
Oregon State Marine Board 
March 29, 2016 

 

               
 
Marine Board  

Meetings will begin promptly and under normal circumstance will proceed through the agenda as outlined.  
Meetings are being held in a facility that is accessible for persons with disabilities.  For a communication aid 
request or agenda questions, please contact June LeTarte, Executive Assistant, Director’s Office, Oregon 
State Marine Board at (503) 378-2617 or via e-mail to:  june.letarte@state.or.us.   
 
 

Board Meeting:  
 

March 29, 2016   9:30 am – 4:00 pm 
  
 

Request for Public Comment:           Early 
 
 

Staff Reports: 
 
Item A Legislative Concept – Non Motorized  Brewen 
  Legislation creates a non-motorized boating program to support  

waterway access, boating safety, boating education and obstruction  
removal specifically for non-motorized boating.  Program includes a fee  
charged alongside the AIS fee for non-motorized boaters. 

Action: Approval 
 
Item B Legislative Concept – Aquatic Invasive Species     Graham 
 Legislation adds enforcement provisions and expands permit  
 requirements. 

 Action: Approval  
 
Item C Duckworth Dock Grant 893  Belleque 
 Amendment to Grant Agreement 

 Action: Approval 
 
Item D Duckworth Dock  Belleque 
 Dock relocation approximately 2.75 miles upstream to Swan Island 

 Action: Approval 
 
Item E Consideration of Grant 1559   Belleque 
 City of Milwaukie funding request to assist with emergency repairs 

 Action: Approval 
   
 

Marine Board Items: 
Request for Other Business  Early 

 

Adjourn 

OREGON STATE MARINE BOARD AGENDA 

       March 29, 2016 
 The Portland Building - Work Room C 

 1120 SW Fifth Avenue 
     Portland, Oregon 

   (Agenda Updated - March 23, 2016) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Non-Motorized Boating Project was one of seven strategic projects undertaken by the 
Marine Board as part of the 2011-2016 Strategic Plan.  This project had five goals: Actively 
integrate non-motorized boater needs and participation into agency operations, increase outreach 
to, and communication with, all boater user groups, explore equitable and appropriate fees for 
non-motorized boaters,  balance the needs of motorized and non-motorized boaters, and address 
facility issues to accommodate the needs of all boaters.  

These goals were addressed with an external Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee, who 
in turn made recommendations for a Non-Motorized Boating Program that addressed each of 
these five goals as well as other imperatives identified by the Committee.  The Marine Board 
received feedback on the program via public meetings and an online survey.  Feedback from the 
survey and meetings were brought back to the external advisory committee for review. 

The Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the 
Board to move forward with a Non-Motorized Boating Program that includes elements to 
address access, safety, education and funding.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Oregon State Marine Board is Oregon’s Recreational Boating Agency.   Chapter 830 of 
Oregon Revised Statutes establishes the authorities and responsibilities of the Oregon State 
Marine Board and also provides the Boating Safety Policy of the State of Oregon that reads, “It 
is the policy of this state to promote the safety for persons and property in and connected with 
the use, operation and equipment of boats and to promote uniformity of the laws relating 
thereto.”(ORS 830.110)  To carry out the Boating Safety Policy and other specific 
responsibilities of this chapter, the Board identified a mission statement for the agency, and a 
vision statement for recreational boating in Oregon. 
   

Mission:  “Serving Oregon’s recreational boating public through education, 
enforcement, access, and environmental stewardship for a safe & enjoyable 
experience.” 

Vision:  “A collaborative community providing opportunities for all boaters to safely 
and respectfully experience Oregon’s waterways.” 

 
To carry out its statutory obligations, the Marine Board must serve all facets of the boating 
public in the four key areas identified in the mission in order to achieve the identified vision of 
providing opportunities for all boaters to safely and respectfully experience Oregon’s waterways.   
 
As an agency that does not receive general fund, the Marine Board obtains operating revenues 
from titling and registration of all motorized boats and all sailboats 12 feet and longer, marine 
fuel tax, and federal funds from the Sport Fish Recreation and Boating Trust Fund.  Historically, 
the agency’s focus has been to serve those that fund the agency; “User-Pay/ User-Benefit”.  
  
Recognizing a broader constituent base, and the need for all constituents to help fund the Marine 
Board’s programs, the Board has attempted to register non-motorized boating users through 
legislation on at least two previous occasions, but has been unsuccessful.  Many factors may 
have contributed to the failure of these bills, but while the Marine Board has focused on services 
to benefit registered boaters, these services have also benefited non-registered (primarily non-
motorized) boaters.  Non-motorized boaters use boating access facilities, including parking, 
launch ramps and restroom, and they benefit from boating safety patrols on the waterways. The 
Marine Board is petitioned and has passed numerous rules that benefit non-motorized boaters.  
Overall, non-motorized boaters have benefited from services that have been provided by 
motorized boaters.   
 
The change that has occurred over the years has been the explosive growth of non-motorized 
boating.  Activities that once had negligible impact on waterways and boating services, have now 
surpassed motorized boating for person-days on the water, and the growth continues to be 
exponential.  Consequently, services to these boaters can no longer be considered ancillary or 
insignificant.  The Marine Board has a responsibility to better understand the needs of this 
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growing user group, to identify how the Marine Board can better serve these boaters, and to 
determine how to fund current Marine Board work and future work that supports these activities. 
 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
In 2010, the Marine Board engaged a broad set of stakeholders and staff to develop a five-year 
strategic plan; the 2011 – 2016 Oregon State Marine Board (OSMB) Strategic Plan. The 
objectives of the plan were to build upon the past accomplishments and success of the agency 
while responding to current and future changes in recreational boating and emerging 
environmental issues.  It includes recommended goals and strategies for the agency to pursue 
over the five year period from 2011-2016.   
 
The Non-Motorized Boating Project is one of seven strategic projects that were formed to 
complete the work identified in the strategic plan.  The strategic plan addressed five specific 
strategies that impact non-motorized boaters: 

• Actively integrate non-motorized boater needs and participation into agency 
operations 

• Increase outreach to and communication with all boater user groups 
• Explore equitable and appropriate fees for non-motorized boaters 
• Balance the needs of motorized and non-motorized boaters 
• Address facility issues to accommodate the needs of all boaters 

 
These strategies defined the scope and became the core deliverables of the Non-Motorized 
Boating Project. 
 
Objectives 
The primary objective for the Non-Motorized Boating Project was to engage non-motorized 
boaters for the purpose of integrating non-motorized boater needs and participation into agency 
operations.  It is important to note that the objective was the process of engaging the non-
motorized boating community, not the deliverable that resulted.   
   

Methods 
 
Convening the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee 
The external Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee (Committee) was chosen by an 
application (Appendix A) process to best represent the different types of watercraft users, types 
of waterways, and broad geographic diversity of the members.   The Committee was chartered to 
discuss the five strategy areas identified in the strategic plan and to provide recommendations to 
the agency and the Board. 
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Work Completed by the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee 
SWOT Analysis 
SWOT analysis (alternatively SWOT matrix) is a structured planning method used to evaluate 
the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats involved in a project or in a business 
venture.  

• Strengths: characteristics of the business or project that give it an advantage over 
others 

• Weaknesses: are characteristics that place the team at a disadvantage relative to 
others 

• Opportunities: external elements that the project could exploit to its advantage 
• Threats: external elements in the environment that could cause trouble for the 

business or project 
 
A SWOT analysis can be carried out for a product, place or person. It involves specifying the 
objective of the business venture or project and identifying the internal and external factors that 
are favorable and unfavorable to achieving that objective. Identification of SWOTs was 
important because it allowed the Committee to make informed decisions later in the planning 
process to identify strategies to achieve the objective.  
 
Committee members were separated into two groups to conduct a SWOT analysis on each of the 
five identified goals and ideas. Each group identified ideas and then assigned a color coding as a 
result of their SWOT analysis. 
 
The two groups were brought together to evaluate each group’s SWOT analysis (Appendix B) to 
decide if the Committee should go forward with the idea (highlighted in green), not go forward 
with the idea (highlighted in red) or the idea needed further information to make a better 
determination (highlighted in yellow).  
 
OSMB staff organized the ideas and provided additional input on those areas highlighted in 
yellow.  Committee members as a group went back over the updated analysis, focusing on the 
weakness and threats columns, evaluating if the ideas could be carried forward to an Action Plan 
(Appendix C).  As the Committee discussions continued, some ideas identified as ‘red’ or 
‘yellow’ were able to be moved to ‘green’. 
 
The result of the SWOT analysis was a roadmap of a potential program, based on the five 
strategies. 
 
National Survey 
The Committee requested that the Marine Board provide comparison of state’s mandatory 
education and permitting or registration of non-motorized boats.  In response to the request, the 

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Structured_planning&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Project
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business
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Marine Board conducted a nationwide non-motorized boating survey, regarding titling, permits, 
taxes, facilities, law enforcement, etc.  A synopsis of the results is attached as Appendix D. 
 
Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee Proposal 
The external Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee met nine (9) times (see Appendix E 
for all meeting minutes) and through those discussions developed a proposal that addressed 
access, safety, education and funding. 
 
Initial proposal: 
 
ACCESS 

• Address public vs. private right-of-way and access 
• Address road access to water access 
• Establish: 

o safe parking & security 
o garbage cans & restrooms 
o staging areas & ramps 

• Increase water access in urban area 
• Assist in creating whitewater parks 
• Promote partnerships with federal & state agencies, municipalities, cities, etc.  
• Promote waterway management partnerships 
• Provide early involvement in facility development on waterways with fish ladders and 

dams to advocate for portage or float through opportunities 
• Establish relationships with and support to existing clubs/ organizations 

 
SAFETY 

• Train marine officers regarding non-motorized boating equipment and boats 
• Determine high use areas, trends, issues and target outreach for proactive management 

and facilities 
• Re-evaluate the definition of ‘Boat’… means every description of watercraft, including a 

seaplane on the water and not in flight, used or capable of being used as a means of 
transportation on the water, but does not include boathouses, floating homes, air 
mattresses, and beach and water toys or single inner tubes. 

 
EDUCATION & INFORMATION 

• Establish voluntary, not mandatory education 
• Create education incentive program 
• Provide classroom & on-line options 
• Education to include, but not limited to: 
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o Nav. Rules, OR Law, etiquette, environmental stewardship, safety, waterway 
access (landowner rights), and sharing the water 

• Develop and implement outreach programs to reach and inform casual recreationists 
• Promote hands-on courses 
• Provide grant opportunities for non-profits to provide education 
• Encourage education & outreach to Liveries 

o Non-motorized boater checklist for rentals 
• Create regulatory, safety and interpretive signage at various locations  
• Provide information (maps) on access 
• Address safety issues (high use areas, permanent hazards, public vs. private land, 

facilities, etc. 
• Provide information on boating safety and education 

 
NON-MOTORIZED BOATING USER-PAY/USER-BENEFIT PROGRAM 

• Permit boats – No boat registration 
• Create program similar to, and tied in with, Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Permit 

Program 
• Permit all lengths of boats(as the current definition of a boat describes; does not include 

pool toys or tubers) 
• Permit options: 1 week, one year & two year 
• Permits are transferable from boat to boat 
• Permits for liveries (similar to AIS permit fee structure-bulk permits) 
• Permits for Outfitters & Guides (follow new guidelines) 

o Exemptions: 
 Children under the age of 16 when accompanied by adult 
 Marine events 
 Scenic waterways 

 
The above proposal was unanimously agreed upon by the Committee.  Later in the process, it 
became clear that a broader base of constituents was needed to be brought into the discussion and 
simply moving forward with the Committee’s recommendations would not be sufficient.  
Understanding the diversity of issues impacting non-motorized boaters and identifying 
opportunities to meet those needs was essential to designing a program that served a broad 
spectrum of non-motorized boaters. 
 
Timeline and Milestones 
When the process began in November 2012, the initial timeline (Appendix F) for completion of 
the project was as follows: provide a proposal to the Board by October 2013, and if approved to 
move forward, drafting a legislative concept by spring of 2014. Director Brewen addressed the 
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Committee after hearing concerns voiced by some of the members regarding the timeline. 
Discussion ensued between staff and the Committee.  It was agreed that the process needed to 
slow down and involve more stakeholders in the process to inform, educate, and get opinions on 
the non-motorized boating project and process. It was agreed upon to have OSMB staff and a 
Committee member meet with clubs/organizations around the state to receive feedback and input 
regarding non-motorized boating in Oregon. In areas where there were no formal clubs or 
organizations, more of an ‘open house’ forum was advised. Committee members also expressed 
concern about losing momentum in the process, but all agreed that the process needed to slow 
down. It was agreed to complete all clubs/organizations meetings within six months, beginning 
July 2013. 
 
Based on the determination and discussions by the Committee, the timeline (Appendix G) was 
changed to the following: provide a proposal to the Board at the June 2015 meeting, and if 
approved draft legislative concept by fall of 2015. The project proposal was put on hold until 
further input had been gathered through the club/organization meetings. Committee members 
advised OMSB staff on key topics to present at the clubs/organizations or during the ‘open 
house’. 
 
OSMB staff began to reach out to non-motorized boater clubs and community members in 
Tillamook, Newport and Corvallis. 
  
Only three meetings were conducted. OSMB and the Committee members realized the 
importance of needing more boating community involvement to understand non-motorized 
boating stakeholder needs before proposing any recommendations to the Board.  Slowing the 
process allowed the agency sufficient time to engage the boating public in a meaningful and 
impactful way.  A Timeline and Milestones graphic (see Appendix H) was presented at the 
meetings to show the participants the process and timeline the agency was using.  This included 
when OSMB staff would provide a recommendation to the Board about whether to move 
forward with a Non-Motorized Boating Program, and the timeline to propose a bill to the 
legislature.   This timeline helped to address concerns that OSMB was on a fast track to push 
forward a fee with very little public engagement.  

Listening Sessions 
Through a series of public listening sessions held in June and again from September through 
November 2014, and via a parallel on-line survey, (see Appendix I for participation statistics) 
members of the public were invited and encouraged to bring their voices to the discussion. The 
Listening Sessions served three purposes: 1) inform the public about OSMB’s Mission and 
strategic goals; 2) hear from non-motorized boaters about their needs and interests with respect 
to access/facilities, boating safety and education; and 3) receive feedback regarding the 
Committee’s proposal on access, safety, education and a user-pay/user- benefit program. 
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At each session a Participant Input Sheet was included in the materials packet (Appendix H). The 
input sheet replicated the questions asked during the session. This provided an additional method 
for participants to contribute to the conversation, either to add to the dialogue or for those who 
felt more comfortable writing down their thoughts rather than speaking within the group 
discussions. The input sheet also asked participants to rate their experience during the session. 
On a scale of 1-5, the participants were able to evaluate how useful the session was in meeting 
the objectives to inform and engage the participants. 

At the request of the Committee, OSMB hired outside consultants to assist with the listening 
session format.  The design of the sessions was meant to engage community members in an 
interactive discussion about their needs and values as non-motorized boaters, and their thoughts 
about a user-pay/user-benefit program specifically for non-motorized boaters. The consultants 
helped OSMB staff kick off the process by facilitating the first two meetings (in Portland and 
Medford), and assisted in writing and analyzing the first round of inputs. 

Information was collected through facilitated small group discussions and a written survey 
handed out at the end of the meeting. During the second set of meetings, participants were 
handed a document outlining the common themes identified for each topic from the June public 
listening sessions and the on-line survey (Appendix J). 

Meeting Format  

The listening sessions were divided into three sections:  

1. Agency background, policy and direction 
2. Small group discussions around themes 

a. Access 
b. Safety  
c. Education 

3. Group discussion of user-pay/user-benefit fee structure 

Meeting Content 

1. Agency background, policy and direction  

Director Brewen briefed participants of the agency mission, organizational structure and 
services; its Strategic Plan (2011); Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee efforts (2012-
2013); and an overall timeline and process for community engagement (2014-2015). This was 
followed by a brief question and answer session to clarify the information presented.  

OSMB emphasized the agency’s desire to engage the community in a new way thus 
understanding what services and benefits its constituency values, and to hear input on how to pay 
for possible desired services. Some members of the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory 
Committee attended the meetings and shared their thoughts on why it is important for the non-
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motorized boating community to be involved in communicating their needs and values related to 
a Non-Motorized Boating Program. 

2. Small group discussions around themes 

Dependent on the group size, either the meeting participants broke into small groups, rotating 
between stations, or stayed in one group to discuss their values and needs around the three 
components of OSMB’s Mission: Access, Safety and Education. Posters of key topic areas and 
the Committees proposal (Appendix K) were placed for participants to review and make 
comments. The discussions were led by a facilitator and participant responses were recorded on 
charts by a supporting scribe.  

Open-ended, guiding questions were created to prompt dialogue:  

Access: How are you entering the water? What infrastructure/facilities are most needed and/or 
desired by your user group? Are additional access points needed or desired? What are the 
impediments to your use at current facilities?  

Safety: What are the most important issues of safety concerning non-motorized boaters for 
access, in-water activity, facilities and infrastructure? 

Education and Information: What are the best tools and delivery mechanisms for educating the 
general public and your user group about boater safety, rules and regulations? Is there any 
additional information that OSMB should provide to the public? 

3.  Discussion around User-Pay/User-Benefit Program 

Having discussed specifics related to non-motorized boater needs, participants were asked to 
consider a user-pay/user-benefit program as a means to support non-motorized boater uses and 
needs (see Appendix L for all comments).  This was the beginning of a dialogue to help OSMB 
understand if non-motorized boaters are interested in a program and what a reasonable fee 
structure might look like. A poster (Appendix K) listing program criteria developed by the Non-
Motorized Boating Advisory Committee was used to prompt participants.  

Web Survey (June 2014 - November 2014)  
Running concurrent with the listening sessions, an on-line survey was posted on the Marine 
Board’s website. This allowed the boating public to provide feedback in writing on the same 
questions asked during the listening sessions – about their values around access, safety and 
education, and about their opinions with regards to a Non-Motorized Boating User-Pay/User-
Benefit Program. The website included background information in the form of presentation 
materials from the listening sessions and a non-motorized boater outreach video which played at 
the beginning of the Director’s presentation at each meeting. The survey was made available on 
May 29, 2014 and remained open through the duration of all of the listening sessions.  The 
survey was removed from the webpage on November 25, 2014.  The link to the survey was 
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included on listening session materials, via the OSMB ‘Blog’ and Facebook page, and on 
pamphlets distributed to several user groups. The raw data can be reviewed in Appendix M. 

Conclusion 
Many of the participants, regardless of their opinion about whether the OSMB should develop a 
Non-Motorized Boating Program, acknowledged, via the written evaluations and in passing at 
the listening sessions, the positive step Oregon State Marine Board (OSMB) took by coming to 
their communities to understand their interests and to engage with them early on in a discussion 
about a potential user-pay/user-benefit program. A Summary of Responses can be reviewed in 
Appendix N. 

There are a number of maxims that various authors have posed regarding communication, such 
as “seek first to understand, and then be understood1”, and “people don’t care how much you 
know until they know how much you care2”. In OSMB’s experience, these maxims hold true.  
Going into the meetings with an open mind and desire to understand the boater’s needs and 
suggestions was critical, rather than approaching the meeting to “sell” a product.   

Many participants suggested that IF the OSMB is to develop a Non-Motorized Boating Program, 
it needs to develop a clear mechanism for developing, tracking, monitoring and reporting on this 
program so that the public can clearly see and understand the link from ‘user-pay’ to ‘user-
benefit’.  

RESULTS 

The Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee reviewed all of the public comments received. 
The Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the Board to move forward with a non-
motorized boating program that includes elements to address access, safety, education and 
funding.   

Below is the proposal, created by the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee based on 
public comments during the 13 public meetings and online comments.  The Program revolves 
around four main topics; access, education, safety and a fee program: 

Complete a 6-year Plan addressing non-motorized boating and the following: 

Access: 

• Identify Public vs. private right-of-way and access 
o Examples: safe parking, security, access at bridge abutments, and private property 

access 
• Develop access to minimize user conflict  

                                                           
1 https://www.stephencovey.com/7habits/7habits-habit5.php 
2 Theodore Roosevelt 
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o Examples: staging areas and ramps 
• Ensure funding for maintenance of facilities 

o Example: garbage cans and restrooms 
• Increase water access in urban area 
• Assist in creating whitewater parks 
• Promote partnerships with federal & state agencies, municipalities, cities, etc.  

o Waterway management partnerships 
o Early involvement in facility development on waterways such as fish ladders and 

dams to advocate for portage or float through opportunities 
o Establish relationships with and support to existing clubs/organizations (including  

national non-governmental organizations) 

Develop and implement an educational phase-in program and outreach programs to reach and 
inform casual recreationists, regarding the following: 

Education: 

• Build a voluntary education program 
• Provide an education incentive program ($ off of permit cost) 
• Develop education program based on environment of activity 

o Include, but not limited to: 
 Navigation rules, OR Law, etiquette, environmental stewardship, safety, 

waterway access (landowner rights), what to know about specific conditions (i.e. 
river, downtown, experience levels, etc.) 

• Offer and promote: classroom, on-line, and local club/stores hands-on courses 
• Create a grant program for non-profits to provide education 
• Outreach and partner with liveries 

o Create a paddler safety checklist similar to the watercraft safety checklist for liveries 
• Create signage at various locations regarding regulatory, safety and interpretive 

information 

Safety: 

• Fund and train Marine Patrol for non-motorized boating  
• Determine high use areas, trends, issues and target outreach for proactive management 

and facilities 
• Change the ‘Boat’ definition for safety reasons: 

o Current definition: “means every description of watercraft, including a seaplane on 
the water and not in flight, used or capable of being used as a means of transportation 
on the water, but does not include boathouses, floating homes, air mattresses, beach 
and water toys or single inner tubes.” 

o Committee changes: “means every description of watercraft, including a seaplane on 
the water and not in flight, used or capable of being used as a means of transportation 
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on the water and not in a designated swim area, but does not include boathouses and 
floating homes.” DELETE: air mattresses, beach and water toys or single inner tubes. 

• Incorporate the following safety issues into the 6-year Plan: high use areas, water 
hazards, public vs. private land, facilities, etc. 

User-Pay/User-Benefit Program: 

• Offer a Permit for boats 
• Tie in with Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Permit Program 
• Permit all lengths of boats  
• Transferable from boat to boat 
• Create permit options 
• Create permits for liveries (similar to AIS permit fee structure-bulk permits) 
• Create permits for Outfitters & Guides (following new guidelines) 
• Include Exemptions for certain groups and waterways 
• By the end of the meeting, the Committee decided on three possible scenario’s and 

recommended that the Marine Board complete a cost/benefit (scenarios of what revenue 
would buy) to the following possible fee structures: 
o $10 - $12 - $15 biannually, or  
o $10 - $15 - $20 biannually (without incentives starting out on #1 & #2), or   
o Have the administration come up with another scenario that would allow the Marine 

Board to successfully implement its 25 year plan; whatever fee structure is decided 
upon, it would be a biannual fee.  

o The Committee wants to make sure the fee is not too low that it just supports 
administrative costs and doesn’t want the fee to be too much that people can’t afford.  
It’s important to the Committee to do it right.  

RECOMMENDATION 
The Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the 
Board to move forward with a Non-Motorized Boating Program that includes elements to 
address access, safety, education and funding.   

Further details of the Program were discussed by the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory 
Committee and will be included into Phase II, if the Board approves to move forward with 
Legislative concept for the 2017-2019 biennium.   

Phase II will begin in 2015-2016 and consist of building a new Non-Motorized Boating Advisory 
Committee to create a Program for Legislative Concept Development in 2017. The Program will 
then be submitted for Legislature approval.  

This report is approved by the Non-Motorized Boating Advisory Committee (NMBAC) and 
submitted by MariAnn McKenzie, the Non-Motorized Boating Project Manager on behalf of the 
NMBAC.   
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March 29, 2016 
 
Item C:  Consideration to Amend Facility Grant No. 893 

City of Portland, Duckworth Dock Transient Tie-up 
 
01. The Board approved the facility grant to construct the Kevin J. Duckworth Memorial 

Dock on July 1, 1997. The agreement between the City and the Board was executed on 
August 27, 1997.  On January 9, 2014, the Board directed staff to amend the grant for a 
one-year trial service period that restricted overnight stays from Friday at noon to 
Monday at noon from the full weekend prior to Memorial Day holiday weekend through 
the full weekend after the Labor Day holiday weekend.  The rest of the year would only 
allow day-use of the dock.  The amendment was executed on August 22, 2014. 

 
02. The one-year trial service period began on September 1, 2014.  The City has completed 

interim and final reports which were previously provided to the Board.  The City has 
requested that the amendment language be made permanent for the remaining term of the 
agreement.  City of Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) believes the pilot project 
was successful since the dock is no longer filled with boats in poor condition, they have 
received no complaints about access or behavior and the dock is generally empty, but 
the City has no reason to believe that the recreational boaters will avoid it as they did 
prior to the restrictions of overnight use per the Final Report: Duckworth Dock Pilot 
Project, (October 9, 2015) 

 
03. At the October 22, 2015, Board meeting, the Board had many questions for PBOT staff.  

Unfortunately, the audio connectivity was very poor making discussions about the 
management of the dock and operation and maintenance difficult.  The Board directed 
staff to organize a field visit to the dock and invite PBOT, Portland Parks and 
Recreation (PPR), and Columbia River Yachting Association (CRYA) to provide 
information during the January 6, 2016 work session.    

 
04. The January work session provided an opportunity for the Board to discuss Duckworth 

Dock with PBOT, the managing bureau, and CRYA which represents 19 yacht clubs on 
the Columbia and Willamette rivers. 

 
05. During the work session, PBOT stated that they are not in the dock business and 

operating a dock is not part of their core business. PBOT, in their opinion believes that 
PPR is the appropriate bureau in the city to operate and maintain recreational boating 
facilities.  PBOT remains interested in finding a new manager for the dock, either in its 
current location or one that requires relocation.   PPR is not interested in taking on the 
operation and maintenance of the dock in the current location. 

 
06.  The management and operation of the dock has been problematic since 2007 when 

staff received complaints the dock was falling apart and through-rods were sticking out 
of the dock creating a serious hazard to boaters.  PBOT reported they spent about 
$57,000 making repairs; in contrast they spent an average of $5,100 annually, over the 
next three years.  Isolated reports were received concerning boaters staying too long 
and fishermen using the dock in 2008 and 2009.  The majority of these reports included 
concerns of vandalism and feeling unsafe to use the dock.  In 2010, the issue of boats 
staying long-term at the dock and sewage disposal increased.   
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.07   Complaints escalated in 2011 and during a staff review of the Office of Healthy Rivers 
Willamette Plan, it indicated the Duckworth Dock was closed.   Staff contacted PBOT 
to inquire about the closure to discover it had been closed since June 2011, as a result 
of long-term moorage use, safety and security issues.  PBOT reopened the dock March 
2012.  PBOT’s Final Report describes many of the same complaints, concerns and 
issues that staff have received for many years.  The following are excerpts from the 
report: 

a. the dock was “taken over by pirates”; 

b. felt unsafe and intimidated from using the structure; 

c. dumping sewage in the river; 

d. unwelcomed atmosphere; 

e. the environment has hindered dock access for other boaters; 

f. boats in poor condition, may be inoperable; and 

g. The City of Portland’s Harbormaster visited the Dock several times during 2014 
and observed several problems: unsafe fueling, boat parts and gear stored on the 
Dock, and feces (of unknown origin) on the Dock.  

 
 Below are photos of the same blue sailboat taken on three different dates and site 

condition photos from 2010-2014 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Note: the same blue sailboat in all three photos. 

Top Left: Oct. 29, 2012 

Top Right: Jan 11, 2013 

Bottom Left Jan. 30, 2013 
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08. These concerns voiced by boaters for nearly nine years have created an intense negative 

stigma associated with the dock.  The lack of management and enforcement of terms and 
conditions of the grant have created a significant hurdle discouraging recreational boaters 
from using the dock.  As a result of the misuse staff is recommending that the grant term be 
extended to provide recreational boaters the opportunity to use the dock as intended under 
the terms of the agreement.   

 
09.    If the dock remains in the current location PBOT should coordinate with other city bureaus 

and boating clubs, organizations and users to conduct outreach, education and promotion 
that recreational boaters are invited to use the dock. 

 
Staff Recommendation 

 
Staff recommends the Board direct staff to amend the agreement authorizing the continuation of 
restricted overnight stays while the dock is in the current location and extend the term of the 
agreement by six- years for non-compliance with the terms and conditions of the grant 
agreement. 

Signage near gangway landing and at the end of 

the dock. 

Top Left: Jan. 30, 2013 

Top Right: July 1, 2013 

Bottom Left July 1, 2013 
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March 29, 2016 
 
Item D:  Consideration to Relocate Duckworth Dock Transient Tie-up 
 
Background 
 
01. The Board approved Facility Grant No. 893 at the July 1997 meeting. The agreement was 

signed by Mayor Katz on August 27, 1997. The project was completed and final Marine Board 
payment of $340,983.46 was issued June 30, 1999.  Funding for the project came from fees 
paid by recreational boaters (registration, titling and marine fuel taxes). 

 
02. Discussions by the City to relocate the Duckworth Dock began in 2008, when the City held 

open houses and developed conceptual designs about replacing the Ankeny Dock. The 
relocation of the Duckworth Dock to Ankeny Plaza was discussed in great length. The 
conceptual designs significantly reduced the amount of motorized boat dock space.  The City 
did not pursue this option due to budget and ADA accessibility issues.  In early 2015, several 
high level inquiries were made by PBOT on what the impact would be to the grant if the docks 
were transferred to another governmental agency or private business, and also, what types of 
activities were allowed. No details were received. 

 
03. At the January 6, 2016 work session, the Board invited Portland Bureau of Transportation 

(PBOT), Portland Parks and Recreation (PPR), and Columbia River Yachting Association 
(CRYA) to discuss the possible relocation of the Duckworth Dock to Swan Island. The 
Daimler Corporation and Flowing Solutions were available to answer questions from the 
Board, staff and invited guests 

 
04. The high level conceptual discussion identified the need for staff to visit the proposed location 

to examine existing uses, services and proximity to other facilities, conduct a public meeting to 
provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed dock relocation, and develop terms 
and conditions that would apply to the relocated dock for Board consideration. 

 
05. The Board directed staff to consult with the Agency’s attorney to confirm the Board has the 

authority to approve relocation of the dock and make modifications to the grant terms and 
conditions.    

 
a. The Board’s authority is broad under ORS 830.150 which identifies that funds placed in 

the Facility Account can be distributed, upon application, to a federal agency, the state, a 
city, county, water improvement district, park and recreation district or a port. Distribution 
shall be made on the basis of need for a facility as that need appears to the State Marine 
Board. 
 

b. The Board’s contractual rights is more limiting within the grant agreement however, 
under Section IV Termination Provisions, Part B Termination and Modification for Good 
Cause, the Board “may modify or terminate this Agreement for good cause or may 
modify or terminate this Agreement should state regulations or guidelines be modified, 
changed or interpreted in such a way that the project, or any portion of the project, is no 
longer eligible for Facility Grant Funds...” 

  



Item D – Page 2 

 

 
06. The proposed concept brought forward by the City would include Daimler Corporation paying 

for design and engineering services to permit and relocate the dock to Swan Island, 
construction costs to remove and reinstall the dock, and PPR project management staff time. 
Additional services offered include onsite presence to monitor and document a boater’s length 
of stay and activities on the dock, and designated parking. 

 
07. The proposal to move the dock has lacked specificity from the City of Portland as to their 

proposal.  PBOT and PPR have been working with Daimler Corporation, who originally 
brought the proposal to the city.  In most cases, Daimler Corporation has driven the 
discussions, however, the Marine Board’s agreement is with the City of Portland, and any 
changes to the agreement will be solely with the City of Portland.  While Daimler Corporation 
will be working with the City of Portland, they are not a party to any future Marine Board 
agreement.    

 
08. Daimler Corporation and Vigor Industrial have expressed a desire to pursue the establishment 

of a water taxi service from Vancouver to the proposed dock location and potentially to 
Oregon City. The service would use the 100-foot commercial section of the dock.   

 
Proposed Site Location 
 
01. On January 19, 2016, Scott Brewen, Director and Janine Belleque, Boating Facilities Manager 

met onsite with Board member Jen Tonneson, Brett Horner, PPR, Frank James, PPR, Matt 
Markstaller, Daimler Corporation and Andrew Jansky, Flowing Solutions to walk and discuss 
the proposed dock location and adjacent uses. 

 
02. The location was assessed from the McCarthy Park parking area, to the Park’s concrete 

access ramp, along the greenway trail, up the easement access sidewalk to the proposed 
parking area, which is about 0.7 miles.   Within that section there are two existing concrete 
access ramps to the water and one set of stairs to the beach, three public greenway 
easements, one existing public parking area and a proposed public parking area.   The 
conceptual gangway landing is about midpoint between two greenway easements, the 
concrete stairs and one of the concrete access ramps. On the attached aerial photo the trail 
from the Swan Island boat ramp to McCarthy Park and the greenway trail are visible, which is 
about 0.6 miles.  Site visit photos are attached for reference. 

 
03. Within walking distance of the proposed gangway is McDonald’s, Subway, Anna’s Island 

Café, TLT-Handcrafted Food and Drink, 7-11,  and three additional restaurants will be built in 
the near future.  The area is growing and redevelopment easily apparent.   The greenway trail 
was wide, inviting and easy to travel.    

  
04. Tie-up docks on rivers are historically used by large cruising boats as a destination location 

that provide access to desirable amenities such as restaurants, scenic, historic or cultural 
attractions and nature.  CRYA has indicated that they do not use the current dock and do 
not envision staying overnight at the proposed location due to wave and wakes.  Staff 
contacted Andy Jansky, Flowing Solutions, Daimler Corporation consultant, on the possible 
relocation to discuss wind and wave generation at the two locations.  Mr. Jansky illustrated 
on the below aerial photo of the Duckworth Dock using red lines over the wave crests to 
show that waves are coming from every direction reflecting off of various hard surfaces, but 
in the Swan Island photo the wave energy is being absorbed when it hits the beach and 
does not reflect back.  
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05.  This implies that yes, there will be wave and wakes at the proposed location but the impact 

will be significantly less than the current location.   Staff respects the comments provided by 
CRYA and understands their concerns about possible boat damage occurring as a result of 
wave and wakes beating the boat against the dock.  The dock, by its design, will provide 
some wave attenuation on the inside portion of the dock.   If the dock is relocated, Flowing 
Solutions will take into consideration the dock alignment to reduce impact from wave and 
wakes. 
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06. The proposed location is within the Portland Harbor Superfund site, however no remediation 
action is being proposed near the dock location.  Staff shared the public notice and maps 
with DEQ requesting comments if they had concerns about relocating the dock to Swan 
Island.  No concerns were expressed and they were thankful for sharing the information.   
The February 2016 map from the EPA is below.  A dark blue circle represents the proposed 
dock location for reference.   

 

 
  
 Additionally, staff contacted the Port of Portland requesting their review for any concerns 

regarding proximity to the harborline.  The Port indicated that the dock would not impact the 
federal navigational channel or turning basins, so they had no issues.  The River Pilots also 
had no concerns stating, “Ships are slowing down to pass shipyard already, so wakes should 
be fine.  You’ll get a little suction from the passing ship because it is so close to the channel, 
but normally not an issue with small vessels.”  
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Public Comment 
 
01. OSMB solicited written public comment on February 11, 2016 through February 23, 2016 at 

8:00pm. A public meeting was conducted on February 23, 2016 from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm in 
Portland. In addition to sending the Notice to the agency’s interested parties list, the notice 
was posted on the agency’s website and social media accounts.  The Notice was also 
emailed or mailed to nearly 90 parties identified by PBOT, PPR and staff representing 
submerged land-lease holders, adjacent businesses, boating and paddling organizations, 
BOATS cruising and watersport teams, Facility Advisory Committee, and parties interested 
in river access.  Newspaper coverage was provided by the Portland Observer, the 
Oregonian and Portland Mercury. Staff also requested PBOT and PPR share the notice on 
their websites. During the comment period 38 parties submitted written comments and 19 
people attended the public meeting including Board members Cliff Jett and Jen Tonneson.  
Comments were received from 16 attendees. 

 
02. Comments in favor of the proposed relocation generally cited: 

 a. Good kayak or standup paddle board location.  

 b. Downtown is too congested, this separates use; 

 c. Interest in establishing water taxi service for employees on the island; 

 d. Enhance quality of life for growing Swan Island community; 

 e. The dock is underutilized, used by homeless boaters, new location better management 
and oversight. 

 
03. Comments opposed to the proposed relocation generally cited: 

 a. It is a memorial and shouldn’t be moved; 

 b. Concern it would bring homeless boaters to area; 

 c. Continued loss of boating opportunities by City in Portland.  Not enough public docks 
available; 

 d. Currently, use to launch paddle craft and pick up or drop off passengers 
 
04. Alternatives proposed included: 

 a. Separate the dock so a portion can remain and a portion can go to Swan Island 

 b. Relocate to Ankeny St. (near Saturday Market) dock 

 c. Keep Duckworth Dock in current location and develop a new dock at Swan Island 
 
05. The Columbia River Yachting Association, representing 19 yacht and boat clubs on the 

Columbia and Willamette rivers submitted the following verbal comments, “We don’t have a 
real objection for it being moved to Swan Island but I see no reason for it, for recreational 
boating like ours, cruising, because that part of the river is very open for commercial and 
recreational boats and they go by there at an extremely fast speed, or cruising speed 
whatever that particular boat does. The wake action would be more than anybody would want 
to have happen to their boat over a weekend.” “… I forgot to mention a couple things that 
would help for us with the movement of this dock and one would be to have a pumpout facility 
put there. There isn’t one in Portland at all and we all know, well maybe we don’t all know, us 
boaters know how important it is to have a pumpout facility nearby”. 
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Options 
 
The Marine Board has four options.  The Board may direct staff to: 

a. Amend the existing agreement in support of the relocation; 

b. Deny the request to relocate the dock in writing; 

c. Amend the existing agreement to relocate only a portion of the dock; 

d. Issue notice of Termination for Default. 
 
Analysis 
 
01. The Duckworth Dock has been neglected and mismanaged for several years which have 

resulted in the dock being known as dangerous, unsafe, dirty, and a floating homeless 
camp.   As a result the intended users, recreational boaters, do not feel welcome or safe to 
leave their boats at the dock.   

 
a. PBOT’s final pilot project report says the restrictions to overnight use were a success 

since the dock wasn’t full of boats in poor condition. However, the report acknowledges it 
is likely that boats appearing in the same location for several days stayed the night, 
violating the ordinance.  Neither of these situations encourages or promotes use by 
recreational boaters. Even with the continued implementation of the overnight stay 
restrictions, it is doubtful that recreational boaters will use the facility in the current 
location because of the negative stigma associated with the dock or that PBOT will 
actively manage the facility. 
 

b. PBOT has repeatedly stated that they want out of the dock business.  During the public 
meeting Richard Gray, PBOT stated, “Our priority is to maintain and operate the streets of 
Portland. The dock does not fit that core mission. So we want out of the business. We 
think the appropriate party to own/operate a recreational dock is the Portland Bureau of 
Parks and Recreation.”   In contrast to comments from PBOT, PPR has been receptive to 
finding a solution, recognizing that operating and maintaining an additional facility is not 
within their current budget and as of now, PBOT has not offered any form of compensation 
to assist with the additional workload and responsibility.  PPR said, “We are interested in 
working with the parties that are involved to possibly make this happen. We believe that 
the new location could provide an opportunity for the dock to get a lot more use for which it 
was intended. We feel it is a generous offer from Daimler to do this and feel the transfer 
from PBOT to Parks would make some sense. So we are definitely open to that.”   Based 
on inter-bureau coordination, staff would support having all boating facilities under one 
bureau rather than the current three (Bureau of Environmental Services, PBOT and PPR).   

 
02.  The few comments received in opposition to the relocation of the dock are addressed below: 
 

a. The Marine Board recognizes and respects that the City dedicated the dock to Kevin J. 
Duckworth an avid boater and fisherman. All parties (PBOT, PPR and OSMB) agree that 
the dock would retain the name of “Kevin J. Duckworth Memorial Dock”.   Additionally, 
the relocated dock would provide access for recreational boaters to pick up and drop off 
their fishing and boating friends and have nearby access to Multnomah Channel, 
Columbia River and a popular fishing zone on the Willamette River across from the 
proposed dock location as seen in the photo below. 
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b. Concerns were raised that the “homeless boaters” would follow the dock.  Staff 
consulted with Department of State Lands and Multnomah County Marine Patrol to 
discover if there was any history of “transient” boaters anchoring on the riverside of 
Swan Island in proximity to the proposed dock location and was informed that the area 
was not a known anchoring location.  In discussions with PPR and the Daimler 
Corporation, the dock would be monitored by Daimler’s security staff to document and 
monitor the length of stay and activities on the dock.  As a result of this onsite presence 
consideration should be given to restore year-around overnight use (72hour) since it was 
part of the original grant conditions. The goal is to create a safe and friendly environment 
that encourages recreational boating. 
 

c. Continued loss of boating opportunities in Portland and not enough public dock space.  
Staff understands and recognizes the frustration and concern raised by boaters that to 
lose a dock, even a poorly managed dock is not desirable since the likelihood of one 
being replaced is remote.  The Ankeny St. Dock is gone and the Staff Jennings facility 
closed for the Sellwood bridge replacement, neither of those facilities have been 
replaced nor planned to be replaced.  At the public meeting Brett Horner, PPR said, “ I 
know there were some comments about the extent of boating facilities along the river and I 
think we could all agree there could be more, there should be more, and it would be nice if 
there were more. We have a lot of constraints in Portland. We have a lot of river 
dependent uses that prohibit a lot of public access. I think at one point I did an 
assessment of how much actual waterfront people had access to and I think it was less 
than 5% of the waterfront in Portland”.  As a result of these concerns staff considered and 
offered to PPR and PBOT the opportunity to take all or part of the 100-feet of designated 
commercial dock space to keep at the existing location.   However, PBOT was adamant 
that they do not want to maintain any docks and PPR was concerned with how it would 
impact the proposed water taxi service at Swan Island.  

 

d. Two commenters identified that they currently use the dock.  One party stated, “…while I 
think it would be great to have additional access on Swan Island to the boat launch that is 
currently there and it would tie in nicely with the greenway I would really encourage you to 
maintain the existing access that the Duckworth provides. After work we will often take our 
small craft, kayak, sail boat, from our shop and the Duckworth is the only point of access 
we have to the Willamette anywhere within the central city core. As the other speakers 
have mentioned public access to the river is very rare…”    
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The other party wrote, “I regularly pick up and drop off passengers at this dock (when it’s 
not full of permanent homeless boat campers or closed with the dock cleats removed).”   
Staff viewed the second commenter’s website and noted that the Duckworth Dock is 
identified as closed.  These comments suggest there is a need for dock access or at a 
minimum river access.  However, the style of dock, (high freeboard) is not ideal for many 
paddlers or light watercraft users. The relocation of the dock could be an opportunity for 
the City to identify a safer location and develop a lower freeboard style dock to better meet 
the needs of paddlers, recreational boaters and other river users.  

 
03. The need for pumpout services was identified during the public meeting by CRYA and 

boaters have expressed the same needs through the Statewide Boating Access 
Improvement Plan (2011-17).   Currently, the only pumpout station on the Willamette River 
in Portland is at Riverplace Marina (see photo below).    

 

 
 
 The private marina has indicated that once the grant term ends (August, 2017) they will 

close the pumpout to public use. The next closest pumpout station to Riverplace Marina is 
approximately 12 miles upstream in Oregon City, downstream on the Multnomah Channel at 
Rocky Pointe Marina (17 miles) or upstream on the Columbia River at Jantzen Beach 
Marina (18 miles).   The loss of pumpout service will create a void of nearly 30 miles with no 
public pumpout station on one of the most heavilly used waterbodies in the State.  The City 
of Portland has spent tremendous resources to reduce sewage in the Willamette River. PPR 
does not believe the best fit for a pumpout station would be at the relocated dock.  Instead 
they have suggested the possibility of installing one at Riverplace breakwater dock since it 
has a significant amount of use by large boats that have holding tanks.  This would be a 
good location about mid-point between other pumpout facilities and placement on the 
breakwater dock would allow boats of all sizes to access the pumpout.   
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04. The dock has a designated 100-foot section of the outside edge (riverside) for commercial 

uses.   As mentioned earlier PBOT and PPR want the entire 100-foot section to be relocated 
with the recreational portion of the boating dock.   There is an active interest in establishing 
a water taxi service between Vancouver and the proposed dock location.  It is envisioned 
that the service could be expanded to Oregon City as well.   This use was approved under 
the original terms of the grant agreement.  

 

05. The majority of recreational boating comments identified the appeal of this dock and location 
for paddling.   Paddlers mentioned convenience of paddling between Cathedral Park and the 
proposed location, connection to the greenway, improved safety by not having to paddle 
through the Swan Island Lagoon to access the river and spreading out the use from 
downtown. At the Swan Island location there are currently two concrete ramps and one set of 
stairs that provide access to the water or beach depending upon water elevations.  These 
structures can provide access for paddlers but some paddlers may prefer to access the river 
from the dock.  Staff recognizes that paddlers have different preferences on how they want to 
access the water.  As a result a provision should be included that if the need arises to modify 
the dock or connect a structure to the dock to assist paddlecraft with launching or retrieving 
from the dock, that prior to any modification, Marine Board staff will review the proposed 
modification (product, method of attachment, impact to other recreational boaters, non-
exclusive use) and approve or deny the request in writing. 

   
Conclusion 
 
01. The City of Portland entered into an agreement with the Marine Board to accept state 

boating funds to assist with building and maintaining the Kevin J. Duckworth Memorial Dock.  
As part of a greater vision for the area, the Portland Bureau of Transportation was given 
responsibility to manage the dock, since part of the intent involved operation of a water taxi 
at the location.  The City’s vision has not materialized, and PBOT is not a willing boating 
facility operator. The Board can and should hold the City to the agreement; however, doing 
so at the current location will at best result in minor recreational boat usage and an unwilling 
facility operator.   

 
02. PPR currently operates and maintains the majority of City boating facilities and possess the 

knowledge and skills associated with the specialized nature of recreational boating facilities.  
Staff supports PPR becoming the operating and managing bureau but is also sensitive to 
the budgetary constraints potentially placed on them to manage the facility.  PPR will not 
operate the dock in the current location due to these budgetary constraints, but is willing to 
manage the dock at the proposed location.  Staff believes that PPR has the ability to 
educate and inform the public through the transitional process associated with relocating the 
dock and encourages the two bureaus to coordinate during this process.   

 
03. The dock should remain known as the Kevin J. Duckworth Memorial Dock and be clearly 

identified through signage, media and other messaging, especially during the transition to 
the new location.  The City is responsible for the coordination and notification to interested 
parties.  
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04. The overnight stay restrictions imposed by the pilot project should be removed, if the dock is 
relocated.  The original agreement term of 72-hour maximum stay limit should be allowed 
but with a modification to stipulate that the stay is limited to a maximum of 72-hours within a 
30-day period.  This provision will allow recreational boaters the opportunity to stay 
overnight but not monopolize the dock. Additionally, a provision should be included that the 
overnight stay language can be modified with Board approval if sufficient documentation has 
been supplied to necessitate the need.  It will be the responsibility of PPR to ensure the 72-
hour stay limit is enforced. 

 
05. The grant agreement already identifies a designated commercial area on the dock.  Based 

on the interest of establishing a water taxi service and PBOT and PPR not wanting to break 
apart the dock, this designated use should remain. Additional clarification language should 
be included to specify the commercial space will be signed or designated with striping and 
that any activity occurring within the designated space will not impact recreational boaters 
using the remaining portion of the dock. 
 

06. As mentioned above PPR does not believe the proposed dock relocation area is the best fit 
for a pumpout station, but they did identify that Riverplace breakwater dock would have 
more use by boats with holding tanks.  Staff has indicated that the pumpout station would 
qualify for a 100-percent construction grant and maintenance assistance funding through the 
Maintenance Assistance Program.  Staff is sensitive to PPR’s concerns of vandalism and 
maintenance, but pumpout station designs can be minimized allowing the public access to 
only a hose and stand with off and on button. The rest of the equipment can be secured in a 
building or behind fencing as a way to reduce vandalism and maintenance as illustrated in 
the photo below. Staff encourages PPR to consider this option for a future grant. 

 

 
 

07. The loss of public recreational boating access and opportunities in Portland is real and a 
significant concern for staff.  But, the dock is not leaving Portland; it is proposed to be 
relocated on the same waterbody approximately 2.75 miles downstream in an area that has 
no public recreational docks.  The Duckworth Dock is approximately 0.8 miles to the 
Firehouse Dock, 0.9 miles to the light watercraft dock and a little over one mile to Riverplace 
Marina on the opposite bank.  In contrast, from the proposed dock relocation the next public 
recreational dock is located approximately 3.7 miles downstream at Cathedral Park.  
Unfortunately, the Duckworth Dock in the current location is not utilized, taken care of or 
protected for the intended recreational boaters that paid for the facility. Instead, it has 
become an “unsafe dock” that recreational boaters do not use.  Relocating the dock with no 
additional public funds provides an opportunity for the dock to be used by the recreational 
boaters who paid for it. 
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08. Will recreational boaters use the dock if it is relocated? Comments from the Swan Island 
Business Association, the neighborhood association and others believe that there is great 
potential for this part of Swan Island and potential for boaters to access services. Through 
the public comment process paddlers expressed an interest to use the dock.  Staff also 
believes boaters will use this dock to pick up and drop off friends and family for fishing and 
cruising.  The Swan Island area is an up and coming neighborhood that is adding 
restaurants, expanding the greenway trail and creating an environment that would invite 
boaters to dock for 15 minutes to pick up a friend, a couple hours for a meal or overnight. 
Compared to the current location where the status quo and likely future will be little to no 
recreational boating use, the new location offers these opportunities in a safer, actively 
managed environment.  

 
09. The City of Portland has not provided a formal request in writing.  The City did bring this option 

forward to the Marine Board for discussion and negotiation, but given the complexities, is 
seeking Marine Board approval to conceptually allow the move of the dock in order to begin 
the process. Since there are two bureaus involved and a private entity agreeing to pay the 
costs, a lot of issues will need to be worked out between those parties.  At this juncture, if the 
Board is supportive moving forward, then it is based upon recent negotiations and staff 
understanding of the provisions as outlined in the staff recommendation. 

 
Staff Recommendation 

 
01. Staff recommends that the Board authorize the City of Portland to relocate the Kevin J. 

Duckworth Dock approximately 2.75 miles downstream to Swan Island provided the following 
provisions are met:     
 
a. The relocation is contingent upon the City’s Bureau of Transportation and Parks and 

Recreation agreeing on the transfer of operation and maintenance of the dock. 
 
b.  The City of Portland is responsible for services related to the relocation of the entire dock 

which includes but is not limited to the approval and issuance of all required permits, 
construction and onsite security presence and monitoring. 

 
02.  The following items will be included in an amendment to Facility Grant No. 893: 

 
a. The dock will remain in public ownership and be known as the Kevin J. Duckworth 

Memorial Dock. The dock will be clearly identified through signage, media and other 
messaging, especially during the transition to the new location.  The City is responsible 
for the coordination and notification to interested parties.  

 
b. The overnight stay restrictions referred to as the “pilot project” in Amendment No. 1 to 

the Grant Agreement be removed upon the completion of the dock relocation. The 72-
hour stay limit will be modified to read “a maximum of 72-hours within a 30-day period”.  
A provision will be included that the overnight stay language can be modified with 
Board approval if sufficient documentation has been supplied to necessitate the need. 

 
c. The 100-foot commercial space will remain on the outside portion of the dock and will 

be signed or designated with striping. Activities that occur in the designated commercial 
space will not impact recreational boaters using the remaining portion of the dock. 
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d. During the term of the agreement if the need arises to modify the dock or connect a 
structure to the dock to assist paddlecraft with launching or retrieving from the dock, 
prior to any modification the City will submit a request to Marine Board staff to review 
the proposed modification for but not limited to the type of product, method of 
attachment, impact to other recreational boaters, non-exclusive use and approve or 
deny the request in writing. 

 
e. The City will obtain additional parking that will be dedicated for public use to access 

the dock. 
 

f. The dock will be located in an area with minimum water depth of 7-feet at ordinary low 
water to allow for larger recreational boats to safely use the dock. 
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McCarthy Park-Parking 

McCarthy Park- End of Ramp 

McCarthy Park- Looking up from End of Ramp 

Unnamed Concrete Access 

Easement to Greenway near Concrete Access 

Looking Upstream Near Proposed Gangway  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking Downstream Near Proposed Gangway  

Looking Down from Stairs Access 

Looking Up from Stairs Access 

Easement to Greenway near Gangway Access 

Proposed Parking Area 

Standing on the Overlook on the Greenway 
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March 29, 2016 
 
Item E: Grant No. 1559 
 

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

 
Applicant Name:    City of Milwaukie 
Applicant Contact:  Chuck Eaton, Engineering Director 
Project Name:  Milwaukie Riverfront Park, emergency bridge repair 
 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

 
GPS Location:  Latitude: 44.4425; Longitude: -122.6431 
Waterbody and mile:  Willamette River, Rivermile 18.4 
Location: From I-5 take exit 288 for I-205 N. Take exit 13 for OR-213 heading north 

towards Milwaukie/82nd Ave. Take ramp right to OR-224 W toward 
Milwaukie. Turn right onto OR-224. Turn left on SE 17th Ave. Turn right 
onto OR-99E/SE McLoughlin Blvd. Park is on the right.  

 

 

NEED 

  
During the storm event of December 6-23, 2015, the bridge providing access to the boat ramp 
was damaged and the structure was closed.  As a result the boat ramp was also closed and 
unavailable to the public.  The City has declared an emergency and successfully petitioned 
FEMA to amend the federal declaration to include Clackamas County.   
 
The City has completed the site evaluation and although it appears minor from the photo the 
upper portion of the bridge has been undermined approximately 5-feet.  The City also 
conducted an underwater inspection and discovered additional undermining on the north 
abutment with additional movement within the downstream wing wall in rotation and separation 
from the abutment. 
 
The City’s original cost estimate was $20,000-25,000 for a temporary repair to reopen the boat 
ramp while the City pursued permits for the long-term repair of replacing the bridge.  After 
incorporating emergency permit conditions to work outside of the in-water work window and 
mitigation for the amount of rock fill the first bids received were over $300,000.  The City went 
back to the permitting agencies to request modification to the emergency permitting conditions 
and successfully reduced the bid to $99,680.   This bridge normally provides shared access for 
the wastewater treatment plant, however the temporary repairs will not allow the weight of the 
trucks to safely use the bridge therefore, the temporary repair is for the benefit of the boat ramp 
users.  
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It is important to the boaters that this site be opened since Clackamette Park is closed and 
Cedaroak will be closed this summer and fall for the boat ramp and dock replacement project. 
 

Nearby Facility Rivermile-
Location 

Site Attributes 

Cedaroak, City of West Linn 4.8 miles 
South 

Ramp, boarding docks, parking, flush toilet-
CLOSED Summer/Fall Construction 

Meldrum Bar, City of Gladstone 5.8 miles 
South 

Ramp, boarding docks, parking, vault toilet 

Clackamette Park, City of Oregon 
City Clackamas River 

6.5 miles 
South 

Ramp, parking, flush toilet-currently CLOSED 

 

 
 

 
This facility is new, as well as, all of the City staff with knowledge of the boating facility.  As a 
result the City did not provide an estimate on the amount of use.  
 
City of Milwaukie has identified the type and percentage of boats using the boat ramp. 

Type of Boat Percentage of Use 

Fishing boats 65% 

General pleasure boats 25% 

Sailboats 0% 

Ski boats 2% 

Cruisers or Yachts 0% 

Personal watercraft 0% 

Kayak, canoe, other paddlecraft 3% 

Type of Support Source of Support 

None  

 

APPROACH 

 
The City has received emergency permit approvals, obtained bids and has a contractor ready to 
mobilize onsite and complete the work by April 6, 2016.   These repairs are temporary and will 
be removed when the new bridge is constructed. The City anticipates construction of the new 
bridge within two-years.   

SUPPORT AND USE 



Item E – Page 3 

 

EXPECTED RESULTS 

 
Completing the temporary repair will allow boaters to use the boating facility. 
 

OBJECTIVES 

 
Complete the temporary repairs and reopen the boat ramp by April 6, 2016. 
 

USEFUL LIFE 

 
This is a temporary repair and is anticipated to be in place for two-years while the City constructs 
a new bridge.  Staff is proposing to amend the previous construction grant No. 1489 and extend 
the term of the agreement by two-years for the time the facility has been closed and the useful life 
of the temporary bridge repair. 
 

20-YEAR GRANT HISTORY 

 

Biennium Scope OSMB State & 
 Federal Funds 

All Match Total Project  
Cost 

13-15 Ramp, boarding docks, vault 
toilet, parking, piles 

$200,000 $2,470,377 $2,670,377 

 

BUDGET NARRATIVE 

 
The City is requesting 25% of the temporary construction cost to have the boat ramp reopened.  
The temporary repair is for the benefit of the boaters. The trucks from the wastewater treatment 
plant will be restricted from using the bridge since the temporary repairs will not support the 
weight of the trucks.  The City will not be requesting any funding for the new bridge construction. 
 

MATCH AND PARTNERS 

 

Source Amount Percentage 

City of Milwaukie Pre-Agreement Cash* $53,434 34.89% 

City of Milwaukie & FEMA $74,760 48.83% 

OSMB State Funds $24,920 16.28% 

   

Match Total $128,194 83.72% 

OSMB Total $24,920 16.28% 

Grand Total $153,114 100% 
*The City completed a structural evaluation for $27,920 and consultant design/engineering services of $25,514. 

 

FEES 

 
City of Milwaukie currently does not charge a fee for use of Riverfront Park. The owner does not 
anticipate modifications to the user fees.  
 
N. Clackamas Park District maintains Riverfront Park and currently receives $4,750 in 
Maintenance Assistance Program (MAP) funding which they match with a minimum of 
$3,166.67 in resources.  
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TIMELINE 

 
The City has a contractor hired and he plans to mobilize onsite mid-next week.  The work is 
anticipated to begin March 30 and be completed by April 6. 
  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends that the Board authorize Facility Grant 1559 in the amount of $24,920 in 
state boater funds to match $53,434 of City pre-agreement cash match and $74,760 of City and 
FEMA cash to make temporary repairs to the bridge and reopen the boat ramp for a total project 
cost of $153,114.  
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