.46$     

140 EE-EF InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Lots of water on rd from backed up culvert 24 66.5639 578.96$        

140 EF-EG InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Segment basically intact out to landing 191.442 851.32$        

300 EK-EL InAc 12 WR CR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good You_TREES 0-5 Not_Needed Funtional last seg of camp.not brushed.heavy 1'' ra 145.306 646.16$        

300 EL-EM InAc 12 MWR CR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Good solid intact segment.landing imm inside bndry to w. 151.492 673.67$        

300 EM-EN InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Some minor cracks on fill at start but no real problems 394.067 1,774.92$     

300 EM-EV InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed Spur to E.mossier,more ra but intact 67.5623 300.44$        

300 EN-EO InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Minor slumping and cracks 211.251 1,220.49$     

300 EO-EP InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Solid segment.signs of ditch holding water when wet at end.possible 

drainage culvert 122.546 544.95$        

300 EP-EQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed starts gent.climb then heads out ridge. no real problems 554.973 2,466.20$     

300 EQ-ER InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Heads up to landing.flattens last 70'.intact segment 428.089 1,903.67$     

300 ES-ET InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA BRUSH Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed Intact segment out to landing. last 150' flat, more ra 264.405 1,632.92$     

300 EV-EW InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Needed

Climbs ridge at 20%.good heavy base but some potholes/minor 

slumping 249.114 1,444.69$     

300 EV-EY InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed Spur to N 214.156 952.33$        

300 EW-EX InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed Segment up to big landing.intact 141.058 627.27$        

300 EY-EZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed CLimbs around ridge.one bad slump,overall fair 418.902 2,429.34$     

300 EZ-FA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed

Traverses blw steep cut at rockpit then out to landing.some minor 

slumping overall fair 280.798 1,248.68$     

999 FB-FO Orph 8 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

segment from seaside across private prop dwn to crk.well 

overgrown but intact base 353.746 2,051.48$     

999 FC-FD Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

segment lving county rd.20%+uphilheavy rock.likely not 

feasible/necessary to reopen.old gate 100'in 650.127 5,654.67$     

999 FD-FE Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Flattens at wide spot.poss spur/grd tp w not survyed. 237.688 2,067.36$     

999 FE-FF Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Crosses fll hits coast trl 84.039 730.95$        

999 FF-FG Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional heavy rocked grade continues 554.801 4,825.55$     

999 FG-FH Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional heavy rocked grade continues Up at 20%+ 323.968 2,817.80$     

999 FG-IA Orph 10 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Absent Absent

heads up rdge at 25%,gets undr 10%briefly then bak 20%+Vry 

brishy.hrd2tell but prob rock base 1345.97 11,706.94$   

999 FH-FI Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Faint grade continues,following ra.gets hard to follow but appears to 

continue s beyond FI 447.1 3,888.78$     

210 FJ-FK InAc 12 MWR CR STA STA You_TREES 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair You_TREES 0-5 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed caMP GRP spur covered in thick 2" ra 1942.82 11,266.97$   

210 FK-FL InAc 12 MWR CR STA STA You_TREES Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Intact heading into park up to slide 104.073 462.80$        

210 FL-FM InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

starts out over mwp 14 big slump.conts ovr unstable sect starting to 

slump.ra tipped ovr.culv needed 248.585 2,162.14$     

210 FM-FN InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Out to landing near big drainage.only real prob sumping at start 226.962 1,316.22$     

999 FO-FP Orph 8 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Leaving log crossing and climbing across prIVATE PROP.20%+but 

good rock base 444.432 3,865.58$     

999 FP-FQ Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional left fork from FP int.solid eroded base conts to blownout xing at FQ 314.373 2,734.35$     

999 FQ-FR Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional leaves crk at 30%+then levels to 18%still good rock base 545.458 4,744.29$     
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999 FR-FS Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Starts out 10%then ends up almost flat approaching creek.still heavy 

rock base 347.945 3,026.36$     

999 FS-FT Orph 8 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional overgrown but still wide rock base 254.668 2,215.05$     

999 FT-FU Orph 8 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Rt frk of int stil rk base very narrow trl.passes 1st bik jmp ends@oprd 

bndry.no obv prop ln 219.884 1,912.51$     

999 FT-GF Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Lower forrk on prIVATE heads to oprd? relatively intact old rocked 

grade 174.342 1,516.39$     

999 FU-FV Orph 8 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Slope 15-20%, narrow trail but prob still rock base 360.449 3,118.23$     

999 FY-FZ Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

back on apparent haul rd.starts at 17%gets steeper,ovr 

30%@spots.flattens last 100' 657.986 5,723.03$     

999 FY-GB Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Main rd heads down to nw.heavy 12''ra@top,eroded/slumping but 

semi intact 15-25%grd 401.081 3,488.52$     

999 FZ-GA Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Faint grade switches back higher up ridge.maybe od old rd?stand 

older 80+ 497.443 4,326.66$     

999 GB-GC Orph 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional ROUgh but intact 75.4658 656.39$        

999 GC-GD Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Heavy cut,rough grade down ridge to draw 658.546 5,727.90$     

999 GD-GE Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Relatively intact grade back to prev.mapped trail 183.882 1,599.37$     

120 G-EI InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Functional Appears rocked. heads up ridge to landing at blowdown patch 365.638 1,625.96$     

999 GF-GG Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Narrow trail on wide cut grade prob rock deep 137.632 1,238.88$     

999 GG-GH Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Narrow trail on wide cut grade prob rock deep 249.299 2,184.37$     

999 GH-GI Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

barely visible cut grade.cat trls may cont.e almst no trace.GI is good 

thinning stnd dense 60 yo? 217.392 1,890.83$     

400 GK-GL InAc 12 WR CR STA STA Y_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 10-15 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed barely too much ra to drive otherwise good cg rd thru plantation 528.618 2,351.21$     

400 GL-GM InAc 12 WR CR STA STA Y_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 10-15 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed Rougher,more bunchgrass+ra but good rd 460.988 2,039.19$     

400 GM-GNInAc 12 WR CR UNSTA UNSTA Y_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor Y_TREES_BR 10-15 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed RD deteriorates approaching crk.big fill eroded down to 3-4'w 305.877 2,691.10$     

400 GN-GO InAc 12 WR CR UNSTA UNSTA Y_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor Y_TREES_BR 10-15 Mod_Funcional Not_Needed Blownout fill up to park bndry 30.7729 267.66$        

400 GO-GP InAc 12 MWR CR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor Y_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Semi-intact rocked rd heads into park 41.2625 358.89$        

400 GP-GQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Heavy cut into rock face stays under 20%no major slumping just 

intense reconstruction 730.489 6,336.11$     

400 GQ-GR InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Relatively intact 106.776 619.22$        

403 GQ-HC InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good BRUSH 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Well rocked spur starts midslope under 10%approaches 15% b4 

heads out ridge to landing.intact 1136.13 5,081.63$     

400 GR-GS InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA None M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Good intact rocked grade starts up then heads down to slumping 

turn 726.903 4,215.53$     

401 GR-HA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

SPUR up ridge at 22%2nd half more like 15.little veg,prob rocked,no 

maj probs just steep 262.148 1,520.27$     

400 GS-GT InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

starts over rough/slumping turn,descends to live stream 

xing.relatively intact 258.343 1,388.96$     

400 GT-GU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

starts over rough/slumping turn,descends to live stream 

xing.relatively intact 886.977 5,610.49$     

400 GU-GV InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Intact segment heads out to landing some under 10%1spot ovr 

15.lots of old cable,junk@end 1172.54 6,799.91$     

401 GU-GWInAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

heavy duff some slumped cutbank but prob goo rock deep.no 

trees,no maj probs til last 50'soggy 658.751 3,820.29$     

401 GW-GX InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Fair BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Only maj prob is poor drainage until last 40'slump apprchng 

blownout strm xing 331.924 1,924.92$     
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401 GX-GY InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

MOSTLY INTACT between blownout xings but prob intense 

reconstruction 130.071 1,131.33$     

401 GY-GZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Pothole Poor BRUSH 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Very wet soggy seg still looks like rd until last 100' start look like cat 

trail 520.95 4,531.12$     

401 HA-HB InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Flat segment atop ridge more 10''ra on surf but intact out to good 

wide landing 240.219 1,393.10$     

500 HD-HE Active 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley None Good GRASS 0-5 Not_Needed Funtional last active cg segment would need minor grade/shape 403.543 1,902.80$     

600 HD-IQ Orph 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Mostly intact But muddy cg segment up to culv 477.334 2,905.99$     

403 HE-HF InAc 12 WR CR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley Gully Poor GRASS 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional segment across major slump surface 75% gone 65.7303 571.71$        

500 HF-HG InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact but brushy cg segment 518.296 3,005.75$     

500 HG-HH InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact but brushy cg segment ends on fill over culv 25 on cg 327.523 1,456.46$     

500 HH-HI InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact but brushy cg segment Ends at wide spot/landing 119.005 508.09$        

500 HI-HJ InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment ends on big fill 153.822 670.16$        

500 HJ-HK InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Intact segment PAst landing ends on big fill over live stream culvert 

27 763.898 3,377.50$     

500 HK-HL InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Fair Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Intact but muddier segment w/minor pothole approaching park 

boundary 146.854 851.65$        

500 HL-HM InAc 12 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Pothole Fair Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Back on oprd 66.5453 385.92$        

500 HM-HN InAc 12 WR CR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Pothole Poor Y_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional

Starts xing intersection ovr culv 28/mwp 16. besides that,looks 

intact.ends on big fill culv 29 235.555 2,122.68$     

510 HM-HU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR >15 Not_Needed Not_Functional

CLImbs around 15%along prop line to intersection on oprd w/spurs 

to ne,nnw 736.921 3,277.01$     

500 HN-HO InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional Solid intact segment ends at mwp 17 1079.03 4,810.98$     

500 HO-HP InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Slumped segment across mwp 17 to culvert 30 76.261 663.30$        

500 HP-HQ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment between culverts. 139.243 619.20$        

500 HQ-HR InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment between culverts. 76.2057 338.88$        

500 HR-HS InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment between culverts. 233.281 1,037.38$     

500 HR-HS InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional Intact segment climbs@5-10%to start then levels out to landing 885.596 3,938.16$     

510 HU-HV InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Intact segment wraps around hill to landing.30%skid trl conts up hill 

to ene 486.815 2,164.82$     

511 HU-HWInAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed rocked spur intact segment heads down to culvert 34 265.129 1,173.18$     

511 HW-HX InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good Y_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Functional intact rocked spur to landing. cat trail continues on across draw 500.961 2,236.50$     

999 IA-IB Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Absent Absent

Rd flattens +cuts midslope.wider+less brush.definite rock 

base.mostly INTACT but rough/mod.slumping 683.006 5,940.65$     

999 IB-IC Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Absent Absent

Starts on slumping fill then turns into deeply eroded trench(walked 

abv dwnhill side) 343.569 2,982.07$     

999 IC-ID Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 5-10 Absent Absent

Grade deteriorates,slumps throughout,ends up looking more like 

skid trl but rock visible 1070.65 9,357.63$     

130 I-EH InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

mostly intact but some mod-severe slumping at a couple spots. 

overall good spur to rebuild 1001.28 5,806.72$     

999 IE-IF Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed big solid old rocked grade w/some mudholes/skunk cabbage 822.926 7,157.08$     

999 IE-IF Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Solid rocked grade approaching creek 100.093 870.59$        

999 IG-IH Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

looks mostly intact,muddy but suspicious old RR grade fill prob 

sketchy potential for big probs 2708 23,553.68$   

999 IH-II Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Segment approaching culvert 25.5525 222.25$        

999 II-IJ Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Pothole Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Segment on culvert fill up to intersection 178.645 1,553.82$     

999 IJ-IK Orph 12 NR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Cuts up hill at 20-25%actually good intact rocked rd 1024.02 5,938.63$     
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999 IK-IL Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Conts up at 25% starts minor slumping 598.096 5,202.12$     

999 IK-IL Orph 12 NR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Conts up at 25% Mostly intact 172.689 1,001.47$     

999 IM-IN Orph 12 NR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Conts up at 25% Mostly intact but problematic cracks/gullies 541.628 4,710.98$     

999 IN-IO Orph 12 NR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Conts up at 25% intact segment flattens last 200' to landing 715.183 4,147.56$     

999 IO-IP Orph 12 NR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair None 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Segment to end of landing.skid trail conts down to ssw@35% 138.205 801.49$        

600 IQ-IR InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Mostly intact but severe slump b4 culvert at end 336.547 2,927.22$     

600 IR-IS InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Pretty much intact segment approaching park boundary on fill for 

some but good condition 432.988 3,741.50$     

600 IS-IT InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed

Intact segment approaching culvert might benefit from added drain 

culv 764.775 3,404.00$     

600 IT-IU InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Intact segment on fill up to intersection 38.7868 168.11$        

600 IU-IV InAc 12 MWR UNCR None UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair BRUSH 0-5 Absent Absent

goes thru 15'w notch cut into ridge both sides slid onto rd,otherwise 

fine 145.07 838.32$        

600 IU-IY InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Intact segment cutting down ridge to int 128.906 747.56$        

600 IV-IW InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor BRUSH 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed On big deep fill approaching culvert 39.mwp below but surface intact 87.6306 783.66$        

600 IW-IX InAc 12 MWR UNCR UNSTA UNSTA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Poor M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed starts on unstable culv 39 fill and ends at BIG slide where rd vanishes 220.495 1,925.76$     

610 IY-IZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Solid intact segment heading down to intersection 680.784 3,948.07$     

612 IY-JF InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley None Good M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Rocked spur out ridge to landing 214.2 952.52$        

200 IZ InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge Gully Fair M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Functional

good rock base,heavy moss/dirt. some minor slumping to outside. 

cutbank slid in past. last 100'fill 920.815 5,340.08$     

610 IZ-JA InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 0-5 Not_Functional Not_Needed Solid intact rocked grade out gentle sloped ridge exceeds 5% last 1/4 571.686 2,542.23$     

612 IZ-JC InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Intact rocked spur headed down ends at intact fill over creek 559.682 2,488.85$     

610 JA-JB InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Ridge None Good M_TREES_BR 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Solid intact rocked grade out to landing 190.423 846.79$        

612 JC-JD InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed Continues down creek.drainage probs,minor slumping 347.538 2,063.97$     

612 JD-JE InAc 12 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Pothole Fair M_TREES_BR >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed Crosses fill then climbs intact 15-20%grade to landing 532.425 3,059.64$     

ecola JH-JI Active 8 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional solid seg from cxt to culvert /trail 150.597 <Null>

ecola JI-JJ Active 8 WR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Valley None Good None 10-15 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional narrow rd good shape climbs 10-11% 371.113 <Null>

ecola JJ-JK Active 8 MWR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Fair None >15 Absent Not_Needed

climbs 17% 1st half seg then 10-15%.softer,could be improved 

w/rock, ditch.ok now, maintain 1008.81 <Null>

Ecola JK-JL Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Valley Gully Good None 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed climbs 12-15%. could use ditch work/waterbar?surface ok now 291.474 <Null>

ecola JL-JM Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair None >15 Absent Not_Needed

ok surf but fine gravel,soft.needs ditch,work,rock,reshaping minor 

gullies 166.515 <Null>

ecola JM-JN Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair None 10-15 Not_Functional Not_Needed

surf ok but gullies forming,ditch filled needs reshaping to outslope or 

repair ditch 434.124 <Null>

ecola JN-JO Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair None 5-10 Not_Functional Not_Needed

decent shape climbs 8-10% but drainage bad needs reshaping and 

ditch cleanout 523.33 <Null>

Ecola JO-JP Active 10 MWR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Good None >15 Not_Functional Not_Needed good condition but needs ditch cleanout,minor reshaping,rock 601.978 <Null>

Ecola JP-JQ Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Good None 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed

minor drainage problems should be fixed.no ditch visbl,seems ok to 

outslope,needs dips/reshaping 479.372 <Null>

Ecola JQ-JR Active 10 MWR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Good None 10-15 Absent Not_Needed

ok surf condition but needs a ditch or reshaping to better drain 

outslope.one existing h2obar failed 284.597 <Null>

Ecola JR-JS Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Good None 10-15 Absent Not_Needed good shape climbs at 14%.minor grading,ditch work needed 184.452 <Null>
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Appendix A

Assessed Road Segments
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Ecola JS-JT Active 10 MWR UNCR UNSTA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope None Fair None 5-10 Absent Not_Needed

short segment appears somewhat unstable,possible past slide.minor 

slumping on shoulder.surface fine 103.576 <Null>

Ecola JT-JU Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR Full Bench Mid_Slope Gully Fair None 10-15  Absent

climbs.significant gullies.water should be channeled in new ditch if 

new culv installed@JT or h2Obar 205.479 <Null>

ecola JU-JV Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair None >15 Absent Not_Needed

climbs15%.moderate gullies.h2Obars have worked but need 

reshape,or ditch to feed relocated culv 51 1229.71 <Null>

Ecola JV-JW Active 10 MWR UNCR STA None  1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 5-10 Not_Needed Not_Needed descends.could use rock otherwise fine 191.049 <Null>

ecola JW-JX Active 8 MWR CR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed good condition 81.9418 <Null>

Ecola JX-JY Active 10 MWR CR None None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge None Good None 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed wide solid segment ends at boulders at hikers camp 149.768 <Null>

ecola JY-JZ Decom 8 NR UNCR None None M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Fair None 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed rocky native surf descends to small trib.4x4 accessible 369.249 <Null>

Ecola JZ-KA InAc 8 NR UNCR None UNSTA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Gully Poor None 10-15 Not_Needed Not_Needed very rough.4wd only 208.44 <Null>

ecola emer KB-KC Active 12 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 3/4 Bench Valley None Good None 5-10 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional ditch could be cleaned 118.998 <Null>

Ecola emer KC-KD Active 12 WR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 3/4 Bench Mid_Slope None Good GRASS 5-10 Not_Needed Mod_Funcional

well rocked good condition but ditch should be cleaned to ensure 

good drainage 865.855 <Null>

ecola disp KE-KF Active 10 MWR UNCR STA STA M_TREES_BR 1/2 Bench Ridge Pothole Fair None 0-5 Not_Needed Not_Needed

rocked,muddy in spots.will need grading eventually but functioning 

fine 339.002 <Null>
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Appendix B Culvert Data

Culverts that need to be replaced:

# Type Hazard_Lvl Material Shape_1L' W' Out_Drop Fish? Passablene Water_Widt Remedy COMMENTS

1 Stream Low CMP Round 40 2 4 26-50  Not Passable 1 Replace stream bypasses opening+flows next to/under pipe.  pipe rusted out but straight clear shot. fill ok

2 Stream Low CMP Round 40 2 1 76-100  Not Passable 1 Replace pipe rusted out but water mainly flowing through. fill ok

3 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1.5 7 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace pipe opening intact but appears bent in middle. fill ok but undercut outlet

4 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1.5 3 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace diagonal pipe. erode/slumped left of outlet from runoff from rd

5 Stream Medium CMP Round 60 2 10 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace inlet not found. water enters hole below fill. pipe rusted out. water flws out before end

6 Drainage Low CMP Round 40 1.5 3 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace drainage culvert. no flow 5/9/12. rust out end. bent. inadequate fill. relatively simple to replac

7 Drainage Low CMP Round 30 1 4 51-75 None Not Passable 1 Replace no flow 5/9/12. bent. end rusted out eroding behind. not imm hazard but relatively simple 2 replace

8 Drainage Low CMP Round 40 1.5 2 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace trickle at inlet 5/9/12. pipe crushed at outlet.

9 Drainage Medium CMP Round 50 1.5 2 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace inlet 90% blocked. no flow 5/9/12. rd severely slumping on approach

10 Drainage High CMP Round 40 1 15 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace inlet 90% blocked. no flow 5/9/12. causing slide, rd slumps. mwp 11

11 Drainage Medium CMP Round 40 1.5 4 76-100  Not Passable 1 Replace no flow 5/10/12. rusted out,bank undercut, rd slumping

12 Drainage Medium CMP Round 50 1.5 3 76-100  Not Passable 1 Replace no flow 5/10/12. rusted out,bent/broken,bank undercut,moderate slumping on rd

13 Drainage Low CMP Round 30 1 1 0-25 None Impeded 1 Replace inlet blocked. rusted out. surf intact except minor cracking abv

14 Stream Low CMP Round 60 2 4 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace trib stream flow not visible at inlet but flowing out+under rusted out pipe. surf.+fill intact

15 Stream Low CMP Round 60 1 1 51-75 None Not Passable 1 Replace flows in and out. inlet partially buried but pipe appears intact. only say replace due to age

16 Drainage Low CMP Round 30 1 0.25 26-50 None Not Passable 1 Replace seep abv inlet. trickle in/out. pipe appears newer/outlet not rusted. only say replace due to age

17 Stream Low CMP Round 30 1 0.25 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace small trib. inlet buried in muck. flows out abv,through pipe. surf intact

18 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1 0.25 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace inlet plugged by sediment,pool formed abv rd. pipe appears rel intact at outlet.road/fill intact

19 Drainage Medium CMP Round 40 1 2 0-25 None Impeded 1 Replace no flow 5-15-12 but wet above inlet which is buried.outlet rusted

20 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1 2 51-75 None Not Passable 1 Replace drains head of small trib flowing 5-15-12.wetland type condition blw rd. pipe rusted out.rd intact

21 Drainage Medium CMP Round 20 1 0.25 0-25 None Impeded 1 Replace no flow 5-15-20.inlet buried.rd slumps starts at pipe for 50'past

22 Drainage Medium CMP Round 30 1 1 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace no flow 5-15-20 but wet above.pipe bent/broken.rd slumps 30'before+after

23 Drainage Medium CMP Round 20 1 5 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace no flow 5/15/12.outslope eroding at outlet.whole segment mild slumping

24 Drainage Medium CMP Round 40 1 6 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace water backing up at inlet running down,off rd approaching.inlet buried.pipe mostly intact

25 Drainage Low CMP Round 30 1 0.25 0-25 None  1 Replace drainage culvert from spur onto mainline.inlet buried.may not be needed here

28 Stream High CMP Round 100 1 6 0-25 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace messy situation.12''pipe w/flow disappears under wide int.water come out@mwp 16 blw rd blw sinkhole

29 Stream Low CMP Round 60 1.5 6 26-50 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace inlet partly buried in debris but functioning not rusted out.15'+deep fill

30 Stream Low CMP Round 30 1 3 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace functioning live stream culvert could remain but pipe likely close to rustout,outlet fill unundrcut

31 Stream Low CMP Round 40 1 0.25 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace runs water but inlet+Outlet both partly buried.some slumping,muck abv inlet

32 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1 3 0-25 None Not Passable 1 Replace inlet partly buried outlet undercuts fill/small slump behind,pipe broken

33 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1.5 4 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace mostly functions but outsl fill slumped in dist.past

34 Stream Medium CMP Round 40 1 0.25 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Replace functioning culvert,fill intact

35 Stream Low CMP Round 40 2 1 76-100 Unsure  1 Replace NoT FLAGGED.functioning live prob fish strm.fish pipe needed

38 Stream Low CMP Round 40 1.5 5 76-100 Unsure  1 Replace inlet swampy.outlet broken,eroding back into fill.flowing

39 Stream High CMP Round 40 1.5 10 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace slump behind outlet.mwp 17. will eventually eat rd

40 Stream Low CMP Round 60 2 10 26-50 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace inlet buried undr slmpd fill/hvy sediment.outlet rusted out,eroded deep back.fish strm up to pipe?

41 Stream Low CMP Round 40 1.5 4 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 Replace good functioning culvert fill intact,only mod.undercut outlet

45 Stream High HDPE Round 30 3 0.5 51-75 None Not Passable 1 Replace relatively new pipe.live strm flows under pipe@inlet,emerges 15'blw outlet.repair/replace asap

48 Drainage Medium CMP Round 40 3 0.25 0-25   1 Replace needs to be reinstalled,new inlet ditch,angle.relatively new,trickle at inlet,outlet plugged



Culverts that can be left in place or repaired

Site_NumType Hazard_Lvl Material Shape_1L' W' Out_Drop %open Fish_PassPassablene Water_Widt Remedy COMMENTS

25 Stream Low CMP Round 40 1 0.25 76-100 None Not Passable 1 Repair NOT FLAGGED decent functioning culv on cg would need cleanout inlet

26 Stream Low CMP Round 60 2 2 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 None NOT FLAGGED decent functioning culv on cg.40'+deep fill.outlet not photographed

27 Stream Low CMP Round 60 2 2 76-100 Unsure Not Passable 1 None NOT FLAGGED decent functioning culv on cg.30'+deep fill.outlet not photographed

36 Stream Low CMP Round 30 1 1 51-75 Unsure  1 Repair NoT FLAGGED.functioning but partly plugged small trib culvert

37 Stream Low CMP Round 30 1 1 76-100 Unsure  1 Repair NoT FLAGGED.good functioning live trib.outlet does undercut slightly

42 Drainage Low CMP Round 30 2 1 76-100 None Not Passable 1 None flows 4-10-12

43 Stream Low CMP Round 40 6 0.25 76-100 Unsure Passable 4 None fish pipe check stream class,salmon? rusty but intact,poss undersized check

50 Drainage Low HDPE Round 20 2 0.5 76-100   1 Repair no flow 4-10-13,seems functional.ditch above could be dug out to improve

44 Drainage Medium CMP Round 30 2 0.25 76-100 None  1 Repair dry 4-10-13.culv partly blocked.ditch above completely blocked needs cleanout

46 Drainage Medium CMP Round 30 0.25 0.25 51-75 None  1 Repair inlet partly blocked,ditch above completely blocked .needs cleanout

47 Drainage Medium CMP Round 30 2 1 76-100   1 Repair ditch above completely blocked needs cleanout

49 Drainage Medium HDPE Round 30 1 1.5 0-25   1 Repair inlet blocked.needs ditch above dug out to function properly

51 Drainage Medium CMP Round 30 3 0.25 76-100   1 Repair new culv doesn't appear to get much flow.water bypasses in gullies above.ditch above needed or move

52 Drainage No Haz CMP Round 40 1 2 76-100   1 None drt 4-10-13.doesn't appear to get much water

Locations that need a new culvert or bridge

# Comment

1 poss drainage culv. loc. or flg

2 culvert needed or flg

3 culvert needed or flg

4 poss drainage culv.loc.or flg

5 poss drainage culv.loc.or flg

6 Drainage/stream culvert needed

7 log xing on live strm.needs culv

8 log xing on live strm.needs culv

9 culvert needed.live stream

10 culvert needed.live stream

11 culvert needed.live stream

13 possible drainage culvert

14 possible drainage culvert loc. 

15 possible drainage culvert

16 drainage culvert needed

17 culvert on live stream needed

18 maj stream culv or BRIDGE needed

19 culvert needed if rebuilt

20 culvert needed if rebuilt

21 culvert needed if rebuilt

22 prob brdge needed.orflg no label

23 Poss Drainage culvert LOC

24 culvert needed sm live stream

25 live stream.culv needed

26 live stream.culv needed

27 poss Drainage culvert loc

28 noflgFish pas culv/BRDG needed

29 possible drainage culvert locati



Ecola-Feldenheiner Road Summary

Appendix C

Elmer Feldenheimer Forest Preserve Road Reconstruction 

Cost Estimate Calculations

Rock Costs from Teevin & Fischer, Seaside 5/23/12:

Pit Run 6.10$                                  per ton 7.93$                                per yard

3 inch minus 7.90$                                  per ton 10.27$                              per yard

1.5" minus 8.25$                                  per ton 10.73$                              per yard

Conversion: 1.3 Tons/Yd

Rock Haulling Assumptions:

Assume 10 mile round trip rock haul

Assume 15 miles/hour

10 C.Y. Dump truck 75.00$                               per hour

Delivered Rock Costs:

Pit Run: 12.93$                               per yard

3 inch minus 15.27$                               per yard

1.5" minus 15.73$                               per yard

Basic Reconstruction:

Assume restore all road segments to sustain summer log hauling, year round pickup access

Road Surface Condition Categories:

Rocking assumptions:

Assume 14' desired running width

Condition: Treatment: C.Y. Rock per 100' Station:

Good 4 Inch lift of 1.5" minus 17.3 C.Y. 1.5" minus

Fair 6 Inch lift of 1.5" minus 25.9 C.Y. 1.5" inch minus

Poor 6 Inch lift of 1.5" minus,  20 C.Y. pit run for repairs 25.9 C.Y. 1.5" inch minus, 20 C.Y. pit run

Equipment Cost Assumptions:

Bulldozer 105.00$                             per hour

Excavator 125.00$                             per hour

Grader 80.00$                               per hour

Equipment Time Assumptions:

Condition: Bulldozer hrs/100' sta: Excavator hrs/100' sta: Grader hours/100' sta:

Good 0.5 0.75 0.33

Fair 0.5 0.75 0.33

Poor 0.5 1 0.33

Equipment Cost calculations:

Condition: Bullldozer $/100' sta: Excavator $/100' sta: Grader$/100' sta: Total Equipment $/sta:

Good 52.50$                               93.75$                               26.40$                              172.65$                            

Outslope rated as unstable, moderate-severe surface condition problems, severe slumping.  Fill, major reconstruction needed.  Mapped RED

Outslope rated as stable, no surface condition problems noted. Only basic reconstruction, ditch work needed.  Mapped GREEN

Outslope rated as stable, some surface condition problems such as drainage problems/pothole, cracks/gullies/minor slumps.  Moderate reconstruction needed.  Mapped YELLOW

Good:

Fair:

Poor:



Fair 52.50$                               93.75$                               26.40$                              172.65$                            

Poor 52.50$                               125.00$                             26.40$                              203.90$                            

Cost Summary Per 100' Station, basic reconstruction:

Condition: Rock: Equipment: Total:

Good 272.04$                             172.65$                             444.69$                            

Fair 407.28$                             172.65$                             579.93$                            

Poor 665.88$                             203.90$                             869.78$                            

Roads Surveyed:

Condition: Total Length (ft): Stations: Reconstruction Cost:

Good 30803.68 308.04 136,981.65$                    

Fair 25500.08 255.00 147,881.98$                    

Poor 33420.86 334.21 290,687.12$                    

Total Length, feet 89724.62 897.25 575,550.75$                   

Total Length, miles 16.99

Average Cost per 100' station, basic reconstruction: 641.46$                           

Average Cost per mile, basic reconstruction: 33,869.28$                      

Culverts:

Current pipes are 12", 18", 24"

Assume upgrade 12" to 18", 18" to 24", 24" to 36"

Assume replace with HDPE plastic pipe when available

Culvert prices based on price list at http://www.hootensteel.com/culverts.htm

Assume cut culverts when 1/2 length needed, prices based on 1/2 total price

Assume 10 C.Y. 3 inch minus needed per 20' pipe

Assume 40' length on new culverts

Assume 18" dia on new drainage culverts, 24" dia on new stream culverts

Assume 8 hours excavator time per culvert

HDPE culvert prices:

18"x20' HDPE 325.00$                             

24"x20' HDPE 465.00$                             

36"x20' Steel 565.00$                             

Existing Culvert Dia" #20' Pipe Locations #30' Pipe Locations #40' Pipe Locations #50' Pipe Locations #60' Pipe Locations #100' Pipe Locations Total Existing Culverts:

12 2 7 8 0 1 1 37

18 0 0 9 2 1

24 0 0 3 0 3

New Culverts Total New Culverts:

Drainage--18" 12 24

Stream--24" 12

Replacement Culvert Dia" Cost/20' Pipe Location Cost/30' Pipe Location Cost/40' Pipe Location Cost/50' Pipe Location Cost/60' Pipe Location Cost/100' Pipe Location

18 1,477.70$                          1,716.55$                         1,955.40$                        na 2,433.10$                         3,388.50$                           

24 na na 2,235.40$                        2,544.25$                         na

36 na na 2,435.40$                        0 3,153.10$                         

Cost Culvert Replacement: 75,020.15$                       

Cost New Culvert Installation: 50,289.60$                       

Total Cost Culvert Work: 125,309.75$                    

Bridges:



Assume bridge is needed at Reference points FQ, GN, IG

Assume average cost of bridge installation=$20,000

Total Cost Bridge Installation: 60,000.00$                       

Additional Costs:

Mass Wasting Points/Severe Problem Areas:

Location: Description: Work Needed: Cost:

MWP 3 Minor Slump at Culvert 4 10 C.Y. pit run, 2 hrs excavation 379.30$        

MWP 4 Severe slump across surface past Culvert 5, repair ~50' 120 C.Y. pit Run, 12 hrs excavation 3,051.60$    

MWP 5 Severely slumping segment AH-AI, repair 100' 120 C.Y. pit run, 8 hrs excavation 2,551.60$    

MWP 7 Severe shoulder slumps at MWP 7, repair ~50' 90 C.Y. pit run, 8 hrs excavation 2,163.70$    

MWP 8 Severe slump across 50-90% of surface. Repair ~ 100' 370 C.Y. pit run, 24 hrs excavation 7,784.10$    

MWP 9 Recent slide activity below 100' segment, partially reconstruct outside for 100' 120 C.Y. pit run, 12 hrs excavation 3,051.60$    

MWP 10 Slide below rd, partially reconstruct ~70' of outer half surface 80 C.Y. pit run, 4 hrs excavation 1,534.40$    

MWP 11 Small slump at culvert 10, partially reconstruct ~50' 30 C.Y. pit run, 4 hrs excavation 887.90$        

MWP 13 Minor slump on shoulder, repair ~20' of shoulder 15 C.Y. pit run, 2 hrs excavation 443.95$        

MWP 14 Rd slumps for 40-50'.15' deepx12-15'wide 420 C.Y. pit run, 24 hrs excavation 8,430.60$    

MWP 15 (Missing Comment) Slump on Camp.Grp appears to be 70' L x 12' W x 15' deep 470 C.Y. pit run, 32 hrs excavation 10,077.10$  

MWP 16 Slumping below road at Segment HM-HN, possible 10' deep x 8' wide x 100' fill needed 300 C.Y. pit run, 16 hrs excavation 5,879.00$    

MWP 17 4'deepx25'longx12'wide slump in rd 50 C.Y. pit run, 4 hrs excavation 1,146.50$    

MWP 18 Slump at outlet of Culv 39. 20 C.Y. pit run, 4 hrs excavation 758.60$        

MWP 19 1/2 acre slide near border of Ecola at  RP IX--repair not feasible None -$              

Total MWP repair costs: 48,139.95$  

Right-of-way clearing costs, inactive roads:

Tree falling/bucking, inactive roads:

Assume average area covered by standing/downed timber of 1 acre/mile

Assume average volume of 10 mbf/acre to fall/buck

Assume fall/buck 10 mbf/day

Total length (ft) inactive roads: 80730.84

Total length (mi) inactive roads: 15.29

Total acres to fall/buck: 15.29

Total vol. to fall/buck (mbf): 229.35

Total days falling/bucking: 23

Faller cost/day: $425.00

Total cost falling/bucking inactive roads: $9,747.33

Yarding/Decking logs, inactive roads:

Assume excavator can yard/deck 4 mbf/hr 

Assume $250/mbf stumpage value of right-of-way timber before logging costs

Total vol. to yard/deck: 229.35

Total hours yarding/decking: 57.34

Total cost yarding/decking, inactive roads: 7,167.16$                        

Total ROW logging cost: $16,914.49

Stumpage Value ROW timber before logging costs: 57,337.24$                      

Total Cost clearing right-of-way, inactive roads: -$40,422.76

TOTAL COST: 768,577.69$                     

AVERAGE COST PER 100' STATION: 856.60$                             

AVERAGE COST PER MILE: 45,228.28$                       
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Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission 

 
November 19, 2014 

 
 

Agenda Item:  10c        Information 
 
Topic:   State Natural Areas Program – Website Development and Plan Update 
 
Presented by:  Noel Bacheller 

 
 
Background: The State Natural Areas Program is part of an interagency effort to establish private, state 
and federal natural areas in Oregon and is managed by OPRD.  Success of the program is partly 
dependent on its accessibility, visibility, and outreach.  Currently, the program’s outreach materials and 
methods consist of the 2010 State Natural Areas Plan and the State Natural Areas website hosted on a 
Portland State University-supported website.  Periodic update of both is necessary in order to capture 
changes in the registry, priorities, and content and to maintain current with effective communication tools.  
Under the Department of State Lands, which managed the program until it was transferred to OPRD in 
2012, plan revisions were required by administrative rule every 5 years.  While OPRD rules do not 
specify a schedule for plan revisions, the 5 year timeframe is sufficient to keep the plan up-to-date and 
viable for use by partners such as other government agencies, non-governmental organizations, private 
interests and scientific researchers.  In 2015, five years will have elapsed since the last plan update, and 
OPRD staff will make updates to outreach materials and the plan.  Federal partners in particular have 
been requesting updates to the state plan due to the large number of National Forest and BLM Resource 
Management Plans that are underway. 
 
Work in Progress: OPRD staff have been working with the Institute for Natural Resources(INR), part of 
the Oregon University System, to make updates to the website; specifically, to move it to the Oregon 
Explorer web platform.  Oregon Explorer is an accessible platform that provides statewide mapping 
technology and data management for a variety of state-wide uses, including natural resource management 
and scientific research.   The web site will provide descriptive information and mapping for each of 
Oregon’s registered or dedicated State Natural Areas, as well as for Federal Research Natural Areas and 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern that are incorporated into the plan as State Natural Areas.  
Incorporation of State Natural Areas content into the Oregon Explorer platform is anticipated to be 
completed in Spring of 2015, after the Oregon Explorer shifts to its new format. 
 
Next Steps: In the past, primary reliance has been on the content of the printed Natural Areas Plan as the 
source of information on Oregon’s natural area representatives, examples, and needs.  Moder n  
communication of this sort of information has been rapidly transitioning to web-based media, and in this 
spirit, OPRD staff would like to host the useful content of the plan on the website to improve access, 
searchability, and ease of update.  The printed plan is anticipated to be available on an as-needed basis 
from Portland State University’s printing service, and a “pdf” version of the plan will be available on the 
website.  Past versions of the plan have been text-rich and with few graphics.  The look and feel of the 
program will be improved by upgrading the plan to a more graphically rich and aesthetically pleasing 
format, consistent with other OPRD outreach and publicity materials.  Additionally, a brief publication 
explaining the basics of the program will be developed for distribution as another tool for generating 
interest and publicity.   
 



 
Commission is provided a presentation of a mock-up of the website vision, examples of current plan 
format, and final report and brochure products to be developed. 
 
Prior Action by the Commission:  Registrations of new State Natural Areas 
 
Action Requested: None 
  
Prepared by:  Noel Bacheller 
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Agenda Item:   10d         Information 
 
Topic: Oregon’s Eroding Coastline: Seeking Solutions in a Changing Climate  
    
Presented by: Meg Gardner, NOAA Coastal Fellow 

 
 
Background:  
Shoreline armoring, the practice of using physical structures to protect shorelines from erosion, 
continues to expanded along the Oregon coast to protect private property.  However, the 
cumulative and long-term impacts of armoring on the ocean shores are not well known.  Only 
properties developed as of January 1, 1977 are eligible to apply for a shoreline armoring permit 
consistent with statewide planning Goal 18: Beaches and Dunes. Eligibility is determined by 
local jurisdictions, then permit applications are either approved or denied by OPRD based on a 
set of criteria, including an analysis of hazard avoidance, impact assessment of structure and 
alternatives, and evaluation of public resource and access impacts (OAR Division 20).   
 
Existing information about property eligibility for shoreline armoring permits and the extent and 
characteristics of shoreline armoring structures is not well maintained or easily accessible, 
making policy development and management of shoreline alterations challenging. Increases in 
episodic severe storms, storm wave height, and sea level rise from climate change are predicted 
to exacerbate coastal erosion.  Climate change factors and other relevant research are not taken 
into account under the current policy framework regarding shoreline armoring. 
 
To help address these issues, OPRD and Department of Land Conservation and Development 
were granted a 2013-2015 NOAA Coastal Management Fellowship.  The fellowship project goal 
is to provide a comprehensive assessment, including updated data resources, of shoreline erosion 
and armoring along the Oregon coast to initiate an informed conversation on potential policy 
changes to manage increasing coastal erosion hazards. 
 
This project will provide new online spatial information about existing and potential shoreline 
armoring, erosion, flooding, and other coastal hazards as a decision-support tool for local 
planners, ocean shoreline homeowners, and coastal managers. Anticipated outcomes include an 
understanding of the most vulnerable coastal areas, a review of current policies and scientific 
research, and policy recommendations regarding new and existing coastal development with the 
goal of increasing resiliency. A presentation is provided to the Commission to provide an 
overview of the Fellowship project, progress made to date, and next steps. 
 
Prior Action by Commission: None 
Action Requested:  None 
Prepared by:  Meg Gardner 



NEXT STEPSNEXT STEPS  

OREGON’S ERODING COAOREGON’S ERODING COASTLINE:STLINE:  

Seeking Solutions in the Face of a Changing Climate 

Purpose of 2013-2015 NOAA Coastal Management Fellowship Project:  

To provide a comprehensive assessment, including updated data resources, of shoreline    

erosion and armoring along the Oregon coast to initiate an informed conversation on           

potential policy changes to manage increasing coastal erosion hazards. 

Meg Gardner, Oregon Parks & Recreation Department Meg Gardner, Oregon Parks & Recreation Department 

and Oregon Coastal Management Programand Oregon Coastal Management Program  

 Shoreline armoring has expanded along the Oregon coast to protect private    

property from erosion; however, the impacts of armoring are not well known 

 Existing information about property eligibility for shoreline armoring permits 

and the characteristics of shoreline armoring structures is not well maintained 

or easy to use, making decision-making challenging 

 Climate change is predicted to exacerbate coastal erosion 

 Climate change factors and other relevant research are not taken into account   

under the current policy framework regarding shoreline armoring 

Geospatial Data Updates: 

 75% of shoreline armoring occurs along the north 

central coast (Fig. 1 & 3), in the counties of Tillamook 

and Lincoln, which are also the most densely populated 

and developed areas along the coast 

 16.4 miles (4.6%) of coastline is currently armored 

(Fig. 1; total coast is ~363 miles long)* 

COASTAL EROSION HOT COASTAL EROSION HOT SPOTSSPOTS  

The practice of using 

physical structures to 

protect shorelines from 

coastal erosion 

SHORELINE ARMORINGSHORELINE ARMORING  

Factors affecting coastal erosion  

(predicted to become more extreme): 

 Increase in wave attack & 

overtopping of armoring structures 

 Increase in structure slumping and 

failure 

 Increase in coastal and backshore 

flooding 

 Intensified erosional damage 

As sea levels rise, total water 

levels increase and beaches 

narrow, leading to... 

Current policies regarding coastal shoreline erosion: 

 Only properties developed as of January 1, 1977 are eligible to apply for a shoreline armoring permit 

 Eligibility is determined by local jurisdictions 

 Permit approval is granted or denied based on a set of criteria, including an analysis of hazard avoidance,    

impact assessment of structure and alternatives, and evaluation of public resource impacts 

 Permits are authorized by OR Parks and Recreation Department 

Clatsop 

Tillamook 

Lincoln 

Lane 

Douglas 

Coos 

Curry 

Neskowin, Tillamook CountyNeskowin, Tillamook County  

Gleneden Beach, Lincoln CountyGleneden Beach, Lincoln County  

 Highly developed dune-backed            

community; narrowing beach 

 Significant “high risk” future erosional 

zone through existing development (a) 

 Most Neskowin oceanfront development 

is eligible for armoring permits through a 

rule exception (b) & is already armored (c) 

 Wave overtopping & structure failure    

occurs leading to frequent structure       

repairs (c) 

 Highly developed bluff-backed community 

 Thin but significant “high risk” future   

erosional zone through existing houses (d) 

 “Saw-tooth” eligibility pattern for            

armoring permits creates difficulties for 

homeowners seeking protection (e) 

 Geologic analysis has led to significant    

continuous armoring (f) 

 Steep, high slopes prone to sloughing & 

failures; frequent structure repairs (f) 

Structure Repair Count

no repairs

1 repair

2 repairs

3 repairs

4 repairs

5 repairs

6 repairs

7 repairs

8 repairs

12 repairs

Future Erosion
Hazard Zones

HIGH

= active hazard zone for 

next 60-100 years** 

aa  bb  cc  

dd  ee  

“Saw-tooth” 

pattern of   

eligibility 

ff  

Strengths: 

 Current policy limits and discourages shoreline        

armoring through eligibility requirements 

 Eligibility for armoring based on development date 

can be applied broadly to the entire coast 

 Current policy process works well within existing  

land-use framework 

 

Challenges: 

 Eligibility policy does not correspond with geography 

or physical processes 

 Criteria for permitting structures is ambiguous 

 Current science is not well integrated into structure  

design; knowledge gaps on structure impacts remain 

 Current policies do not address climate change or   

future adaptation planning 

    Modernize Spatial Data 

    Analyze Policy Options 

    Initiate Next Steps 

 Complete spatial & policy analysis of erosion &   

armoring currently 

 Integrate climate change science & impacts 

 Provide policy recommendations 

 Support planning for coastal community resilience 

Climate change will exacerbate 

erosion on the Oregon coast,  
threatening public beaches,  

infrastructure, and private property. 

POLICY REVIEWPOLICY REVIEW  

THE PROBLEMTHE PROBLEM  THE APPROACHTHE APPROACH  THE FUTURETHE FUTURE  

*Note: datasets are incomplete (as 

of August 2014). Tillamook and 

Lincoln Counties are the most  

complete and represent the most 

developed and erosion-prone 

coastal areas, which is why they 

are featured. 

 

**Erosion hazard data courtesy of 

the Department of Geology and 

Mineral Industries. 

Eligibility for Armoring

Eligible

Not Eligible

Exception to Rule

 A significant percentage of Lincoln County’s (52%) and    

Tillamook County’s (64%) coastal tax lots eligible to apply for 

an armoring permit are not yet armored (Fig. 2) 

 These non-armored areas are important to look to for  

alternative and proactive options to manage erosion 

1. Finalize data updates;  

create data service 

2. Complete spatial &  

policy analysis 

3. Initiate dialogue for  

potential policy changes 

Explore new policy ideas with stakeholder groups, such as: 

Updated requirements for new  

and renovated development,  

including for repetitive damages 

Geographically-based planning 

for armoring and alternatives 

Graphics from Integration and Application Network,  

University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science 

Improved specificity for  

permitting criteria; increased 

monitoring of structure impacts 

(tracked 1977-2013) 

Tillamook 

Lincoln 

Coastal Tax Lots 

# eligible armored  

tax lots 

# eligible non-armored  

tax lots 

# non-eligible  

tax lots 

 Update records of known shoreline armoring 

structures & property eligibility for structures 

 Identify coastal erosion “hot spots” 

 Build online viewer & service for new data 

 Deepwater wave 

heights 

 Sea level rise 

 El Nino events 

 Rip current 

embayments 

 Astronomical tides 

 Storm surge 

 Winter storm 

frequency 

 Sediment supply 

Y-coordinate of existing 

shoreline armoring structures 

County boundary 

©Roy Lowe 
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Figure 3 

Tillamook 

Lincoln 

Other 

Counties 

Tillamook 

Lincoln 

Total 

Coast 

# of structures # of structure     
repairs 

Length of armored  
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