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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. O. BOX 2946

PORTlA.ND, OREGON 97208-2946

Reply to
Attention of:

JCC 29 1986

Planning Division (PL-NR-EQ)

Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) for Portland General Electric Company's proposed West Hayden
Island Marine Industrial Park in Portland, Oregon. This document has been
prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The Portland District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is the lead agency for
the EIS under NEPA; the U.S. Coast Guard is a cooperating agency. The Corps'
jurisdiction is based on the regulatory authorities contained in Section
10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act of 1977; the Coast Guard's jurisdiction is based on Section 9 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1899.

Copies of the FEIS are being filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and are being sent to other interested Federal, State, and local
agencies, and private organizations and members of the public who have requested
copies.

The permit application is also discussed in Corps of Engineers Public
Notice No. 07l-0YA-2-005254~ Comments on this document may be sent to the
above address, ATTN: NPPPL-NR-EQ. Comments should be received within 30
days of announcement in the Federal Register that the EIS has been filed
with the Environmental Protection Agency. Federal Register announcement
is expected to occur on January 16, 1987. Should no response be received
within the 30 day period, a no-comment response will be assumed.

Sincerely,

Gary Eord
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Enclosure

PSD006262



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

MARINE INDUSTRIAL PARK

Portland, Oregon

, 1986

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Portland District

portland General Electric Company

Permit Application No. 071-0YA-2-005254

PSD006263



Project Site and Vicinity



•

•

•
NORTH

~ !

o 150 300 llOO 1000

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

•

PLAN

Portland General Electric

HAYDEN
ISLAND
U¥iJffi\~~[Ri [F2)[Lffi\[N]
PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

I::::::J Marine Terminal Berths
9 Sites -357 acres

D Industrial Warehouse Sites
25 Sites - 94 acres

IIIUndeveloped Land
4.6 acres

III Preserved Wetlands
3.3 acres

Benkendorf Associates
Ogden Beeman &. Associates

PSD006265



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
WEST HAYDEN ISLAND MARINE INDUSTRIAL PARK

PORTLAND, OREGON

Lead Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District

Cooperating Agency: U.S. Coast Guard, Thirteenth Coast Guard District,
Seattle, washington

Permit Applicant: Portland General Electric Company

Permit Authorities: section 10, River and Harbor Act of 1899
section 404, Clean Water Act

Abstract: Portland General Electric Company (PGE) has applied to the
Portland District Corps of Engineers for a permit under the authorities
listed above to dredge in navigable waters of the united States and to
fill in wetland areas. Material, primarily sand, would be dredged from
the Columbia River and used to fill a 496-acre site on West Hayden Island
above the 100-year flood elevation, making it suitable for development as
marine industrial sites. Approximately 2 million cubic yards (mcy) of
the required fill material would come from dredging in the Columbia; the
remaining 6.5 mcy would come from the project site, by excavating a
64-acre area to a depth of up to -45 feet Columbia River Datum (CRD),
creating an aquatic basin adjacent to the Oregon Slough. Basin excava
tion would occur out to the existing channel in the Oregon Slough. Dredg
ing will affect approximately 35.5 acres of shallow water habitat adjacent
to the basin and 3.1 acres in the authorized channel of the Oregon Slough.
The proposed development wOuld also include construction of a bridge over
the Oregon Slough, extension of utilities to the site, and construction
of on-site land transportation facilities. Alternatives which were con
sidered included alternative locations for the proposed development and
alternative site development plans. No alternative site was found in the
Portland-Vancouver area which could meet the need for future marine
industrial development. Six alternative site development plans were
considered, but three were rejected because they were not economically
feasible or environmentally acceptable. Therefore, only three development
alternatives are considered in detail in this FEIS along with the no
action alternative. Major environmental effects of this project would
result from both dredging and filling. Benthic habitat and organisms
would be destroyed by the dredging; up to 77 acres of wetlands would be
filled, requiring off-site mitigation; other terrestrial habitat such as
cottonwood-ash riparian habitat would also be filled; the natural
appearance of West Hayden Island would be replaced by man-made features
and industrial development; and traffic would increase on local streets
and highways in the vicinity.

SEND YOUR COMMENTS TO THE DISTRICT
ENGINEER BY

If you would like further
information on this statement,
please contact:

Mr. Eric Braun
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Portland District

PO Box 2946
Portland OR 97208-2946

-i-

Telephone: (503) 221-6096
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SUMMARY

Major Conclusions and Findings. Portland General Electric Company
(PGE) has applied for a Department of the Army permit to do work in
waters of the united States and adjacent wetlands. The permit would be
for dredging material from the Columbia River and excavating a portion
of West Hayden Island adjacent to the Oregon Slough under the authority
of section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 and for discharging
this material onto West Hayden Island, including wetland areas under
the authority of section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Two of the pro
posed alternatives would include an excavated basin of approximately 40
to 64 acres on the south side of the island. The area between this
basin and the existing navigation channel in the Oregon Slough would be
dredged to a maximum of -45 feet Columbia River Datum (CRD) eliminating
approximately 38.6 acres of shallow water habitat. The proposed devel
opment would also include construction of abridge over the Oregon
Slough (subject to a U.S. Coast Guard permit under the authority of
section 9 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899), extension of utilities
to the site, and construction of on-site land transportation facilities.

The purpose of this work would be to provide access to the site for
deep-draft vessels and to provide flood protection to PGE's property to
an elevation above the 100-year floodplain to make it suitable for
marine industrial development. The need to provide sites in the Port
land metropolitan area for future marine industrial development is docu
mented in the Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan.

Alternatives which were considered included alternative locations for
the proposed development, alternative site development plans, and a
no-action alternative. No alternative site was found in the Portland
Vancouver area which could meet the need for future marine industrial
development. The no action alternative features the expansion of
cattle grazing activities.

There will be 3 to 4 million cubic yards (mcy) of fill material avail
able from the construction of a new lock at Bonneville Dam. with
permit approval, West Hayden Island would be a potential disposal site
for the material. The final decision concerning the disposal of the
material, however, will be made by the contractor who is selected for
the construction of the new navigation lock.

Physical Effects. Filling at the site would change the local topogra
phy, resulting in the perimeter of the site being filled to an elevation
of +31 feet National Geodic Vertical Datum (NGVD). Interior areas sub
ject to ponding would be filled to a minimum elevation of +24 feet NGVD,
with the fill sloping inward from the perimeter levees. Two of the
development alternatives would result in major changes to the southeast
quadrant of .the site, where a basin of up to 64 acres would be excavated
to provide fill for the remainder of the site. A 45-foot navigation
access channel would be dredged from the existing Columbia River 40-foot
channel to the north shore of the PGE site, with a 1,000_foot turning
basin at the west end. Material dredge~ from the river and the Oregon-.,~,- ,-".-"-"-'

-xii-
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Slough would provide ap.proximately :1 mey of fill material. ,Wa,tel.' q'\.lal
ity would be aff ected by dredging with temporary increases in turbidity .
Dredged material is expected to be primarily clean sand. ··.Somefilling
would occur in thefloodway;jjClf:.".the.'CCllumbci:.a,.River';:..·hClwelteliq.j"the;",increa-se{
of flClCld heights due tCl the fill would comply with Federal Emergency
Management Agency criteria. Air quality changes would result. frClm
future marine industrial development at the site,; 'however, these changes
cannot be identified at this time.

Industries locating, on'West:,Ha¥den :Is'landwou1d"be"csubjech;to; ,aWc'.:qualc,:$:
ity regulations. A review of the existing regulatiClns indicates t.hat
new source growth at this site is possible.

Biological Effects. Existing vegetation would be removed from the sit.e
and up to 76.5 acres of wetlandsw.ould be filled. Wit.h the appli.cant's
preferred alternative, three, aC.t"es of wetlandS:,'would remainundevelClped/'
Wildlife WCluid be directly affected by lClss of habitat at the site and
from increased human act.ivity in the area. A Gt"eat. Blue HerCln ro.okery
exist.s nearby at. Delta Park; development at.. the west Hayden Island sit.e
would reduce the acreage of habitat available for this species. PGE
has established a Habitat Evaluation PrClcedures (HEP) committee to
assess and quant.ify t.he wildlife. habitat values. which would:. be lost. at
the site. Results o·f the HEP st.udy indicate low values forexis.ting
wetlands and relatively high wildlife values for riparian habitat on
the island. The findings of this study will be used t.o develop a miti
gation plan fol.' the wetlands and Clt.her habitats Which would be filled.

Aquat.ic organisms would be affected by initial dredging., maintenance
dredging, future alteration of existing shoreline, placement of off
shore structures by future sit.e developers, ship traffic, and po,tential
water p.ollution from accidental spills and' surface runoff. Dredging a
ship access channel to -45 feet CRD,. leaving. a p.redominantly sand
substrate, would result in a decrease Clf existing. bo,tt.om fauna •.' If
existing conditions are indicators, a 4.0 to 60 percent reduct. ion in
total organisms could be expected. The main impact of dredging on
juvenile salmonids would be the disruption Clr delay of dClwnstream
migration due to increased turbidity and the actual physical equipment
and activities in the river. To avoid impacting downstream migrations
of t.he important salmonid juveniles, dredging would not occur during
their migration period of March, . .April ,May, and June.. .To,avoid
impacts to spring chinook smolt.s, dredging would abo, be curt.ailed in
November. Avoidance of dredging in the spring would also minimize
po,tential impact.s. t.o spawning act.ivit.ies of ne>nmigratory fish s.pecies
(eg, bass, sunfish) ..

Social and Economic Effects. The prCl.posed development is cons,ist.ent
wit.h the Multnomah Count.y C:omprehensive P'lan. which has' been acknowl
edged by the Oregon Land Conservation and Deve'lopment C:Ommission,. The'
county p'lan 1imits' .development..ate.this, .site..tC);.matine .indusfx.iaL"uses'..",..:
Bene·fits, to Ule10.cal' and,regi-ana'l.econClmy' from,marine.. indU's.tr'ial ,',", ,n::",:;,,'::
deve'l,opment include an est.imated658 to 1,4'6,9 j.O'bsand·.an...•in:cr.e,ased
loealL tax. base.

)

)

.' /"<
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Increased traffic in the local area would result from future develop
ment at the site. A bridge would be constructed from the site across
the Oregon Slough to North Marine Drive to route industrial traffic
away from the residential/commercial developments on East Hayden
Island. The City of Portland and the Federal Highway Administration
are developing plans for the extension of North Marine Drive into the
Rivergate industrial area. These improvements would connect West Hay
den Island to the interstate freeway system and major local arterials.
Increased river traffic would also result from future development at
this site.

The visual character of West Hayden Island would be changed from natural
vegetation to industrial facilities. Noise levels in the immediate area
would increase, depending on the size and type of development. Light
and glare would increase and would affect residents of two houseboat
developments on the Oregon Slough.

Cultural resource investigations of the site were conducted, and the
results coordinated with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Officer.
No significant evidence of prehistoric or historical occupation were
found (Ellis, 1986). Native use of the island was probably limited,
producing little archeological data. No significant cultural resources
have been identified which would be affected by the proposed marine
industrial development.

Areas of Controversy. Primary issues of concern identified during the
scoping process include the discussion of development alternatives, the
need for mitigation, impacts to anadromous and resident fish, impacts
to wetlands, and impacts to local transportation systems. Other
important issues are water quality, sediment transport, cottonwood-ash
riparian habitat, and wildlife.

Unresolved Issues. Implementation of a development plan would result
in the filling of up to 76.5 of the 79.5 acres of wetlands on West
Hayden Island. Mitigation for the loss of these wetlands is required.
To assess and quantify the biological values of the wetlands which
would be lost, the applicant has established a HEP committee. Based on
the findings of this committee and selected development alternatives, a
detailed mitigation plan will be developed. Proposed mitigation
measures for aquatic species and habitat will emphasize minimizing
adverse impacts.

-xiv-
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Applicant's Purpose and Need

Portland General Electric Company (PGE) has applied to the Portland
District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a permit (Permit Application
No. 071-0YA-005254) to dredge in navigable waters and to fill in wet
land areas. PGE's purpose is to develop its 496-acre property on West
Hayden Island. The site is currently used for grazing, and PGE pro
poses to develop it for marine industrial use in accordance with the
Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan. The permit is needed to create
access to the 40-foot shipping channel and to provide flood protection
for the development. This development would be water dependent and
meet community needs in providing increased employment opportunities
and an increase in the local tax base.

1.2 Public Purpose and Need

virtually every proposal to improve the economy of the nation and the
Northwest includes a need to expand foreign trade. The continued ~

growth and expansion of this economic sector will require substantial
amounts of vacant land in the Portland-Vancouver area. In 1982-83, PGE
conducted an extensive study of West Hayden Island and of the need to
provide for future expansion of marine industrial development in the
Portland metropolitan area. Over 40 government agencies, individuals,
and organizations participated in this study. It was determined that
the need exists for approximately 1,000 acres of land for future marine
industrial use and that West Hayden Island is the only major land par
cel available to meet approximately 50 percent of this need (Cogan,
1982). This is based on the property's location on the 40-foot channel
and its accessibility to required urban services at a reasonable cost.

The first step toward meeting this need was to obtain Multnomah
County's approval of a change to the comprehensive plan designation;
the second step was to obtain the Metropolitan Service District's
(Metro) approval of an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment to allow
urban uses. Both of these actions were unanimously approved by the
respective commissioners and councilors based on a demonstrated need to
expand marine industrial development in the Portland area. strict
limitation to marine industrial uses was a condition of both approvals.
The Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) con
curred with these decisions.

The combination of these government actions is the strongest statement
of public policy and purpose on this subject possible without action of
the state legislature. Based on study findings, it was the unanimous
decision of the Multnomah County Planning commission, Board of County
Commissioners, and the Metro hearing officer and elected council that
West Hayden Island was needed to meet the need for marine industrial
expansion. Public need has, therefore, been defined by local, regional,
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and state government, and the commitment of this land for marine indus
trial development has ~een adopted as public policy. The actions
proposed in the permit application are. required to make the island
usable for this purpose.

1.3 supporting Information

A. Oregon Ports study

The Oregon Ports Study was a comprehensive study undertaken for the
Oregon Department of Economic Development and the Oregon LCDC to
assess the expansion potential and need for land for marine indus
trial development in the state of Oregon. This study concentrated
on the movement of commodities and was based on the supply of raw
materials, the labor supply, and markets for potential products.
It also considered changes in regulation and technology concerning
transportation. In light of the 1980-1982 recession, the figures
in the report, showing need for 610 to 650 acres of additional
waterfront industrial land in the Portland Harbor, were reexamined
in 1984. The results agreed with the long-term growth forecast of
the study.

B. Private Sector

The needs of private waterfront industry differ significantly
from those of public ports and their users. A private waterfront
industry involved in manufacturing must make a substantial capital
investment in plant and equipment before any operation can begin.
In contrast, users of public port terminals use the waterfront as
part of a transportation system which may also include barges,
truck, rail, and ships; no capital investment is required.

Needs of private sector waterfront industrial activities are
diverse. As part of the land use process, a study to assess the
potential need for marine industrial activity on West Hayden Island
was conducted (Cogan, 1982) based on historic trends in land con
sumption and facility expansion in the Portland harbor. This analy
sis was conducted in order tp obtain a more complete view of total
demand for waterfront land and related facilities in the harbor in
the year 2000.

Private manufacturing and industrial processing activities require
access to a deep-draft shipping channel, sufficient s~oreline, and
backup land; in addition, these activities depend upon water trans
portation for movement of raw materials or finished goods. For
example, the Ash Grove Cement Company plant in the Rivergate area
depends on water transportation to deliver limestone. Some private
users of the wate.rfront als.o require additional adJacent land.
These include oil s.torage facilities, tug and barge companies,
marine construction firms., and sand. and gravel companies.
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The private lands on the east and west banks of the Willamette
River south of the Hawthorne Bridge are being studied by both the
public .and private entities for redevelopment. These lands have a
long history of waterfront use. If lands were available on West
Hayden Island, some of these uses could potentially be relocated~

A 20-year projection of private waterfront industrial land needs
was developed by PGE by examining historical land absorption by
land use. The following methodology was employed:

Based on a comprehensive list from the Port of Portland, private
industrial facilities established from 1962 through 1981 were
identified. Only those firms engaging in activities or handling
commodities not included in the Oregon Ports study were included.

Each firm was contacted by telephone and asked to provide infor
mation on the type of industrial activity, size of site, past
plant or site expansions, employment, date the activity was
established, and future plans for expansion.

Average annual land absorption for private industrial uses was
calculated by adding the total acreage absorbed from 1962 to 1981
and dividing by 20 years.

The historical average annual land absorption rate was used to
project land needs for private waterfront industrial activities
from 1981 to 2000. The historic absorption rate was used as it
covers a substantial time period, during which several private
waterfront parcels of various sizes were developed.

The results of the survey and analysis are found in Table 1.3-1.
As indicated, from 1962 through 1981, average land absorption for
private industrial uses was ~acres per year. Several industries
have expanded their plants and facilities without acquiring addi
tional land. It is evident that private industrial firms are most
attracted to sites which meet both present and future needs. This
trend is expected to continue.

C. Washington Ports study

The Port System study for the Public Ports of Washington State,
prepared in 1980 by CH2M-Hill for the Washington Public Ports
Association, concludes that despite adequate marine industrial
acreage, the lower Columbia ports of Vancouver, Kalama, and Long
view face a critical shortage of water frontage by the turn of the
century. There is adequate waterfrontage to accommodate 17 new
deep-water berths on the north side of the Columbia by the year
2000. However, the CH2M-Hill study determined a need for a total
of 24 berths on the north shore by the year 2000. This would
require 6,750 linear feet of additional waterfront and approxi
mately 195 acres of backup land to accommodate six grain terminals
and a container berth. The Washington Public Ports Association
concluded that if land was not available on the Columbia, this
demand would locate in the Puget Sound area.
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However, this excess demand on the north s'ideof, the Go,l1U1\l:l,ia is
more likely to accrue to the south shore of t1l:e Columbia aiver if
land is available than to i'Uget Sound POt"ts because of high
land-side shipping cost.s.• "Assuming two grain berths accrue· in,·
Astoria, Portland will attract the remaining four to five berths,
requiring 120 to 150 acres; this is summarized in Table 1.3-11.

D. Port of Portland

In 1980, the port of Portland initiated a planning process to
formulate a 20-year master plan for developing its facilities.
Based on a year 2000 cargo forecast of nearly 23 million tons
(Table 1.3-111), which is a three-fold increase over 1979, a need
for 28 berths is projected.

The agency currently operates. 21 berths at five marine terminals.
without rehabilitation, seven berths are expected to become obso
lete in the near future. Although the master plan recommends
rehabilitation of these aging berths and more intense utilization
of other existing facilities, as many as 10 additional berths may
be required. The number, type, and physical characteristics are
presented in Table 1.3-IV. For public terminals only, the Port of
Portland expects to require 270 to 350 acres with 7,000 to
9,250 lineal feet of water frontage to accommodate new berths.
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Table 1.3-1

HISTORICAL LAND ABSORPTION FOR PRIVATE INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES
IN PORTLAND HARBOR, 1962-1981

Firm

Ash Grove
Collier Chemical
Crowley Maritime
Fred Devine Salvage
General Construction Company
Knappton Towboat
Martin Marietta
Oregon Steel
Palmco
Waterways Terminal

TOTAL

Average Absorption per Year 1962-81

PROJECTED LAND DEMAND IN YEAR 2000*
(20 years @ 13 acres/year)

Year Developed

1963
1968
1975
1975
1962
1979
1981
1969
1973
1970

Site Size
(acres)

30~

12
10
10
16

5
3.5
125-

18.5
-2Q

260

13 acres/year

260

* Assuming historical rate will continue from 1981 to 2000.

Table 1.3-II

PROJECTED EXCESS DEMAND FROM WASHINGTON PORTS
TO LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER PORTS IN OREGON

Acres

Berths

6 Grain @ 30 acres*

1 Container @ 30 acres*

TOTAL

180

210

To
Astoria

60

60

To
Portland

120

150

* Assumed land required per berth based on Oregon Ports Study.

Source: The Port System Study for the Public Ports of
Washington State and Cogan & Associates, 1982.

1-5

PSD006285



Table 1.3-1II

CARGO PROJECTIONS FOR PORT OF PORTLAND FACILITIES
)

Short-Tons
Projected - 2000

Type 1979 Mid-Range High-Range

General

container 687,400 2,000,000 2,800,000
Breakbulkl

Plywood 324,900 350,000 455,000
Lumber 211,000 255,000 430,000
container on

Combination
Ships 162,000 400,000 500,000

Subtotal 1,385,300 3,005,000 4,185,000

Bulk and Neobulks

Grain 3,584,600 6,450,000 7,500,000
Steel 437,300 750,000 1,500,000
Feed Grain 324,000 1,600,000
Dry Bulk 436,200 475,000 650,000 )Logs 295,400 350,000 500,000
Autos 279,600 340,000 600,000
Liquid Bulk 46,900 75,000 240,000
Coal 6,000,000

Subtotal 5,080,000 8,764,000 18,590,000

TOTAL 6,465,300 11,769,000 22,775,000

Source: Marine Terminals Master Plan, Port of Portland, 1980.

)
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Table 1. 3-IV

PROJECTED REQUIREMENT FOR NEW PUBLIC DEEP-DRAFT PORT
FACILITIES IN THE PORTLAND REGION - YEAR 2000

Lineal Feet of
Waterfront I Acreagel Lineal Feet of Total

Berths Facility Type Berth Berth* Waterfront Acreage

1 Coal 1,000 1,000
110** 110

2 Dry Bulks 750-1,000 1,500-2,000
l-Export
l-Import

2 Grains 750 10-30*** 1,500 20-60

1 Automobile 750 80-100 750 80-100

3- -1. containers 750-1,000 20 2,250-4,000 60-80

9-10 7,000-9,250 270-350

* Derived from data about existing facilities and consideration of
future innovations.

** Minimum acreage to accommodate loop railroad track. Port plans to
build all three berths on proposed coal export facility site south
of TerminalS.

*** Depends on whether facility is barge- or rail-intensive; latter
requires additional land for loop track.

Source: Marine Terminals Master Plan, Port of Portland, 1980.
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E. Other Needs

In addition to the 1,000 acres projected in the land use process,
there is a potential need for an additional 385 acres that was not
included in that study to keep the marine transportation system
healthy. Table 1.3-V shows three factors which could generate
additional land requirements for waterfront industrial development.

Table 1.3-V

ADDITIONAL WATERFRONT INDUSTRIAL LAND NEED
FACTORS IN PORTLAND HARBOR, 1981-2000

)

Factor

Special Locational Requirements of Specific
Users/Developers*

possible Future Relocation of Heavy Industries
in Willamette River Greenway South of Downtown
Portland

Additional Storage sites for Gravel Industry

TOTAL

250

75

385

* Calculated as 25 percent of the total land demand projection of
1,000 acres.

Of the three factors presented in the table, the need to provide
locational flexibility for specific users is the most critical to
the region's economy. Every waterfront industrial development
varies significantly in its land and operating requirements. While
barge companies need only a narrow strip of waterfront land for
moorings, other users, such as the partially completed coal terminal
at Rivergate, require large parcels of land (in this case more than
100 acres) to provide for storage and rail facilities.

Development patterns for waterfront industrial uses vary consider
ably from those for residential, commercial, and light industrial
land. Generally the former is not absorbed at a constant annual
rate but rather in large blocks, often several years apart. The
current inventory of waterfront industrial land in Portland is con
strained by various factors, such as inconvenient and in some cases
noncompetitive rail services on the west side of the Willamette
River. It is probable that an industrial user in need of a 100-acre
site could not find a suitable site in Portland today, even though
Table 1.3-VI indicates that approximately 315 acres of land are
available. Of this supply,-overol{)O-acres- are committed to-develop"
ment for a coal terminal in Rivergate.

)

)
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F. Inventory of Vacant Land

Most water-dependent industrial activities in the Portland region
require: (1) location on the Willamette or Columbia rivers with
access to the 40-foot channel or, in the case of barge activity, to
the 20-foot channel in the Oregon Slough; (2) service by the three
available inland transportation modes (barge, rail, and truck);
(3) sufficient water frontage to accommodate oceangoing ships or
barges; and (4) appropriate adjacent acreage for on-land facilities
for loading/unloading, storage, processing, and other activities.

A complete inventory of all vacant waterfront industrial land (exclud
ing West Hayden Island) with access to the 40-foot channel within the
regional UGB is presented in Table 1.3-VI. While a potential
686 acres in the Portland harbor are vacant, 270 acres of Port of
Portland land are not suitable for deep-draft marine development.
Lack of access to the 40-foot channel, insufficient backup land, or
commitment to other uses are factors making these areas unsuitable.
A 90-acre site on the Willamette River in St. Johns was eliminated
from the inventory of suitable sites because of poor truck access,
restrictive zoning, and the possible adverse effects of heavy
industrial development on the community. Of the remaining private
vacant land, only 115 acres are suitable for deep-draft marine
terminals.
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Table 1.3-VI

VACANT WATERFRONT INDUSTRIAL LAND IN PORTLAND HARBOR - 1982 )

Parcel

Publicly Owned

Constrained
or Not

Total _~vailable

Net
Available Comments

Port of
Portland

City of
Portland 
st. Johns
Waterfront

Privately Owned

Harborton 
Portland
General
Electric

First Pennsyl
vania site 
First Pennsyl
vania; ESCO;
Chipman

Zidell Site 
north

Zidell Site 
south

Subtotal

Total

470

90

40

40

35

11

126

686

270

90

11

11

371

1-10

200

40

40

35

115

315

270 acres not suitable
due to narrow size, lack
of water access, or
previous commitment.

Only 40 acres suitable
for w~ter-oriented

development. Truck
access too steep; adverse
impact on residential
neighborho.od. M-2 zoning
restricts heavy
industrial development.

Subject to siltation;
requires maintenance
dredging. Not well
suited for heavy rail
access.

Subject to siltation;
requires maintenance
dredging. Not well
suited for heavy rail
access.

Two extremely narrow
parcels.
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G. Staged Development

The absorption of land for marine industrial development is cyclical
and varies considerably from year to year. This project is anti
cipated to be absorbed in 10 years and assumes an annual rate of
development comparable to the last 25 years. The rate has dropped
over the last few years and, if it continues at the lower rate, the
project completion could extend to 15 to 20 years. The filling of
the land will occur in phases and will be programmed to have a two
to three-year supply of available land. If market rates are low,
the filling schedule will be adjusted accordingly.

H. Summary of Need

Table 1.3-VII summarizes the need for marine industrial land identi
fied in the land use process. The figures are based on data from
the Oregon Ports Study, historical land absorption for private
industrial activities in the Portland harbor, and The Port SYstem
Study for the Public Ports of Washington State. The West Hayden
Island site would provide land to meet 30 to 50 percent of the need,
depending on the development alternative that is chosen.

Table 1.3-VII

PROJECTED TOTAL DEMAND FOR ADDITIONAL WATERFRONT
INDUSTRIAL LAND IN PORTLAND HARBOR - YEAR 2000

Activity

Public and private facilities for
major commodities

Private waterfront industries

Facilities to meet excess demand from
Washington ports

TOTAL

Source: Cogan & Associates, 1982.

I-11
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(Acres)

610-650

260

150

1,020-1,060
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 General Description of the Proposed Action

2.1.1 Location and Existing Use

Hayden Island is located in the Columbia River, upstream of the con
fluence of the Willamette River, and between the cities of Portland,
Oregon, and Vancouver, Washington. It is separated from Portland by
the Oregon Slough and from Vancouver by the main channel of the Col
umbia River (Figure 2.1-1).

PGE owns 496 acres of the undeveloped western end of the island. The
other major landowners are: Western Transportation Company (a sub
sidiary of Crown Zellerbach Corporation), 182 acres; Hayden Island,
Inc., 37 acres; and Burlington Northern Railroad, 33 acres. The
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) owns a 200-foot-wide transmission
line corridor across the island (13 acres). Pacific Power & Light
Company holds a transmission line easement across PGE's property.

The Interstate 5 (1-5) freeway crosses Hayden Island, providing
automobile access to the residential, recreational, and commercial
development on the eastern end of the island. A main line of the
Burlington Northern Railroad also crosses the island. The Portland
area is served by the Southern Pacific, Union Pacific, and Burlington
Northern railroads. '

The land is currently leased to Portland Livestock Company and used for
grazing sheep, cattle, and horses. The site serves as a holding area
and feed lot for livestock being shipped through the Portland Stock
Yards.

2.1.2 Proposed Action

PGE has applied to the Portland District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) for a permit under Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of
1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This permit is required
for the dredging of material from the Columbia River and Oregon Slough
and the placement of fill material in up to 76.5 acres of wetlands for
the purpose of preparing the site for marine industrial development.
The proposed development plans for dredging and fill placement are
shown on Figures 2.1-11 and 2.1-111. The proposed action would consist
of the following:

A. Dredge a 300-foot-wide by 5,600-foot-long access channel
with a 500-foot by 2,000-foot turning basin on the north
side of Hayden Island. Figure 2.1-11 shows specific geo
graphic coordinates to indicate the location of the proposed
access channel and the turning basin. Dredging would be
accomplished by hydraulic and/or clamshell dredge to a depth
of -45 feet CRD. The dredged material, approximately 2 mcy,
would be utilized for site development on the island.
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N. Latitude

Portland General Electric

45' 38' 27.0"
45' 38' 23.3"
45' 38' 06.6"
45' 37' 56.5"
45' 37' 462"
45' 37' 44.2"
450 37/ 47.911

45' 37' 37.7"
45' 37' 33.3"
45' 37' 311"
45' 37' 43.4"
45' 37' 53.8"
45' 38' 041"

Dredging Coordinates
PI. W. Longitude
(North Ch & TB.)

1 122' 43' 20.5"
2 122' 43' 07.3"
3 122' 42' 498"
4 122' 42' 24.4"
5 122' 42' 003"
6 122' 41' 57.1"
7 122' 41' 53.0"
8 122' 41' 33.8"
9 122' 41' 39.2"

10 122' 41' 41.7"
11 122' 42' 02.5"
12 122' 42' 26.2"
13 122' 42' 52.1"
(South Ch.)
14 122' 43' 28.0" 45' 37' 36.0"
15 122' 42' 523" 45' 37' 17.9"
16 122' 42' 55.6" 45' 37' 14.6"
17 122' 43' 31.4" 45' 37' 32.9"

Benkendorf Associates
Ogden Beeman & Associates

Figure 2.1 - II
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B. Excavate, from the Oregon Slough, approximately 64 acres
from the island in order to obtain 6.5 mcy of fill for site
development. The excavation would be accomplished behind a
shoreline berm to a maximum depth of -45 feet CRD. Once the
project depth is achieved, the berm would be removed and the
Oregon Slough would be dredged to the basin's maximum depth.
Approximately 35.5 acres of shallow water habitat adjacent
to the basin and approximately 3.1 acres of shallow water
habitat within the Federal Navigation Channel would be elimi
nated by this dredging. Dredged materials will be discharged
on Hayden Island behind berms to provide for settling of fine
materials before return waters are discharged to the river.

C. Place approximately 8.5 mcy of fill from the above-mentioned
actions on the island, thereby filling approximately
76.5 acres of wetland. The fill would be placed along the
bankline above and shoreward of +10 feet NGVD elevation,
sloped back on a 3:1 slope to an elevation of +31 feet
NGVD. The fill would then be sloped toward the interior of
the island at a 2 percent grade to an elevation of +24 feet
NGVD. Approximately 4.1 acres would be filled between
+10 feet NGVD and the ordinary highwater line (+17.3 feet
NGVD) .

D. An estimated 50,000 cy of sediment material per year would
accumulate in the access channel and turning basin in the
Columbia River. The frequency of maintenance dredging would
depend on the se1iment distribution. It is estimated that
maintenance dredging of up to 10,000 cy would be required
every 10 years to maintain adequate depth in the Oregon
Slough channel and basin. All the dredged materials are
expected to be clean sand and probably would be sold, used
as filion-site, or disposed of in-water downstream.

There are 79.5 acres of wetlands on the PGE property. The implementa
tion of the proposed development would result in the filling of nearly
all of these wetlands, depending on the development alternative.

The site is proposed to be filled over a 10- to 15-year period in 75- to
100-acre segments, with flood control levees constructed sequentially
to assure flood protection for the interior of each segment. The first
phase would include the dredging of the access channel and turning
basin. The second development phase would include the excavation of
the basin on the island. If the Bonneville Navigation Lock material
would be available, then basin excavation requirements may.be reduced
or delayed until additional fill is required (eg, Phase III). Mitiga
tion for the wetlands to be filled would be coordinated with the phas
ing of the filling and development. The land would be marketed to
industrial users who would construct on-site facilities, including
waterfront structures such as bulkheads, pile-supported wharfs,
dolphins, or finger piers. Individual site developers would be
responsible for obtaining all required local, state, and federal
permits for additional dredging, filling, and construction.
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Automobile and truck access to the western porti9n of Hayden Island
would be provided by constructing a bridge across the Oregon SloUgh,
connecting with North Marine Drive. This is a requirement of the
Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan. Planning for the bridge,is being
coordinated with the City of Portland and the Federal Highway Adminis
tration, who are developing plans for the relocation of this portion of
Marine Drive. Construction of the bridge would require a permit from
the U.S. Coast Guard under the authority of Section 9 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1899. This permit will be requested by the owner at a
later date and will be evaluated by the U.S. Coast Guard. An EIS Sup
plement or Environmental Assessment will be prepared for the evaluation.
If the project is absorbed over a longer time frame, the existing
transportation system has the capacity to accommodate the first several
developments. The bridge could be constructed at a later phase of
development.

A primary issue for design of this bridge is the clearance above ordi
nary high water. The Interstate 5 Bridge over the Oregon Slough, to
the east of the new bridge site, is a low-level bridge; access for
users between that bridge and the proposed bridge would be limited by
the Interstate 5 Bridge clearance. PGE will hold public meetings to
evaluate needs for access and clearance.

The permit application plans are illustrated in Figures 2.l-IV
and 2.1-V.

2.1.3 Potential Uses for thQ Proposed Development

West Hayden Island has been identified in the Mu1tnomah County Compre-·
hensive Plan as an extension of the development of the Rivergate Indus
trial District and, as such, will attract similar users. Because the
development is likely to occur over a 10- to 20-year period, it is not
possible to designate specific users or specific parcels at this time.
The comprehensive plan limits the use of the island to marine indus
trial development and supporting uses.

Marine industrial development includes all uses which require access to
the shipping channels of the Columbia and Wi11amette rivers, including
but not limited to: private industries receiving and processing raw
materials or shipping products, shipbuilding and repair firms, marine
construction, private and public shipping terminals, tug and barge
operations, and related uses. The types of vessels using these facili
ties may include tugs, river barges, ocean barges, and oceangoing ships.

Because of the nature of marine development, all waterfront users will
include access to the water. The precise facilities and their location
will be determined as specific users prepare their plans. This permit,
therefore, will leave the area between +10 feet NGVD and -20 feet CRD
along the shoreline as it currently exists. Permits to work in this
area will be obtained by the specific users. The waterfront structures
will generally fall within one of the five basic categories.
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A. Dolphins

In some cases the facilities will simply provide a minimal
structure to tie up ships or barges. Access to the shore
line would be minimal. The dolphin would consist of 10 to
15 pilings clustered and fastened together.

B. Pile-Supported Finger Piers and Conveyor Systems

In cases where loading is done by pipelines or conveyors or
from one or two standard points on a ship, waterfront
facilities will consist of a IIT_n , ttu_ tt

, or ttL_shapedtt pier
supported by piling. Autos, grain, and dry bulks would
likely use these types of facilities.

C. Pile-Supported Wharf

In cases where ships are unloaded from the entire length
and/or the cargo is lifted from the ship directly to the
shore, a more substantial structure is needed. This struc
ture often must support both rail and truck as well as the
loading and unloading of cargo. In some cases where load
ings are light and the wharf is not extensive, a pile
supported structure can be used.

D. Bulkheads

In cases where the' wharfs are large and the loadings and
activities extensive and heavy, a bulkhead structure would
probably be used. This would be a vertical sheet pile, edge
to -40 feet CRD, which would be backfilled with dirt. This
would allow maximum flexibility for cargo handling. This
structure would most likely be used for containers, steel,
and other similar operations.

E. Shipways

In cases where the land is used to build ships or barges,
shipways would be constructed. These would be sloped tracks
to slide the newly constructed vessels into the water.

Table 2.1-VI summarizes the types of users and the facilities they
might require. Designs and specifications will be developed and
submitted for approval to appropriate agencies as future tenants
prepare to develop their sites.
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Table 2.l-VI

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL USES AND REQUIRED FACILITIES

Faci lities Traffic Cooroodities Fuel
Use Category Waterfront Backup Rai 1 Truck ~ Source Destination Storage

Private Variable, Pile Variable, Variable Variable Variable Variable Variable
Industry Supported Depending

on Process

Shipbuilding Shipways and Limited Low Low Local Variable Limited
and Repair Pile-Supported

Structures

Mari ne Pile-Supported Medium Low Low Variable Mostly Variable
Construction Structures Alaska

Marine
Terminals

Bulk Pile-Supported Depends Upon Heavy Moderate Midwest Pacific Limi ted
Structures Need for Rim

Unit Trains

•
Automobi les Pile-Supported Large Heavy Heavy Japan Midwestern Limited

Structures and United
Barges States

Lunt>er Pile-Supported Medium Variable Variable Northwest Pacific Limited
Structures and Region Rim
Barge to Ship

Steel Bulkhead Large Heavy Heavy Pacific Northwest Limited
Rim Region

General Cargo Bulkhead Large Heavy Heavy Variable Variable Limited

Tug and Barge pi 1e-Supported Small to Variable Variable Upper Variable Limited
Facilities Structures Medium COlunt>ia

and
Wi llamette
Rivers

Supporting None Variable, Variable Variable Variable Variable No
Uses Small to

Medium
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2.2 Alternative Development Plans

2.2.1 Alternative Development Plans

During the course of the land use and fill permit approval process, a
number of alternatives have been examined. The proposed action on the
requested permit, as described in Section 2.1, is one alternative. The
land use process examined alternative locations and determined that
there were no alternative sites. Those findings are summarized in
Section 2.3. There are two potential uses allowed under existing zon
ing which would not require dredge and fill permits. These uses are
discussed in Section 2.4 and the no action section.

Six alternative development plans were examined, including the proposal
on the requested permit. Three of these are carried forward into the
FEIS. Alternative A is the proposed development plan and the appli
cant's preferred alternative. A comparison of the three development
alternatives is provided in Table 2.2-1.

2.2.2 Development Plans

A. Alternative A - Basin Plan (Applicant's Preferred
Alternative)

The basic concept of Alternative A is to provide the maximum
waterfront development with the flexibility to respond to a
wide variety of marine users (Figure 2.2-11). This would
balance the need for land to match the availability of fill
material. In this case, 6.5 mcy of fill material would be
excavated from the island itself to provide the needed
material.

Mitigation

Wildlife habitat mitigation would occur off-site.

Development

There would be four different types of sites: large and
medium waterfront sites, small barge-oriented sites, and
small interior warehouse and supporting industrial sites.
This plan includes the flexibility to combine tnese sites
into a variety of configurations.

Services

Sewer, water, electric, telephone, roads, and rail access
would be concentrated in a service corridor in the center of
the island to provide the maximum service at the minimum
cost. The bridge to the mainland would be either upstream
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or downstream from the basin. This decision will depend on
the alignment chosen for the relocation of Marine Drive.

B. Alternative B - Modified Basin Plan

Concept

In concept, this plan is a variation of Alternative A. The
difference is that 132.3 acres of land around the basin
would be left in a natural state (Figure 2.2-III). This
would also eliminate about 4,$20 feet of waterfront for
marine uses. The primary source of fill material would
still be the basin. Because of a reduced need for fill, the
basin could be reduced slightly in area and/or in depth.

Mitigation

Mitigation in this plan would occur on-site. The shoreline
around the basin and the undeveloped acreage between the
basin and the road would be enhanced for wildlife use.

Development

This alternative has the same number of large and medium
waterfront sites. All of the smaller barge and most of the
supporting industrial sites have been eliminated. Most of
the flexibility associated with those sites has also been
eliminated. •

Services

services would be concentrated in the same corridor as
Alternative A. The cost of services per acre would be
higher due to the reduced development area. As in
Alternative A, there would be flexibility in the location of
the bridge.

C. Alternative C - North Shore Plan

Concept

Development would occur only on the north shore and only
provide large marine sites (Figure 2.2-IV). There are only
small variations in site sizes and approximately 50 percent
of the waterfront is not developed. There is no identified
source for 4.5 mcy of material.

Mitigation

This plan would leave 194 acres of land undeveloped, includ
ing about 7,350 lineal feet of shoreline. This area would
be enhanced for wildlife use to ,replace the wetland values
lost in the development of the north shore.
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Development

Alternative Cprovides only six large waterfront sites.
There are no medium sites, no small barge sites, and no land
for supporting uses.

Services

This alternative, similar to Alternatives A and B, has a
single-spine corridor for services. The bridge, however,
would be located on the east end of the island, downstream
from the railroad bridge, to avoid the natural area.

Table 2.2-1

COMPARISON OF
WEST HAYDEN ISLAND DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

SUMMARY

Acres of Developable Land
•

Marine
Supporting
Wetlands Filled

Acres of Land for Basin
Shallow Water Habitat Loss

Acres of Land Not Developed
Wetlands

Alterna- Alterna- Alterna-
tive A tive B tive C

451.4 351.4 329.7

357.4 332.4 329.7
94.0 19.0 0.0
76.5 66.6 46.5

64.4 40.0 0.0
38.6 38.6 0.0

7.9 132.3 194.0
3.0 12.9 33.0

Linear Feet of Services

Road
Rail
Sewer
Water

Total Fill Required (mcy)

Total Fill Available (mcy)

14,490.0 10,950.0 9,000.0
15,000.0 14,550.0 15,480.0
8,280.0 8,280.0 7,920.0
8,280.0 8,280.0 7,920.0

8.3 6.0 6.5

River
Basin

2.0
6.5
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ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative
Bridge Locations

Portland General Electric

HAYDEN
ISLAND
lMiJ~~~~ [P)[l~[N]

ALTERNATIVE A

V:::I Marine Terminal Berths
9 Siles -357 acres

D Industrial Warehouse Sites
25 Siles - 94 acres

IIIUndeveloped Land
4.6 acres

III Preserved Wetlands
3.3 acres

Benkendorf Associates
Ogden Beeman & Associates

Figure 2.2 - II
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NORTH

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative
Bridge Locations

/

Portland General Electric

HAYDEN
ISLAND
m.AJ~~u~[Ri [PllL~[N]

ALTERNATIVE B

I:::::: :1 Marine Terminal Berths
8 Siles -332 acres

D Industrial Warehouse Sites
4 Sites -19 acres

tfm Undeveloped Land
132 acres

III Preserved Wetlands
13 acres

Benkendorf Associates
Ogden Beeman & Associates

Figure 2.2 - III
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ALTERNATIVE c
Tentative Bridge Location

Portland General Electric

HAYDEN
ISLAND
[M]ffi\~~[Rj [}2Jlffi\[V;!]

ALTERNATIVE C

I~ ~ ~ ~ ~I Marine Terminal Berths
7 Sites - 330 acres

g!liJ Undeveloped Land
194 acres

IIPreserved Wetlands
34 acres

Benkendorf Associates
Ogden Beeman & Associates

Figure 2.2 - IV
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2.2.3 Alternatives Not Carried Forward in the FEIS

Total Development Plan

In the Draft Environmental Impact statement (DEIS), an alter
native was proposed to fill the entire island to an elevation of
+31 feet NGVD. A rail and road were looped around the island.
Twenty-five (plus or minus) acre sites were located around the
periphery and smaller 4- to 6-acre sites were located inside the
loop road. This was based on a concept of combining on-site
rail with the main rail line to accommodate unit trains.

This plan required 13 mcy of fill with a known source of only
2.5 mcy. This plan does not provide the option for any water
front sites over 25 acres. The loop rail and road would also
have very high service costs per acre.

Plan Evaluation

A. Requires 13+ mcy of fill material with an identified
supply of only 2.5 mcy.

B. There are no waterfront sites over 25 acres and no
flexibility in site size.

C. Because of the loop rail and road, the cost of services
per acre is very high .

•
D. This plan does not have the capability to accommodate

unit trains on any site.

E. There is no opportunity for on-site mitigation.

Open Center Plan

The DEIS contained a plan to develop the periphery of the site
similar to the total development plan but to leave the area
inside the road undeveloped. This reduces the amount of fill
material required from 13 mcy to 6.7 mcy. However, there is
still a shortage of over 4.2 mcy. This plan would provide an
area for on-site mitigation; however, the area is isolated from
the river and would be surrounded by heavy development. The
lack of ability to accommodate unit trains on-site is also a
major drawback of this plan.

Plan Evaluation

A. Requires 6.7 mcy of fill material with a supply of only
2.5 mcy.

B. There are no waterfront sites over 25 acres and no
flexibility to provide large sites.
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C. There is no ability to provide unit train capacity
on-site.

D. Because of the loop rail and road and the large amount
of undeveloped land, this plan has the highest cost of
services per acre.

E. Potential wildlife areas are isolated from the river
and completely surrounded by development.

Preserve Existing Wetlands

The wetlands on West Hayden Island range from. less than one acre
to slightly over 20 acres and are scattered around the island.
The existing wetlands are also generally seasonal and .of poor
habitat value (see Section 4.2.3). A 10- to 20-acre wetland in
the middle of a container terminal would have little value for
wildlife and would create an extremely inefficient marine
operation. This plan would provide the least desirable option
for both environmental and developmental interests .

•
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2.3 Alternative Locations for the Proposed Development

2.3.1 Characteristics of Appropriate Sites

To be usable as an interchange facility between the landside transpor
tation system and the oceanside system, land must be adjacent to the
40-foot Columbia and lower Willamette River navigation channel (which
extends upstream in the Columbia River to the Interstate 5 Bridge and
in the Willamette River to the Broadway Bridge), be served by rail,
have access to the interstate freeway system, and have a minimum of
40 acres of backup land per berth. Proximity to other shipping and
warehousing facilities increases the efficiency of handling many
cargoes. A project large enough to aggregate harbor facilities in a
single area is most desirable. Local zoning and comprehensive plans
must accommodate this type of development. Potential sites considered
as alternative locations for the proposed development are shown on
Figure 2.3-1.

2.3.2 Sites Within the Portland Harbor

Remaining uncommitted sites which are within the regional UGB on the
40-foot channel and served by rail total 315 acres. Approximately
200 acres are owned by the Port of Portland and 115 acres are in
private ownership.

Of the land owned by the Port of Portland, 110 acres are currently
committed to the coal termin<i\,l' (under construction) and a 60-acre
parcel, adjacent to Kelley Point Park, is being prepared for future
expansion of Terminal 6 containers. The private ownership is in two
40-acre sites and one 35-acre parcel on the Willamette River. These
sites are too small to accommodate unit trains. A more detailed review
of the vacant land is contained in Section 3.3.

2.3.3 sites in the Portland Area outside the Portland Harbor

The only alternative sites potentially available in the Portland area
are as follows:

Ross Island.
purposes would
been excavated
Island is also

A. The use of Ross Island for marine industrial
require extensive fill for the area which has
by Ross Island Sand & Gravel Company. Ross
considered a sensitive environmental area.

Ross Island is not on the 40-foot deep-draft river channel,
and during high water periods there is insufficient clear
ance under the Marquam Bridge for oceangoing vessels. Devel
opment of Ross Island for marine industrial purposes would
also create a need for additional openings of bridges across
the Willamette River which provide access to downtown Port
land and would thereby increase traffic congestion in the
urban area. Ross Island has no existing rail or highway
access.

For these reasons, Ross Island is not a feasible alternative
location for the proposed uses.
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B. Government Island. Development of this area would require
extending the 40-foot Columbia River navigation channel an
additional 10-15 miles. The Interstate 205 Bridge between
Government Island and the Oregon mainland is not designed
for ship clearance. Avoidance of the low-level south chan
nel bridge would require ships to travel upstream in the
main channel to the end of Government Island and then return
downstream into the channel.

The island is designated as a natural resource area in the
Mu1tnomah County Comprehensive Plan and is zoned Multiple
Use Forestry. It is outside the UGB and does not have urban
services, rail service, or road access. The majority of the
island is also below the 100-year floodplain and would
require extensive filling.

For these reasons, Government Island is not a feasible
alternative location for the proposed uses.

C. Sauvie Island. Sauvie Island is on the 40-foot Columbia
River navigation channel but is a primary farm unit with
predominantly Classes I and II soils. Accordingly, the
Mu1tnomah County Comprehensive Plan designated it a natural
resource area and it is zoned for exclusive farm use. It is
outside the UGB and would require an LCDC exception state
ment to Goal 3, Agriculture, as well as a UGB amendment.

sauvie Island lacks rail and highway access and would need
major roadway improvements to accommodate truck traffic.
The island lacks urban services such as a sewer and water
system, fire protection, etc. The island is protected from
flooding by a rural dike, which is not considered adequate
for urban development. The island would require extensive
filling to support marine industrial development.

For these reasons, Sauvie Island is not a feasible alterna
tive location for the proposed uses.

D. Vancouver. The Port of Vancouver and The Port study for the
Public Ports of Washington State have identified a need for
additional waterfront land to meet the needs of forecasted
growth in the Vancouver area. The port has plans to develop
a SOO-acre parcel downriver from the currently developed
area in Vancouver to meet these needs. The site is outside
of the UGB and does not currently have urban services or
urban zoning.

A master plan study and fill permit will be completed in the
future. It is likely the developable area will be less than
500 acres.
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There is an industrial park just upstreaIll from the- Inter
state 5 Bridge; although this land is not on the 4Q-foot
channel, it is used for marine-related activities. The Fort
of Vancouver currently has 145 vacant acres in the park.
Approximately 85 acres are designated for terminal activi
ties, and 60 acres are designated for general industrial
activi ties.

•
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2.4 Alternative Land Uses for the West HaYden Island Site

There are two alternative land uses which could occur on the island
under the existing Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan and which would
not require a fill permit. These actions define potential future
scenarios under the no action alternative.

2.4.1 Grazing

West Hayden Island has been used for cattle grazing and agricultural
activities almost continuously since the time of Dr. McLoughlin's Fort
Vancouver to the present (Ellis, 1986). Because of the soil types and
flooding characteristics, the productivity of other farming activities
is limited. The land is currently leased to Portland Livestock Com
pany and used as a holding area for cattle and sheep being shipped to
the stockyards. The current tenant has requested permission to clear
more woodlands for pasture and construct a feedlot to increase the
holding capacity of the land.

2.4.2 Silviculture

The comprehensive plan also allows forestry operations. Soil on most
of the island is not productive for most commercial forests, such as
fir, pine, or cedar. Interest has been shown in the harvesting of the
ash for firewood and the black cottonwood for pulp. Large acreages of
land along the lower Columbia River have been leased to grow cotton
woods for pulp. Special trees have been developed which can grow 8 to
10 feet a year. In this operation, trees are planted in rows and
harvested every four to six years. West Hayden Island would be
suitable for this type of operation.
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2.5 No Action

From the Corps' perspective, denying the permit to dredge an access
channel and fill the island represents no action.

From the applicant·s perspective, a denial of the permit would probably
result in Portland Livestock renegotiating their lease and receiving
permission to expand their operation. This would likely involve har
vesting much of the wooded areas and planting a better quality pasture.
For the purposes of habitat impact assessment (Section 4.2), it was
assumed 150 acres of cottonwood/ash habitat would be converted to
pasture under the no action alternative.

(

(
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2.6 Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative A, as described in Section 2.1 and contained on ·the permit
request, is the development plan which best meets the objective to
develop the West Hayden Island property for marine industrial pur
poses. Alternative Development Plans A and B would result in more
acreage available for development than Alternative C. The quantities
of fill material required for all these alternatives cannot be obtained
totally from access channel dredging. As a consequence, Alternatives A
and B use the site itself as a source of fill material, with approxi
mately 40 to 64 acres committed for excavation. Alternative C would
require 4.5 mcy of fill material more than is currently available.

A study of available alternative sites with access to the Columbia and
lower Willamette River navigation channel shows that there are no
available sites of comparable size within the Portland-Vancouver area.
No large uncommitted sites exist in the Portland Harbor; the smaller
sites are inadequate to handle the projected demand for marine indus
trial acreage. A large site at the Port of Vancouver is committed for
development to meet the needs of forecasted growth in the Vancouver
area. With no alternative sites available, the PGE site on West Hayden
Island is the only site considered in detail in the FEIS.

Alternative land uses which would be allowed by the Multnomah County
Comprehensive Plan at the West Hayden Island site include agriculture
and silviculture. The comprehensive plan's objective to provide marine
industrial sites for future needs could not be achieved with the elimi
nation of West Hayden Island as a site. The use of this site for agri
culture and/or silviculture is considered the no action alternative, a
result of permit application denial.

Table 2.6-1 summarizes the environmental effects of the proposed
development and no action alternatives.

II-25

PSD006317



PSD006318

Table 2.6-1

COMPARISON OF ENVIRON"ENTAl EFFECTS

Elements

GliOldgy. spils

FloodPlain loss

Water Quality

HydraUlic
Effects of
Dredging

Air Quajjt~

terrestrial
species ahd
Habitat

~

Alternative A- Basin

The perimeter of the island would
be filled to +32 feet NilVa, with
slope to +24 feet NGVO at the cen
ter. There would be a 64.4-acre
basin. -45 feet eRO. in the south~

east quadrant dn the Oregon slough
side.

Fill in flOodplain. "inor fill in
floodway would not affect flood
heights in COlumbia River.

Quality would be disturbed during
the dredging. which would be
limited to ndncritical times for
fish migration.

NaVigation aCcess channel and turn~

ing basin WOuld be dredged to depth
of -45 feet CRO. Flow velocities
and CircUlatidn patterns would riOt
be significantly altered.

Nd impaCt from filling and dredging
pperations.Futureaevelopment
must meet air quality regUlations.

Aost vegetatjdnWould be destroyed.
reducing or eliminating wildlife
use of the site. Nearby Great Blue
Heron rookery WOuld not be affected,
but local habitat would be reduced.

Alternative B- Modified Basin

Same as Alternative A, except
132.3 aCres surrounding the basin
Would be left in a natural state.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

Same asAHernati\ie A.

same as Alternative A.

132.3 acrEfs surrounding tMbasin
would be lEfft in a natural state.
Habitats r~inin9 include ripar
ian WOOdland, wetlands, and meadoW.
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Alternative C - North Shore

194 acres along the entire south
shOre would be left undeveloped.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

The south shdre (194 acres) would
refllain undeve1(jped. Habitats
remaining inclUde riparian wood
land, wetlands, and meadOW.

No Action

No effect.

None.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

150 acres of cottonwood/
ash woodland would be
cleared for increased
grazing capacity.
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Elements

Wetlands

Threatened or
Endangered
Species

Aquat ic Spedes
and Habitat

~atibility

With Land Use
Plans

Econanic
Effects

"t:J
Vlo
~w-\0

Alternative A - Basin

76.5 acres of wetlands would be
filled. The remaining three acres
would be surrounded by development
and reduced in habitat value. Off
site mitigation is proposed.

None present.

Some mortality of sedentaryorgan
isms during dredging; minimal
impact after completion of this
project. Some loss of shallow
water area (39 acres), mainly in
the Oregon Slough. Creates area
(64.4 acres) of new aquatic
habitat in basin adjacent to the
Oregon Slough.

Implements Multnomah County ~re
hensive Plan, including the marine
transportation policy. Provides
451. 4 acres for development.

Would provide 1,469 new jobs when
the site is fully developed. Would
increase local, state, and federal
taxes by $17 million.

Table 2.6-1 (cont)

Alternative B - Modified Basin

About 66 acres of wetlands would be
filled. About 13 acres of wetlands
would remain offering on-site miti
gation opportunities.

None present.

Same as Alternative A except about
40 acres of new aquatic habitat
created from south shore basin.

Wou1d provide 351. 4 acres for
development.

Would provide 819 new jobs and
would increase federal, state, and
local taxes by $11 million at full
development.
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Alternative C - North Shore

About 46 acres of wetlands would be
fi lied. About 33 acres of wetlands
would remain offering on-site miti
gation opportunities.

None present.

South shore left undisturbed.

Would provide 329.7 acres for
development.

Would provide 658 new jobs and
would increase federal, state, and
local taxes by $9.9 million at full
development.

No Action

No effect.

None present.

No effect.

Grazing operation
expanded.

A potential increase of
two job opportunities
and of $28,000 to the
tax base.
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Elements Alternative A - Basin

Table 2.6-1 (cont)

Alternative B - Modified Basin Alternative C - North Shore No Action

Transportation
System - Harine

Transportation
System - land

Utilities

Aesthetics

Noise

Recreation
Effects

Cultural
Resources

/', ,

Would increase capacity of marine
transportation system in Portland
Vancouver area. There would be a
potential for nine marine berths.

Increased traffic on local roads
and highways. Bridge would be con
structed to connect site with North
Marine Drive.

All required utilities are avail
able in close proximity to site.

Visual character of site would
change from natural vegetation
and sand beach to industrial
development.

Would increase noise in local area.

Informal recreational use of the
site by boaters would no longer be
possible.

None present at the site.

This alternative would provide for
eight marine berths.

Similar to Alternative A except the
traffic volumes would be lower.

Same as Alternative A.

The north shore and part of the
south shore would change from
natural vegetation to industrial
development.

Same as Alternative Aexcept less
noise in the basin area.

Some potential recreational use
could occur in the mitigation
areas.

Same as Alternative A.

II-28
,~

This alternative would provide six
marine berths.

similar to Alternatives A and B
except traffic volume would be
lower.

Same as Alternative A.

The north shore would change from
natural vegetation to industrial
development. The south shore would
remain unchanged.

The north shore would be the same
as in Alternative A. The south
shore would remain in a natural
state.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative A.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

No effect.

/"
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 PhYsical Environment

3.1.1 Geology and Soils

Similar to other islands in the vicinity, West Hayden Island is composed
of loosely consolidated young alluvia (river deposits, underlain by con
solidated sand and clay sediments of the Troutdale and Sandy River for
mations). The bedrock is Columbia basalt. Gravel deposits may be found
within 50 to 100 feet of the surface below the water table. The soil
types and their location on the island are illustrated in Figure 3.1-1.
Characteristics of each are summarized in Appendix B-1.

These soils are characterized by generally poor drainage and a high risk
of flooding. All are classified as low-yield agricultural Class VI by
the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (USSCS), which is suitable primarily
for pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife habitat. One soil classifica
tion, the pilchuck Sand area of 87 acres, is rated as Forest Site
Class IV for Douglas Fir by the USSCS, although no Douglas Fir trees are
growing on the site and there is no evidence of any in the past. Because
of a high seasonal water table, all soils are classified by the USSCS as
subject to building and septic tank limitations.

3.1.2 Topography

The natural topography of West Hayden Island has been modified over the
years by channel maintenance dredging and controls. A series of five
sand groins were installed along the entire south shore in the 1920s to
narrow the North Portland Harbor (Oregon Slough), thus increasing natu
ral scouring and reducing maintenance requirements. The north shore has
been used extensively as a dredge material disposal area.

The topography on the island today reflects these actions. Most of the
center of the island is at an elevation between +15 to +20 feet NGVD.
On the north shore, an 800- to 900-foot strip has been filled to an
average elevation of +29 feet NGVD with the dredge spoils material.
This strip slopes up from the river to +29 feet NGVD, has a flat top,
and then slopes down to the natural interior grades.

On the south shore, the sand groins, created during the 1920s, are still
prominent features, rising 10 to 15 feet above the surrounding land.
Because of the sandy, dry nature of this material, these m~unds are
sparsley vegetated.
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Within the interior of the island, there are several low areas which
flood during periods of high water. These areas generally have a low
elevation of +10 to +15 feet NGVD. There is only one 0.5-acre pond
that holds water year-round on the PGE property and a second pond west
of the BPA transmission lines. There are some low areas along the
south shore that flood when the river rises to +10 to +15 feet NGVD.

There is a distinct difference in the existing north and south shore
lines. Because of the dredging activities along the north shore, it is
a gentle 1 to 5 percent slope into the water. The south shoreline
slopes to about +10 feet NGVD and then drops abruptly into the water.
There is very little beach and very difficult access to the water from
the south shoreline. Erosion of the shoreline is much more apparent
along the south shore.

3.1.3 Surface Water and Drainage

On West Hayden Island there are no established or ephemeral streams of
running water. The island is relatively flat «3 percent slope) with
one permanent pond and a number of seasonal ponds and transitory wet
lands in various small, depressed areas. Natural precipitation con
tributes to these seasonal water bodies through runoff retention in the
poorly drained soils. The seasonally high water table created by seep
age from the Columbia River into the sand and gravel alluvia underlying
these soils also impacts these ponds. The groundwater table, as well
as the water levels in the ponds, responds to the river levels.

Most of the project site on,West Hayden Island is within the 100-year
floodplain and only shoreline areas of the island are in the floodway
itself.

3.1.4 Groundwater

The loosely consolidated young alluvial material of the island allows
seepage from the Columbia River to form a shallow groundwater table
under west Hayden Island. The elevation of the groundwater table
responds to the level of the river and the rate of seepage through the
alluvia. Groundwater supplies to the eastern, or upstream, end of the
island are adequate. Presently, there are no groundwater users on the
western end of the island. Activities on the western end of the island
should have little impact, if any, on groundwater quality or supplies
in the eastern end of the island. Adequate supplies of groundwater for
fire protection and other uses can be developed on west Hayden Island
if needed. Groundwater quality. is good (Cogan, 1982); no potential
sources of contamination occur in the area.
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3.1.5 River Depths and Currents

The mainstream of the Columbia River flows to the north of Hayden
Island, while a secondary channel (Oregon Slough) flows on the south
side of the island. Both channels have been the scene of extensive
dredging and channel modifications to improve navigability and reduce
maintenance dredging requirements. Natural depths in both channels
were less than 25 feet prior to river modifications after the turn of
the century. Depths in the Oregon Slough, starting 1,200 feet down
stream of the railroad bridge (Slough Mile 2 + 4000 feet), are from
27 to 50 feet deep at low water as a result of borrow dredging for the
Rivergate Industrial District and for the existing deep-draft naviga
tion channel.

The existing 40-foot channel and turning basin in the Columbia River
are along the Washington shore, serving the Port of Vancouver docks.
Depths of 20 to 35 feet are common between the navigation channel and
Hayden Island. Ogden Beeman & Associates (unpublished, 1981) calcu
lated a 90 to 10 percent flow split between the main stem and Oregon
Slough channels at low water. River currents are generally less than
1 foot per second at low water, rising to 4 feet per second at higher
flows. During low river flows, the area is subject to a tidal range of
between 2 and 3 feet. Daily fluctuations resulting from Bonneville Dam
operation can be of equal magnitude.

3.1.6 Water and Sediment quality
•

A statistical summary of water quality parameters (Table 3.1-11) for
1980-84 for the Columbia River at Warrendale (RM 141) indicates good
river water quality. The only significant influences to water quality
in the Columbia between West Hayden Island (RM 105) and Warrendale are
the Sandy River, which enters on the Oregon side of the river, and the
paper mill at Camas, which discharges on the Washington side of the
river. Compared to the volume of water in the Columbia, these addi
tions are small; thus, water quality of the river at Warrendale is a
good estimate of Columbia River water quality at Hayden Island.

Oregon water quality standards for the lower Columbia River have been
established in Oregon Administrative Rules, Section 340-41-205. Only
one (ie, zinc) of the water quality parameters listed in Table 3.1-11
exceed Oregon standards. However, "where natural quality parameters of
waters of the North Coast-Lower Columbia Basin are outside the
numerical limits of the above assigned water quality standards, the
natural water quality shall be the standard" (OAR 340-41-205).

Nearby sources of possible water quality degradation include municipal
sewage outfall and storm drainage systems. Sewer system discharges are
regulated by National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPES)
permits. The volume of flow on the Columbia River and the lack of
significant upstream pollution sources result in a high level of water
quality at the site.
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Oregon
StandardRange

Table 3.1-II

WATER QUALITY - COLUMBIA RIVER AT WARRENDALE, RIVER MILE 141
1980-1984

Standard Coefficient Sample
Average Deviation of Variation SizeParameter*

Temperature (·C~

Turbidity

Conductivity

Dissolved oxygen

Percent DO
saturation

12.2

6.5

163

11.0

100

±6.4

±7.8

±31

±1.8

±11

53

117

19

17

11

32

35

129

34

31

2.0-21.0

0.2-39.0

105-230

8.5-15.8

70-128 90

0.01-0.13

13.0-22.0

3.4-6.4

3.2-9.7

0.7-1.8

1-11

1-21

0.10-0.30 1.0

5.5-18.0

pH

Alkalinity

Dissolved
nitrate-nitrogen

Total phosphorous

Calcium

Magnesium

Sodium

Potassium

Chloride

Sulfate

Fluoride

silica

Arsenic (l'g/L)

Cadmium (l'g/L)

Chromium** (l'g/L)

Copper (l'g/L)

Iron (l'g/L)

Lead (l'g/L)

Manganese (l'g/L)

Nickel (l'g/L)

Zinc (l'g/L)

Selenium (l'g/L)

Total dissolved
solids

Suspended solids

7.9

61

0.24

0.054

18.0

4.9

6.3

1.3

4

12

0.20

10.2

2

<1

<1

4

32

2.9

2.6

1.7

16

<1

96

20

±0.3

±10

;to. 19

0.026

2.1

0.8

1.9

0.3

2

5
•0.05

3.3

1

±4

±29

±3.3

±2.3

±1.4

±10

±O
±17

18

4

16

78

47

12

16

31

21

49

42

29

32

36

92

90

115

90

84

65

o
18

90

31

17

33

32

32

32

32

35

35

32

32

32

15

17

5

17

17

17

17

16

17

17

32

26

6.7-8.3

42-76

<0.1-0.9

1-3

<1-2

<1-1

0-17

4-99

<1-9

<1-6

4-40

<1

70-127

4-60

6.5-8.5

10

3

20

5

100

50

50

10

500

* All data are in mg/L unless otherwise stated. pH is in standard units.
Conductivity is in l'mho/cm.

** September 1982-1984.

Data source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. STORET. January 1980 to April 1984.

Source of Oregon water quality standards for Lower Columbia Basin: OAR 340-41-205.
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In general, sediments in the Columbia River are nearly 100 percent fine
to medium-grain sand and are constantly cleaned and redistributed by
river currents during annually occurring freshets. Columbia River
borings taken in the proposed access channel contain fine to coarse
gray sand with scattered amounts of gravel (Dames and Moore, 1985).
Suspended sediments in the Columbia River are primarily from erosion or
weathering of rock in the drainage basin. Of the biological materials
in the suspended sediments, over 90 percent are diatoms, which are
silica. The remaining suspended sediments are organic detritus common
to most rivers.

No sediment samples were collected in Oregon Slough for this project.
However, samples taken at the Port of Portland's Terminal 6 downstream
contained higher levels of silt and fine material than the Columbia
River sediments. This material was determined to be suitable for
in-water disposal based on chemical testing (CH2M-Hill, 1983). There
is no reason to believe the sediments within the proposed project area
are more contaminated than those present at the Terminal 6 location.
Sediment sampling will be conducted prior to permit issuance to assist
in designing the disposal areas to allow for settling of all sediments.

There are no known nearby sources of contaminants to the sediments of
Hayden Island which would cause adverse impacts when dredged materials
are used for fill. There are also no sources of radioactive materials
in the local area that would adversely affect the use of the Columbia
River sediments for fill.

•3.1.7 Climate and Air Quality

West Hayden Island is situated about 65 miles inland from the Pacific
coast, midway between the coastal mountain range on the west and the
Cascade mountain range to the east. This location between mountain
ranges provides limited shielding from the Pacific Ocean and a barrier
to continental air masses originating from the eastern interior region.

The steep western slope of the Cascade range lifts highly moist west
erly winds from the Pacific Ocean, resulting in moderate rainfall
amounts for the region. Precipitation occurs primarily during the
winter season and is mostly in the form of rain. Precipitation sta
tistics from the closest National Weather Service station, the Portland
International Airport (PIA), 1976-1985, are presented in Appendix B-6.

Existing wind patterns in the Hayden Island area are best defined by
the PIA, located approximately five miles to the east. An annual wind
rose, prepared from PIA wind data, is presented in Figure '3.1-111.
Winds from the east-southeast, south, and northwest have the highest
frequencies during the year. These results agree with the configura
tion of the Columbia River valley, which is the dominating influence on
winds in that area. The wind rose also agrees with the seasonal air
flow patterns for this area which are typically northwestern in spring
and summer and southwestern in fall and winter.
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The predominance of marine air in this area results in mild tempera
tures throughout the year. The coolest temperatures occur during
winter and are normally associated with movements of cold air from the
continental interior. Summers are usually accompanied by mild tempera
tures and very little precipitation. Fall and spring months are mainly
transitional periods, and particularly in the fall or early winter
period, there is the highest occurrence of fog. Appendix B-7 contains
the average temperature results for the period 1976-1985 recorded at
the PIA and provides an example of the typical temperatures that occur
in this area.

Hayden Island is located in the Portland Interstate Air Quality Mainte
nance Area (PIAQMA). Presently, this airshed is classified as a non
attainment area for ozone. This is due to 1983 ozone levels exceeding
the primary National Ambient Air Quality Standard. All new emission
sources of volatile organic compounds (VOe) in this area are subject to
specific restrictions involving pollution control equipment. In addi
tion, new "major sources" of vae emissions may be required to reduce
existing emission sources (offset the new source's emissions) in the
airshed.

Specific areas within the PIAQMA are designated as being nonattainment
for total suspended particulate (TSP). Hayden Island is not located in
these areas; however, there is one nonattainment area located only a
few kilometers away. New TSP emission sources may be required to
comply with nonattainment regulations if the sources impact the non
attainment area.

The downtown Portland area is presently a nonattainment area for carbon
monoxide. Hayden Island is located far from this nonattainment area
and is not subject to the restrictive regulations. All the remaining
pollutants, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and lead, are in compli
ance with federal and state standards in this airshed.

A review of Oregon and Washington states' ambient monitoring data was
performed to identify the existing air quality levels in the Hayden
Island area. A comparison of these data with the state and federal
standards (Appendix B-5) shows only the carbon dioxide standard
(8-hour) was exceeded during 1983. This may not be representative of
actual conditions in the Hayden Island area since the monitoring loca
tion was in downtown Portland and was probably influenced by local
transportation sources. Likewise, the high TSP monitoring results
recorded at Terminal 2 in Vancouver, Washington, might have been due to
local particulate sources in the area. Presently, these state monitors
are the best indicators of existing air quality near Hayden Island.
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3.2 Biological Environment

3.2.1 Terrestrial Species and Habitat

A. Vegetation

The West Hayden Island site is characterized by five habitat
types (Figure 3.2-I), cottonwood/ash (228 ac), meadow
(95 ac), dredge material (77 ac), herbaceous wetland (48 ac),
wooded wetland (32 ac), and beach (16 ac). Riparian vegeta
tion on West Hayden Island, dominated by Black cottonwood
and Oregon Ash, is typical of habitat found along the lower
Columbia River (Franklin and Dyrness, 1973). The Corps
(1976) estimates 9,276 acres of similar wooded habitat exist
between RM 79 and RM 145 of the Columbia River. The
cottonwood/ash and wooded wetland habitat on West Hayden
Island, therefore, represent approximately 2.5 percent of
riparian habitat located along this section of the Columbia
River.

Dense understory vegetation is associated with the riparian
habitat. Species include Wild Rose, blackberry, Red-osier
Dogwood, Red Elderberry, and Snowberry. Various species of
willow occur in areas of poor drainage and in close proxim
ity to the river's influence.

Various grasses and herbaceous species, such as Bitter
Cress, White Clever, Wooly Mullein, English Plantain, False
Dandelion, and Tansy Ragwort are common plant constituents
of meadow habitat on West Hayden Island. Many of these
species are indicative of a disturbed habitat condition (ie,
presence of "weed" and introduced species) primarily as a
result of occasional flooding and grazing by sheep and cat
tle. West Hayden Island has a long history of agricultural
use (primarily cattle) since it was first settled by Euro
Americans in the 1850s (Ellis, 1986). Sparse meadow habitat
is located along an existing transmission line corridor. An
expansive meadow zone lies south of and adjacent to the
dredged material disposal site along the north shore.

Some portions of West Hayden Island have recently been used
for disposal of dredged materials from the Columbia River
(Corps, 1975a ). Vegetation in this area is sparsely dis
tributed and consists mainly of "weed" or introduced species
such as dock, Skunkweed, plantain, Stinking Dogfennel, Cana
dian Thistle, Bull Thistle, and Common Dandelion. Dredge
materials are restricted to the northern portion of the
project site (Figure 3.2-I).

A total of 79.5 acres of wetland have been identified on
West Hayden Island. Because wetlands are of special public
concern and require a Corps permit to be filled, they will
be discussed separately in Section 3.2.2.
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Sandy beaches occur along the north shore of the project
site. The shoreline slope is gradual and is void of vegeta
tion. The primary source of sand is from dredge material
deposits. This'contrasts sharply to the south shore. which
is characterized by steep banks and riparian vegetation to
its edge.

Vegetation species composition surveys were conducted from
1980 to 1983. Based on the classification system developed
by Hitchcock and Cronquist (1973), 116 species have been
identified on West Hayden Island (Appendix B). The presence
of nuisance species (eg, Canadian Thistle, Tansy Ragwort)
and introduced or nonnative species (eg, Teasel, Diffuse
Knapweed) in much of the open areas indicates habitat in a
disturbed condition. The disturbance is primarily due to
grazing, dredged material disposal, and occasional floodi~'

Currently, over 40,000 acres of undeveloped land with char
acteristics similar to that found on West Hayden Island (ie,
riparian woodland interspersed with open agricultural areas)
exist between Sauvie Island, the mouth of the Sandy River
and the lower Willamette River from Ross Island to the mouth
(Table 3.2-11). The West Hayden Island project site •
represents about 1.2 percent of these habitat types.

B. Wildlife

The vegetation on West Hayden Island provides habitat for a
wide variety of birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles.
In particular, birds are the most diverse and abundant wild
life component on the project site. Spring and fall bird
surveys conducted in 1982 indicate bird densities of about
900 birds/100 acres. Dominant species included House Finch,
American Goldfinch, Wilson's Warbler, Song Sparrow, Brewer's
Blackbird, Brown-headed Cowbird, European Starling, American
Robin, Black-capped Chickadee, Tree Swallow, and Northern
Oriole. A total of 78 bird species has been observed on
West Hayden Island (Appendix C-3).

Total bird community density on the project site was less
than bird density results of previous studies conducted in
the Vicinity. Bird census work in similar habitat along the
lower Columbia River resulted in an average density of
1,690 birds/100 acres (Corps, 1976). These den~ity differ
ences may be due to year-to-year natural variation, dif
ferences in habitat quality, and/or survey methodology.
However, species composition and relative abundance of birds
on West Hayden Island can be considered typical of bird
assemblages in the area. West Hayden Island bird density
results for individual species are listed in Appendix C-3,
Tables Band C.

Use of West Hayden Island by waterfowl is chiefly restricted
to the winter months when optimum water conditions exist.
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Table 3.2-II

COLUMBIA RIVER HABITAT DATAa

[Acres of undeveloped land (including agricultural)
along the Columbia River from Sauvie Island'

to the mouth of the Sandy River and the lower Willamette River.]

(

site

Sauvie Island
, '

Smith/Bybee La.kes

Governntent Island

Columbia Corridor (south shore)

Columbia Slough

Sa.ndy River Delta

Vancouver Lake

Inlet and OUtlet to Post Office Lake

Ross Island

Oaks Bottom

Sand Island

Lady Island

McGuire Island

Lemon Island

Sand Island

West Hayden Island

TOTAL

Acres

24,000b

1,900c

1,900

1,744

266

1,832

2,600

4,000

159

163

78

500

228

149

75

762

40,356

(

a Data compiled by Benkendorf Associates, Portland, Oregon.

b Includes 12,000 acres of Sauvie Island Wildlife Management Area.

c Includes 100 acres of landfill and 100 acres of Columbia Slough.
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Eight species have been observed on the project site along
the shore and in flooded areas. A limited amount of nesting
may also occur as indicated by the presence of Mallards and
Wood Ducks during the May 1982 bird surveys. A pair of
Canada Geese were observed nesting on a dolphin piling in
the Oregon Slough adjacent to the site on April 25, 1984.
Geese nested again and produced young in 1986. Although
some waterfowl use does occur on West Hayden Island, areas
surrounding the site (ie, Sauvie Island and Smith, Bybee,
and Vancouver lakes) are significantly more important to
waterfowl.

Surrounding natural areas also offer habitat to a wide
variety of shorebirds (eg, Great Blue Heron, Western Sand
piper, Greater Yellowlegs). An active Great Blue Heron
rookery exists in the industrial area adjacent to the
northwest corner of Delta Park Golf Course. No known
nesting colonies exist on West Hayden Island, but this
species is a common visitor to the site. Shorebirds
primarily use suitable habitat in the vicinity during the
fall and spring migratory periods.

The understory vegetation of riparian habitat and herbaceous
species of open areas on West Hayden Island provide food and
cover for several mammals. To date, Townsend's Mole, East
ern Cottontail, Beaver, Raccoon, and Black-tailed Deer have
been observed on-site. However, based on habitat require
ments and distribution of Pacific Northwest mammals (Ingles,
1965; Larrison, 1976; Verts, 1978), 36 species are likely to
occur on West Hayden Island (Appendix C-4).

Eight species of amphibian and 10 species of reptile are
likely to occur on the project site (Appendix C-5). Of
these, Pacific Treefrog, Red-legged Frog, Bullfrog, and
Red-spotted Garter Snake have been observed on the island.
Beaches, wetlands, meadows, and woodland understory vegeta
tion provide a variety of habitat to both these groups.
Lizards and snakes utilize the drier portions of the site
(ie, road edges, brush, upland meadows, and woodland), and
turtles, frogs, and salamanders can be found in the vicinity
of ponds, river shoreline, and under moist leaf litter in
the woodland.

C. Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP)

In 1984, an interagency committee Was formed to develop and
implement quantitative habitat evaluation procedures (HEP)
that would document the value of various habitats on West
Hayden Island. HEP committee members included biologists
from PGE, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Audubon Society of Portland, and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. HEP was implemented to
provide a basis for impact assessment of the three proposed
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development alternatives and provide a basis for mitigation
planning.

This approach to habitat evaluation was developed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife ,Service (USFWS, 1980) and utilizes a
species/habitat approach for quantifying relative habitat
values. A number of !3.nimal ,species are selected for a
particular a.ea.' Each species has various habitat needs
that are. documented in a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI)
model. HSI models primarily focus on the measurement of
physical and chemical habitat variables which are used to
calculate an index to habitat. quality. The model includes
information on habitat use, model structure, assumptions,
application, and references.

The habitat in a study area is compared to optimum habitat
(defined in.HSI model) ror a species to result in an HSI.
The HSI is a number between 0 and 1:

o represents no habitat suitability

1 represents optimum habitat suitability

The HSI is multipliedl::!Y the number of acres of a particular
habitat in the study area to obtain Habitat Uni'ts (HUs).

(HSI) * (Acres) = ·HUs

1HU = 1 acre .withoptimum habitat
suttability

To determine the impact of a proposed action,the existing
or baseline habitat condition is compared to .predicted
future habitat conditions at predetermined Target Years
(TY). Target Year 0 (TYO) represents baselinecondittons.
Target Year 1 (TY1) represents the first year land and/or
water use is expected to change. Other TYs are selected up
to the completion of a proposed action or the end of the
economic life of the action.

Using the same HSI models, the area of available habitat and
HSls are estimated for each evaluation species and future
TY. HUs are determined for each TY and annualized by sum
ming HUs throughout the analysis period and dividing by the
number of years in that period (in this case, 40 years).
This results in Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHU).
Annualization of HUs facilitates the comparison of various
alternative actions for impact assessment.

The following species were selected by the West Hayden
Island HEP committee to determine the relative value of
wildlife habitat:

1. Great Blue Heron. .(Ardea .herodias)
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2. Wood Duck (Aix sponsa)

3. Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo iamicensis)

4. Downy Woodpecker (Picodes pubescens)

5. Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia)

6. Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas)

7. American Goldfinch (Carduelis tristis)

8. Brush Rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani)

9. Townsend's Vole (Microtus townsendi)

10. Pacific Treefrog (Hyla regilla)

criteria for species selection included abundance on the
project site, habitat use, sensitivity to habitat change,
ecological role, and public interest in the species.

Habitat use in relation to food, reproduction, and cover
requirements of candidate species was particularly important
in final species selection. Selected species ranged from
having specific habitat preferences (eg, Wood Duck) to
species utilizing all habitat types on West Hayden Island
(eg, Red-tailed Hawk). Because birds are the major wildlife
component on the project site, seven of the evaluation
species represent this group.

Published or draft HSI models were available from the U.S. ~

Fish and Wildlife Service for the Great Blue Heron, Wood
Duck, Red-tailed Hawk, Downy Woodpecker, and Yellow
Warbler. HSI models for the Common Yellowthroat, American
Goldfinch, Brush Rabbit, Townsend's Vole, and Pacific
Treefrog were developed by the West Hayden Island HEP
committee based on literature reviews. Some of the
published models were slightly modified to reflect
conditions on West Hayden Island.

Field studies were conducted in June 1985. Twelve sampling
areas were established to collect habitat data relative to
the requirements of the HSI models for West Hay?en Island.
Forty habitat variables were measured for the HEP analysis.

Table 3.2-111 depicts the baseline or existing HSIs for the
selected West Hayden Island evaluation species. Habitat
suitability ranged from 0.0 for the Common Yellowthroat in
herbaceous wetland to 1.0 for the American Goldfinch in
dredge material habitat. The HSIs were converted to HUs to
indicate baseline habitat conditions on West Hayden Island
for each species.
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Table 3. 2-III

WEST HAYDEN ISLAND HABITAT EVALUATION
BASED ON SUITABILITY FOR 10 SELECTED WILDLIFE SPECIES

[Results expressed as the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI)
converted to Habitat Units (HUs).]

(

Species Habitat Type Acres HSI .. HUs .

Great Blue Heron . Cottonwood/ash

Wooded wetland

228

32

0.88

0.88

201

28

Wood Duck

Red-tailed Hawk

Downy Woodpecker

Wooded wetland

Cottonwood/ash, wooded wet
land, meadow, herbaceous
wetland, dredge material

Cot.tonwood/ash

32

480

228

0.05 2

0.78 374

0.50 114

Wooded wetland

Yellow Warbler Wooded edge

Common Yellowt.hroat Herbaceous wet.land

Wooded: edge

17

48

17

0.50

0.91

0.00

0.96

16

16

o

16
(

American Goldfinch

Brush Rabbit.

Townsend's Vole

Pacific Treefrog

Meadow

Dredge material

Wooded edge

Meadow

Cottonwood/ash

Wooded wetland

Herbaceous wetland

Meadow

95

77

42

95

228

32

48

95

0.77

1.00

0.77

0.80

0.85

1.00

1.00

0.85

73

77

32

76

194

32

48

81

(
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West Hayden Island provides relatively high habitat suit
ability for the Great Blue Heron, Red-tailed Hawk, Yellow
Warbler, American Goldfinch, Townsend's Vole, and Pacific
Treefrog. In contrast, the project site offers only
marginal habitat for the Wood Duck and Common Yellowthroat.

Cottonwood/ash habitat is the most extensive habitat type on
West Hayden Island. Complex habitat structure (ie, tree/
shrub/herb layer, snags) and minimal disturbance from human
activities are factors that potentially provide good wild
life habitat in this area. For example, proximity to an
existing heron rookery, nearby foraging areas, minimal human
disturbance, and potentially good nest sites in the wooded
areas resulted in an HSI of 0.88 for the Great Blue Heron.
The edges of the wooded areas provide near optimum habitat
for the Yellow Warbler (HSI = 0.91).

Although Downy Woodpeckers are common on the project site,
the wooded habitat is only moderately suitable for this
species (HSI = 0.50). This species prefers more open wooded
areas for feeding. Wooded habitat on West Hayden Island
greatly exceeds the evaluation criterion for foraging (ie,
tree basal area 467 sq ft/ac compared to 44 to 87 sq ft ac
optimum) thus reducing its suitability to Downy Woodpeckers
and possible other tree bark probers.

Brush Rabbits prefer small « 2 ac), dense patches of vege
tation interspersed with open areas for feeding. West
Hayden Island habitats in general are not distributed in a
patchy configuration, but rather in large "strips" of habi
tat (Figure 3.2-1). Although the habitat types preferred by
the Brush Rabbit are present, they are not arranged in an
optimum pattern. Other habitat variables were found to be
optimum, resulting in an overall HSI of 0.77.

Brush Rabbit sightings on West Hayden Island are rare and
Eastern Cottontails (Sylvilagus floridanus) are relatively
abundant on the island. Cottontails also require open space
for feeding and adequate escape cover. However, habitat
requirements are much less specific than Brush Rabbit habi
tat needs (Allen, 1984). The more adaptive nature of the
Eastern Cottontail and the location of West Hayden Island in
the northern limit of Brush Rabbit distribution may account
for the abundance of cottontails and the scarcity of Brush
Rabbits.

Wooded wetland was evaluated as a potential breeding area
for Wood Ducks. Although this habitat type provides several
nesting trees, brooding habitat is nearly absent on the
project site. As a consequence, West Hayden Island only
provides marginal wooded wetland habitat (HSI = 0.05) for
Wood Ducks.
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Herbaceou~ wetland cOn the project ~ite i~ ~uitable to a
limited number of·wild:Life~pecie~. The~e.are.a~ are ~t.lbject
to a great deal of di~turbance by live~tock and are inter
mittenly flooded. The average height of vegetation is
relatively low (ie, 16 inche~), which offer~ limited cover
for many ~pecie~. Thi~ habitat condition i~ reflected in
the HEP re~ults for the Common Yellowthroat. Becau~e yellow
throat~ require vegetation at lea~t 3 feet tall, habitat
~uitabilityis zero in herbaceou~ wetland on We~t Hayden
I~land. However, in view of Pacific Treefrog habitat
requirement~, thi~ habitat type re~ulted in an HSI of 1. O.
Treefrog~ do not require a pElrmanent water body for ~ur

vival, and cover need~ are not particularlyre~trictive.

Meadow habitat qualityi~ relatively high a~ indicated by
the HEP re~ult~ for the Town~end'~ Vole (HSI = 0.80). The~e

re~ult~ also infer that the meadow area~ are capable of
~upporting $mall mammal populations which can ~upply food to
variou~predators such a~ the Red-tailed .Hawk. The presence
of Red-tailed Hawks on We~tHayden I~land indicate the open
area~ ~uch a~meadow habitat provide adequate foraging
opportunitie~. Red,tailed Hawk~ utilize all habitattype~

~tudied onWe~t Hayden Island,which overallhadanHSI Oof
0.78.

The 77 acre~ of dredge material on We~t Hayden Island i~

~par~ely vegetated and does not receive inten~e use by
wildlife. However, the plants pre~ent do produce an
abundance of ~eed~ which are readily utilized by American
Goldfinche~. HEP analy~i~ reflect~ thi~ optimum habitat
condition forgoldfinche~ with an HS1 of 1.0 (food life
requi~ite).

3.2.2 Wetland~

There are 79.5 acre~ of wetland on We~t Hayden I~land (Figure 3.2-111).
Thi~ habitat con~i~t~ of wooded wetland (approximately 32 acres),
dominated by Black Cottonwood, willow, hor~etail, Bittersweet Night
~hade, Reed Canarygra~~, and Moneywort; and herbaceous wetland
(approximately 48 acre~) ~ituated in topographic depre~sion~ which are
~ea~onally flooded (Columbia River high water, elevated groundwater).
Vegetation characteri~tic of herbaceou~ wetland include~ Reed Canary
gra~~, ~edge, ~pike ru~h, ru~h, and Smartweed. Wetland~ on the project
~ite repre~ent about 2 percent of ~imilar habitat found between RM 79
and RM 145 (USACE, 1976).

Because of the ephemeral nature of mo~t wetland~ on West Hayden I~land

(except one permanent pond), major use of the~e area~ by aquatic wild
life is primarily re~tricted to the winter and ~pring month~. A~ a
con~equence, We~t Hayden I~land wetland~ are not normally suitable
breeding ~ite~ for many wetland wildlife ~pecie~ but may ~erve .a~

breeding ~ite~ for amphibian~ and brooding ~ite~ for ~ome waterfowl
specie~ (eg, .wood Puck). The~e areas also provide .temp.orarY feeding
.and.!.'e!lting 10clltion!3.
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Habitat evaluation studies conducted in 1985 [Section 3.2.1(C)] also
indicate a limited value of these wetlands to selected wildlife species
(ie, Wood Duck, Common Yellowthroat). The herbaceous wetlands lack the
cover many wildlife species require for survival. Use of these areas
by livestock significantly contributes to the degradation of wetland
habitat value on West Hayden Island.

3.2.3 Aquatic Species and Habitat

A. Fish

Resource Description

The lower Columbia River and its sloughs sustain a varied
population of anadromous and resident fish species. Anad
romous species (ie, salmonids, shad, smelt) and sturgeon are
harvested recreationally and commercially and contribute
significantly to the economy of the area. (The main commer
cial fishery is concentrated downstream of Hayden Island.)
Warmwater game and nongame species are primarily a recre
ational resource and include fish such as perch, catfish,
and sunfish. Appendix C-6 lists the fish in the vicinity of
Hayden Island and their relative abundance and importance as
a resource (biological and economical).

Throughout the history of the lower Columbia River fishery,
salmonids have been the most important species of the area.
For thousands of years, Indians depended on the salmonids
for their sustenance, and for over a century, the non-Indian
fishery has harvested these fish commercially and recre
ationally. Intensive fishing, dams (irrigation, flood, and
power), mining, logging, overgrazing, and pollution have
directly and indirectly contributed to a drastic decline of
the fish runs. As a result, since the late 1800s, popula
tion levels of salmonids have been increasingly dependent
upon fish released from state and federal hatcheries. Cur
rently, more than one million hatchery-produced or naturally
reared adult salmon and steelhead return to the Columbia
River annually (King, 1984).

Migratory Fish

Figures 3.2-IV and 3.2-V summarize occurrence of juveniles
and adults of the current economically important species in
the Columbia River adjacent to Hayden Island. These fish
include chinook salmon, coho salmon, sockeye salmon, chum
salmon, steelhead trout, smelt (eulachon), American shad,
white sturgeon, and cutthroat trout.

Adult chinook are found in the lower Columbia virtually the
entire year (February to November) with peaks of migration
corresponding to the spring, summer, and fall runs (Marchi
April, JunelJuly, and September). The fall run, which is
divided into lower (tule) and upper (brights) river runs, is

111-19 PSD006336



Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Chum

Steelhead

Smelt

Shad

c·:·:·;·:·:·:·:;:;::::::::::::::~:~:~:~t:t~mt;t;~j\;\\~~\\~t\\\jjj\\jjjj\jjjIljljljljljljl\~

fZ$:;::::::t1:~:~JtI~t\\\~\j\jll$D

~~~~~

~

~:::::::::::i:1:~J1~njr\~\\~~l~\\\\\I\~

•....:.:::::::.:....
.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::' ......:.:.:::::::;:....

Entire Year

(

(

Sturgeon ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:.:.:::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Jan. I Feb. I Mar.l Apr. , May, Jun. I Jul. I Aug'l Sep., Oct. I Nov., Dec.

Timing of Juvenile Migrations
Past Hayden I~~~n~v (

111- 20
PSD006337



Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Chum

Steelhead

Smelt

Shad

Sturgeon

Entire Year

Entire Year

Jan I Feb. I Mar. , Apr. , May I Jun., Jul. , Aug., Sep. , Oct. I Nov. , Dec.

Timing of Adult Migrations
Past Hayden Island

Figure 3.2 - V

1\1 - 21
PSD006338



currently the largest, followed by the spring run and a very
depleted summer run. A limited commercial gill net fishery
of the spring and fall runs in the lower Columbia is still
allowed, but commercial harvest of the summer run has been
closed since 1964. Sport fishing seasons have varied from
year to year; however, since 1978, angling for chinook has
been greatly reduced.

Coho salmon adults are found in the lower Columbia from
August through October with peak numbers occurring in late
August and September. Coho are now considered predominantly
a lower river species and are primarily supported by hatch
eries on the lower river tributaries, which have produced
average returning runs of nearly one-half million since
1969. They are harvested yearly by both commercial and
sport fishermen.

The main run of sockeye or blueback salmon ascends the
Columbia in June and July. They are mainly an upriver fish,
spawning in tributaries to lakes. The fry reside from one
to three years in a lentic (still water) habitat before
their outward migration in Mayor June. Until 1984 and
1985, the last sizable runs of sockeye were in the 1950s.
In 1984 and 1985, 161,000 and 200,000, respectively, were
counted over Bonneville Dam. The total Columbia River
commercial fishery harvested 80,000 sockeye in 1985. The
sockeye salmon does not contribute to the lower river sport
fishery.

Chum salmon enter the lower Columbia and other coastal
streams primarily in November. Very few Columbia River
tributaries support native runs of chum salmon. However,
two major spawning streams, Hardy and Hamilton, are located
upriver of Hayden Island. Washington, Oregon, and local
interests have expended considerable time and money into
augmenting stocks in the Columbia River, and there is an
expanding commercial fishery in the estuary. In the
Columbia River system, chum salmon are not considered a
sport fish.

Two main runs of steelhead ascend the columbia, and adults
are found in the lower river throughout the year. The
winter run fish enter the river from November through April
and spawn largely in tributaries below Bonneville Dam. The
summer run, mostly comprised of upriver fish, is present
from May through October, peaking in June through September.
The steelhead is considered a game fish and has not been
harvested commercially in the lower river since 1975. Both
runs are fished extensively for sport in the mainstream
Columbia and its tributaries.

Adult sea-run cutthroat enter the Columbia River July
through November, returning to spawn in tributaries pri
marily below Bonneville Dam. The estimated recreational
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catch in ~985 was 3,400. Ninety-two percent of these fish
were taken at or below the Cowlitz River mouth (King, ~986),

approximately 35 miles downstream of Hayden Island. There
is no commercial fishery on cutthroat.

Smelt runs occur yearly in the lower Columbia, spawning
mainly in the Washington tributaries of the Cowlitz, Lewis,
and Kalama rivers 25 to 35 miles downriver from Hayden
Island. Most years, smelt migrate past Hayden Island,
presumably bound for the Sandy River spawning ,area. Size
and occurrence of this run are unpredictable. When the run
occurs, smelt are present from December through March,
usually peaking in February. Smelt are taken by both sport
and commercial fishermen in the lower Columbia.

American shad were introduced into the Columbia River in the
~870s and since then have developed into a significant sport
fishery. spawning occurs in the lower Columbia and its
tributaries, including the Willamette, and in reservoirs
above the dams. A minimum of one million adult fish (Bonne
ville Dam counts) move past Hayden Island each year. Peak
migration occurs in June.

White sturgeon are abundant year-round throughout the main
stem lower Columbia and lower Willamette River. With the
limited recreational salmon seasons since ~973, sturgeon
have become the principal sport fish of the lower river.
They move considerable distances between feeding areas and
spawning areas and are caught throughout the year. They are"
legal to take in the sport fishery between lengths of three
to six feet (9 to 20 years of age). An estimated 729 stur
geon were caught by Oregon anglers in the Hayden Island area
in ~985 (King, 1986).

None of the economically important anadromous species are
known to spawn in the Oregon Slough or Columbia River in the
area of Hayden Island. Although not specifically reported,
potential sturgeon spawning and feeding areas may exist off
the island, particularly in the Oregon Slough.

No specific data are available concerning actual use of the
waters off Hayden Island for rearing or feeding by juvenile
migratory species. However, an estimated 50 million to
~OO million juveniles migrate past the island each year,
along with at least an equal number of juvenile shad. The
main downstream migration of the salmonids and smelt occurs
in April, May, and June. In October and November, another
migration peak occurs which is comprised of juvenile shad
and hatchery releases of spring chinook smolts. Juvenile
sturgeon are in the area year-round.
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Warmwater and Nongame Fish

Warmwater game and nongame fish are also abundant in.the
lower Columbia and its backwaters and sloughs, and a variety
of species are found off Hayden Island in the mainstream
Columbia and the Oregon Slough. Fishery agencies (Fies,
1971; Durkin and McCortnell,1973) and PGE (1975) have
sampled waters similar to those off Hayden Island, both
upstream and downstream of the island. Gill net and beach
seine catches of game fish included yellow perch, . white
crappie, black crappie, bluegill, largemouth bass, small
mouth bass, black bullhead, yellow bullhead, brown bull
heads, and mountain whitefish. Nongame species included
carp, largesucker, chiselmouth, peamouth, squawfish, lamprey,
trout-perch, stickleback, sculpins, starry flounder, and
shiners. Walleye have reportedly been caught by sport
fishermen downstream from the project site, artd populations
possibly occur near Hayden Island.

The Oregon Slough in the planned development area is
suitable habitat for warmwater fishes. Tall grasses, fallen
and overhanging trees, dolphins, and log rafts provide cover
along much of the shoreline; and current velocity is less
than that off the north shore.

The slough's littoral zone is characterized by a variety of
habitat types which are conducive to warmwater fishes. The
shoreline is irregular with small inlets with mud, clay, and
rock banks. The bottom gradient varies from about 5:1 to
2:1 to depths of 20 feet. The bottom substrate is also
varied with mud, silt, rocks, and debris fourtd in various
combinations.

The varied physical nature of the littoral zone provides
spawning areas for mostwarmwater species. Preferred
spawning depths from 2 to 10 feet are available with rock
and gravel substrate for smallmouth bass; mud, silt, and
debris for largemouth bass, sunfish, and perch. Aquatic
vegetation is limited.

Most of the warmwater species are year-round inhabitants of
the area, spawning in the spring when the water temperature
reaches about 60°F. They are active throughout the summer
months, preferring shallow and backwater areas. They are
inactive during the winter When they are found in the deeper
areas of the river. The Hayden Island area, especially the
Oregon Slough, supports a recreational fishery on most of
the warmwater game fishes listed above.

No threatened or endangered fish species have been reported
from the lower Columbia near Hayden Island.
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B. Benthic Organisms

Benthic organism (primarily invertebrate) populations in the
substrate of any body of water are important to fish produc
tion and are a necessary component of the aquatic ecosystem.
The lower Columbia River system supports a variety of
benthic organisms, which are a significant food source for
both juveniles and adults of many resident and migratory
fish species. Quantity and distribution of these organisms
in the river is determined to a great extent by type of
substrate.

Benthic invertebrates were sampled off Hayden Island in
April, May, and July 1984. Appendix C-8 contains a list of
organisms found in the substrate at that time and others
which have been reported from the lower Columbia. Similar
species were found off both sides of the island, with sub
strate composition affecting the population size at any
given area. Dominant organisms in the substrate were amphi
pods, oligochaetes, and Diptera larvae (ie, Chironomidae,
ceratopogonidae). Other organisms present were Ephem
eroptera, Odonata, Nematoda, Polychaeta, Pelecypoda, and
lamprey.

Substrate composition of the Oregon Slough and Columbia
River adjacent to Hayden Island at various depths is pre
sented in Figure 3.2-VI. Generally, substrate off the north
side of the island (channel) consists of sand, pebbles, and
cobbles; whereas, the south side surface substrate is mainly
silt/mud and detritus near the shore. Small amounts of
detritus also occur in the substrate at the western end of
the north side.

Figure 3.2-VI and Table 3.2-VII show the mean number of
organisms present in the substrate (10- to 40-foot depth)
during the four-month sampling period. The substrate off
the proposed development area (sand, pebbles, and cobbles)
supports the least number of organisms (143-597/m2). Off
the south shore and western end of the north shore in the
slower-moving water, organisms increase to over 2,OOO/m2
due to the more stable and favorable substrate.

Sample numbers are indicative of spring and summer densities
of the organisms present in the substrate of waters adjacent
to Hayden Island. The major taxa, oligochaeta, amphipoda,
chironomidae, and ceratopogonidae, would be found in the
substrate year-round, with seasonal trends of abundance. In
1984, peak densities of oligochaeta and ceratopogonidae
occurred in the summer and that of chironomidae in the
spring. Amphipod densities did not fluctuate significantly.
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Table 3.2-VII

• BENTHIC INVERTEBRATES (No. 1m2 ) IN RELATION TO DEPTH
HAYDEN ISLAND,1984

South Shore I North Shore
Transect 1 2 3 4 5 6

Depth Month

April 1530 980 1480 940 2350 430

10' May 1586 1522 2108 750 240

July 283 2174 2652 1620" 690 1120

April 2173 2820 2020 1850 2100 440

20' May 1044 3370 2501 90 250

July 718 1348 1043 1460 550 1010

April 2540 700 110 0

40' May 87 391 2108 250 260

July 131 260 564 1420 1490 170

• ,
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C. Zooplankton

Zooplankton are also an important link in the aquatic food
chain and are a major food source for juveniles of many fish
species (including salmonids). The zooplankton of the
Columpia Riv~r (Appendix C-9) are comprised of at least six
maj orl:axonomic groups, each of which shows jleasonal .t!'"fmds
of abundance.

Total densities are generally greatest in late spring and
summer and lowest in December, January, and February. Of
the Cladocerans, Bosmina and Daphnia are the major species
and occur year-round, with peaks in July and August.
Asplanchna, Brachionus, and Keratella are the dominant
rotifers, occurring mainly from January through July. The
Calanoid and cyclopoid copepods are present year-round.

3.2.4 Threatened or Endangered species

A review of the West Hayden ~sland project site by the U.s. Fish and
Wildlife Service indicates no listed, proposed, or candidate threatened
or endangered species occur on-site (Appendix C-10). The Oregon Rare
and Endangered Plant Species Task Force, in an interim report to the
Oregon State Land Board (Siddall et al., 1979), lists Riverbank
Sagewort (Artemisia lindleyana) as "very rare and endangered in both
Oregon and washington". This species occurs on West Hayden Island
primarily east of the project'site. More recent distribution data
compiled by The Nature Conservancy (Appendix C-2) reveals, however,
that many new populations have been discovered and Riverbank Sagewort
(also known as Riverbank Wormwood) is more abundant than previously
known. This species has consequently been delisted in both Oregon and
Washington.

Bald Eagles, a threatened species, winter in small numbers on Sauvie
Island (about three miles from the project site). No eagles have been
observed on West Hayden Island to date but may occasionally use the
area for perching. In view of the industrial activity in the vicinity
of the project site and Bald Eagle sensitivity to such activity, West
Hayden Island is not an important wintering area for this species.
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3.3 Social and Economic setting

3.3.1 Land Use and community Characteristics

A. Community Characteristics

Portland is situated at the confluence of the Willamette
River and Columbia River, approximately 105 miles upstream
from the mouth of the Columbia River. It is the end of the
authorized 40-foot shipping channel. It is the largest city
in Oregon, with a 1982 population of approximately 368,000.
The 1982 population of the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan
area was approximately 1,325,000; this includes the popula
tions of Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, and Yamhill
counties in Oregon and Clark County in Washington.

Portland is served by a port with international access as
well as a good internal transportation system. Portland
International Airport also provides an important transporta
tion link, carrying nearly 4,000,000 passengers and over
50,000 tons of cargo annually; it has an average daily
arrival and departure of 285 aircraft by 13 scheduled air
lines.

North Portland

West Hayden Island is adjacent to the North Portland commu- %
nity; the major transportation routes to the island pass
through the northeast corner of those neighborhoods.
Table 3.3-1 provides a statistical profile of this area in
comparison to the remainder of Portland.

There has been a significant level of improvement in the
community over the past 15 years. This has been produced by
a combination of factors. One of the most important has been
the development of a strong neighborhood association: the
North Portland citizens' Committee. This is an umbrella
organization for smaller neighborhood associations in the
area. Projects in the North Portland area have included a
revitalization of the st. Johns business district, street
improvements and paving, and a crime-prevention program. The
Portland Development Commission's Community Development Block
Grant Program has been used to rehabilitate a %ignificant
number of homes in the area.
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Table 3.3-I

NORTH PORTLAI!ID DEMOGRAPHICS, LAI!ID, AN!lZONING

DEMOGRAPHICS

TOTAL POPULATION
Percent of City

AGE
Medium Age·
Percent Over 60
Percent Under 18

DENSITY
Population/Acre
population/Residential Acre

HOUSEHOLDS
Total Households
Mean Number of Persons

RACE
White
Black
American Indian, Eskimo/Aleut
Asian and Pacific Islander
Other

EMPLOYMENT
White Collar
Blue Collar
Other

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Iil-30

North
Portland Portland

1980 1980

366,383 45,456
100.,.. 12%

30.9 29.2
20% 20.,..
23% 28%

5.3 2.9
8.3 10.9

158,847 17 ,855
2.3 2.5

87% 88%
7% 6%
1% 1%
3% 2%
2% 2%

41% 29%
23% 37%
36% 34%

$20,244 $18,099
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Table 3.3-1 (concl)

NORTH PORTr.AND DEMOGRAPHICS, LAND, AND ZONING

TOTAL ACRES
Percent of City

ZONING
Single Family
Multifamily
Row Housing
Commercial
Mixed Residential/Commercial
Open Space

BUSINESS

TOTAL BUSINESS LICENSES ,
Percent of City
Manufacturing/Transportation/
Utilities
Retail ,
Miscellaneous Services
Professional Services
Wholesale
Social Services

NEW COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION
Number of Permits
Total Value (Thousands)
Percent of City Total

North
Portland Portland

1982 1982

69,346 15,468
100", 22",

42", 17",
6", 5",
3", 0",

15", 35",
13", 5",
21", 37",

24,270 1,646
lOa", 6",
31" 34'1.

23" 26"
21" 23"
9" 4"
9" 8"
7" 4"

238 48
$124,724 $29,785

100" 24",

Source: 1982 Neighborhood Information Profiles, City of Portland, 1982.
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B. surrounding Land Uses (Figure,3.3~II)

West Hayden Island

The land is currently leased for livestock grazing and is
used as a holding area for livestock being shipped through
the Portland stockyards. The lessee has recently requested
permission to construct feedlot facilities to increase the
number of cattle held and to make it into a year-round
operation.

The south shoreline is leased to Crown Zelle~bach to tie up
log rafts. There are currently facilities to hold five log:
rafts.

The north shore has been used by the Corps as an authorized
disposal area for ehannel maintenance dredging from the
Columbia River.

Vancouver

The shoreline to the north across the Columbia River is in
the City of Vancouver, Washington; it has been, developed as
a heavy industrial marine-oriented area. There are two
major groups of port facilities in the inunediate' area.
Directly across the Columbia River from the property are the
main facilities of 1<,he Port of Vancouver, USA. These facili~

ties include a large grain export facility as well as other
berths for the import and export of general cargo, neo bulks,
and dry bulk materials. The Alcoa Alumina Import Wha,rf'. ,is
on the Washington shore near EM 103, a mile downstream from
West Hayden Island. There are several private industries,
including Fort Vancouver Plywood and Boise Cascade.

Rivergate Industrial District

South of the West Hayden Island site is the Port of Port
land's Rivergate Industrial District. Development of this
area started in the early 1970s. It now contains major
public terminal facilities for automobiles, containers, and
grain. In addition to the public facilities, south River
gate is the home of Ash Grove Lime and Cement, Waterway
Terminals, and other private industrial and warehouse
development.
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Table 3.3-1 (concl)

NORTH PORTLAND DEMOGRAPHICS, LAND, AND ZONING

TOTAL ACRES
Percent of City

ZONING
Single Family
Multifamily
Row Housing
Commercial
Mixed Residential/Commercial
Open Space

BUSINESS

TOTAL BUSINESS LICENSES
Percent of City
Manufacturing/Transportation/
Utilities
Retail •
Miscellaneous Services
Professional services
Wholesale
Social services

NEW COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION
Number of Permits
Total Value (Thousands)
Percent of City Total

North
Portland Portland

1982 1982

69,346 15,468
lOOt. 22t.

42t. 17t.
6t. 5t.
3t. Ot.

1St. 35t.
13t. 5t.
21t. 37t.

24,270 1,646
lOOt. 6t.

31t. 34t.

23t. 26t.
2lt. 23t.
9t. 4t.
9t. 8t.
7t. 4t.

238 48
$124,724 $29,785

lOOt. 24t.

Source: 1982 Neighborhood Information Profiles, city of Portland, 1982.
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B. Surrounding Land Uses (Figure 3.3~II)

West Hayden Island

The land is currently leased for livestock grazing and is
used as a holding area for livestock being shipped through
the Portland stockyards. The lessee has recently requested
permission to const~ct feedlot facilities to increase the
number of cattle held and to make it into a year-round
operation.

The south shoreline is leased to Crown Ze1le~bach to tie up
log rafts. There are currently facilities to hold five log
rafts.

The north shore has been used by the Corps as an authorized
disposal area for channel maintenance dredging from the
Columbia River.

Vancouver

The shoreline to the north across the Columbia River is in
the City of Vancouver, Washington; it has been,developed as
a heavy industrial marine-oriented area. There are two
major groups of port facilities in the immediate area.
Directly across the Columbia River from the property are the
main facilities of ~he Port of Vancouver, USA. These facili
ties include a large grain export facility as well as other
berths for the import and export of general cargo, neo bulks,
and dry bulk materials. The Alcoa Alumina Import Whar,f is
on the Washington shore near RM 103, a mile downstream from
West Hayden Island. There are several private industries,
including Fort Vancouver Plywood and Boise Cascade.

Rivergate Industrial District

South of the West Hayden Island site is the Port of Port
land's Rivergate Industrial District. Development of this
area started in the early 1970s. It now contains major
public terminal facilities for automobiles, containers, and
grain. In addition to the public facilities, south River
gate is the home of Ash Grove Lime and Cement, Waterway
Terminals, and other private industrial and warehouse
development.
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Marine Drive/Suttle Road Area

The western area opposite West Hayden Island is a cluster of
mixed industrial uses. This is an older industrial area,
consisting of such industries as Morrison Oil, a container
repair facility, an auto-wrecking facility, Stauffer Chemi
cal Company, an asphalt batch plant, Albina Transfer, Merit
oil & Refining, and Pacific Coast Hardwoods. Several of
these users have been in this location for a number of years.

In addition to the industrial uses in this area, there are
two houseboat moorages on the south shore of the Oregon
Slough near the Burlington Northern Railroad bridge. These
uses exist as nonconforming uses in an area zoned M-l and
developed for heavy industrial uses.

At the eastern end of this area and opposite East Hayden
Island is a second cluster of users along Marine Drive. The
largest is a Crown Zellerbach manufacturing plant. Others
include the Portland stockyards, Portland stockyards office
building, and the Multnomah County Exposition facility.
Also in this area, along the waterfront close to the Inter
state 5 freeway, are two boat repair facilities and a Ross
Island Sand & Gravel facility.

East Hayden Island

Approximately 360 acres of the eastern portion of the island
have been developed for residential, recreation, and commer
cial and light industrial uses by Hayden Island Incorporated.
These uses include a major shopping center, two large motels,
light industrial park, a number of condominium projects, a
mobile home park, and a major marina development. This com
munity is accessed by the Hayden Island Interchange on
Interstate 5. Urban services have either been constructed
by the developer or obtained by contracting with other
service providers. It is separated from West Hayden Island
by the 20-foot berm over which the Burlington Northern
Railroad main line passes from washington to Oregon.

C. Land Use Regulations

Multnomah County and Metropolitan Service District

West Hayden Island is located in unincorporated Multnomah
County and the use of the land is regulated by the county's
comprehensive plan. The site has previously been approved
for marine industrial development uses. The provision for
urban services and the adoption of specific development
standards are part of the ongoing planning process outlined
in the Multnomah County comprehensive Plan. The site prepa
ration and filling, addressed by the permit application, is
the first item required by the county's action. Because the
local permit can be more stringent than federal, but cannot
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be less so, the first step in this process is to obtain the
Corps' permit.

on September 9, 19!J2, the Multnomah County J:l0ard.of commis
sioners unanimously adopted ordinances designating West
Hayden Islan:d as an urban area in the countyiscomprehensive
plan.. Additional policies were a<iopted relating to growth

.management and. the marine transportation system.

'!:he approval of the change was conditioned on Metro,. amendment
of the regionalUGIl to include West HaydenIsiand. Metro
unaniIl)ouslyapproved.this action in April 1983. Because this
was a major land use change; the Oregon LCDC.was required to
review the action and determine if it was consistent with
state goals, including GoalS. The conunission decided not
to hold a hearing and.thus approved the action.

In addition to approving the comprehensive plan change, the
county ~ction outlines specific conditions which will be
used in the future to evaluate and approve the specific
implementation of the plan~ These conditions are contained
in Appendix A. The county .ordinance requires a conditional
use for the placement of fill. The future deveiopmentwill
be subject to the county's significant environmental concern
zone, the subdivision ordinance, and design review at the
appropriate times .

•
City of Portland

west Hayden Island is an area to which the City of Portland
intends to provide urban. services. The city is currently
pursuing annexation of Ltsentire urban service area,
including Hayden ~sland. Detailed negotiations are under
way between th$ City and East Hayden Is,land' owners and
discussions have been held with West Hayden Island owners.
It is anticipated that Portland will be the primary urban
services provid$r and annexation will occur at some time in
the future.

Ann$xation will not change the land use r$gulations.
Special hearings by both the City of Portland Planning
Conunission and the City council must be held to adopt any
changes. The city generally holds such hearings within
about six months of the annexation and converts the. land to
the city's zone tnost closely resembling the.county·s.

3.3.2 Economic Activity

Portland

The Portland area has a well-diversifi$d .$conomy.Roughly one"quarter,..
of the employment base is in 'trade, much of which uses wat$rtranspor"'i
tation via the Columbia River's deep-Water access to the Pacific Ocean.

III-35
PSD006358



other major employment is provided by manufacturing, including recent
electronics industry development. Portland serves a variety of water
related industries, including dry-dock facilities adequate to serve up
to 100,000 tons. Portland's position as one of the major West Coast
freshwater ports provides substantial employment in terms of cargo
ingress and egress as well as marine service industries.

Waterborne commerce for the Portland area provides high rankings in
relation to the West Coast and the country. In 1980, Portland was
No. 10 in the United states for the number of annual ship calls. Port
land ranked No. 1 in the Pacific Northwest for total volume of ocean
commerce, and No. 1 on the West Coast for export tonnage and auto
imports. The total tonnage for the Portland area ranked No.3 on the
West Coast.

Impact of Port Facilities

Economic impacts of current port facilities and water-dependent indus
trial development are significant for the state and the metropolitan
region. In 1980, a total economic impact exceeding $1.2 billion was
attributed to the activities of the pUblicly owned Port of Portland.
This does not include the effects of the more than 40 private busi
nesses which operate dock facilities in the harbor.

EmplOYment and Income

Port activity generated directly or indirectly over 34,000 jobs state-•wide; more than one-third were filled by Multnomah county residents.
By the year 2000, total economic benefits are expected to exceed $3 bil
lion (1981 dollars) with employment at 76,800. Up to 1,469 of these
jobs may result from West Hayden Island development.

The Metro Industrial Lands Market Assessment forecasts an employment
range for the Portland metropolitan area between 825,000 to 1,050,000 jobs
by the year 2000. Marine industry provides high-quality employment
opportunities (average $25,000/year) and has positive secondary effects
upon the economy. Issuance of a fill permit would allow the creation
of employment opportunities which could not be created on land pres-
ently available within the Portland standard Metropolitan statistical
Area.

Development on West Hayden Island will stimulate Oregon and southwest
Washington business and provide a diversification of markets. The
improvement of the Portland ports' competitive position with other West
Coast maritime facilities would help create employment opportunities
throughout the Portland region.

3.3.3 Existing Port and Navigation Facilities

The West Hayden Island site is located on the Columbia River between
RM 104 + 1000 feet and RM 105 + 3000 feet, and at Mile 3 on the Oregon
Slough. The federally authorized 40-foot navigation channel ends at
RM 105 + 3000 feet and the entire site faces on the lower Vancouver
turning basin, which varies from 600 to 800 feet in width. The
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federally maintained channel and turning basin are on thlio' Washington
side of the river; a distance of 1,000-5,000 feet separates the
northerly shore of the subject property from the southerly limits of
the turning basin. .

A federal navigation project of 40 feet x 400 feet terminates at the
downstream end of the property at Mile 1 + 3000 feet on the Oregon
Slough. A federal channel of 20 feet x 200 feet proceeds along the
south shore of the project, terminating at Mile 3.8, upstream of the
SUbject property.

A. Government Investment

Governments at all levels have invested substantial amounts
of money in the marine transportation system associated with
the lower- and mid-Columbia River to support an increase of
foreign and domestic trade. The federal government has
created and maintained a 40-foot channel from 'Portland to
the Pacific Ocean and the upriver channel to Lewiston,
Idaho, as well as the locks on the various upriver dams in
the Columbia River. The Corps has completed deepening the
mouth of the Columbia River and is moving forward with the
construction of a new lock at Bonneville Dam in accordance
with congressional approval. The local port authorities
have invested hundreds of millions of dollars in landside
facilities to increase trade. This system supports thou
sands of businessE!S and tens of thousands of jobs in the
Northwest and Midwest regions of the country.

B. Private Sector

Moorage and dock facilities for 40 water-dependent private
manufacturers and distributors of primary and fabricated
metals, petroleum, chemicals, grain, wood and paper prod
ucts, and aggregate minerals are available in the Portland
harbor (Figure 3. 3-III and Table 3. 3-IV) . These companies
operate 41 ship berths in the harbor. Their payroll, taxes,
and other expenditures make a significant contribution to
the area's economic base. In addition to shipping and
receiving foreign goods, many of these firms also manufac
ture products for the domestic market. Ross Island Sand &
Gravel and Willamette High Grade Concrete provide products
necessary to the growth of the local area, while others (eg,
Marine Ways and FMC Corporation) build ships, ,barges, and
other marine-oriented equipment. ToWboat companies serve
other harbor users.

C. Port of Portland

The Port of Portland is responsible for marine, aeronautic,
and general industrial development within the three
metropolitan-area counties. It owns and operates five
public marine cargo terminals and a ship repair yard in the
harbor. TheagE)ncy also owns and manages larg~ portions of
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•
Table 3.3-IV

MAJOR PRIVATE WATERFRONT INDUSTRIES IN PORTLAND HARBOR

•

Firm

Ash Grove Cement
Bunge Grain
Cargill Grain*
Centennial Mills
Collier Chemical Company

(subsidiary of Union oil)
Columbia Grain*
Crowley Maritime
Dreyfus Grain
FMC Corporation
Fred Devine Salvage
GATX Petroleum
General Construction Company
Georgia-pacific
International Terminals
Kaiser Cement
Knappton Towboat
Linnton Plywood
Marine Ways
Martin Marietta Aluminum •McCall Oil
McCormick-Baxter Creosoting
Mobil/Atlantic Richfield
Northwest Natural Gas
Oregon Steel Mills
Palmco
Pennwalt Chemical
Pennwalt oil
Pennwalt Salt
Reidel International, Inc.
Ross Island Sand & Gravel
Shaver Transportation
Shell oil
Standard oil
Texaco oil
Time oil
Union oil
Waterways Terminal (2 sites)
Western Transportation
Willamette High Grade Concrete
Willamette Iron and Steel

Principal ActivitY/Commodity

Quicklime/hydrated lime
Storage and shipment/grain
Storage and shipment/grain
Flour
Urea; atml'lonia

Storage and shipment/grain
Barge moorings
Storage and shipment/grain
Shipyard/railcars
Ship salvage
Receiving dock/oil
Moorings
Wood chips
Steel and scrap
Cement
Transportation
Plywood
Boat repair
Shipment/aluminum
Receiving dock/oil
Creosote
Receiving dock/oil
Coal tar
Fabricated steel
Palm oil
Caustic soda, chlorine
Fuel oil
Salt
Moorings
Sand and gravel
Moorings
Tanker dock/oil
Tanker dock/oil
Receiving dock/oil
Receiving dock/oil
Tanker dock/oil
Barge moorings
Barge moorings
Concrete
Ship repair

•
* cargill and Columbia Grain are located at Terminals 4 and 5,

respectively, of the Port of Portland. The land and facilities are
Port of Portland facilities Which are leased to private operators on
a long-term basis.

Source: Port of Portland.
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the Rivergate Industrial District in North Portland, which
includes three large-scale container berths and one auto
import berth with backup land for automobile storage.

The Port has two major marine projects under way which will
increase the activity in the Portland harbor. The first is
the rehabilitation of the northern half of Terminal 2. The
citizens of the tri-county port district approved a $40 mil
lion general obligation bond for this project in Hay 1984..
When completed in 1987, this facility will offer a modern,
multipurpose terminal that will accommodate containers, .
ro-ro, pass/pass, break bulk, and neo-bulk vessels with two
modern ship berths, 18 acres of paved storage, a new crane,
and other cargo~handling facilities.

The Port is also undertaking a master plan study to expand
its Terminal 6 container facilities.

According to Port data, more than 350 commodities are
imported and exported through Port facilities by more than
4,000 local firms; 90 percent of these are small companies
which ship less than 1,000 tons annually. In 1980, the
Port's marine terminals generated approximately $500 million
in primary economic impacts. If the secondary and tertiary
impacts are included, the total economic benefits are esti
mated to exceed $1.2 billion. More than 34 percent of this
amount is retained'in Hultnomah county.

D. Port of Vancouver

The Port of Vancouver owns and operates a variety of
facilities, as well as leasing land to private facilities.
Products which are imported through the Port of Vancouver
include alumina ore (by Alcoa), dry and liquid bUlks, iron
and steel, wood products, and automobiles. Exports include
grain, dry and liquid bulks, aluminum, wood products, and
containerized malt. The Port of Vancouver is looking toward
modernizing its existing facilities and in the long-term
toward expanding by constructing new facilities on a down
river site.

3.3.4 Land Transportation

Two primary ground transportation elements are considered essential to
effective marine industrial development of. West Hayden Island: rail
service and truck and automobile access. Transit service may be desir_
able to maintain the functional capability of the truck and auto system.

A. Rail Access

Three tL'anscontinental ,railroad .lines serve the lowerColum,..
bia River in thePortland,..Vancouver. area: BurlingtonNorth~

ern, Union Pacific, and Southern Pacific.
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A double-track main line of the Burlington Northern Railroad
traverses the eastern edge of West Hayden Island. It is
financially feasible to construct a major spur to extend rail

. fa.cilities "along the full length of this property, ineludirrg
construction of a loop track system for unit trains for bulk
commodities on individual sites. Space is available for
switching yards as needed. Competitive rail service from the
Burlington Northern and Union Pacific railroads is available.

B. Highway Access

Regional and local roadway systems serving the island are
shown in Figure 3.3-V. Major interstate routes include
Interstate 5 (north-south), Interstate 84 (east), and U.S.
Highway 26 (east-west). Interstates 205 and 405 provide
beltline routes around the metropolitan area.

The existing private road and narrow railroad underspan which
provide access between the east and west end of Hayden Island
are currently a significant constraint to urban development.
The Multnomah County land use approvals for West Hayden
Island require the construction of a new bridge across the
Oregon Slough to connect West Hayden Island with Marine Drive
and North Portland Road.

The eastern portion of Hayden Island is served by Tri-Met.
Service could b~ extended to the western portion when suffi
cient development occurs. The transportation management
program required by the Multnomah County land use approvals
will examine and implement improved transit facilities and
services as necessary to assure a well-balanced system.

C. Proposed Transportation Modifications

Interstate 5

The Oregon Slough Bridge Project, which includes widening the
bridge to four lanes in each direction, is under construction
by the Oregon State Highway Division and will be completed by
1987. Improvements to the Marine Drive interchange are not
scheduled until after the bridge is completed. The state
also plans to restripe Interstate 5 to six lanes in the
vicinity of the Portland Boulevard interchange.

Interstate 205

When Interstate 205 was opened to traffic in 1983, traffic
volumes on Interstate 5 and over the Interstate 5 Bridge
decreased. However, it is expected that traffic will
approach the former volume in the future. Although the
effect of Interstate 205 on Interstate 5 truck traffic is not
known, it is probable that some trucks traveling nonstop
through Portland will avoid Interstate 5 during peak hours of
traffic congestion by using Interstate 205.
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Marine Drive

In a recent analysis of access to the Rivergate Industrial
District, the Port of Portland anticipates that Marine Drive
and North Portland Road will be adequate until about 1987.
The City of Portland is currently developing an environmental
impact statement for Marine Drive improvements between River
gate and the 1-5 freeway. The alternatives are being designed
to include a bridge from West Hayden Island to the Oregon
mainland. It is anticipated that the document will be com
pleted in 1987.

Columbia Boulevard

Traffic signals along Columbia Boulevard are scheduled to be
installed by the City of Portland to provide access to and
from the roadway and control speed. The city also is devel
oping methods to reduce the impact of industrial traffic on
nearby residential neighborhoods. A proposal to provide a
left-turn lane from eastbound Columbia Boulevard to North
Portland Road is intended to encourage industrial traffic to
use Columbia Boulevard.

North Portland Road

This street links Columbia Boulevard with Marine Drive and
the entrance to the north Rivergate Industrial District. No
capital improvem~nts are planned at the present time.

D. Regional Traffic Forecasts

In 1982, Metro forecast year 2000 afternoon peak-hour traffic
volumes for the major roadways in a recommended transporta
tion system and committed system for the region. At that
time, west Hayden Island was outside of the regional UGB, and
it was not forecast to generate any traffic. An independent
traffic study and a traffic management study were completed
as part of the land-use action. That study showed that with
programmed traffic improvements, a new bridge, and a traffic
management program, the system could handle the traffic
generated by the development of West Hayden Island.

Metro recently updated the forecast to the year 2005. West
Hayden Island was included, but the model was not tested for
full development of the island.

3.3.5 Utilities'

While there are few urban services and facilities on the western part of
the island, a full complement is available on the eastern portion.
These have been developed by Hayden Island, Inc. through contracts with
Multnomah County, the City of Portland, private entities, and special
service districts. Multnomah County regulations ensure that no develop
ment of West Hayden Island would occur without proper services.
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The alternative methods available to provide such services would be to
(a) develop independent systems similar to those servicing East Hayden
Island, (b) connect into and expand East Hayden Island facilities, or
(c) annex and receive services from the city of Portland. Discussions
are currently under way with the City of Portland concerning the provi
sion of services should the island be annexed to the city.

Electrical service to East Hayden Island is provided by PGE from a sub
station on the western portion of the island. Electrical service to
West Hayden Island would be available by extension. of transmission lines
from the substation. Northwest Natural Gas Company supplies gas to East
Hayden Island through a pipeline under the Oregon Slough Bridge. Such a
line could be extended to West Hayden Island. Telephone service can be
provided by Pacific Northwest Bell through a line extension from East
Hayden Island.

Water for fire protection and other uses on East Hayden Island is sup
plied from two wells. The water-bearing characteristics of West Hayden
Island suggest that adequate well water is available in the area.

East Hayden Island has its own sewage treatment facilities, and storm
sewer runoff is discharged directly into the Columbia River. West
Hayden Island could either expand and use treatment facilities existing
on the eastern portion of the island or could construct similar facili
ties or connect to sanitary sewer lines in Portland upon annexation.

Existing public facilities and services within the vicinity of Hayden
Island are illustrated in Figure 3.3-VI.

Submarine cable and pipeline areas are identified in the vicinity of. the
railroad bridge. No work will be accomplished within 600 feet of the
bridge on the Columbia River and within 1,200 feet on the Oregon Slough
to assure no impact or conflict due to the proposed dredging.

The City of Portland main sewer outfall from the Columbia Boulevard
treatment plant passes across the east end of the project, and special
care must be taken both during filling and construction to protect this
facility.

The BPA and Pacific Power & Light Company electric transmission lines
crossing the west end of the project area will need to be protected,
especially the base of the towers and the minimum clearance to the lines.

3.3.6 Aesthetics

West Hayden Island is undeveloped property surrounded by urban develop
ment. Ships frequently anchor off the north shore, which faces a vari
ety of Vancouver industries. The south shore of the island similarly
faces existing marine industrial development. The Rivergate Industrial
District with Terminal 6 and two port sites designed for future develop
ment will have a view of the West Hayden Island marine industrial
development.
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Approximately 50 percent of the island itself is covered with cottonwood/
ash woodland. On the north shore, the dredge spoils have created a sandy
beach with the tree cover set back 200-400 feet. On the south shore, the
trees are up to the water's 'edge. There is a 5- to 10-foot'drop from the
island into the water along the south shore.

The existing view from the water for both commercial and recreational
water traffic is heavy marine industrial development on both the Oregon
and washington shores and a natural landscape on Hayden Island. West
Hayden Island creates a visual break between the two shorelines. The
users most significantly affected by development are the houseboat
moorages on the Oregon shore in the Suttle Road industrial area.

The trees on the island are also visible in the background from East
Hayden Island and from the Interstate 5 Bridge. This view is primarily
treetops over the top of commercial and industrial development.

3.3.7 Noise

Ambient sound level measurements were conducted on West Hayden Island to
characterize the existing noise environment. These data provide a base
line for measurement of noise levels produced by future development.
Measurement locations utilized for this testing are illustrated on
Figure 3.3-VII. Measurement results and a review of Oregon and Washing
ton noise regulations are in Appendix D-6.

The measured ambient sound Jevels for both daytime and nighttime were
produced by a variety of industrial facilities on both the Washington and
Oregon sides of the Columbia River. The Port of Portland's Terminal 6 is
a major contributor to the overall sound level. On the Washington shore
line, port activities, including a grain elevator and several dock facil
ities, produce most of the ambient sounds measured on the north side of
Hayden Island. Burlington Northern Railroad tracks have a significant
effect on Hayden Island sound characteristics. These railroad tracks
provide north/south access for the Burlington Northern, Union Pacific,
and Amtrak railroads. Trains pass through this area at regular intervals
during the day and night.

Sound levels are intermittently increased by the approach and takeoff of
commercial airliners at PIA. Hayden Island lies directly below the pri
mary corridors for air traffic in and out of the airport. Aside from the
train passage and airplane noises, the ambient noise on Hayden Island
could be best described as a continuous industrial noise. Very little of
the noise can be directly attributed to a single source.

3.3.8 Recreation

PGE's property on West Hayden Island is secured by a locked gate to pro
tect the livestock and is not accessible to the public for recreational
use. Recreational boaters occasionally use the beaches for picnicking.
The property is not otherwise available for outdoor recreation.
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A significant need for recreational land in Multnomah County, particu
larly water-related sites, has been identified by the state of Oregon.
Other sites, such as smith/Bybee lakes, the columbia River shoreline
from Northeast 33rd to the Sandy River, Oaks Bottom, Blue Lake Park, Ross
Island, and Vancouver Lake can meet these needs. No public jurisdiction
has indicated an interest in acquiring West Hayden Island properties from
the private owners.

No wilderness areas, historic sites, or cultural sites have been identi
fied. There are no potential state recreation trails or federal and
state scenic waterways on the property.

According to the Portland Metropolitan Area Waterways Development Plan
(November 1980), there is a:

. . . need to protect commercial shipping facilities in the
upper reaches of this river zone (essentially the area
between 1-5 and the mouth of the Willamette, including ter
minals and the deep-draft anchorage area) from incompatible
uses. Throughout the reach, channel navigation by both
ships and tows must also be protected. A combination of
effective marine law enforcement and an effective boater
education program will allow continued safe operation of
both commercial and recreational craft. There are few
opportunities for development of boating facilities . . .

The report encourages the City of Portland to adopt provisions:
•

which disallow any further development of recreational
boating access facilities (launching ramps and moorages) in
the commercial harbor between the Steel Bridge and the
mouth of the Willamette River and between the mouth of the
Willamette and the railroad bridge over the Oregon Slough
(North Portland Harbor).

Existing recreational use of this section of the river will continue;
however, it has not been identified as a portion of the Portland
metropolitan-area waterways which should be further developed or
enhanced.

3.3.9 Cultural Resources

A cultural resources evaluation was made of the project site by
David V. Ellis of Willamette Associates, and a detailed report was
published in March 1986. The following is quoted from the executive
summary of the report:

The existing area environment is one of ash - cottonwood
woodlands on higher ground and natural grasslands and
pasture in old sloughs and on artificial land. This
reflects the picture of the island as recorded in the early
nineteenth century - a mosaic of woodlands, meadows, and old
channels with ponds and marshes. The native resources in
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the area include a variety of small and large game, water
fowl, and abundant runs of fish in the Columbia. Since the
early twentieth century, the island's form has been sub
stantially modified by the construction of spur dikes,
dredged spoils, and human efforts to change the adjacent
channels.

Archeological research has indicated human settlement in the
Portland Basin extends back in time at least 3,000 years and
possibly 6,000-9,000 years. The islands of the Columbia
were important centers of settlement, but there is no known
evidence for prehistoric settlement on Hayden Island. The
ethnohistoric data depicts the island area as the home of an
affluent Chinookan culture; however, this information also
provides only a brief reference to native use of Hayden
Island: that reference is to an outside group in the final
years of the aboriginal era. An 1850's farmstead was the
first Euro-American settlement of Hayden Island. This farm
was short-lived, and the project area soon developed its
present use - as a holding area for livestock being marketed
in Portland.

The field study of the project site recorded no significant
evidence of either prehistoric or historic occupation. It
is likely that there was limited native use of the island,
producing little archeological data. There was no evidence
of the Hayden farmstead, although its site is in the project
area. The historical record has been lost to later develop
ment, especially dredged disposal. It is concluded that no
significant cultural resources would be affected by the
proposed development. No further work is reconunended at
this time.

The state historic preservation office has reviewed the report and
submitted the following conunent:

"We feel that no cultural resources of national register
potential have been identified which are likely to be
impacted by this project. We therefore feel that Public
Law 89-665 and Executive Order 11593 have been complied with
and the proJect may go forward as planned."
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Physical Environment

4.1.1 Geology, Soils, Topography

Geology and Soils

Alternative A

The subsurface geology and subsurface soils will remain intact
except in the excavated basin area (Alternatives A and B).
Sandy material dredged from the river and from the project site
itself will be placed over the top of existing soils. The fill
will vary in depth from 4 feet to 20 feet. Because of their
composition, the dredged materials will have a limited ability
to support vegetation.

A 64.4-acre basin will be created in the southeast quadrant of
the project site to a depth of -45 feet CRD. Recent soil tests
at this location indicate that sandy material extends to a depth
of at least -60 feet CRn.

Alternative B

A smaller or shallower basin would be created, and 132.3 acres
of land around the basin would be left unchanged.

Alternative C

Under Alternative C the north shore would be filled and approxi
mately 194 acres of the south side would be left unchanged.

No Action

The soils would be unchanged.

Topography

Alternative A

Nearly all the project site would be covered with fill material.
A 64.4-acre basin in the southeast corner of the site would be
excavated to provide a source of fill. A perimeter levee would
be constructed and the interior areas filled to a minimum
elevation of +24 feet NGVD.

No filling or dredging would occur between elevation -20 feet caD
and +10 feet NGVD.

Alternative B

This development plan features a 40-acre basin in the south
eastern portion of the project site. An estimated 132.3 acres
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surrounding the basin would not be developed and would remain in
its present condition. The remainder of the site would be
filled to a minimum of +24 feet NGVD with a perimeter levee.

Alternative C

About 194 acres along the Oregon Slough would stay in a natural
condition. The remaining area would feature a perimeter levee
with the interior filled to a minimum elevation of +24 feet NGVD.

No Action.

The soils would remain unchanged.

Fill Material Sources

Alternative A

The dredged material would come from the north access channel,
the turning basin, and the Oregon Slough, which would provide
approximately 2 mcy of fill material. The excavated 64.4-acre
basin in the southeast quadrant of the island would provide
6.5 mcy of fill material.

Alternative B

This plan would have the same impact as Alternative A except it
would require only 4 mcy from the basin.

Alternative C

Alternative C would require a total of 6.5 mcy of material.
There are 2 mcy available from the river. There is no known
source for the remaining 4.5 mcy required.

No Action.

If this permit request is denied, the site will remain in its
present land configuration. In the long-term, conditions could
be changed by the continued use of the site for disposal of
dredged material, and the south shoreline will continue to be
impacted by erosion from the river.

4.1.2 Floodplain Loss

Alternatives A, B, and C

The applicant has completed a hydraulic model analysis of the proposed
action. utilizing the HEC-2 model and previous floodplain studies for
this area, it was determined the fill on Hayden Island will not signif
icantly increase flood heights in the area. The base flood water sur
face was computed with and without the proposed fill. The increased
water elevation because of the fill would comply with Federal Emergency
Management Agency criteria.

(
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No Action

If this permit request is denied, the site will not be filled as
proposed in the development plan. However, portions of the site may
continue to be used as disposal areas for material dredged from the
Columbia River navigation channel.

4.1.3 Water and Sediment Quality

Alternative A

Short-term turbidities, reduced oxygen near the dredge head, and down
stream deposition of resuspended bottom sediments would be expected
during the dredging process in the Columbia River. No expected changes
would occur to water temperatures from dredging activities. The dredged
material would be disposed of on the project site.

During basin excavation parallel to the shoreline, a berm or dike would
be maintained. Keeping the shoreline intact to the end of the process
would reduce and contain the turbid waters as runoff from fill place
ment occurs on-site. The shoreline between the basin and the.Oregon
Slough would then be removed and dredged to a depth of up to
-45 feet CRD. While this is in progress, there would be a short-term
degradation of water quality from turbidity, suspended solids, and some
reduced dissolved oxygen near the dredge head as bottom sediments are
resuspended.

Dredged material from the Columbia River would contain primarily fine
to coarse-grain sand (Dames and Moore, 1985). Because sand has a low
affinity for accumulating trace metals, concentrations sufficient
enough to cause adverse impacts are not expected. Sediment samples
collected in the Oregon Slough will be analyzed for particle size to
determine settling requirements of the finer constituents, including
silt and clay.

During disposal of dredged materials on land, temporary berms, dikes,
or other containments would be constructed to allow for settling of
suspended particles. This would preclude direct runoff of any turbid
waters into the Columbia River or the Oregon Slough. However, some
short-term slight degradation of along-shore water would likely occur.

The long-term maintenance of the navigation channels along the north
and south shores of the project will have the same effects on water
quality as those addressed in maintaining existing navigational
channels (Corps, 1975a , b).

Throughout the general Portland harbor and the port areas of Vancouver
and Portland, there exist many paved parking areas and rooftops which
drain into the Columbia River with and without containment systems. At
present there are no site-specific regulatory requirements for these
nonpoint sources from urbanization and industrialization, as long as
erosion is not occurring (Oregon Administrative Rule 340-41-026). Oil
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spills are regulated by the EPA (40 CFR 110, 112) and. the U;S. Coast
Guard (33 CFR 145-157). The Oregon DEQ does not require waste treat
ment for storm runoff. If specific industries which operate on the
developed properties store hazardous wastes or have wastewater dis
charges, these would be regulated by the Oregon DEQ on a case-by-case
basis.

Alternative B

Environmental effects would be decreased in that only a 40-acre basin
is required to provide fill for the project site.

Alternative C

Water quality impacts would be limited to the Columbia River dredging
of the access channel and turning basin. The south side property would
not be developed.

No Action

There would be no major changes in existing conditions. Routine
along~shore dredging to maintain existing navigational channels would
continue. Short-term water quality degradation during dredging would
occur. Some additional fill material may be placed on West Hayden
Island at established dredged material disposal sites. If West Hayden
Island is used for disposal, some short-term runoff from dredged
materials may occur, which adversely impacts water quality of the
Columbia during the deposition process. Increased turbidity and
suspended materials would cause these short-term water quality problems.

4.1.4· Air Quality

Alternatives A, B, and C

The proposed development plans address future land. use changes on West
Hayden Island and do not directly address new construction of air
contaminant emission sources. New industries would be attracted based
on the development plan and would provide potential for new emission
source growth. The types of new sources would be limited to marine
industrial activity.

Because no new emission sources are specifically identified within the
proposed plans, it is not possible to determine future air quality
effects. A review of federal and Oregon state air quality regulations
was performed to reveal possible compliance requirements for new
sources on West Hayden Island. The results of the review indicate that
new source growth is possible, but potential sources must comply with
the regulations presented in Appendix B-2. This review is presented in
Appendix B-3.

No Action

No change to air quality would occur if the proposed "development is not
implemented.

I
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4.2 Biological Environment

4.2.1 Terrestrial Species and Habitat

A. Vegetation

Alternative A

The proposed marine industrial development alternative would
result in the loss of 488 acres of vegetation (Table 4.2-1).
Alternative A maximizes the use of the project site for
development (7.9 acres undeveloped). Alternative A would
require some form of off-site mitigation to compensate for
habitat value losses.

Removal of vegetation and filling the project area would
occur over a 10- to 20-year period in four development
phases. The first phase would occur in the north and
eastern areas of the project site. These areas consist of
primarily dredged material and meadow habitat which have
relatively low wildlife use. Habitat value impacts in
relation to wildlife are discussed in Section 4.2.1(C).

Alternative B

Approximately 132 acres surrounding a 40-acre excavated
basin would remain in a natural condition. Removal of
vegetation and filling the project area would occur in three
development phases. The first phase, as in Alternative A,
would occur in the north and eastern areas of the project
site.

Alternative C

Only the northern portion of the project site (302 acres)
would be subject to clearing and filling. Two development
phases are proposed, beginning with the northeastern portion
of the site.

No Action

The project site will likely be subject to increased live
stock grazing. To improve the capacity for grazing, approxi
mately 150 acres of cottonwood/ash habitat would be removed
and converted to pasture or meadow habitat.

B. Wildlife

Alternative A

Wildlife would be directly affected by the loss of habitat
resulting from marine industrial development. Nearly all
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Table 4.2-I

ESTIMATE OF HABITAT (ACRES) DEVELOPED AND REMAINING
UNDER THE THREE MARINE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

Development Alternative

A B C

Habitat Tvtle (Acres) Develotled Remaininl!. Develotled Remainine: Develotled Remainine:

Wooded Wetland (32) 29 3 24 8 3 29

Herbaceous Wetland (48) 48 0 43 5 43 5

Meadow (95) 95 0 60 35 52 43

Cottonwood/Ash (228) 227 1 148 80 114 114

Dredge Material (77) 73 4 73 4 74 3

i"

Beach (16) 16 0 16 0 16 0

Total (496) 488 8 364 132 302 194

(

(
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habitat would be removed by the implementation of Alter
native A. The area would no longer be available to most
wildlife species currently on-site. The plan would require
off-site mitigation.

wildlife in undeveloped areas west (232 acres) and east
(18 acres) of the project site may also be indirectly
affected by the proposed development. wildlife species with
relatively large home ranges would be most affected by
reduced habitat. Although required habitat constituents are
present for many species, smaller isolated areas are often
not used by wildlife as much as a larger area of the same
habitat.

A marine industrial development on West Hayden Island would
reduce the acreage of habitat for Great Blue Herons in the
region and thus may affect the success of the nearby rookery
and preclude extension of the rookery to West Hayden Island.
In view of the number of natural areas in the immediate
vicinity (eg, West Delta park, Smith/Bybee lakes, Sauvie
Island, and Vancouver Lake), this may be considered a minor
impact. However, results of the HEP process indicate a
relatively high value of the site to this species (ie,
HSI = 0.88).

Alternative B

Habitat losses are less extensive (132 acres undeveloped)
than in Alternative A; however, wildlife residing in the
remaining habitat may be affected by human activity in
adjacent developed areas.

Alternative C

Habitat losses are less extensive (194 acres undeveloped)
than in Alternatives A and B; however, wildlife residing in
the remaining habitat may be affected by human activity in
adjacent developed areas.

No Action

The removal of approximately 150 acres of cottonwood/ash
habitat for increased grazing capacity would result in
negative impacts to species dependent on this w90ded habitat
(eg, Northern oriole, Townsend's Chipmunk). However, the
expanded meadow areas would benefit small mammal species
such as the Townsend's Vole and improve the feeding oppor
tunities for the Red-tailed Hawk.

C. Habitat Impact Analysis

Results of the habitat evaluation study conducted on the
project site in 1985 can be used to determine the impact of
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the three proposed development alternatives. No action
habitat conditions (ie, grazing) are compared to predicted
future habitat conditions at predetermined target years.
Target Year 0 represents baseline conditions; Target Year 1
represents the first year land use is expected to change;
and other target years are selected up to the completion of
the proposed action or the end of the economic life of the
action. The economic life of the proposed marine industrial
development on West Hayden Island is assumed· to be 40 years
for analysis purposes.

Using the same HSI models, the area of available habitat and
HSIs is estimated for each evaluation species, and future
target year HUs are determined for each target year and
annualized by summing the HUs throughout the analysis period
and dividing by the number of years in that period (ie,
40 years). This results in Average Annual Habitat Units
(AAHU). Annualization of HUs facilitates the comparison of
the three alternative actions for impact assessment.

Table 4.2-II depicts the net changes in AAHUs, comparing the
three marine industrial alternatives with the no action (ie,
grazing) alternative for West Hayden Island. The degree of
adverse effects on habitat and its associated wildlife is a
function of the amount of land developed. As a consequence,
Alternative A would have the greatest net negative impact to
all evaluation species, whereas Alternative C would result
in net losses of AAHUs for only 6 of the 10 evaluation
species.

Small differences in impacts to Great Blue Herons exist
between the development alternatives. Although 143 acres of
cottonwood/ash and wooded wetland remain undeveloped in
Alternative C, for example, human disturbance adjacent to
these natural areas significantly reduces the habitat value
to herons. Full development (Alternative A) actually
decreases the net loss of habitat value by about six AAHUs
because habitat loss with phased development occurs over a
greater period of time.

The Red-tailed Hawk utilizes all the habitat types on West
Hayden Island (wooded areas for perching and nesting; open
areas for feeding). As a result, this species would be the
most affected in terms of AAHUs lost for each development
alternative. The size of Red-tailed Hawk home ranges
depends on the quality and distribution (interspersion) of
habitat· types utilized. Hawks occupying primarily wooded
areas have larger home ranges than hawks living in areas of
scattered woods interspersed with open areas for hunting
(Petersen, 1979). The West Hayden Island HSI for this
species is 0.78, indicating fairly good habitat conditions.
In view of Red-tailed Hawk home range requirements [ie,
298 minimum average (Petersen, 1972»), the project site has

(
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Table 4.2-II

NET CHANGE IN AAHUs
COMPARING WEST HAYDEN ISLAND DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

WITH THE NO ACTION (GRAZING) ALTERNATIVE

AAHUs AAHUs Net
Species Alternative A No Development Change

Great Blue Heron 17.72 70.64 -52.92
Wood Duck 0.26 1.60 -1.34
Red-tailed Hawk 29.17 475.07 -445.89
Downy Woodpecker 15.46 40.14 -24.68
Yellow Warbler 1.55 6.48 -4.93
Common Ye11owthroat 2.01 6.72 -4.71
American Goldfinch 13.98 262.87 -248.90
Brush Rabbit 3.35 14.09 -10.74
Townsend's Vole 5.80 191.50 -185.70
Pacific Treefrog 36.67 351.49 -314.82

AAHUs AAHUs Net
Species Alternative B No Development Change

Great Blue Heron 17.78 70.64 -52.87
Wood Duck 0.15 1.60 -1.45
Red-tailed Hawk 90.81 475.07 -384.25
Downy Woodpecker 49.44 40.14 9.30
Yellow Warbler 6.10 6.48 -0.39
Common Ye11owthroat 7.84 6.72 1.13
American Goldfinch 35.62 262.87 -227.26
Brush Rabbit 12.84 14.09 -1.25
Townsend's Vole 30.43 191.50 -161.07
Pacific Treefrog 124.90 351.49 -226.59

AAHUs AAHUs Net
Species Alternative C No Development Change

Great Blue Heron 11.56 70.64 -59.08
Wood Duck 1.45 1.60 -0.15
Red-tailed Hawk 113.13 475.07 -361. 94
Downy Woodpecker 74.06 40.14 33.92
Yellow Warbler 8.51 6.48 2.02
Common Ye11owthroat 9.43 6.72 2.72
American Goldfinch 39.83 262.87 -223.04
Brush Rabbit 18.35 14.09 4.26
Townsend's Vole 35.00 191.50 -156.50
Pacific Treefrog 174.16 351. 49 -177.33
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the capacity to support one pair, possibly two pairs, of
hawks. consequently, development activities on West Hayden
Island will adversely ·affect up to two breeding pair.
Limited feeding areas will be available to Red-tailed Hawks
with Alternatives Band C, but the remaining undeveloped
land would not totally provide all habitat needs.

Increasing the grazing capacity of the project site will
directly benefit wildlife species that utilize meadow habi
tat. The HEP results reflect this condition for evaluation
species that occur in this habitat type. All life requisites
are provided to the Townsend's Vole and the Pacific Treefrog,
whereas expanded feeding opportunities are provided to the
Red-tailed Hawk and American Goldfinch. Because habitat
conditions would be improved for these species without the
proposed development, marine industrial development would
result in the greatest net loss of AAHUs.

4.2.2 Aquatic Species and Habitat

Alternative A

Development of West Hayden Island will result in an overall reduction
of suitable habitat for aquatic organisms of adjacent waters. Impacts
on fishes and invertebrates would be of short- and long-term duration.
Impacts in general would result from (1) initial dredging operations
and resulting changes in river depth and substrate, (2) maintenance
dredging, (3) ultimate alteration of existing shoreline, (4) placement
of offshore structures, (5) ship traffic, and (6) water pollution from
accidental spills and storm and surface runoff.

Initial dredging operations would remove and consequently alter river
bottom habitat, resulting in mortality of sedentary-type organisms,
primarily benthic invertebrates. Mortality would occur at the actual
dredging site by direct removal of the substrate and the organism; and
downstream, organisms would be suffocated by settling of suspended
materials. Mortality mainly of oligochaetes, amphipods, and diptera
larvae would be incurred in the areas proposed for dredging off the
north and south sides of the island.

The plan proposes dredging to a depth of -45 feet CRD for a distance of
about 7,350 feet along the north shore. Consequent removal of substrate
would total about 1.5 mcy. Benthic invertebrate densities in the pro
posed dredging area range from 0-2,350/m2 ; averaging from 597-1,263/m2

at 10 feet, 567-1,OaO/m2 at 20 feet, and 143-617/m2 at 40 feet. At
depths of 40-45 feet where the substrate is 100 percent sand, no organ
isms were present at several of the sampling stations. Dredging to
45 feet and leaving a predominantly sand substrate would result in a
decrease of existing bottom fauna. Overall reduction in benthic organ
ism numbers would be directly related to the amount of the more produc
tive shallow water substrate removed. However, only 0.8 acres of shal
low water habitat are proposed for dredging. If existing conditions
are indicators, a 40-60 percent reduction in total organisms could be
expected from dredging.
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Eventual rip-rapping along most of the north shoreline as proposed
would also obviously influence shoreline benthic production. Introduc
tion of rip-rap would provide a different littoral habitat and could
result in a shift of the biotic composition and an influx of inverte
brates other than oligochaetes and amphipods (ie, ephemeroptera,
trichoptera, diptera).

Effects of dredging on organisms downstream from the north shore site
should be minimal. The substrate being dredged is greater than 90 per
cent clean, coarse sand, the dredging of which should not release large
amounts of suspended materials nor increase turbidity to harmful levels.
The resuspended materials would also be diluted and dispersed quickly
by the volume of water and its velocity. Due to configuration of the
river bottom and shoreline downstream, sediment load should be carried
in the 20- to 40-foot water column. Mean densities of organisms in
that area range from 1,655 m2 at 20 feet to 1,060 m2 at 40 feet,
with amphipods and oligochaetes dominating.

Little is known of use of the north shore area by adult or juvenile
fish. Migrant juvenile salmonids are shoreline-oriented, remaining in
the upper water column. They are known to feed continuously on zoo
plankton and benthos while in fresh water and use shallow slower-moving
water as resting areas. Benthic densities off the north shore are
comparable to those of similar substrates in other areas of the Colum
bia. Due to the preferred shoreline habitat, slower-moving water,
availability of at least a marginal food source, and the destruction of
preferred shoreline habitat across from Hayden Island along the Wash
ington shore, it is likely that salmonids utilize the north shore.
Whether they just move through or use the site as a feeding or resting
area is not known.

The north shore of the project site represents approximately 2 percent
of the total natural shoreline of the Columbia River between the mouths
of the Willamette and Sandy rivers (Table 4.2-IV). In addition, the
26 acres of shallow water along the site's north shore represents about
0.4 percent of shallow water. Only 0.8 acres of shallow water substrate
would be dredged. No dredge or fill activities will occur between ele
vation +10 feet NGVD and -20 feet CRD as part of this permit. Adverse
impacts to migrating salmonids, therefore, are expected to be minimal.

The main impact of dredging on juvenile salmonids would be the disrup
tion or delay of downstream migration due to increased turbidity and
the actual physical equipment and activities in the river. Gill
abrasion can also occur with prolonged exposure to suspended materials.
To avoid impacting downstream migrations of the important salmonid
juveniles, dredging would not be undertaken during their migration
period of March, April, May, and June. To avoid impacts to spring
chinook smolts, dredging would also be curtailed in November.
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Table 4. 2-III

SHALLOW WATER ACREAGE ESTIMATES IN PROPOSED DREDGING AREAS,
HAYDEN ISLAND

Existing Postdevelopment
Depth Acres Acres Gain/Loss

Oregon Slough 0-20' 52 13.4 -38.6
and Basin

North Shore 0-20' 26 25.2 -0.8

Table 4. 2-IV

COLUMBIA RIVER SHORELINE DATAa
BETWEEN THE WILLAMETTE AND SANDY RIVERS

Shoreline> 20 feet deep = 2,793

Shoreline < 20 feet deep = 7,070

Linear Feet of Shoreline

Natural sloped shoreline = 333,340

Developed shorelineb = 52,430

West Hayden Island = 30,520

West Hayden Island (PGE only) = 14,700

a Data compiled by Benkendorf Associates, Portland, Oregon.

b Greater than 3:1 slope.
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Avoidance of dredging in the spring would also minimize potential
impact on nonmigratory fish species. Most other species reported from
the area (see Section 3.2.3) spawn in the spring in shallow waters and
the young are free-swimming and foraging on their own by midsummer.
Some of these fish may be displaced from the local area temporarily
while avoiding the dredging activities; however, mortality would be
negligible.

An increase in suspended materials and the noise and activity of dredg
ing would likely cause avoidance of the immediate area by migrating
adult salmonids. Whether migrating adults follow the Washington shore,
the north shoreline of Hayden Island, or the Oregon Slough is not known.
[The ODFW checked 15 boat anglers on the Washington side and 52 on the
Oregon side in 1983. No fish were caught. Washington bank anglers
caught 134 winter steelhead and there were no Oregon bank anglers
(King, 1984).] Those fish following either shore of Hayden Island
during dredging would probably avoid the area and continue upstream,
perhaps resulting in a slight delay. Figures 3.2-IV and 3.2-V indicate
which species would be affected during various times of the year.

Short-term effects on benthic organisms from dredging the basin on the
south shore will be more apparent because of the nature of substrate,
reduced current velocity, and number of organisms. Substrate in Oregon
Slough in the area of dredging consists primarily of silt, mud,
detritus, and some sand. Resuspension of substrate materials and
resulting turbidity would be much greater than along the north shore.
The area of settling out would also be concentrated, increasing risk of
mortality by suffocation. Consequent mortality of existing benthic
fauna would be significantly greater than on the north shore as
indicated by sample estimates. Existing populations in the Oregon
Slough number from 1,133 to 2,513 organisms per square meter at the
10- and 20-foot depths.

Much of the Oregon Slough off the proposed development site has previ
ously been dredged to 40 feet, and at some 40-foot depths benthic
invertebrate numbers are high (eg, l,737/m2). This would indicate
that any future dredging in the slough would result mainly in short
term impacts. The benthic community evidently has the ability to
reestablish itself in that particular substrate.

Regular maintenance dredging prevents reestablishment of benthic com
munities, since from one to two years are required for repopulation.
In this case, however, maintenance dredging would be conducted infre
quently and, therefore, repopulation is expected to occur.

Maintenance dredging in the Oregon Slough access channel will be
minimal. Based on, Terminal 6 experience, there will be virtually no
maintenance dredging required. As a conservative estimate, a two-foot
shoal over a 10-year period of about 10,000 cy of fine grain sediments
may accrue in the Oregon Slough. An estimated 50,000 cy of sediment
material would accumulate annually in the Columbia River access channel
and turning basin. These materials are expected to be clean sand and
probably would be sold, used as fill on-site, or disposed of in-water
downstream.
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Zooplankton and other free-floating organisms (fish larvae, phytoplankton,
etc) would be exposed to effects of dredging operations for only a short
term, since they are highly dynamic and quickly removed and replaced by
currents. Mortality would result primarily from effects of increased
turbidity. Loss of large quantities of zooplankton over an extended
period of time would affect fish food production and ultimately alter
occurrence and growth of juvenile fish in the area. Due to the extent
and frequency of dredging, the generally clean nature of substrate, and
the short-term exposure of organisms to the effects of dredging, however,
impacts to zooplankton are expected to be minimal.

Alternative A proposes cutting away part of the south side of the island
west of the railroad. This would create a lagoon of approximately
64 acres with an average depth of -40 feet CRD. With minimal current and
a 3:1 sloping shoreline, this lagoon would create marginal warmwater fish
habitat and 64 acres of sturgeon habitat. Since sturgeon are currently
considered a principal sport fish of the area, a species-specific bene
ficial impact could be realized.

Alteration of existing shoreline and placement of offshore structures
would affect aquatic fauna in the waters adjacent to both shores of the
island. Development of the shoreline ror ship and barge traffic would
result in the removal of the existing riparian habitat, which is abun
dant on the south shore. The precis'e nature of these structures would be
determined later and would require additional permits.

The south shore is protected from wind and wave action and is undis
turbed by dredge spoil deposition. The shoreline plant community there
is very important for it provides cover and organic detritus for the
shoreline waters. TWo different seasonal inland lagoons are also present
when the water level exceeds +10 feet NGVD.

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (DEIS comment letter,
November 20, 1985), juvenile salmonid use of the Oregon Slough is minimal
and it is not used as a rearing area. Consequently, in view of south
shore development, impacts to salmonids would be minimal.

Table 4.2-111 approximates the shallow water (0-20 feet) acreage which
may ultimately be lost because of the project. A total loss of about
39 acres was estimated from the Corps' Hydrographic Maps CL 105-113 and
CL 102-201. This dredge permit will affect 35.5 acres of shallow water
habitat in the vicinity of the basin. Basin excavation and dredging
would occur out to the existing channel in the Oregon Slough. An esti
mated 3.1 acres of shallow water would be affected in the authorized
channel.

If bulkheads are necessary, as indicated for steel and general cargo,
priority would be given to construction on the south shore where losses
to habitat and organisms critical to salmonid survival would be less
severe. Leaving the existing shoreline slope off the north side and
utilizing finger piers would avoid loss of critical shoreline.

(
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Installation of pile-supported structures such as finger piers would
impact, on a short-term basis, fish in the immediate area of construc
tion. Fish, if unable to avoid the area of activity, may be harmed by
pile driving shock, which affects their swim bladders and nervous
systems. Once structures are in place, however, no adverse impacts on
aquatic organisms are expected. Water flows freely around support
pilings, and they do provide additional substrate for sedentary algal
species, which ultimately is beneficial to the benthic and fish com
munities. Impacts can be minimized by not conducting pile driving
activities during March, April, May, and June.

Ship wakes on the lower Columbia River are known to strand shoreline
oriented juvenile fishes and to cause bank erosion. Development of West
Hayden Island would increase ship traffic and result in additional fish
stranding (mainly salmonids) and bank erosion.

Further degradation may result with actual development. This would be
evaluated in the permit approval process for specific users.

Alternative B

Environmental effects will be similar to Alternative A, except less
aquatic habitat will be disturbed in the Oregon Slough from the
excavation of a smaller (ie, 40 acres) basin.

Alternative C

The entire south shore of the project site would not be developed.
Therefore, no adverse impacts to aquatic species and habitat would occur
in the Oregon Slough.

No Action

No increase in dredging activities will occur. There would be no effect
on aquatic organisms and habitat.

4.2.3 Wetlands

Alternative A

HEP results indicate a low habitat value for evaluation species that
occupy wetlands. With the exception of the Pacific Treefrog, adverse
wildlife impacts to wetlands from marine industrial development on West
Hayden Island are minimal. An estimated 76.5 acres would be lost during
development, but in terms of its value to wildlife, only five AAHUs are
affected (Table 4.2-11). Treefrog habitat requirements are less restric
tive than many other wetland species which results in a greater habitat
value and greater losses due to development.

Alternative B

Similar wetland impacts are expected with slightly fewer acres (ie,
24 wooded, 43 herbaceous) filled.
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Alternative C

Most of the wooded wetlands would' remain undeveloped (ie, 29 acres).
However, approximately 43 acres of herbaceous wetland would be filled.

No Action

Wetland values will likely remain low due to the effects of grazing on
the island. Livestock will continue to use these areas. for drinking
water, and their presence will prevent the development of typical
shoreline and emergent vegetation.

4.2.4 Threatened or Endangered. Species

Because no threatened or endangered species occur on Wes.t Hayden Island,
no direct or indirect impac.ts from marine indus,trial. develoRment would
occur.
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4.3 Social and Economic Effects

4.3.1 Compatibility With Land Use Plans

The Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan designates West Hayden Island
as urban for future marine industrial development. The Multnomah
County Comprehensive Plan Policy No. 33a, Marine Transportation System,
states it is the county's policy "to identify, evaluate, and encourage
development of sufficient needed port and marine facilities. It is
also the county's policy to ensure an inventory of acreage is available
for marine transportation facilities." Through the county's land use
process, it was determined that West Hayden Island would meet this
policy. The urban designation has the following development condi
tions: a bridge, the extension of utilities, on-site rail and roads,
improved access to the 40-foot channel, and provision of flood pro
tection. Also as part of the county's process, a transportation study
and a balancing of environmental and economic concerns will be con
sidered. The placement of fill will require a conditional use permit
and all development in the county is sUbject to design review at the
time building permits are issued. All anticipated actions under the
requested permit are designed to implement that plan.

Alternative A

This alternative would provide the maximum land and potential for
waterfront development.

Alternatives Band C

These two alternatives would provide lesser amount of land to meet the
county's policy.

No Action

If the fill permit for West Hayden Island is denied, the county will
need to amend its comprehensive plan to provide for marine industrial
development elsewhere in the county.

4.3.2 Local and Regional Economic Effects

Employment

Development of West Hayden Island for marine industrial purposes
would result in the addition to the economy of numerous high
quality, high-paying jobs and would indirectly result in sub
stantially more jobs in the community. The proposed marine
industrial development would add to the growth and diversifica
tion of markets for Oregon and Pacific Northwest products.
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To determine reasonable projections of employment which could be
generated from marine industrial use, an analysis was conducted
of employment densities (ie, employees per acre) in Rivergate
(Appendix D-2). It was found that the average employment
density for nonwaterfront industries and support services is
8.4 employees per acre; this is only slightly higher than the
density of 7.9 in industrial plants constructed in Portland
between the years of 1970 and 1978 (Cogan, 1982). Probable
employment density for nonwaterfront uses is assumed to be
8.0 employees per acre.

As noted in Appendix D-2, the average employment density for
Rivergate's waterfront users, including the facility at Termi
nal 6 and several private industrial processing plants, is
1.3 employees per acre. This is comparable to employment densi
ties at Terminal 4 which range from 1 to 1.5 employees per acre.
Terminal 4 is an example of a public port facility which handles
a wide variety of commodities including grain, dry and liquid
bulks, steel, automobiles, and containers.

It is anticipated Hayden Island will provide a similar range of
facilities to those at Terminal 4 (ie, a combination of private
industrial processing plants, public facilities for storage,
transshipment of grain, dry and liquid bulks, autos, and noneon
tainerized logs and wood products). West Hayden Island is
unlikely to attract labor-intensive general cargo and container
terminals because the Port of Portland projects no additional
need for the former by the year 2000 and has adequate acreage
for expansion of the latter at Terminal 6.

Table 4.3-1 contains a detailed analysis of the employment
impacts of the alternatives which were studied. In addition to
the permanent jobs, there would be significant employment
involved in the construction of the facilities over an extended
period of time. Marine industrial employment also supports a
large secondary labor force. These projections are consistent
with those included in the land use studies.

(
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Table 4.3-I

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT FOR WEST HAYDEN ISLAND
ALTERNATIVES

Developable Employees Total
Land Use Acres Per Acre Employment

Alternative A

Marine 357.0 2 714
Supporting Industrial 94.4 8 ~

Total 451.4 1,469

Alternative B

Marine 332.0 2 664
Supporting Industrial 19.4 8 155

Total 351.4 819

Alternative C

Marine 329.7 2 658
Supporting Industrial --9...:..Q. 0 -.Q

Total 329.7 658

No Action

Agriculture 496.0 0 2
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Local Taxes and Payroll

The development of the island would result in a significant tax
resource for federal, state, and local governments. Table 4.3-II
indicates the estimated tax value and likely taxable income for
the various alternatives.

No Action

If marine industrial development does not occur at this site,
the beneficial economic effects associated with the expansion
would not occur. Use of the site for agriculture or silvi
culture would produce minimal benefits to the local economy.

Table 4. 3-II

~AL TAX GENERATION ANALYSIS
(Thousands*)

Alternative A B C No Action

Property Value 43,458 32,208 29,000 595
Facility Value 260,000 203,000 180,000 50

Total Value 303,458 235,208 209,610 645

Payroll 33,705 19,855 16,450 42

Property Tax 7,282 5,644 5,030 154
State and Federal 10,111 5,956 4,935 12

Income Tax

Total Tax 17,393 11,601 9,965 28

* 1986 dollars.

4.3.3 Transportation Systems

A. Land Transportation

A major element in the land use process was the impact of
the future development on the transportation system. A
detailed analysis of traffic generation, trip distribution,
and capacity problems associated with the proposed develop
ment on West Hayden Island is contained in the land use
report (Cogan, 1982). This study was evaluated by the
transportation planners from Multnomah County', Metro, and
the Oregon Department of Transportation.
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The employment base and traffic generation were computed for
each of the three development alternatives using the same
methodology as the land use study (Appendixes D-3 and D-4).
The projected traffic generation is lower than the low ra,nge
described in the land use studies (Cogan, 1982) and approved
in the land use change. This is a direct result of a more
specific development plan which has less developable acres
than was included in that analysis. Alternatives Band C
would have less traffic than Alternative A.

These traffic figures for full development were distributed
in the regional transportation model. Because of the reduced
number of trips and the redistribution of some trips by the
model, there was no major traffic problem. The Interstate 5
Bridge continued to be the major problem with or without
West Hayden Island.

One condition of the land use approval was that a more
detailed transportation study and program be prepared prior
to actual development and implemented as necessary to allevi
ate adverse impacts.

The land use approval also required a bridge to provide a
second access to the island. Because of the low number of
employees per acre and low traffic generation, one or two
developments could be accommodated on the existing system.

B. Marine Transportation

The projected need for marine industrial land on the 40-foot
channel in Portland is described in detail in the land use
study (Cogan, 1982). There is an identified need for
approximately 1,000 acres of land by the year 2000.

This need does not include any land factor related to an
inventory beyond that period or any market factor (ie,
additional land to provide a choice in the marketplace).
Expansion of gravel, relocation of waterfront users in the
south waterfront to the John's Landing area, and a 25 per
cent inventory factor would require an additional 385 acres.
There is, therefore, a total of 1,400 acres maximum projected
demand in the Portland metropolitan area.

The following chart identifies the amount of developable
acreage in each of the alternatives being considered:

DEVELOPABLE ACREAGE

Alternative A
Alternative B
Alternative C
No Action
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Growth of the marine transportation system in Portland will
contribute to increased use of the river and a more effi
cient USe of such public expenditures as the 40~foot channel,
the locks on the upriver dams, and the deepening of the
mouth of the Columbia River project, as well as others.

C. Potential Conflicts

Alternatives A, B, and C

Because the development of West Hayden Is.land is a continu
ation of the development pattern of both Rivergate and the
Port of Vancouver, it is unlikely that any new conflicts
with the existing river traffic would be created. The
Vancouver anchorage being proposed by the Coast Guard has
been designed to ensure ship access to the north shore of
West Hayden Island.

Existing conflicts between recreational and commercial uses
may be exacerbated. This project would increase the use of
sections of the river by commercial ships and barges and
thereby make these areas less desirable for recreational
boaters. This may require increased emphasis on operational
guidelines and boater safety education for new recreational
boaters. Existing users are well aware of the hazards. and
are able to avoid the problems.

Conflicts between truck and auto traffic would be basically
the same as currently exist for Rivergate. The majority of
the traffic would use the same system: Marine Drive, North
Portland Road, and the Interstate 5 freeway. The traffic
would also be the same general composition of employees and
truck traffic.

One specific area of conflict Which will be studied and
resolved in developing the transportation management program
is the connection between East and West Hayden Island.
Restrictions which have been discussed include a limitation
to auto traffic only and a closure of the connection during
the peak hours. The proposed improvements to Marine Drive
currently being studied by the City of Portland would reduce
the need for this connection.

No Action

The increase in highway and marine traffic associated with
the project would not occur.

4.3.4 utilities

The west end of the island does not currently have an urban level of
services. There is a BPA major electrical transmission corridor at the
west end of the PGE property. There is also a PGE transmission line
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and substation. The transmission corridor and substation would not be
disturbed. The PGE line may be relocated to follow the interior road.

Other services would be provided by annexing to the city of Portland or
by developing private systems and service contracts. The design, loca
tion, and agreements concerning these facilities are currently being
discussed in conjunction with the future annexation of the west end of
the island. The city of Portland water supply and sewer treatment
facilities all have adequate capacity to serve the development. Water
would be available from the city of Portland on annexation.

Alternatives A, B, and C

Table 4.3-III summarizes providers of public services and facilities to
serve future development of West Hayden Island. All development alter
natives have similar needs for public services. The changes in devel
opable acreage would modify the specific sizing of the facilities. The
major change between the three alternatives would be the number of
developable acres to support the costs of development.

No Action

Extension of utilities to the site would not be required.

4.3.5 Aesthetics

The project site can be seen from the Oregon and Washington shorelines
from the east end of the island and from the river.

Alternative A

The major visual changes would occur in the view from the river and
from the Oregon and Washington shorelines where the view of the natural
vegetation and shoreline would change to a view of marine industrial
development with ships, piers, and structures. The view would be com
parable to the existing view of both the Oregon and Washington shore
lines. The two channels are used by both commercial and recreational
boaters. This change can be softened by maintaining clusters of cotton
wood trees along the top of the bank. The ability to do this would
vary depending upon the ultimate configuration of facilities along the
shore.

The two nonconforming houseboat moorages in the Oregon Slough would
experience significant change in view across the channel from the
natural tree-lined shoreline to a marine industrial development. The
view across the channel would become similar to the developments on
either side of these moorages.

In the plan, there would be a 64.4-acre increase in water area. Because
the sites within this basin would be smaller, it is likely they would
be used for tug and barge operations rather than ships.
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Table 4.3-III

ALTERNATIVE SERVICE PROVIDERS
(

SEWAGE
Service Potential Provider(s)

Collection - On-Site

Collection - Off-Site

Treatment

FIRE PROTECTION

POLICE

TRANSPORTATION

Streets - On~Site

Bridge

Streets - Off-site

Transit

MISCELLANEOUS UTILITIES

Telephone

Electricity

Natural Gas

RECREATION

Facilities
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- Private developer

- City of Portland

- City of Portland
- Hayden. Island, Inc. plant
- Special service district

- City of Portland through
Hayden Island Fire District
(includes emergency
services).

- Multnomah eounty
- City' o.£' Portland
- Private security firm

- Private developer

- Publiclprivate share cost

- Privatelpublic share cost

- Shuttle for employees from
Clark County

- Expanded Tri-Met service

- Pacific Northwest Bell

- Portland General Electric

- Northwest Natural Gas

- Private developer
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There would be minor changes in the view from East Hayden Island and
from the Interstate 5 Bridge from certain perspectives. There is cur
rently a fringe of cottonwood trees behind the existing commercial and
industrial development. This effect ,can be maintained by leaving a row
of cottonwood trees parallel to the Burlington Northern Railroad.

Alternative B

The basin and natural area around it would enhance the view in this
area. The remainder of the island would be the same impact as in
Alternative A.

Alternative C

In Alternative C, the entire south shore of the island would remain
essentially as is or would be enhanced as part of a mitigation plan.

No Action

The visual character of the site would remain as vegetated open space,
although modification would occur with more intensive agricultural or
silvicultural activities.

4.3.6 Noise

With the development of West Hayden Island, noise levels in the imme
diate area would be increased, depending on the size and type of
development. The accompanying transportation corridors, which may
include increased truck traffic and the addition of railroad spurs and
switching activities, would also increase noise levels. These noise
producers are, however, exempted from the Washington Administrative
Code noise restrictions and the Oregon Administrative Rules.

The Oregon environmental noise restrictions are designed to protect
"noise-sensitive" properties, without regard to zoning or land use
designations. These "noise-sensitive" properties are defined as "real
property on which people normally sleep and attend schools, churches,
and public libraries". The closest properties to Hayden Island falling
into the "noise-sensitive" category are the two houseboat developments
directly across the Oregon Slough from the site.

Measures would be taken, if necessary, to assure compliance with state
noise regulations. specific control measures would be defined by the
frequency and intensity of the sound being produced. Alternate mea
sures could include administrative controls, specific siting criteria,
or engineering methods ranging from individual component isolation to
barriers surrounding entire facilities. The need and definition for
any or all of these measures would be determined after the specific
noise emission characteristics of the development are known.
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No Action

Without industrial development, increases in noise levels associated
with the project would not occur.

4.3.7 Light and Glare

Alternative A

Light and glare effects similar to those experienced at the Rivergate
Industrial Park and at the Port of Vancouver on the north side of the
island would occur. These effects would be most noticed by residents
of the two houseboat moorages on the Oregon Slough and, depending on
the type of development, there may be light and glare effects 24 hours
a day or at intervals throughout the day.

Alternatives Band C

The light and glare would be reduced on the south side of the island
where development does not occur.

No Action

No increase in light and glare would be anticipated.

4.3.8 Recreation

Alternatives A, B, and C

Marine industrial and port terminal development will change the char
acter of the property and remove substantial acreage from its open
state. This development will preclude casual picnicking on the
shores. The actual use of the island for recreation would not change
because the current use of the land requires strict control of public
acceSS to eliminate conflicts between the livestock and recreational
users. Development of the island would reduce the "potential" to use
the island for public recreation in the future.

No Action

The existing conflicts between the occasional recreational users and
the livestock operation would continue.

4.3.9 Cultural Resources

Because no cultural resources occur on West Hayden Island, no direct or
indirect impacts from marine industrial development would occur.
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4.4 Mitigation Alternatives

Before a mitigation plan is approved and implemented, a series of plan
ning steps will be taken to assure completeness, feasibility, and
compliance with appropriate regulations and compatibility with local
natural resource and land use goals. The proposed West Hayden Island
development alternatives lend themselves to a variety of mitigation
solutions. Alternative A would require some form of off-site mitiga
tion because most of the project site would be used for marine indus
trial activities. Alternatives Band C, however, utilize only a portion
of the property, providing opportunities for on-site mitigation.

Wetlands on West Hayden Island will be the primary focus of the final
mitigation plan because of specific regulatory requirements in Sec
tion 404 of the Clean Water Act. Consideration of unregulated habitat
types (eg, cottonwood/ash) will be made and incorporated into the plan.
Mitigation measures addressing adverse impacts to aquatic habitat will
emphasize minimizing those impacts.

The West Hayden Island Mitigation Planning process will be conducted in
three steps. The first step will be to determine the final development
project plan and its associated effects. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement and subsequent record of decision by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the habitat evaluation study will indicate the
approved project plan. Once a project alternative has been approved,
mitigation needs can be specifically defined and an appropriate
mitigation site(s) selected.

The design and approval of a detailed mitigation plan for West Hayden
Island will be the second step of the mitigation process. An approved
mitigation plan will be a condition of the fill permit granted by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Project construction and mitigation plan
implementation will be initiated concurrently in Step 3. Proposed
phased development on West Hayden Island would permit phased mitigation
implementation. Mitigation phasing would allow time for corrective
actions in the program and time for new habitat establishment prior to
some of the actual habitat losses.

4.4.1 Dredge/Fill Impact Mitigation

Certain general measures can be taken to reduce overall effects
associated with the dredge/fill operations on West Hayden Island:

1. Use of dredge curtains would minimize sedimentation downstream
of the dredging operation.

2. Use of temporary berms or other containment structures would
allow settling of suspended sediments of fill material. This
would reduce short-term turbidity in the Columbia River and
Oregon Slough.

IV-27



3. The excavation of the 40- to 64.4-acre basin in the southeast
corner of the project site would be done behind a shoreline
berm. Keeping the shoreline intact to the end of the exca
vation would contain turbid waters.

4. Curtailment of river dredge/fill activities in the spring
(March, April, May, June) and November would avoid impacts to
downstream juvenile salmonid migrants and spring chinook
smolts, respectively. Avoidance of spring dredging would also
reduce impacts to spawning resident fish.

5. Initiating the fill operation along the northern portion of the
project site would temporarily avoid impacts to more important
wildlife habitats along the Oregon Slough.

6. Observance of appropriate filling setback limits would preclude
damage to the existing Portland sewer outfall line on the east
edge of the project site.

7. Although not associated directly with dredge/fill activities,
shoreline structures such as bulkheads will be limited to the
south shore to protect shallow water habitat along the north
shore.

4.4.2 Off-Site Mitigation

PGE has identified four sites along the Columbia River south shore as
possible locations for compensating wetland and other habitat losses on
West Hayden Island (Figure 4.4-1). Two sites on Smith Lake in north
Portland have potential wetland enhancement opportunities. In east
Multnomah County, lowlands and agricultural areas north of NE Sandy
Boulevard between NE l58th and NE l85th may be acquired for wetland and
riparian habitat restoration. Government Island, as well as Multnomah
County property adjacent to the Bybee/Howell House on Sauvie Island,
have off-site mitigation potential.

The Smith-Bybee lakes area in north Portland has long been an important
wetland resource. However, these shallow lakes (especially Smith Lake)
have experienced natural succession toward a shallower habitat. Poor
water circulation and irregular water level fluctuation have promoted
the advancement of vegetation (eg, willows, smartweed) into the lakes.
During some years, Smith Lake has completely dried.

In an attempt to stabilize the water level in Smith Lake, the U.S. Fish
and wildlife service placed a temporary fill dam and a 5-foot culvert
at the upstream end of North Slough in 1982. This action was in
response to a waterfowl botulism problem in the area. vegetation
advancement into Smith Lake was curtailed, but the natural filling
process continues to a lesser degree. A more comprehensive and intense
management program in the Smith-Bybee lakes is required if the site is
to be maintained as a viable wetland.
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Two sites at Smith Lake have habitat improvement potential. Site A,
under private ownership, is a composite of open water, willow/ash, mud
flat, and meadow habitat. The establishment of a water control program
would be the basis for a wetland management plan on Smith Lake. For
example, dredging in various areas to deepen existing waterways would
aid in retaining available water on the mitigation site.

Once a water management program is implemented, efforts (eg, replant
ing, seeding) to establish native wetland vegetation (eg, cattail,
Columbia sedge, slough sedge, wapato) can begin. certain areas may
also be drained to establish riparian zones and islands could be
created from dredged material.

When habitat conditions improve in the area, wildlife populations will
respond accordingly. However, placement of nest boxes of various
sizes, nesting tubs for Canada Geese, and roosting boxes for bats would
facilitate the use of the area by wildlife.

Site B, under City of Portland ownership, is located on the northeast
ern edge of Smith Lake. The area is drier than Site A and dominated by
willow habitat. As on Site A, similar habitat improvement activities
can be employed. However, this site may require more intense water
management actions and clearing of some of the willows to achieve
desired habitat restoration objectives.

The east Multnomah County mitigation site provides an opportunity to
reclaim agricultural lands to natural wetland and riparian habitat.
Although habitat creation versus habitat enhancement efforts are more
complex, the net gain in habitat improvement per unit area is signifi
cantly greater; that is, less land may be required to compensate for
the loss of habitat on West Hayden Island.

In general, the preparation of this mitigation site for wetland
establishment would involve the development of specific land contours
and modification of the water regime to support wetland vegetation.
Water from the Columbia Slough could be partially diverted by means of
various water control devices, channeling, and land modification.
Excavation may also allow use of groundwater (ie, perched water
table). The elevation and slope of the land contours would dictate the
types and distribution of wetland vegetation established on-site.
Areas of higher elevation could be used to plant riparian vegetation
(eg, cottonwood, ash, willow).

Government Island in the Columbia River (RM 113-118) could also provide
in-kind mitigation opportunities. This island has similar habitat
characteristics as West Hayden Island and significant habitat improve
ment potential. ijowever, enhancing Government Island for wildlife may
increase hazard of bird/aircraft collisions at the nearby PIA.

The potential of any of these off-site areas for mitigation would be
derived from the results of the habitat evaluation study conducted in
1985. Comparison of future habitat values under various habitat man
agement scenarios with existing values would demonstrate which areas
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had the greatest potential for improvement. Land availability,
compatibility with surrounding land uses, land cost, and existing
zoning are other factors that would influence final site selection.

4.4.3 On-Site Mitigation

Development Alternatives Band C offer on-site mitigation opportunities
because only a portion of the project site would be subject to
development.

Results of the habitat evaluation study conducted on West Hayden Island
will be used to determine the extent of habitat value loss and the
remaining habitat available for restoration activities. On-site
mitigation plans will focus on compensating for wetlands lost during
the fill operation and also address riparian habitat losses.

Alternative A proposes to excavate the southeast corner of the site to
provide fill material for the remainder of the area. This would create
a lagoon of approximately 64 acres with an average depth of 40 feet.
with minimal current and a shoreline slope of 3:1, this lagoon would
create marginal warmwater fish habitat and 64 acres of white sturgeon
habitat. Because sturgeon are currently considered a principal sport
fish, a species-specific beneficial result could be realized.

Alternatives Band C offer undeveloped natural areas along the south
shore for habitat improvement. A wildlife habitat area around a
proposed 40-acre basin is featured in Alternative B, and the entire
south shore would remain in a natural condition in Alternative C. In
both these alternatives, wetland habitat on the south shore can be
expanded and improved by modifying land contours to allow greater
influence from the Oregon Slough. The elimination of grazing on the
project site would also facilitate natural revegetation of wetlands as
well as improve understory vegetation in riparian habitat. A supple
mental planting program could be implemented to hasten the restoration
process.

The location and size of a mitigation site depends on the final
development master plan selected for West Hayden Island. The variety
of development options results in different habitat impacts which in
turn allow for a number of mitigation sOlutions. Specific habitat
restoration objectives, activity scheduling, evaluation criteria, and
mapping of a particular mitigation site would be developed during the
plan design process.
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5.0 REVIEW AND CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

5.1 Public Involvement

5.1.1 By PGE

The development planning process carried on by PGE since 198Q has
included extensive public involvement. There were direct contacts with
more than 64 individuals, 22 public agencies, and 19 private groups and
interests during the land use planning phase of the project. The Mult
nomah County Planning commission, the Multnomah County Board of Commis
sioners, and the Metropolitan Service District each held hearings dur
ing this process. In addition, a public meeting and workshop was held.

On February 28, 1984, PGE Senior Vice President James W. Durham sent a
letter describing the proposed development to over 400 people in Oregon
and Washington who had expressed an interest or previously participated
in the West Hayden Island process (Appendix D-1). PGE representatives
have held informational meetings with members of the Oregon and Washing
ton congressional delegations and their staffs.

Several groups have been organized by PGE to supplement public involve
ment in the environmental impact statement process: a Bridge Users'
Group and an Environmental Group. The Bridge Users' Group held its
initial meeting in November and will be meeting throughout the process
to discuss issues relating to construction of a bridge over the Oregon
Slough. The Environmental Group has had several meetings. In addi
tion, PGE formed an HEP committee to evaluate West Hayden Island habi
tat and explore mitigation alternatives.

Representatives of PGE have attended meetings of the Board of Directors
of Class Moorage and the North Portland citizens' Committee. Local
government officials and entities and state officials and agencies have
been informed throughout the process.

The North Portland citizens' Committee has been an active participant
in the West Hayden Island development process. Numerous presentations
have been made to the board and membership on land use issues and the
environmental impact statement process.

5.1.2 By Corps

A Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement was
distributed by the Portland District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on
August 31, 1984, formally initiating the EIS scoping process.

The DEIS underwent a 45-day public review period which began on
September 27, 1985, and the comments received have been taken into
consideration in the preparation of the FEIS. A copy of the comment
letters received and responses to those comnlents are included in
Appendix E of this FEIS. Copies of this FEIS are being sent to those
who commented on the DEIS; other interested federal, state, and local
agencies; private organizations; and members of the public.
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5.2 Compliance With Federal Legislation and Executive Orders

1. Archeological and Historic Preservation Acts. Cultural resources 'c

investigations were conducted on West Hayden Island. The results
of these investigations were coordinated with the Oregon state
Historic Preservation Office (see sections 3.3.9 and 4.3.9).

2. Clean Air Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has been
provided a copy of the DEIS for review and comment as required by
Section 309 of this Act.

3. Clean Water Act. PGE has applied to the Corps of Engineers for a
permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and section 10 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1899. The EIS was prepared as part of
the process of reviewing that permit application. A section 404
water quality evaluation will be prepared for this proposal.

4. Coastal Zone Management Act. Not applicable. The project site is
not located within the coastal zone.

5. Endangered Species Act. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
been consulted and has stated that there are no known threatened
or endangered species in the project area.

6. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. This project has been
coordinated with federal and state fish and wildlife agencies
throughout the permit review process.

7. Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act. This Act is not
applicable.

8. National Environmental Policy Act. The FEIS was prepared in com
pliance with this Act.

9. River and Harbor Act. PGE has applied to the Corps of Engineers
for a permit under section 10 of this Act. The FEIS was prepared
as part of the process of reviewing the permit application.

10. Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. The project area
proposed for filling is located entirely within the 100-year
floodplain of the Columbia River. The shoreline is also in the
designated floodway. Utilizing the HEC-2 model and previous
floodplain studies, it was determined that the project would not
interfere with flood flows or significantly increase flood heights
in the area. The natural values of the floodplain, including
aesthetics, ciparian habitat, and other vegetation and associated
wildlife would be eliminated in the filled area. These natural
values would be, at least partiallY,replaced by the proposed
habitat mitigation.
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11. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Up to 76.5 acres
of wetlands would be filled if the proposed action is implemented.
Off~site and/or on-site mitigation is proposed to compensate for
this wetland loss. Section 4.4 of the FEIS discusses the planned
approach to mitigation. The District Engineer will weigh the
impacts of the wetland filling against the public benefits to be
gained, taking the proposed mitigation into consideration in mak
ing his public interest determination to issue or deny the permit
application.

12. Analysis of Impacts on Prime and Unique Farmlands. The proposed
project would have no impacts on prime and unique farmlands.

13. State and Local Land Use Plans. The Multnomah County Comprehen
sive Plan designates West Hayden Island as urban for future marine
industrial development. The Oregon Land Conservation and Develop
ment Commission has acknowledged that the Multnomah County Compre
hensive Plan complies with the statewide goals and guidelines.
The proposal to fill the PGE property to make it suitable for
development as marine industrial sites appears to be compatible
with this plan. If a Corps permit is issued, it would be condi
tional upon the applicant obtaining all appropriate state and
local permits and approvals.
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Corps of Engineers

Brian Lightcap
Corps of Engineers

Wayne Lee
U.S. Coast Guard

David E. Fredrikson

Ronald J. Klein

Lynne Saxton

Bruce Carpenter

Bruce Ostly

Lavinia wihtol

Stephen C. Bullock

Scott A. Turner

Discipline/Expertise

Geography, Environ
mental Planning

Wildlife Biology/
Environmental Planning

Civil Engineering

Forestry/Wetland
Ecology

Environmental Impact
Analysis

Land Use Planning,
Landscape
Architecture

Biology/Wildlife
Science

Urban and Regional
Government

Business Administration

Real Estate

Law

Biology/Fisheries
Science

Audiology/Noise

Experience

Environmental Impact
Assessment

Environmental Impact
Assessment

Regulatory Review

Wetlands Evaluation/
Regulatory Review

Environmental Impact
Assessment and Review

Land Use Planning

Environmental Assess
ment, Monitoring,
Mitigation Planning

Public Affairs

Finance

Land Appraisal

Environmental Law

Environmental Monitor
ing, Fish and Aquatic
Invertebrate Studies

Noise Monitoring,
Impact Evaluation,
Noise Control Design

Role in EIS
Preparation

DEIS Coordinator

FEIS Coordinator

Project Manager/
Regulatory Review

Environmental
Review/Wetlands
Designation

Cooperating Agency
Representative

Project Manager

Vegetation and
Wildlife Impact
Assessment

Public Involvement
Coordinator

Analyst

Analyst

Attorney

Aquatic Species
and Habitat Impact
Assessment

Noise Impact
Assessment

(
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LIST OF PREPARERS (concl)

Name Discipline/Expertise Experience
Role in EIS
Preparation

Lolita M. Carter Biology/Aquatic Ecology Groundwater/Water
quality Monitoring and
Analysis, Environ
mental Chemistry

Groundwater, Water
Drainage, Water
quality Impact
Assessment

Terry D. Worrell

Linda J. Klein

Mary Alice Dinsmore
Terri Huggins
Dani Nicolay

Consultants

Ogden Beeman &
A.ssociates

Carl Buttke Inc.

Benkendorf
Associates

Meteorology/Air quality

Environmental Sciences/
Air quality

Marine Industrial
Development, Hydrology

Transportation
Engineering

Land Planning and
Development

Air quality Monitor
ing, Analysis, and
Modeling; Meteoro
logical Analysis

EIS Preparation/
Regulatory Review

Civil Engineering
specializing in Water
way Development

Transportation
Planning

Land Use Planning

Air quality Impact
Assessment

FEIS Coordinator

Word Processing
Services

Consultant·

Consultant

Consultant
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Ordinance A

Appendix A-I

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY C~IISSIONERS

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDINANCE NO. 333

An ordinance rev1s1ng the Comprehensive Framework Plan Map redesignating that
portion of Hayden Island west of the Burlington Northern railroad, from "Natural
Resource ~lultiple Use Forestry" to "Urban" (PR 5-82).

Multnomah County ordains as follows:

SECTION I. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS.

The Board finds and concludes:

A. The Oregon Ports Study (1980), the Port of Portland Marine Terminals
Master Plan Study (1981), the Portland Metropolitan Area Waterways
Development Plan (1981), and the report titled, "Proposed Amendment
to the ~lultnomah County Comprehensive Plan for the West Hayden Island
Area" (1981), demonstrate a compelling need for appropriate lands to
be designated for marine industrial development in the Portland area.

B. West Hayden Island is the only major site in the Portland region with
the necessary rail and deep water access for marine industrial devel
opment. The area contains sufficient acreage to accommodate a
significant portion of the shortage of waterfront industrial property
anticipated by the year 2000.

C. The western portion of Hayden Island is designated "Natural Resource,
Multiple Use Forestry." This designation was applied in 1977 because
the need for future urban use was not identified, and the area
lacked urban support services. Forestry and agricultural activities
are the primary uses permitted. The area is generally unsuitable
for commercial forest use due to the low fertility of the soil.
There are no adjacent agricultural uses.

D. The urban designation and urban uses surround this site to the north
in Vancouver, to the south and west in the Port of Portland's River
gate industrial area, and to the east on the rest of Hayden Island,
which is fully developed for light industrial, residential and
commercial uses.

E. Any long term environmental and recreational losses from urban use
of this site will be identified and addressed in the Community
Planning process for West Hayden Island, the Design Review process,
and by meeting requirements of the Significant Environmental Concern
(SEC) overlay zone. Buffer 'zones, open areas and other appropriate
measures will be prOVided to preserve and maintain fish and wildlife
habitats of the area, wherever possible.

1
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F. The anticipated urban use of West Hayden Island will primarilY be
marine industrial. Full development of this area· is expected to
generate from 1400 - 2400 new jobs locally.

(

G. The primary responsibility for providing transportation and related
facilities necessary for development, and for constructing infra
structure needed for development to occur is the responsibility of
the owner/developer.

H. Prior to development, a traffic management study and program· is
required of the developer/owner to provide measures which could be
taken to avoid overburdening the East Hayden Island road system, the
1-5 Interchange, and North Portland roads. The program should
include possible alternative public and private transit facilities.

The transportation program shall assure that transportation facilities
(off-site as well as on-site), transit services, and transportation
management measures and scheduling will be identified prior to the
zone change. Mechanisms to provide this assurance will be identified
in the Community Plan. These mechanisms may include performance bonds,
renewable or revocable permits or other measures based upon initiation
and continued implementation of the Hayden Island Transportation
Program.

J. The Comprehensive Framework Plan Map revision meets the requirement of
Statewide Planning Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) and. Goal 14 (Urbanization)
for local Plan Map and Urban Growth Boundary revisions, as stated in the
Findings and Conclusions adopted by the Planning Commission on July 12,
1982.

1. The Board concurs in the Findings and Conclusions of the Planning
Commission adopted at its meeting of July 12, 1982, as Resolution
'PR 5-82a. (

I. Revising the Comprehensive Framework Plan Map for the western
portion of Hayden Island meets Comprehensive Framework Plan Policies
Nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 30, 32-34, 37, and 38, as
described in the Findings and Conclusions adopted by the Planning
Colllilllission.

L. Requirements of Comprehensive Framework Plan Policies Nos. 2, 14,
16, and 35, will be met during the Community Planning process for
West Hayden Is land.

SECTION II. REVISION.

A. The Comprehensive FrWllework Plan Map, revised in July, 1980, is
hereby revised to redesignate the western portion of Hayden Island
frOil "Natural Resource, Multiple Use Forestry," to "Urban," in accord
with the attached plan map, which is hereby adopted.

B. This Section shall take effect upon the Metropolitan Service Dis
trict's decision to include that portion of Hayden Island west of the
Burlington Northern railroad into the regional Urban. Growth Boundary.

(
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ADOPTION

This ordinance being necessary for the health, safety and general
welfare of the people of Mul tnomah County, shall take effect on Sept ember 9
1982, according to Section 5.50 of the Charter of Mu1tnomah County.

ADOPTED this
of its secon.d
Multnomah County,

(SEAL)

10th day of August , 1982, being the date
reading before the Board of County Commissioners of

Oregon

FOR TIlE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF MULTNGlAH COUNTY, OREGON

~~A
Authenticated by the County Executive on the 12th

August , 1982.
day of

APPROVED AS TO FORM:.
JOHN B. LEMiY
County Cou?sel for

~~~no/1{J;tr;OrMo~<7
~.. ~--

( ~~ence Kressel
~ ty County Counsel
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PR'5-82
o.:.unance B

Appendix A-I

BEFORE 'mE BOARD OFCOUNTY COMMISSIONERS

FOR MULTNGfAH COUNTY; OREGON

ORDINANCE NO. 334

An ordinance rev1s1ng the Hayden Island, Plan to add GroW'thManagement Policies'
for that ponion of Hayden Island west of the Burlington Northern railroad.

Multnomah County ordains as fOllows:

(

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS;

The board finds and concludes:

A. For the reasons stated in the Findings and Conclusions of the Decision
PR 5-82, dated July 12, 1982 (Attachment A), and in the Introduction,
Introduction, Section II below. that there is a need to revise the
Hayden Island Plan to add interim policies to serve in the devel
opment of a more detailed Community Plan for' the', western portion of
Hayden Island.

B. The Hayden Island Plan was prepared prior to inclusionof'the western
portion of Hayden Is land into the', regional Urban Growth Boundary. (

SECTION II. REVISION.

A. The Hayden Island Plan is hereby revised by adding the following to
Page 1:

"5. Western Hayden Island Growth Management Policies, to serve as
interim policies in the development of a detailed COmmunity Plan
for that portion of Hayden Island located on the west side of
the Burlington Northern railroad."

B. The Hayden Island Plan is hereby revised by adding ,the following
Policy Area 9:

"INTRODUCTION

To implement Connty Framework Plan policies concerning the marine
transportation system and, the urban area, an adequate amount of
suitable land to meet regional needs, ,for marine development must be,
available. It should be adjacent to the shipping channels and
served by rail. Based on analysis of the supply and demand for
future marine development in the Portland region, the only major

I(
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area which_ets these needs is West Hayden Isla:Jld • The- ~wo lIIilijor
constraints to developlllellt which 8lISt be solved are illprov_ents to
the traffic:ways and other infrastructure serving the &:rea; and a
_jor filling end site preparation progrllllll. -

These activities require significant facilities planning end finan
cial colllllli tment. Unless new governmental resources can be deVeloped,
it appears that private financing of these improvements will be
required. Many of the development costs will not be incurred for
five to ten years. Future governmental resources or policies cannot
be predicted.

The objectives of illest Hayden Island Urban Land Area and Growth
Management Interim Policies are to establish policies consistent
with Comprehensive Framework Plan Policy 6 regarding the urban land
area and to guide the future Community Plan process for the area.

The purposes of growth management in Multnomah County are to:

PROVIDE FOR ORDERLY GROlfl'll THAT IS STAGED over time, recogn1ung
the constraints of the natural resource base, and the need for
development to occur in concurrence with the provision of public
services and facilities.

DIRECT GROlfl'll INTO RELATIVELY COMPACT, identifiable attractive
CtHoIDNITIES.

IDENTIFY PUBLIC NEED and interest through the balancing of
social, economic, physical, and environmental considerations;
and

The Growth Management and Urban Land Area Policies in this COIIUDJ.nity
Plan will be proposed for adoption as part of the future Community
Plan for the area, and will be applied to specific future land use
planning and development proposals, issues and decisions with
respect to illest Hayden Island. The following examples indicate how
this process will function:

In regard to major development constraints such as inadequate
roadway capacity or requirements for off-site transportation
improvements, development approvals (e.g., zone changes) will
be staged by tbe COlmty in accord with the private sector
andlor tne-government~s financial ability to provide needed
serviclirancI-racflitles.

2
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Development of the West Hayden Island area will take place in an
order~y manner a~ demon~trated need for land. for marine industrial
development is shown. The objective of this approach is to encour
age a coordinated development pattern in order to use the land most
efficiently and ensure that sufficient land is available at the
appropriate time. This ll!ethod also will help maintain undeveloped
land in large parcels so that maximum alternatives with respect to
size and location can be retained.

The need to protect special environmental features such as wildlife
habitat or natural shoreline will be balanced with developm~nt re
quirements. This is necessary to protect existing public and private
investment in the community while helping maintain natural environ
mental resources and values, where possible.

WEST HAYDEN ISLAND URBAN LAND AREA POLICY

Comprehensive Framework Plan Policy 6, Urban Land Area Policy, applies to the
western end of Hayden Island. Subject to approval of an Urban Growth Boundary
amendment by the Metropolitan Service District, the Framelo'ork Plan map desig
nation is changed from "Natural Resource Multiple Use Forestry" to "Urban,"
in accord with the attached map, which is hereby adopted. Further:

(

1. A COmmunity Plan will be adopted in the future to designate appropriate
urban uses, which lo'ill be primarily mllTine industrial, for West Hayden
Island and to identify spectfiC'urban services arid facilities which lo'ill be
provided by the public and by private olo'ners/developers.

(

,
2. The time schedule for development will be based on the requirements of

the Growth Management Policy and Strategies.

WEST HAYDEN ISLAND GROWTIl MANAGEMENT POLICY

It is the County's policy that land designated on Western Hayden Island as "Urban"
lo'ill be reclassified to "Urban Immediate", upon Board Findings that:

1. A Community Plan and appropriate implementation measures have been adopted.

2. The follOWing elements have been addressed in the Community Plan:

A. There is a development program for West Hayden Isla'nd which ensures
that facilities and services are provided in an orderly and econo
mical manner. These include:

Site preparation and filling

Access roads

Railroads

3
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Sewers

Water supply

New underpass beneath the Burlington NOrthern railroad

Private transit facilities

New roadway bridge over Oregon Slough.

B A transportation study and program which identifies transportation
management measures which could be implemented to avoid overburdening
the East Hayden Island road system. the I-S Interchange. and North
Portland roads. This analysis should include potential traffic
problems in the entire North Portland area peninSUla. This analysis
should also inClude possible alternative public and private transit
facilities.

The transportation program shall assure that transportation facilities
(off-site as well as on-site), transit services, and transportation
management measures and schedUling will be identified prior to the
zone change. Mechanisms to provide this assurance will be identified
in the Community Plan. These mechanisms may include performance bonds,
renewable or revocable permits or other measures based upon initiation
and continued implementation of the Hayden Island Transportation
Program.

C. Any environmental hazards, such as to fish and wildlife habitat or
losses of recreational opportunities will be studied and addressed
during the Community Planning process to minimize negative impacts
from development. Buffer zones. open areas and other appropriate
measures will be considered to preserve and maintain fish and wildlife
habitat. in balance with economic and social benefits resulting from
development.

3. Community Plan Policies. land use designations, urban services and imple
menting measures are, to the greatest extent practicable. consistent with
Comprehensive Framework Plan Policies, Statewide Planning Goals, and other
applicable laws and regulations.

4. The required services designated in the Community Plan can be provided in
an orderly and efficient manner. The developer of the area assumes the
primary obligation to obtain financing for constructing inf.rastructure and
prOViding needed services.

S. If adverse impacts on the infrastructure or facilities outside the commu
nity are identified, the benefits to the public outweigh the detriments.
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~TEGIES

1. The County sho\ild prepare or. have pl:'epared aCoJlllm,lJlity Plan for the western
portion of HJ!.ydcm Island. This could be cOllU1ined with the existing COIlllIIU
nity Plan for the east end.

2. The County should expand and refine Urban Planning Area agreements and
interagency coordination efforts concerning West Hayden Island, partieu"..
larly regarding transportation syst~ capacities and imp]:'ovements, open
space developm~t. and expansion of the Portland harbor.

3. The County should provide continuQus monitol:'ing of potential g]:'ants and
other funding sources to assist in the constl:'Uction of needed capital
improvements on \'lest Hayden Island.

SECfION I II. CONCURRENCE OF METROPOLITAN. SERVICEDISTRICfREQUIRED,

This ordinance shall take efJ;ect upon the Metropolitan Service..District· s .
decision to include that portion of Hayden Island west of the. Burlington Nor
thern railroad into the regional U,ban Growth llqundary.

ADOPTION

(

This ordinance being necessary fo, the. health, sa{ety and. general
of the people of ~wltnomahCounty. shall take effect onSeptembel:' 9
according to Section 5.50 of the Cha]:'ter of Hu1tno~ County.

wel{are
• 1982, (

(SEAL)

ADOPTED this 10th day. of August • 1982, being the date oJ; its second
reading before the llClard of County Colllll\i.ssioners of Hul tnomaltCounty, QJ;"egon.

~
O..R. .THE. . AAO OF COUNTY C.CMIISSIONERSOF. . OMAHCOUNTY, OREGON

~~;..~~
·i>residing Office,

Authenticated by the County Executive on the 12th day of

Augus t • 1982.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: .

(
5
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PR 5-82
Ordinance C

Appendix A-I

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDINANCE NO. 335

An ordinance amending the Comprehensive Framework Plan to add a Marine Trans
portation System Policy, No. 33A, as an addition to the existing Transportati~n

System Policy, No. 33.

Multnomah County ordains as follows:

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS.

The Board finds and concludes:

A. For the reasons stated in the Findings and Conclusions of the Decision'
PR 5-82, dated July 12, 1982 (Attachment A) and in Introduction, Sec
tion II, below, that there is a need to revise the Comprehensive
Framework Plan text by adding provisions to consider and evaluate
the needs and impacts of the Marine Transportation System.

B. The Comprehensive Framework Plan was prepared prior to completion of
studies and forecasts concerning marine transportation needs and
does not fully address the issue.

C. The Planning Commission considered the impacts and needs of the
marine transportation system at ~ work session on June 28, 1982, and
a public hearing on July 12, 1982, for which notice was duly given,
and full opportunity for public testimony was afforded.

SECTION II. REVISION.

The Comprehensive Framework Plan is hereby revised by adding the follow
ing after Policy No. 33:

"INTRODUCTION.

The 40 foot Columbia River shipping channel is a federally fUnded,
integral part of the national transportation system which has significant
economic'and social impact on the Portland region, Multnomah County, and
the State of Oregon. In Multnomah Count)", the 40 foot channel extends
from the north County line as it crosses Sauvie Island, upstream to the
Interstate 5 freeway bridge.

1
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"Requirements for land, docks and terminals, and rail and highway facil
ities to support the marine transportation system, vary according to the
types of products and materials moved through the harbor. These include
foreign cargoes such as grain, coal and autos, and domestic materials
such as sand and gravel, and wood products. Another important act!vi ty
is shipment of local products and goods to foreign markets through con
tainers. Other significant waterfront activities dependent upon maint
enance of the 40 foot channel and availability of suitable land are ship
repair; marine construction, and private industries.

"A critical component of the marine system, which is part of the region's
total transportation network, is sufficient, suitable and appropriately
zoned land which can be served efficiently by rail and highway. If the
system is to continue serving the region, all components, particularly
suitable land, must be available.

"The Portland harbor and adjacent waterfront land depend upon a complex
public/private partnership for continued success. The federal government
is primarily responsible for navigation channel maintenance and improve
ments, while the Port of Portland owns and operates public marine terminals.
The private sector provides for special facilities such as docks and
facilities which handle major commodities, such as grain and wood chips,
and towboat, barge, rail, ship and salvage services. Local jurisdictions
generally are responsible for land use regulations, streets and public
utilities. State and federal aid has been available for major highways.

"The purpose of this policy is to ensure that Mul tnomah County takes
appropriate action to provide for needed marine transportation system
facilities in those areas of the Portland region within its jurisdiction.
The system must include appropriate backup land for marine terminal and
waterfront industrial facilities.

~~RINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

(

(

THE COUNTY' S POLICY IS TO IDENTIFY, EVAWATE AND
OF SUFFICIENT NEEDED PORT AND MARINE FACILITIES.
TO:

ENCOURACE THE DEVELOPHENT
PROVISIONS WILL BE MADE

A. INVENTORY THE ACREAGE AVAILABLE FOR ~RlNE TERMINAL FACILITIES AND
DETERMINE IF MORE LAND IS NEEDED, IN ACCORD WITH COUNTY FjWolEWORK
POLICY 6.

8. EXPLORE THE CONCEPT OF A JOINT PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP, INCLUDING
COOPERATION WITH OTHER GOVERNJ-IENTAL AGE."ICIES, TO FINANCE INFRASTRUC
TURE IN ACCORD \'11TH COONTY F~IEWORK POLICY 4. HOWEVER, IT IS THE
PRI~RY RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROPERTY OWNER/DEVELOPER TO PROVIDE
THE INFRAsrRUCTURE NECESSARY TO SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT.

(
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"C. ENCOURAGE UIPROVEMENTS TO PUSL.IC AND PRIVATE ELEMENTS OF TIlE PORTLAND
AREA HARBOR WHICH SUPPORT REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND DIVERSITY,
IN ACCORll IU111 COUNTY FRAMUI«lRK POLl CY 5."

"STRATEGIES.

A. As a part of its ongoing planning program, the County should
consider the need for marine terminal facilities and suitable future
land.

B. Based on its review of information on future needs for port
facilities, the County should support appropriate action so
that the required land will be available."

C. Protecting the rights and privileges of recreational boaters should be
considered in the County's updating of the Framework Plan through
Policy No. 39, (Open Space and Recreation).

This Ordinance being necessary for the health, safety and general
of the people of Multnomah County, shall take effect on September 9
according to Section 5.50 of the Charter of Multnomah County.

welfare
, 1982,

ADOPTED this
its second
Multnomah County,

10th day of
reading before
Oregon.

August , 1982, being the date of
the Board of County Commissioners of

(SEAL)
FOR TIlE BOARD OF COUNTY CGlMISSIONERS

~ """'. """"
~~~,

Presiding Officer .

AugustAuthenticated by the County Executive on the 12th day of _-:::...-.-.....:_-

DONALD E. CLARK,

1982.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ence Kressel
uty County Counsel

PSD006428



Appendix A-2

Note: Anditions recommended by staff
are underlined; deletions recommenned
are shown in brackets.

(

81-105

r~:_,] ~
i . .t.

ORDINA!J7''''''''>If)

Introdu the Regional
--~~.ning commit

)
)
)
)

FOR ~HE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING
PROCEDURES FOR LOCATIONAL
Af),J[TSTMENTS TO ME'l'RO' S URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS,

Sestion 1. Purpose

(al It is the purpose of this ordinance to establish

procedures to be used by the District in making minor amendments to

{amending1 the District Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted pursuant

to ORS 268.390 (3) and 197.005 to 197.430. Procedures for District

UGH amendments that add or remove more than fifty acres of land and
(

for consideration of petitions that otherwise do not meet the

standards provided in section 8 of this ordinance will be adopted by

separate ordinance.

~ This ordinance is intended to incorporate relevant

portions of Statewide Goal &14, and, bv restricting the size and

character of UGH adjustments that may be approved under this

ordinance, this ordinance obviates the need to specifically apply

the provisions of Goal &14 to UGB amendments approved hereunder.

f (h) 1 (':0) Procedural provisions of this ordinance arA to be

construed as directory rather than mandatory and minor procedural

deviations from this ordinance shall not constitute grounds for

invalidating District actions taken under this ordinance.
(
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rSection 2. Findings]

Section 2. [3.1 Definitions

(al "UGB" means the District Urban Growth Boundary adopted

pursuant to ORS 268.390 and 197.005 to 197.430.

(h) "District" means the Metropolitan Service District.

(tl "Council" means the Council oE the Metropolitan Service

District.

(d) "Goals" means the statewide planning Goals adopted by the

Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission at OAR

1)60-1'i-OOO.

(e) "Petition" means a petition to amend the UGB.

IE) "Property owner" means a person who owns a legal interest

in th" property.

(g) "Legal Description" means a written description which

app~ars on the UGH map as adopted by the Councilor a written

descriD~ion Erom which the adopted map was drafted or which was

adopted hy ~etro or its predecessor CRAG to describe the mapped UGB.

(hI "Locational Adjustment" means an amendment to the District

UGB which inclttdes the net addition or deletion of 50 acres fJr less

and which is otherwise consistent with the standards indicated in

Sestion 8 oE this ordinance.

Section 3. ~~ministrative Interpretation of the UGB

(a) When the UGB map and the legal description of the UGB are

Eoun~ to he inconsistent, the Executive Officer is hereby 3uthorized

~~det~£mine and interpret whether the map or the legal description

cor~~ establishes the UGB location as adopted and to correct the

~~or_~es-::r!.E.tion if necessarv. In determi'ling where the adopted

UGB is located, the Executive Officer shall review the record to
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determine legislative intent and shall seek a legal 0pinion from the

District General Counsel. The map location should be preferred over

the legal description in absence of clear evidence to the contrary.

bl A city, county or special district whose municipal or

planning area boundary includes the property, or a property owner

who would be included or excluded from the urban area depending on

whether the map or legal description controls, may request that the

Executive Officer ren~er an interpretation under this section. If

the request Is submitted in writing, the Executive Officer shall

make the requested interpretation within 60 days after the request

is submitted.

(cl Within ten days of rendering the interpretation, the

Executive Officer shall provide a written notice and explanation of

his decision to each sity or county whose municipal or planning area

boundaries include the area affected, owners of property in the area

affected, and the Council.

lil Anv party eligible to request an :nterpretation under

subsection (b) may petition the Council under subsection (e) of this

secti0n for a determination of where the UGB is located if that

party disagrees with the Executive Officer's interpretation or if

the Executive Officer fails to render an interpretation requested

under subsection (b).

~ Petiticms for a Council determination of the location of

the UGE under this section shall be treated as a petition for

declaratory rUling. Petitions shall be submitted and decided in

accordance with Code chapter 5.03 and not as a petition for

locatlonal adjustment under Sections 4 through 16 of this ordinance.
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Section 4 [5]. Petitions Generally

(a) All petitions f.iled pursuant to this ordinance f.or

amendment of the UGB must include a completed petition on a form

provided by the District. Petitions which do not include the

appropriate completed form provided by the District will not be

considered for approval. Petitions filed after July 1 of each year

shall not be accepted for consideration during that calendar year

[unless the Council extends the deadline!. The District will

determine not later than one week after the July 1 deadline for

receipt of petitions whether the petition is complete and notify tje

petitioner. If the petitioner is notified that the petiti')n is not

complpte. the petition must be completed and refiled within two

weeks of notification or [before] ~ July 1. whichever is later; to

he consider",d in that calendar year.

(b) No petition will be accepted under this ordinance if the

proposed amendment to the UGJ3 would result in a UGB not contiguous

to the existing UGB.

_l.El No petition to add or remove more than fifty acr,~s of lan1

in one location will be accepted under this ordinance.

Section 5 161. Local position on Petition

(a) Except as provided in [paragraph! subsection (bl of this

section. a petition shall not be accepted and shall not be

consid",red a completed petition under Section 4 unless the petition

inCludes a writt",n action by the governing body of [thel each city

or county with jurisdiction over the areas included in the petition

w'1ich [results in]:

(11 [a recofumendationl recommends that Metro approve the
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[a recommendation] recommenos that ~etro deny the

peti tion: or

(2)

petition: or

(1) [an expression ofl expresses no opinion on the

petition.

(b) The requirement of paragraph (al of this section shall be

waived if the applicant [submits evidence] shows that a

recommendati.on from the governing body was requested one vear or

more before the petition was filed with the District and t~3t the

governing body has not reached a decision on that request.

Ic) If a city or county holds a public hearing to establish

its position on a pet;tion, the city or county [shal11 ShO'll<1:

(II provide notice of such hearing to the District and to

anv city or county whose municipal boundaries or urban planning area

hounoary abuts the area affected: and

121 provide the District with a list of the names and

addr"!sses of parties testifying at the hearing and copi"!s of any

exhibits or written testimony submitted for the hearing.

Section Ii [71. Local Action to Conform to District Boundary

(a) A city or county may, in addition to the action required

in Section r612' approve a plan or zone change [for urban 11se 1 !Co

jmpl'~ment the proposed adjustment in the area included in a peti.tion

prior to an amendment of the District UGB i.f:

(II The District is given notice of the local action~

(2) The notice of the local action states that the local

action is contingent upon subsequent action by the District to amend

its UGB, and
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(3) The local action to amend the local plan or zoning

map [only] ber-omes effective ~ if the District [takes the

required action to approve the UGB] amends the UGB conslst"nt with

the local action.

(b) If the city or county has not contingently amenoed its

plan or zoning map to allow the use proposed in a petition, and if

the District does approve the UGH amenoment, the local pla~ or map

change shall be changed to be consistent with the UGB amendment.

That change shall be made at the next regularly scheduled plan or

zoning map [amendmentl review or within 1 yea" whichever comes

first.

Section 7 [101. Standing to Petition for Amendment

(al A petition may be filed by a county with jurisdiction over

the property, a city with a planning area that includes or is

contiguous to the property, the owners of the property included in

the petition or a group of property owners who own not less than 50

percent of the property in each area included in the petition.

(b) Petitions to extend the UGB to include land outside the

Distr.ict [municipal boundary] shall not be accepted unless

accompanied by:

(1) A copy of a petition for annexation to the

[~etropo1.itan Servicel District to be submitted to the Portland

Metropolitan Area Local Government Boundary Commission pursuant to

ORS chapter 199; and

(2) A statement of intent to file the petition for

annexation within ninety (90) days of Metro action to aoprove the

petition for UGB amendment, under Section 15(d) of this 0(1inance.
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(c) The Council may at any time, on its own initiative, or

upon the request of the Executive Officer, consiner [an amendment

of] a locational adjustment to the UGB without [submitting a]

petitiono

Section 8 [410 Standards for Petition Approval

(a) As required by subsections (b) through (e) of this

section, the following factors shall be considered in making

locational adjustments under this ordinance:

(1) Orderly and Economic provision of pUblic facilities

and serviceso A locational adjustment should

facilitate orderly and economic provision of public

facilities and services, including but not limited

to, water, sewerage, storm drainage, transportation,

fire protection and schools 0 In adnition to

improving facilities and services efficiency in the

adjoining areas within the UGB, any area to be added

must be capable of being served in an orderly and

economical fashion.

(2) Maximum efficiency of land useso fonsiderations

shall include existing develoJ)ment densities [on

adjacent urban lands and] on the area included wit~in

the amendment, and whether the amendment would

facilitate needed development on adjacent e:dsting

urban land 0

(3) Environmental. energy, economic ann social

consequences 0 ~he impact on regional transit

corridor development and any limitations imposed by
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the presence of hazard or resource lands must be

addressed.

(4l Retention of agricultural Tann. When a pet~tion

inclunes land with Class I - IV Salls that ~s not

committed to non-farm use, the petition shall not be

aPeraved unless the existing location of the UGB is

found to have severe negative impacts on land use or

service efficiencies in that area and it is found to

be Impractical to ameliorate those negative imeacts

except by means of the adjustment requested. [If an

area is zoned EPU or contains ~lass I through IV

Soils, and an exception has not been approved by

Lr.n~, the Goal #2 requirements for an exception to

Goal #3 must be met.l

(5l Compatibil i ty of proposed urban uses with n,=arbv

agricultural activities.

(b) Petitions to remove land from the UGB may be approved

under the follmdng conditions:

(l) ~()nsir'leration of the factors in subsection (al of

this section demonstrate that it is appropriate t~at

the land he excluded from the UGB.

(2) ~he land is not needed to avoid short-term land

shortages for the District or for the county in whish

the affected area is located and any long-term land

shortage that may result can reasonably be expected

to be alleviated through addition of land in an

aoprooriate location elsewhere in the region.
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(3) Removals [shall] should not be granted if existing or

planned capacity of major facilities such as

sewerage, water and arterial streets will t~ereby be

significantly underutilized.

(c) A petition to both remove land from the UGB in one

location and extend the UGB in another location [shallJ may be

approved under the Following conditions:

(1) ~he land removed from the UGB [shall! meet~ the

conditions for removal in subsection (h) of this

section.

P) Consirleration of the factors in subsection (a) of

this section demonstrate that it i.s appropri.ate that

the land to be added should be included within the

UGB.

[(3) If, in considering factor one of subsection (a), the

petitioner fails to demonstrate that existing or

plannerj public services anC! facil ities can cldequate1y

serve the property to be added to the UGB without

upgrading or expanding the capacity of those

facilities or services, the petition shall not be

approved absent a showing of unusual circumstances.l

illf (4\J The net amount of vacant land added or removed as a

result of a petition under this subsection ~hall not

exceerj 10 acres. Any area in addition to a 10 acre

net addition must be identified and justified under

the standards for an addition under subsection (d) of

this fordinance] section.
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1iL[(5)1 The larger the total area involved, the gre~ter [must

be) the difference should be between the relative

suitability of the land to be added and the ~and to

be removed based on consideration of the factors in

sub sect ion (a).

(1) Petitions to add land to the UGB may be approved under the

following conditions:

(1) fA minor] An addition of land to make the UGB

coterminous with the nearest property lines may he

a~proved without consideration of the other

conditions in this subsection if the adjustment will

add a total of two acres or less, the adjustment

would not be clearly inconsistent with any of the

factors in subsection (a) and the adjustment includes

all [adjoining] contiguous lots [properties split]

divided by the existing UGB.

(2) For all other [minor] additions, the propos~d UGB

must be superior to the UGB as presently located[,]

based on a consideration of the factors in subsection

(a). The minor addition must include all similarly

situated contiguous land which could also b~

appropriately included within the UGB as [a minor] an

addition based on the factors in subsection (a).

(31 [!\<Iinorl Additions shall not add more than fifty acres
~

of lann to the UGB and generally should not add more

than 10 acres of vacant land to the UGE. r~he burden
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of proof for an adjustment that would add more than

10 acres of vacant J.and to the nGB shall increase

with the size of the pi>rcel to be added.] Sxcept as

E££viden in subsection (4) of this subsection, the

larger the proposed addition, the greater the

differences should be between the suitablity of the

proposed DGa and suitability of the existing TJGB,

based upon consideration of the factors in subsection

(a) of this section.

i!L If an addition is requested in order to remedy an

alleged mistake made at the time the UGH for the ar~a

affected was adopted, the addition may be approved If

all of the following conditions are met.

A There is clear evidence in the record of

specific legislative intent to place t~e DGB in

the particular location requested.

The petition for an addition to remedy an

alleged mistake is fil.ed by Julv 1, 1982 or

within two years from the time the UGB for the

area affected was adopted, Whichever is later.

The addition is consistent with the factors i~

subsection (al of this section and does not add

more than 50 acres of land.

I (e) Corrections to add or remove land from the UGB may be

.1pproved under the following conditions:]

r (1) The legal description and the map loc~tion of the

boundar v do not agree or there is a clear record of
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legi~lative intent to place the UGH in a spe~ific

location which differs from that indicated hv the

legal description and map.)

[(2) A petition for correction under this subsection shall

not be accepted if the mapping or legal description

error to be corrected by the petition occurred more

than two years before the petition is submitted. For

purposes of this two year limitation, if the error

occurred before November 8, 1979, a petition for

correction may be submitted until November 8, 1981.1

r (3) In making a correction one of the following

procedures shall be followed:!

fA If the legislative intent is clear, it shall be

followed unless more than 10 vacant acres woul~

be added to the UGB or the area to be added is

clearly inconsistent with the factors in

subsection (a).l

[B Where the legislative intent is not clear, the

map location shall be preferred unless it is

shown to be clearly inconsistent with one or

more of the factors in subsection (a).1

[e In all cases where the procedures in subsections

(A) or (B) of this subsection are not

applicable, the UGH shall be established in the

location that best satisfies the factors in

subsection (al provided that the corrected UGE

shall not exceed that indicated by the map,
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legal description or legislative intent except

to include small portions of tax lots 1"lch (

would otherwise be divided. The new b')Llndary

shall not include so much anditional v.'\cant la'l'l

as to significantly affect the region's growth

capac I ty" 1

Section 9 {'l1_" Notice of Filing Oea<'lline

The District shall give notice of. the July 1 deadline for

.3.Cc"!fJta'l'::e of. petitions for UGB amendments l.lnder this ordinance not

less than qn days befor"! the d"!ad1in~ and again 20 days b"!for"! the

dpaclline i., a neWSpdlJer OF general circulation i'1 thp. Distdct. Tet"

noti~"! shall hrieflY explain the consequences of failing to file

hp.f0re the deadline and shall specify the District officer or

employee from whom additional information may be obtained.

Section 10 (91. Filing Fee (

Poach (All] petition(sl submittp.d (pursuant to this or-iinancel

hy ~ property ownerfsl or groupfsl of property 0wners E£Lsuant to

thi~_ord~~~~ shall he accompanied by a filing fee in an amount to

be p.stablished by resolution of the Council.

S"ctlon 11. "'otice of UGB Adjustm"!nt Hearing

~ The notice provisions established by. this sectio'1 shall h"!

followen in !1GB hearings on petitions for UGB ad;ustments. These

notice prnvigions shall be in addition to the District notice

provisions f.or cont"!sted case hearings contai'led in the District

Codp. Section ~.02"nO'.

(b) [(a) 1 Notice of public hearing shall include:

1. The timp, date and place of. the hearing.

(
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2. A description of the property reasonably calculated

to give notice as to its actual location.

3. A summary of the proposed action.

4. Notice that interested persons may submit written

comments at t~e hearing and appear and be heard.

~. Notice that the hearing will be conducted pursuant to

District rules for contested cases.

(c) r (b)]'Not more than 20 nor less than 10 days before t~e

hearinqL notice shall be mailed to the following persons:

1. The petitioner(s).

2.~1l property owners of record within 250 feet of the

property subject to petition. For purposes of this

subsection, only those property owners of record

within 250 feet of the subject property as determined

from the maps and records in the county departments

of taxation and assessment are entitled to notice by

mail. Failure of a property owner to receive actual

notice will not invalidate the action if there was a

reasonable effort to notify record owners.

3. All cities and counties in the District and affected

agencies as determined by the Executive Officer.

(cl Notice shall be pUblished in a newspaper of general

ci rcul'ltion in the District not more than twenty (20) nor less than

ten (10) days prior to the hearing.

(d) The hearing may be continued without additional notice [as

determined by the hearings officer].
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Section 12. Hearing

(a) [Prior to Council action to amend the UGB. at least one

puhlic hearing on the proposed action shall be held. If the action

Is legislative in nature. t~e hearing shall be before the Council nr

designated Council Committee and shall be conducted pursuant to

procedures established by the Council for legislative hearings. If

the hearing is quasi-judicial.1 All petitions accepted under this

ordinance shall receive a contested case hearing. The hearing shall

be conducted by a hearings officer pursuant to District procedures

for contested cases contained In District Code chapter 5.02.

(b) Proposed UGH amendments may be consolldat~d by t~e

hearings officer or presiding officer for [contested case] hearings

wher~ appropriate.

(c) [At a contested case hearingJ The proponent of a proposed

UGH amendent shall have the burden of proving that the proposed

amendment complies with the applicable standards [adopted by the

District] in this ordinance.

[Section 1.3. Legislative or Quasi-Judicial Hear Ing

All petitions shall receive a quasi-judicial hearing. When the

Councilor Executive Officer initiate consideration of a UGH

amendment. the District General Counsel shall determine and advise

the Council whether the proposed amendment may be given a

quasi-judicial or legislative hearing.]

Section [14J 13. Staff Review and ReDort

All petitions shall be reviewed by District staff and a report

and recommendation submitted to the Hearings Officer or t~e Council.

not less than five (5) days before the required hearing [to the
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Councilor the Hearings Officer]. A copy of the staff report and

recomme~nation shall simultaneously be sent to the petitioner(s) and

others who have requested copies.

Section [15] 14. Council Action on Petitions

(a) Following public hearings on all petitions for UGB

changes. the Council shall act to approve or neny the petitions in

whole or in p3rt or approve the petitions as modified.

(b) Final Council action following a quasi-judicial hearing

shall be as provided in [District] Code section 5.02.045. Parties

sha 1.1 be not i f ied of the i r right to review before the Land Use Board

f)f Appe3.1s pursuant to 1979 Oregon Laws, ch 772.

(c) Final Council action following a legislative hearing shall

be by orninance.

(1) When the Council acts to approve in whole or in part a

petition affecting land outside the Oistrict:

(1) Such action shall be by resolution expressing intent

to amenn the llGB if and when the affected property is annexed to thf'

District within six months of the date of adoption of the ~esolution.

(2) The Council shall take final action, as provided for

in paragraphs (b) and (cl of this section, [to amend the UGB] within

thirty (30) days of notice from the Boundary Commission that

annexation to the District has been approved.

Section [16] 15. Notice of District Action

The District shall give each county and city in the District

notice of [the] each amendment of the UGE. Such notice shall

include a statement of the local action that will be required to

make local plans consistent with the amended UGB and the date by
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which that action must be taken.

Section [171 In. Review of Procedures

(a) These procedures are designed for small adjustments to the

UGH which generally should not, in total, result in a net addition

to or removal of more than 2,000 acres of urban land over the next

twenty years.

(bl IE, at any time after December 31, 1983, the tot:ll net

change in the size of the urban area is greater than an average net

addition or. removal of 100 acres [a1 ~ year, the District shall

either amend this ordinance to change the [circumstances in]

standards under. which petitions may be approved or adopt findings

demonstrating why such ordinance amendment is not necessary to

ensure continued compliance with [Goal *141 the Statewide Goals.

(c) The District action provided for in paragraph (bl of this

section shall occur before any additional UGB amendments are

approved.

(

(

Section 17. LCDC Acknowledgment

This ordinance shall be submitted upon adoption to the Land

Conservation and Development Commission for acknowledgment pursuan~

to ORS 197.251, as an implementing measure to the District UGB.

ADOPTED by the Council of the ~etropolitan Service District

this day of ________, 19

presiding Officer

ATTEST:

~lerk of the Council

,)H : 9 1.
1.896B/204
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APPENDIX B

Physical Environment
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Appendix B-1

SOIL CLASSIFICATION AND CHARACTERISTICS

Percent
Classification Acreage Slope

Erosion
Drainage Permeability Potential ~U~s~e~s _

Faloma Silt
Loam (lOA)

6 0-3 Poor Moderately High
Rapid

Wildlife
habitat;
recreation;
urban (if
diked and
drained)

Sauvie Silt 22 ) 0-2 Poor Moderately High due Hay; pasture;
Loam (26A) ) Slow to flood- recreation;

Sauvie Silt 177 ) ing wildlife
Clay Loam ) habitat
(28A) )

Rafton Silt 41 0-2 Very Moderate Slight Hay; pasture;
Loam (30A) Poor truck crops;

wildlife
habitat

pilchuck Sand 394 )

(l8A) )
)
)

Pilchuck Sand 87 ) 0-3 Exces- Very Rapid High due Pasture;
Protected ) sive to flood- recreation;
(19A) ) ing wildlife

Pilchuck Urban 34 ) habitat
Land Complex )

(48A) )

Source: U.S. Soil Conservation Service.
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Appendix B~2

OREGONADMJNISl'RATIVE RULF-S
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2O-DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAL"'ITV=· _

'!'AIlLe 1 (
AIR CQNTAHIN},HT SO.lRC~:S ANO

ASSOCUUl1 f:E~ SCIlElJULE

(HO-20-155)

HOTE: Per:.'lIl' ..,ho opoerat" boUe-r, 'hall lD.cludo, tOl..., U ln41eated in !telilo 58, 59. Of' 60 in a4dit.1on to tea
tor other sppUeablot c.tcgar1.

rOllt'" to ~ Feea to b.
ZtandaN: AnnlQl fflO' tl'> bOll Subtl1tte4 Sub"lUte4

Indu,trial .tppUe~tlon ComplIance Subtlttted \lith IInh AppUea-
Cbllll.1flea· r111ng Proon,lnS Sllt.~f'lIllna_ v(thNw Rel'll:lval ticn to .

oUr Contallllll<lnt. SaUN'" tiCR HlllIber r,. r,. tioR'f.,e Appl1o:l.t!on .pplieaUon HOdt!')' PeO'lU

1. ~lldcltiln!n81oeat.,din
.,peclal .control ~reil'. 00.._

_ retill operi\tlon" only (not
dllCWllcre l~ehtdcdl '12] " 10. ". 36' 26' "'2. Smc.e IlC.UlHlS with 5 01"
lIOn' employ,;,c;5 2013 " 10. 13' '10 21. "'3. Flollr' and other grdn mill
product!!. In'3~colal control aTeM 20111
.) 10,000 or llIore t/'! 15 '25 '" 175 ." ...
II) Le"'''' thall 10,OOt) t./J 15 ". ". U, 2)' '"
It.· Cer~d pr'epuatlons lit
ap:cl111: control· area.s "", 15 '" '" '" '" ...
S•. Slen<led and· Ilrepar~d flout'
ln .spedal· control areas ,."
.) 10,00001" 0101'0 t/'( 15 '" Z10 '"

,,, ...
II) Ldll tlllll'l 10,000 t/y 15 'SO 13' ". 210 '",. Prcpared feedS (or· anitlala ,,1'1<1
(owl :In sp"li:'lal oontrol·lu''"'''1l 200\.
11) 10,000 or llIorc t/y 15 '" '" 175 .SO ...
b) Lou-tllan 10,000 t/7 15 2110' 29' '" 'TO 21'

012308.81. 02/03143

tASLE 1 Continued (J~0~20~155)
(

MOte: Per'Son:; who operate boners Ilball include,teos as indicatedln Itell8'58, 5'.1, or 60 in addition to tellls
(or otMr IIppUcable category.

V.eate 1>8 Fees to blt
Sta,ndard "~l feell to 'be SI,1bll11tto<! Sl,1bl:11t~

IMv3tdal Application CompUancli Subl:lltted loIitb w!tb ,l,ppl1ca~

Clu3Ulea-. FlUng Pl'oo.e.:lllln& Dctertlllna~ litth New ReneWal tlen to
loll' Contamina.nt Sourea tlon NUIlber r.. r.. lion Fee "ppUeat:lon ApplleaUc.n l:edify l'er<lltt

1. Beet. ll\lsar canufaeturlng "''' 15 '" 1860 2)60 t'.l35 50.

8. lleMerlng ptanh "'''0.) 10,000 or 1II0ro tlJ 15 ". ... '" m ""b) tel''' tban 10,000 '1./'1 T5 'SO 21' 59' 31&~· '"
9. Corfee NH""t1nt; "''' T5 '00 '" '" '" ""
10. S:lIo',dll and/Qr "hnlns 2421
ll) 25,000 or .,ore bd.tt./shUt. 15 '00 '" .SO ". ""b) Less than 25,000 bd.(t./"b1Ct. T5 T5 210 ". '" '50

11. HaTdwood mUla 21&26 T5 T5 '" '" '" 'SO

12. Shake and 1Ib1ngl" 11I1115 21&29 T5 T5 '"
..,

'" 15'

13. fUll work with 10 e<llployeas
or /JIOrll 2431 T5 ISO '" '" 'TO "'1
H. 1'1)'wood Illanlltaeturlng 20\35

• 2436
Il) Greater tllan 25,000 sq.tt./br,
3/6- bs"'1s " '" 755 1455 ". TO'
b) Lll~:S th"n 2'1,000 sq,.tt,/br.
3/8- tla.:l!'" 15 •SO ". 1035 '05 '"
15. Vene~r =-1n....(aetUr1ns onl1 2'35
<not .l:scwhtlrfr 1ftl!lude4) .. 21&36 15 10. 210 ." ,.,

"'
'6. Wood pr«m:rv1na 2"'.1' 15 ISO 21' ." ,.,

'"
11. farUeltooud IllUlUh,ctur1na 2.11092 T5 '" ". "90 96' TO'

OA2}Oll.nl 02/03/83

(
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RUl.E.<;
_'_,m" ,~:HAPTER340. DIVISION 20 -I)EPARTMENTOF .:!llYJRONMENTAl. QUAl.ITY _

.01£: 1'..1'$0113 ...1';0 OpcrBt.. l:x.Illttr;l ,,1'1311 lnch<l.. ree3 .3 lmHcate<l tn It... ;1 56, 59 01' 6C 1n e<l<.liUon to teu
tor otlt&t apPUc:;Iblo (ltl~Oaor1.

All" Coot_1Mnt :'k>urell

:ltandard
In(l""tI"1,,1
Cla5S1t1ea~ fiUng
tlon !lUllber ree

~pplle"t10n

I'roc"~'ltlg,..
'Mud

Co..p) L""e~
Dctcrllllna

t10n fll"

feell to be
S",t=ltte<1
"lth llew

Applle"Uon

r .."" to t.
S'lblllttU<1

... ltl>
~1Ir.f:'...al
Ap"lleatiOI1

1&. lh'rdboard ...n"raeturlng 2'99 75

19. 8..t1el7 separator lit,;. 2'99 15

20. f"rntlure and t1.turcs 2511
II) 100 or lIore tl:j::l .... yeell 75
b) 10 empl",)'""" or ",o~e but
1<;"" than 100 el:lpl<.>yco;l 15

21. rut; IIlll111. p:lper ..Uh, 2611
an" P&l"trboard 11111/1 2621

26]1 1S

22. 8\ltl<.l1na: paper "nd wU41ng-
l>oard DUh 2661 15

:it). lllrul1e.. an4 chIodo" IIIr/l.. 2a12 15

25. Ii!trie .c1d I:Mutadllrlng 2819 75

26. kl:.onta l>an",f,eturlna 281') 75

;!1. In<lu"trhl lnc>rt:~nlc and 0.....
ganlC: e~eIllH::;Illl lIl..n"r~()"t\ll"1ng
(not 8111evhere Includcd) 2819 75

"9. Cbarcoal ItanuCacb.,dllg 2861 75

30. H~rblcldll =anu{acturlIlS 2679 15

0.12308.81

'" '30 1~)0 ." TOO

"0 ,40 '" '" IT,

200 m '50 '5O '"
'" '" n, "0 200

'''0 )235 .." 3310 132:5

200 m "0 320 215

350 M5 '01' '20 '"
m .., 1095 720 1I~0

200 37.5 '50 40' 32'
m 375 700 .., )£5

3~5 "0 '" '" .00

250 m '00 .., 3"

'" 780 '~05 8S5 '"
62' 3235 3935 3310 '00

02/03183

tlJl!.! , Continued O~0_20_1"SJ

1I0Tt: I'cr,on, "II" C>P<'r~te boll~rll lIhall ll1elu<1e (en u 1ndlc.ted in It~III" 58, 59 or 60 11'1 a4gitlon to t~ell

tor other ..p"l1e"ble eate"Qry.

Standard
loov,tda\
ClallUr1C:l~. flUng
tiOl'l ll\tllt-or r~..

.tpptJ.eatlon
I'l"tlcnung,..

Annua\
Cm'l'lla"co
P"terllllna

t1Q'l fe..

he:> to b"
S"'~lIlltte4

with lie...
AppliCation

re~" to b.
.%b"HtfO:l!

with
~"newal
Applicat10n

fee' to l>ll
Sut"'Htc4
Wltl> ~ppl1e~

Uon ta
I'::HHry Pcrslt

(june, 1983)

31. PetroleUol reflnl"<J, 29" " 1250 "" ,,60 3310 1325-

3? A!lpbal t prod\letlon l'y 29,1 " 250 m TOO .., '"dhtlllaUoli

33. bplldt. blll'oI1ns plants 2951 " 2SO .., '" '" 325

3-. bpb:tltie eor."ret~ !'avlnJ;
plnnla 2951
11) Shtionary " 'SO "5 62' 3TO ",
b) Part.ble " 200 m 700 .., '"
35. brhalt. tellll 6l1d co"ting 2952 " 25' '55 .SO ,.. 325

36. Bler",Unll.. eocr<'Ilndlr.t, or
refining of lUbr1eHlng 0113 and
,;rt'''aea 2992 " 2~5 350 '50 '" 3"

31. Gll\aa contll1ner =~nu{"<:turlng 3221 75 25' '" '" '" 325

)8. Ceaent ...nutaeludng "" " 800 2370 )2~5 2_11, '"
39. RIO'411!lh:.. concrete 3273 " '50 '60 '" '" .175

,", LlJo. tllln\lCaeturlng 327' " 315 ZlI, ", 320 ..,
". Cyps... prool\let.s 327' " '50 "0 '" '" 215

'2. Roe\( eru"tlIIr 3295
.} SUtlonafT " '25 '" '" 3TO 30'
b) fortabit " 225 m '" .., 30'

012308.&1 0210 3/83

2'Table I
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OREI;ONAOMINISl'RATIVE RULES
~ '.!!~P:I.~:!!-_:WI, 1HV!c,!I,ON~o.::::!>EP~RTI\1EN! !1~'.ENVI~ONME~AI.Q(JAL..JTY:_. , .•...

uon:; p.,"S"f\.~ ,,110 ~l..,r"l .. bolle.." :ilhall l,,(llU~" r~(I"·.O·lh"lc,",lC<1· In Hu". ')8, ')9.0" 4(Lln. i14<ltUon to taco
tor olller- "pl'llclilll., <:/lh·&"I",

(

Ur Conlowlo"nt· Source

Shn<lar4
In<iu=trld
Clo.::t:ttrt<:u_
tlon llUCIbo:lr

flUng
t.:o:,

"1'1'11",,,,t..on
i'rocc,ull>l,

ro.

Annual
l;nr;"'U.nclI-:
n"I<:''''\I1;\

Uon.f","

rco" to. 1:10
Sub,dtted

with Nc"
Aplll l",,.UGn .

rc,,,' ..ltl be
SuNUt4<1

wUb.
ReM.."L
APllllc.:l.Uon

feu to b.
::"lICIIU.4
1l11b, 'PIlUca.~

tltln to
Hodlty 'er.-lt.

~_. Incln"""I"""
.. I 100Q,H·,,/h,- dod prNlcr e3p.3oltt
b) SOO: lh);"hr to 10:J0 1l;:il/1u'

car./l cH)'
",) ~O'.lb"/llr t" !oeo Ih/hr e..l~.:1ty

Plil'lolee1c)} Ii"'''!''' orUl

43. Sleel \/od:'l..
rlnhhlng DIU .. ,
product"

rtllltnSllnd ])12-
(11eet <"ollie taL 1urgl" ... l

l :3113 " '" '" I3\S 720. TO'

i, m OlliS· fl9S' )20.' ...
T5 125, I,. 390' 265\, 2QO'·

T5 '"
,,. ,,. "" '00

Sted- (""Mdt".- (IlOI:.lI-l:11o-
lI11ere·""l>:~'.I(h,j) 3~25

.}, ~.SOo or. "l<lr" t/Y' Pl"c"juctlon
b)t.o.." U,an 3,500 l/y Ill"OducUon

'T. rrlQil.fY~lI>"" tinE;: of t.1l"conll.lA,
01", l:Iatnll14 3139

OAllOS."l

is 625 Sfl5" 1265> 6\0'\ 100
15 ,.. '" 520" nO-', 225

" 1250' ]23S~ '560.\ ]l10,. 1315:'

T5 6250' 12l> 95611. ]]10 6.]4!S·

021.03/,8]'·

TABLE., I ConUnued. ()~O_20_155)

(

NOT!:; h,'~"n:l .. hI> o[><'r"t" t>o:JHe.,:s' ~hil.l 1 Inclu<l4-,.f<:e:s, 11" ln11Colt"d"ln lteo.;s..58i ':l'J:Ol', 60· In.•ddltlan,'lo. roea.'.
fur other oll'l'tlN\>ln "oll ..~or-1.

1lr' ConlJ>.ll;1;unl S~UI"""

Standolr4
In4uatl".tal
Cl",::o"trlcil.
UOlllfuDlbcl'

FlUng
, fQ.a

lpplle.:oUon
I'r(t<:~I1,,!.ng

.."I>

Anm.llll
Co~~pllil.n,,1I'

O<,t<:rlll!flil_
Uon r"G

reu to be-
S"'b",itt.e4,'

wUh llel/
Appllc-olUQnS

feelt-· to be
Sllbllllttlild

...!tll
IIene\l"l
~J,lPllc"tlQn

F<:oe:I-t.ob•.
SllCgtt.u4
...1111 AppU",,,.,.
Hon to
llo41(y fet1lltt.

'8~ PI'llllll1")":>"'dtln~ all4 1",,(111.111.4
of· fcrruu$ an<l.I\",lfc..r"u~ A<jtats
(not. el~"o.t~.~f''' ciau1(bd) 3339
.) 1,OOQ Or O:Or,' tl'l pr<,ducUOR 75 625: l~OO 210ll: 1~15, TOO'
b) t.~u tl;.\n .. ,(,100 tty l)N,lucUon 15 125 ,.. 1110'- 615 '00

~9. S~C(lfl<lll''''I ~;:,<.'ltlna: an<1'l"eflnlna:
ot lK>nterrou" llO"t.31" 33\1 " '00 '" '50 '50 '"'0, lIon(",rrou" &<::l .. l" (olln<lrle'" 3361 " '50 125 ,.. '00, 225

]362

~1. t1ectroplaUns, p.,>lhhtng, '1M
IIn041.:.1na with S or 11-(11''' "'11",1(>'1""" ,,411 " \2' m ... 12' ...
~;:>. Gall'unl.%.~"a ill'-.! p1p<! c"at!ng__
e,;ctutl, ~ll otb..r ...;t1v1t1cs 3419 " \2, .., .., '20 ...
53. a ..ttell' IIlo'lnll(ilct",r1na '''' " 150 125: ,.. ... 22$

S~·. Gratn cl~"~to.."--lllt''''",C'<1tat..
ot.Q..alle Oil,), 10,;•• te4 1n "po!ohl
c:ontl"Ol . ......b~ U21
III ZO,OOO <)1" lllore t/., " '" ,.. ... ,as lO'
b) LeuthQn;'O,OtlQ ll'l 15 125 '" ,,~, )20. ZOO"

3-Tahle I
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OREC,oN ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 20 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TADLE t Continued OIlO.:OO-l')S)
JlO'l'E: i'(',.~n.'l whO (>~r.t. t>ol1en IlhQJ.l InUu~ reu .$ tndleillwd In 1t..~ 58, 59 or 60 ill 'dcl1t10" to ~.",.

(or other appUcilblo clltel;ory
,.e. to b. Feflll to h

.!tlllldard A"nual Feell to h SUlllltlte4 Sublllitted
Indu/ltl"1Il Applle.Uon. C_plJane" Submltte4 with IIHh Applt-
Ch~1I1rlc<l. nUn! i'r<>ceulng neterl/lltHI- vith How RenO\lal catton to

11,. Contuln:.;nt .source tioll HUl:lbo,. F•• F•• Uo" reo Appllell.t1on "pplle.Uon. Ko41l"y i'eMlIt.

S5. Electric J'01oI",r gtneration 11911'
1) \/000 or Coal fired - Ortllt.,. " 'CO, '''' 11310 3310 ""than ~5~

B) 'i004 Or Coal Fired. Leas " lOOO 1615 .... t690 50"
than 2~ ~

C) 011 Fl~d " ". ". f305 ,,,
'"

5~. eu ProducUoll. andlol" erg. '925 " '" '" OZ, ", '50
51. Orllln elnatc"'lI·-tel"l!llnal dentorll
prleal"llv er:gag<\'d In buying and/or
l/Illrketl •. lt Ualtl--ln llpeelal control
are.., S153
a) 20,000 or =(;1;'e tl1
b) leto~ thaD 2Q,000 tt1 "75 '"115

."
'"

12.". TOO
,go

58. Fuel Bur-n1/1S equIPlllllnt '961" (F.ello v111 b.- t;&s"d. on tb.e total Iggrllga.te helOt 1nput or III bo11tlra. at. Ute e1t.)
It1thin thll l:>ou~dar1e~ of the
Portlana, £cg<:lne_Spr1n&tl<!1d.
and I'k<lrord-Ashland. HI' Quality
Halnten:lncc Arull and the SaItta
Urhn Gro;>lIlh Area""
I) 1"':l1"ua1 cr c:!illti1htl! oil tired 7S 200 .it.llS 52:0 320 ZT5
250 1I1llJOll or eor" tltu/hr (b<!at !npllt)
b) l!'I'sid.ual or d.l$tUhte 011 tired, 15 125 tlS 335 210 200
10 or ~orl! hit 1e:ls tllan 250 1I11Uon
btu/hr (heat input)

02101/83

tABLI 1 Continul!d ()40_20~155)

.on: Peno"" \1110 operatl! !x>Uers :lhall 11101ud.a tl!eo .., Ind1eded. in ItellllJ 58, 59 or 60 ill ld.d1tion to tetl
t",r other appllcable catesor,.

.l1r COlltwll1nant Sourcft

Stand.al"d
Industrial
ClauH"1ca': Fllina
tion lIu.w.ber Fee

AppUcation
Proce:ls!/I&:

Foo

annual
Colrlpl1aoce
Determina_

tion Fe.

Feu to be
Sllbllltted
\llthNev

Appl1catlon

Fc:es to '*
Subl:litted

w1tb
Aeneval
Application

Feu to b<!'
SUb::l1tted
with Applica
tion to
Modi:)' Perlllll

59. Fuel l:>urning equipll.ent \I!thin the '9£111&
bound"rie~ <;;( the Portl:lnd, Eugene_
Sprlnb r leld and ti,,<lrord~hhlan(\ Air Quality
Io\aln~CMllce Arca3 and th~ Salem Urban
Grovth Are,,'"

.) 11000 or (oal fired, 35 .UUon or
$lOre IltU/hr (he:lt input)
II) \{O¢<j or eO:l1 r!red, 1e:l3 thin 35
1l1lUon l!tu/hl" (Ileal Input)

"
"

...
"

'"
'"

'"... '"
'" '"

"Eldudlns hy<lro--electric lind nuc1('~r c~ncraUns proJeet~. lind Uattc:d. to utilities.
Ulnclu<ling ruel burr-tng equJfe<.>nt gen~rllt1/113 "te~ ror proee~:I or tor 15<'11<2 but ncllldil\& PQ\Ier generJlt!on (SIC '911).

'"Hop,,- or lhe:ll! aru~ are IIHJeh(d. Legal d",~er1pttoIl3 ;"re 011 rUe i.n the Oopart",ent.

60. ruel burning equireent outUdll '961 n
tll/1 boundarh~ or tile (ortland,
[ugene_Sprlr.,f1cld and !'kMord-
hnhnd Air (!\l.:>llty K.llntenancll
Arl!u and tl;e SIIl<.'o Urban Grwth
Area.

(feC:J;l 11111 be b)~ed 00 the total l&gr/ll3ate
beat input ot all t>oll<2n at tbe 'ih.)

line, 1983)

111 \l0<>d, e"",l and 011 tired greHer
thell 30 l lOt' lItu/hr {h... t input) " '"

4 - Table I

135 m 210 20'

PSD006451



ORt:(;ON AJ)MINIS1llA11VF. RUI,t:~
CHAPTER :140, III VISION 20 -IIIo:I'ARTMFNT OF ENVIRONM.!':I'I!A"-Q~)AI,!fY _--_.- .._--- -- - ...•.•_., '.__._. -_.. -_. - ,,---- ,-, ' .. " ., __ , ~.-' _-

tl!lU: I (01)11,,,,,,4 (j~O,"O-lS'5)

IIOl1:: f('..-o<>"~ ,,1)o N'orllto bolloPr~ ~l,all 1110111<'\. l'a:> ,U ln41;'"I('<;$ In It...." <;;iJ. S9 Or 60 In addition to t.~11

for olb.o(' aIlPU<:abl" catf'!>o..-,..

(

::1""""..4
rndu~t"hl

Ct.:l""lt'l~,,_ rUlna:
l1c.n 1I"l>be,. r.: ..

61. If..., "O\"·~,,u ""t 1\,.1,,;1 h",."ln
~hld, \1,,"1,1 ..",II HI 0'- ",or" t",,~

1'<'1'" ye.... t'r .,,)' .<lr ·.ont ...... lo.."t3
lr:eludlnr. to"t no:· ~ !',ltr<.l to ~a("UC\llate3.

5~x. 0(' N(1. Or hl'<'r\l,,,."+t,,,,~, U' ~h..
"Ol:l'ce ""re. to ";'<'r~t<l \111oon:rolle<l.

;11) l.w ~O"t ".,
bj ~..ml~ r"3t 75
cJ Iilgll c"'~t 15

62. n"" ,'0''''0<1'3 not 113trd hero""
"blob would ..",It ~1>;"Hlr.1"t

llIalo<~o,'o\1'" ":::'!3,'j(lr"" a.~ <.I"t"";:'l.,,.-<.I
1'1 llel-.l.rt ..c~t .. l <Jr 11<">;10 ..... 1 .It:thor1ty
n'Y!c.. t:!! ~ol;r'oe" whl"'h .1"<1 kn,,,, .. to have
8111:Jlar atr cont""tr'.111t ... U3ioIl3.

a) 1.0>1 co"t 75
bl l'o,:!1lJl'I '''~t 75
e) fllth C03\ 75

6:1. ~:x1&t1r'R 3(lU,.ee, ,,<:'t 1I3te1 l'I.rel11
tor wllleh an 1111' ~"','Itty Probh.. 1.'J
Id.r,Ut1c<.l I,y t1,a O"P4rtllant 1>("

Itc/tJor.ul I.utl,'" 1 ty.
e) to'ol I'o:-t 75
b) MtoJl\U'l o,,~t. 15
oj IU&!l eo"t 15

.l.p.,ll,,,tton
f',·o""sulng

,'(:t'

....
un....

u·.........

........
110'

.""uol
(:"C'pl lon',..
~.·t"rt>ln,,

t1<>n reG

1"0

'"2000

"0
~~'l

2000

,so
)SO

2000

Ftoc, to t>e
!;ub.,lth<i
"HII Nell

Ipp\tcation

............

•• u........

............

f''1'''' to t>"
S.. t>"'tthd

with
11"""..31
!;1':>llcal1on

22;

'"20"

2?-5

'"""

rou to b<a
S"l.,lttoo
"Ill', Appllea
Uon to
HMlry 1'......lt

....
••••....

....
n ••

••••

(210)/8) (

llO'fE: rer~on" wh" f>1.~r"!,, toolh'r~ ,h..11 Ind ....d.. ("e, .. " IMk.. te<l In H",., ~8. 59 or 611 JII ",NIH.on to teo:lI
tor I>lber ~I'PUobl.. e.. t"gor)'.

fe'!:t t.o b.. r<:", to h
Sland,,1"d Anr:,,;tl r.,,,,, t.o l>e SUb3Htolld ::;"t",ltted

r"d".'lrt"l AI'I'l.l~allol\ t'~,-~'l j;tne" :;"bmHte1 ..-Itl> \/1t1l Ap,11e,,~

CI .. "'lrla..~ r1110R J"',,~,·.nl"t ~, \",,,,\,\;\- 1111111<,,'1 11"',""'1 tlon to
Air (ontlu:lnnnl S"ure.. tt<>n N<.UlIll~r r•• ~'~" 110" re" Aprllcat1 0n .p"II~"t.loll Iia<llrl' ?enoU

-------
till. Butk: lJn"ol u,. FlaM3 ')100 ..... lS " ". '<90 '" 1jO... BUll< G",'ol1l1O 'f~r<!\l""'l" ~1T1 ..... " 1000 '" 1615 '" lar5

,,- t14u1<.1 St,.r3f." T"n~", 11200 ..01' lS 50/tanJ<. 1l0/tank
J<;I,OC') /,:,'11l'n" vI" ..",....
e"~ .. eHY. ,""t d """,lIe,'1l
Inellided

61. C4n CQ.Una: 3'-11'"'' " ' 1';00 ,ro ~5'-5 111115 ""... fl""r C"'HJng '''' or 3661·· .. • 75 1')011 910 l!~'5 111\-5 1515... CoHlr,g Flot "'cod 21100"'" " ,00 '" 90' '" 515

10.
I
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OREGON ADMlNISTRATIVE RULES
CHAI"rER 340, DIVISION 20 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TABLE 1 Continued (3110-20-15S)

NOTE: Persons ."he operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 In addition to rees
for other applicable category.

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted

Industrial Application Compliance Submit ted~ \-lith \01'1 th Appl1ca-
Class!fica- Filing Processing Determlna- with New Renewal tion to

Air Contaminant Source ticn Number Fee Fe. tion Fcc Application Application Modify Permit

72. New sources of voe not •••••
listed herein which have
the capacity or are
allowed to emit 10 or
more tons per year vae
a) Low cost 75 .1•• 150 •••• 225 ••••
b) McdlWll COllt 75 •••• 350 •••• 425 ""1
c) High cost 75 •••• 2000 •••• 2015 9."

••••Sources required to obtain a permit under items 61, 62. 63 and 72 will be subject to the following fee
schedule to be applied by the Oepartsent based upon the anticipated cost of processing.

Estimated Permit Cost

Low cost
Medium cost
High eost

Application Processing Fee

$100.00 - $250.00
$250.00 - $1500.00

$1500.00 - $3000.. 00

As nearly as POSSible, applicable re~s shall be consistent with sources of simUar
complexity as listed in Table 1.

••••• Permit for sources in categories 64 through 72 are required only if the source is located in the Portland AQHA,
Medford-Asbland AQHA or Salem SATS..

June, 1983) 6- Table 1
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App.endix B-3

AIR QUALITY

The following review of new source regulations primarily covers state
of Oregon requirements. In general, Oregon requires that the best
practical treatment and control of air containment emissions be
provided. In addition, for new sources of emissions located in
existing high air quality areas, the degree of control shall be such
that air quality degradation is minimized.

For potential West Hayden Island sources, a written Notice of Construc
tion will have to be submitted to the Oregon Department of Environ
mental Quality (DEQ) if sources have fuel, refuse or open burning
equipment, air pollution control equipment, or process equipment. The
new source construction is also subject to the approval of the Oregon
Environmental Quality Commission. Depending upon the type of source
and the potential emissions, the approval process may require prelimi
nary or routine sampling, testing, and measurement of source emission.

Specific emission sources identified in Table 1 of OAR 340-20-155 are
required to have an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) before
source construction can begin. Within this table are sources such as
grain elevators and liquid storage tanks; therefore, some of the new
cargo-handling facilities established at West Hayden Island may require
an ACDP. The permit process requires completing an ACDP application,
which contains information regarding source, emissions, and control
equipment.

For emission sources which are classified as "major", a New Source
Review (NSR) is required. Major sources are defined as a stationary
source which emits or has the potential to emit any pollutant at a
"significant emission rate". These emission rates are described in
Table A. It is possible that new emission sources located at West
Hayden Island could fall under the NSR regulations. These regulations
depend on the location of the source with respect to an attainment or
nonattainment area. Since West Hayden Island is located in or near
both types of area, both sets of regulations must be considered.

In an attainment area, the NSR will require the owner to provide infor
mation on the source's design, planned operation, pollutant emissions,
and controls. The owner must also provide an air quality impact analy
sis of the source's potential emissions. This analysis should be sup
plemented by ambient air quality data collected by the owner for each
pollutant which will exceed the significant emission rate, unless the
air quality impact analysis shows that impacts are less than those
listed in OAR 340-20-245(5)(C). Also, best available control technology
is required for each of these significant emission rate pollutants.
Finally, information and analysis results provided in this review pro
cess are subject to approval of DEQ and must be made available to the
public for review, comments, and possible hearings.

PSD006454
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There is a special exemption from the NSR process for emission sources
which meet the requirements of not causing a significant impact on a
nonattainment area, and complying with special source and emission
restrictions. Emission restrictions involve sources that either emit
less than 100 tons of potential emissions per year and are within the
source type categories described in OAR 340-20-245(3) or are not within
these categories but emit less than 250 tons of potential emissions per
year. within this source category list, only type (XXV), the petroleum
storage and transfer units, would apply to potential sources located on
West Hayden Island under present zoning.

A new major source must comply with additional restrictions to locate
in a nonattainment area. These restrictions involve compliance with
the lowest achievable emission rates, state compliance schedules,
emission growth increments, and emission reductions (offsets). A new
major source of volatile organic compounds (VOC) on West Hayden Island
must perform an alternative analysis showing that source operation
benefits outweigh social and environmental costs involved. These VOC
sources will also be required to comply with special growth increment
allocations for the Portland ozone nonattainment area.

Additional impact analyses and ambient monitoring may be required by
DEQ as site-specific conditions require. These analyses address spe
cial problems such as impairment on visibility, soils, etc. without
additional information on new sources to be located on West Hayden
Island, it is not possible to determine if additional analyses will be
required.

Within the new source review, major sources are also subject to Preven
tion of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. The PIAQHA air
shed is classified Class II PSD area; therefore, increases in new
source air quality impacts cannot exceed specific increments for the
attainment pollutants. These allowable increases or increments are
presented in Table B. For West Hayden Island, the attainment pollu
tants are all the pollutants listed in Table A as long as the new
source does not cause a significant air quality impact within a local
nonattained area. These significant impact levels are defined in
Table C. The air quality modeling analysis required in the NSR
provides predicted new source impacts to show if the new source will
comply with PSD requirements.

All new sources which require an ACDP will also be required to estab
lish a series of plant site emission limits (PSEL). The PSEL are
specific emission limitations based on the new source's applicable con
trol equipment requirements and projected operating conditions. The
PSEL provides Oregon with a means of managing the air quality emissions
for all permitted'sources throughout the state. The PSEL are estab
lished for a new source during the processing of the source's ACDP.

Federal and state regulations require specific types of new stationary
sources to comply with certain standards of performance related to air
quality emissions. These new source performance standards (NSPS) are
referenced by the State of Oregon in OAR 340-25-505 to 340-25-675 and
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by the federal government in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulation,
Part 60.

There are NSPS for liquid petroleum storage vessels. since these
source types may be located on West Hayden Island, all NSPS regulations
should be carefully examined in planning new source growth.

PSD006456

(

(

(



Appendix B-3

Table A

SIGNIFICANT EMISSION RATES CRITERIA FOR MAJOR SOURCES

Pollutant

Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Oxides

Particulate Matter

Sulfur Dioxide

Volatile Organic Compounds

Lead

Mercury

Beryllium

Asbestos

Vinyl Chloride

Fluorides

Sulfuric Acid Mist

Hydrogen Sulfide

Total Reduced Sulfur

Reduced Sulfur Compounds

Significant Emission Rate
<tons/year)

100.0

40.0

25.0

40.0

40.0

0.6

0.1

0.0004

0.007

1.0

3.0

7.0

10.0

10.0

10.0
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Appendix B-3

Table B

PSD CLASS II INCREMENTS

(

Pollutant

Total Suspended
Particulate

Sulfur Dioxide

Averaging Time

Annual
24-Hour

Annual
24-Hour

Table C

Increment

19 mg/m3

37 mg/m3

20 mg/m3

91 mg/m3

512 mg/m3

SIGNIFICANT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Pollutant

Total Suspended
Particulate

Sulfur Dioxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Carbon Dioxide

Averaging Time Impact

Annual 0.2 mg/m3
(24-Hour 1.0 mg/m3

Annual 1.0 mg/m3

24-Hour 5.0 mg/m3

3-Hour 25.0 mg/m3

Annual 1.0 mg/m3

a-Hour 0.5 mg/m3
I-Hour 2.0 mg/m3

(
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Appendix B-4

1983 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN HAYDEN ISLAND VICINITY

Monitored Concentration
Averaging Highest Second Highest Monitoring Station

Pollutant Period (mg/m3 ) (mg/m3 ) Name Location

Particulate Annual 51.0 NA* Terminal 2 Vancouver,
24-Hour 153.0 147.0 Washington

Ozone 1-Hour 115.0 110.0 Sauvie Sauvie
Island Island

Carbon 8-Hour 12.1 mg/m3 11.2 mg/m3 CAMS Downtown
Monoxide 1-Hour 16.1 mg/m3 14.4 mg/m3 Portland

Sulfur Annual 18.3 NA Central Downtown
Dioxide 24-Hour 67.0 NA Fire Portland

3-Hour NA NA Station

Nitrogen Annual 32.6 NA SE Lafayette SE Portland
Dioxide

Lead Calendar 0.27 Roosevelt NW Portland
Quarter High School

* NA - Not applicable or available.
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Appendix B-5

FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (

Federal Standard Oregon
Pollutant Averaging Time Primary Secondary Standard

Total Annual Mean 75mg/m3 6Omg1m3 6Omg/m3

Suspended 24-Hour 26Omg/m3 I50mg/m3 l50mg/m3
Particulate Monthly IOOmg/m3

Ozone I-Hour 235mg/m3 235mg/m3 235mg/m3

Carbon 8-Hour IOmg/m3 IOmg/m3 lOmg/m3
Monoxide I-Hour 40mg/m3 4Omg/m3 4Omg/m3

Sulfur Annual 80mg/m3 60mg/m3

Dioxide 24-Hour 365mg/m3 26Omg/m3

3-Hour I300mg/m3 I300mg/m3

Nitrogen Annual lOOmg/m3 IOOmg/m3 IOOmg/m3
Dioxide

Lead Calendar Quarter 1.5mg/m3 1.5mg/m3 1.5mg/m3 (

(
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Appendix B-6

PIA PRECIPITATION STATISTICS: 1976-85
(All Amounts Are in Inches)

Year ~ Feb lli!L M!.L !!U.... June July !!!lL sept Oct ~ Dec Total

1976 5.14 4.92 2.93 2.34 2.29 0.78 0.66 3.29 0.73 1.48 0.77 1.38 26.71

1977 1.07 2.49 3.50 1.04 4.30 0.83 0.39 3.26 3.33 2.28 5.56 8.98 37.03

1978 4.85 3.28 1.49 3.96 3.17 1.69 1.36 2.05 2.07 0.36 3.83 2.51 30.62

1979 2.55 6.53 2.51 2.47 2.41 0.64 0.25 1.18 1.75 4.85 3.38 7.23 35.75

1980 8.51 4.01 3.11 2.58 2.19 2.50 0.19 0.39 1.56 1.18 6.47 9.72 42.41

1981 1.47 3.86 2.33 1.79 2.25 3.23 0.24 0.15 1.86 4.12 4.62 8.37 34.29

1982 6.31 5.98 2.38 3.56 0.46 1.66 0.94 1.66 3.98 4.44 3.51 8.16 43.04

1983 6.23 7.78 6.80 1.87 1.30 1.95 2.68 2.29 0.39 1.95 8.65 5.30 47.19

1984 2.01 3.93 3.19 3.20 3.41 4.06 T* 0.09 1.46 3.85 9.74 2.56 37.50

1985 0.06 1.79 3.08 1.07 1.52 2.34 0.55 0.48 2.76 2.75 3.89 2.19 22.48

Reference: NOAA. Local Climatological Data: Monthly Summary. Portland, Oregon. International Airport.
1976-1985.

* T indicates trace amount.

'i:1

~
0\-

Mean

Max

Min

3.82

8.51

0.06

4.46

7.78

1. 79

3.13

6.80

1.49

2.39

3.96

1.04

2.33

4.30

0.46

1.97

4.06

0.64

0.73

2.68

T*

1.48

3.29

0.09

1.99

3.98

0.39

2.73

4.85

0.36

5.04

9.74

0.77

5.64

9.72

1.38

35.70

47.19

22.48



Appendix B-7

PIA AVERAGE TEMPERATURE STATISTICS: 1976-85
(All Amounts Are in Degrees Fahrenheit)

Year Jan Feb ~ !l!L !!§L ~ July AU; Sept Oct H2L Dec Annual

1976 42.2 42.1 44.4 50.3 56.6 60.4 67.2 65.5 64.2 54.7 47.0 39.5 52.8

1977 35.7 44.6 45.5 52.9 53.8 63.9 66.3 71. 7 60.8 53.8 43.3 42.0 52.9

1978 40.1 ' 44.7 49.1 50.5 54.7 65.1 68.4 67.6 60.9 54.7 39.1 35.3 52.5

1979 30.7 42.9 50.8 53.1 60.1 65.1 70.5 68.6 66.3 58.1 45.0 44.4 54.6

1980 35.1 42.5 46.3 53.8 57.3 60.7 68.9 66.4 63.8 56.0 48.5 44.0 53.6

1981 43.9 44.0 48.8 52.5 57.5 61.8 67.5 72.2 64.9 53.3 48.8 42.7 54.8

19112 39.7 43.6 411.5 49.0 57.6 66.0 67.5 68.6 63.2 54.9 44.4 41. 7 53.7

1983 44.4 47.3 50.7 52.7 60.4 62.8 66.5 69.1 61.5 54.2 49.3 36.4 54.6

1984 42.2 45.9 51.1 50.4 56.4 62.2 69.1 69.4 63.7 52.9 46.7 38.3 54.0

1985 36.1 41.1 45.8 53.9 58.3 64.4 74.1 69.3 60.11 52.7 37.3 33.0 52.2

>-tJ ~ean 39.0 43.9 48.1 51.9 57.3 63.2 68.6 68.8 63.0 54.5 44.9 39.7 53.6
t/.l
ti

~ax 44.4 47.3 51.1 53.9 60.4 66.0 74.1 72.2 66.3 58.1 49.3 44.4 54.80
0
0\ Kin 30.7 41.1 44.4 49.0 53.8 60.4 66.3 65.5 60.8 52.7 37.3 33.0 52.2~
0\
N

~eference: N()M. t.ocal Climatological Dllta: ~onthly SUmmal:"Y. Port-lllnd, oregon. lnternational Airport.
1976-1985. .
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APPENDIX C

Biological Environment
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Appendix C-1

PLANTS OBSERVED ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND
FROM FIELD VISITS IN KAY, JUNE, AND AUGUST 1983

Family Salicaceae
Black Cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa)
Willow (Salix spp.)

Family Polypodiaceae
Sword Fern (Polystichum munitum)

Family Equisetaceae
Horsetail (Equisetum sp.)

Family Poaceae
Poa sp.
Bromus sp.
Bermuda Grass (Cynodon dactylon)
Reed Canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea)
Little Meadow Foxtail (Alopecurus aequalis)

Family Cyperaceae
Sedge (Carex spp.)
Yellow Nut Grass (Cyperus esculentus)
Ovoid Spikerush (Eleocharis ovata)

Family Juncaceae
Conunon Rush (Juncus effusus)
Rush (Juncus spp.)

Family Oleaceae
Oregon Ash (Fraxinus latifolia)

Family urticaceae
Stinging Nettle (Urtica dioica)

Family Polygonaceae
Red Sorrel (Rumex acetosella)
CUrly Dock (Rumex crispus)
Broadleaf Dock (Rumex obtusifolius)
Western Dock (Rumex occidentalis)
Prostrate Knotweed (Polygonum aviculare)
Srnartweed (Polygonum persicaria)

Family Chenopodiaceae
Mexican Tea (Chenopodium ambrosioides)
Jerusalem Goosefoot (Chenopodium botrys)

Family Amranthaceae
Pigweed (Amaranthus retroflexus)
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Appendix C-l (cant)

Family Portulacaceae
Common Purslane (Portulaca oleracea)
Miner's Lettuce (Mantia perfoliata)
Candy Flower (Mantia sibirica)

Family Caryophyllaceae
White Campion (Lychnis alba)
Doubtful Chickweed (Cerastium dubium)
Common Chickweed (Cerastium vulgatum)

Family Ranunculaceae
Woods Buttercup (Ranunculus uncinatus)
Creeping Buttercup (Ranunculus repens)
Celery-leaved Buttercup (Ranunculus sceleratus)

Family Cruciferae
Shepherd's Purse (Capsella bursa-pastoris)
Bitter Cress (Cardamine. oligosperma)
Yellow Mustard (Brassica catllpestris)
Hedge Mustard (Sisymbrium officinale)
Jim Hill Mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum)
Wild Radish (Raphanus sativus)
Yellowcress (Rorippa sp.)
Western Yellowcress (Rorippa curvisiligua)
Common Wallcress (Arabidopsis thaliana)
Silver Dollar Mustard (Lunaria annual

Family Saxifragaceae
Fringecup (Tellima grandiflora)

Family Grossulariaceae
Gooseberry (Ribes sp.)

Family Rosaceae
Hawthorn (Crataegus sp.)
Large-leaved Avens (Geum macrophyllum)
wild Rose (Rosa gymnocarpa)
Salmonberry (Rubus spectabilsis)
Wild Blackberry (Rubus ursinus)
Himalayan Blackberry (Rubus discolor)
Evergreen Blackberry (Rubus laciniatus)

Family Leguminosae
White Sweetclover (Melilotus alba)
Yellow Sweetclover (Melilotus officinalis)
White Clover (Trifolium repens)
Red Clover (Trifolium pratense)
Small Hopclover (Trifolium dubium)
Hare's Foot (Trifolium arvense)
Scotch Broom (Cytisus scoparius)
Two-color Lupine (Lupinusbicolor)
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Appendix C-l (cant)

Family Leguminosae (cant)
Slender Vetch (Vicia tetrasperma)
Common Vetch (Vicia sativa)

Family Simaroubaceae
Tree-of-Heaven (Ailanthus altissima)

Family Geraniaceae
Filaree (Erodium cicutarium)
Dove's Foot Geranium (Geranium molle)

Family Aceraceae
Big-leaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum)

Family Hypericaceae
Klamath Weed (HyPericum perforatum)

Family Onagraceae
Common Evening Primrose (Oenothera striRosa)

Family Umbelliferae
Anthriscus (Anthriscus scandicina)
Poison Hemlock (Conium maculatum)

Family Comaceae
Red-osier Dogwood (Comus stolonifera)

Family Convolvulaceae
Field Morning-glory (Convolvulus arvensis)

Family Boraginaceae
Small Forget-Me-Not (Myosotis laxa)
Yellow and Blue Forget-Me-Not (Myosotis discolor)

Family Solanaceae
Bittersweet Nightshade (Solanum dulcamara)

Family Labiatae
Purple Dead Nettle (Lamium purpureum)
Self Heal (Prunella vulgaris)
Field Mint (Mentha arvensis)

Family Polemoniaceae
Skunkweed (Navarretia sguarrosa)

Family Primulaceae
Moneywort (Lysimachia nummularia)
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Appendix C-l (cond)

Family Scrophulariaceae
Japanese Mazus (Mazus iaponicus)
Moth Mullein (Verbascum blattaria)
Wooly Mullein (Verbascum thapsus)
Thyme-leaved Speedwell (Veronica s.erpyllifol.ilr)

Family Plantaginaceae
COllUllon Plantain (Plantago maior)
English Plantain (Plantago lanceolata)

Family Rubiaceae
Cleavers (Galium aparine)

Family Caprifoliaceae
Red Elderberry (Sambucus racemosa)
Snowberry (SyI!\j?horicarpos albus)

Family Dipsacaceae
Teasel (Dipsacus sylvestris)

Family Compositae
Riverbank Sagewort (Artemisia lindleyana)
Western Sagewort (Artemisia ludoviciana)
Absinthium (Artemisia absinthium)
Low Pussytoes (Antennaria dimorpha)
Stinking Dogfennel (Anthemis cotula)
COllUllon Burdock (Arctium· minus)
Diffuse Knapweed (Centaureadiffusa)
Chicory (Cichorium intybus)
Canadian Thistle (Cirsium arvense)
Bull Thistle (Cirsium vulgare)
Columbia Coreopis (Coreopia. atkinsoniana)
Horseweed. (Conyza canadensis)
Sneezeweed (Helenitim autumnale)
Annual Fleabane (Erigeron annuus)
False Dandelion (Hypochaeris radicata)
Prickly Lettuce (Laduca serriola)
Pineapple Weed (Matricariamatricarioides)
Tansy Ragwort (Senecio jacobaea)
Milk Thistle (Silybum marianum)
Canadian Goldenrod (Solidago canadensis)
Western Goldenrod (Solidago occidentalis)
Annual Sowthistle (Sonchus oleraceus)
COllUllon TansY,(Tanacetum vulgare)
COllUllon Dandelion (Taraxacum officinale)
COllUllon Cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium)
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Appendi:<: C-2

The Nature Conservancy

1234 :-:orthwest 25th Avenue

Portland Oregon 9i210
503 218-9561

February Z9, 1984

R. G. Davis, ~[anager

S~vironmental Sciences Dept.
Portland General Electric Company
111 S.W. SalmcnStreet
Portland, OR 9iZ04

RECEIVED

R. G. DAVIS

Dear ~[r. Da'ltis,

I have conducted a search of our manual and comuuter based files
for species of concern within the wes.t Hayden Island area as
you requested. The parameter of the search was set to include
any current or historical occurrences on Hayden Island west
of the existing railroad bridge.

The search yielded one record, that being a population of
Artemisia lindleyana (riverbank wormwood). This plant, consid
erea rare ana enaangered in Oregon in 19i9 and sensitive in
Washington as recently as 198Z, has since been de-listed in
both states. Many new populations have been discovered for this
taxon in recent years and it is more abundant and less threatened
than previously assumed. We have removed its occurrence data
from our active computer files, and would suggest that infor
mation regarding it need not be used in environmental planning
or in review of environmental impact statements.

No other records of interest were found. Although no one from
our staff has ever done an ecological survey of Hayden Island,
based on information from other sources, we do not believe that
there is a high potential of finding significant natural features
I..~ the a~"a I:: ..~ .. ~l~~ c- -e-""o-;ng "n" l.;""'~g'~'" ""I."e''"' '"0-'."....4.. ~"''wI'" :" '-i>4. ..." r' _ h..... .. i w.L. _'oI _....... • ...

on Hayden Island, please let us know if we can be of seI"·ice.

Sincerely yours,

/1",tf <:
("hVi d1JMl
Curt oper? .
Data Base Coordinator

Enclosures

CS:da

Western Regional Oiiice
156 Second Street
San Francisco Caliiomia 94105
41577'7·0.5-11

PSD006468
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Appendix C~3

WEST HAYDEN ISLAND BIRD SURVEY RESULTS

Bird censuses were conducted on West Hayden Island to determine com
munity species composition and relative abundance from estimates of
density (birds/100 acres). The surveys were conducted along a pre
determined transect in riparian woodland, meadow/wetland, and shore
line habitats during May 13-14 and September 29-30, 1982. All birds
seen or heard within 100 feet of the transect were noted to species.
Tables Band C present the results of the surveys.
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Appendix C-3

Table A

BIRDS OBSERVED ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND
FROM FIELD VISITS IN JULY 1980 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 1984

Family Podicipedidae
Western Grebe (Aecbmophorus occidentalis)

Family Ardeidae
Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias)

Family Anatidae
Canada Goose (Branta canadensis)
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos)
Northern Pintail (Anas acuta)
American Wigeon (Anas americana)
Northern Shoveler (Anas clyPeata)
Wood Duck (Aix sponsa)
Ring-necked Duck (Aythya collaris)
Lesser Scaup (Aythya affinis)

Family Cathartidae
Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura)

Family Accipitridae
Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter cooperii)
Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis)
American Kestrel (Falco sparverius)

Family Phasianidae
California Quail (Lophort¥X californicus)

Family Rallidae
American Coot (Fulica americana)

Family Charadriidae
Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus)

Family Scolopacidae
Spotted Sandpiper (Actitus macularia)

Family Laridae
Glaucous-winged Gull (Larus glaucescens)
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus)
Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis)
Caspian Tern (Sterna caspia)

Family Columbidae
Band-tailed Pigeon (Columba fasciata)
Rock Dove (Columba livia)
Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura)
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Table A (cont)

Family Strigidae
Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus)

Family Trochilidae
Rufous Hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus)

Family Alcedinidae
Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle alcyon)

Family Picidae
Northern Flicker (Colaptes auratus)
Red-breasted Sapsucker (Sphyrapicus varius)
Downy Woodpecker (Picoides pubescens)

Family Tyrannidae
Western Flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis)
Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii)
Western Wood Pewee (Contopus sordidulus)

Family Hirundinidae
Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica)
cliff Swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota)
Violet-green Swallow (Tachycineta thalassina)
Tree Swallow (Tachycineta bicolor)
Northern Rough-winged Swallow (Stelgidopteryx serripennis)

Family Corvidae
American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos)

Family Paridae
Black-capped Chickadee (Parus atricapillus)
Chestnut-backed Chickadee (Parus rufescens)
Bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus)

Family Troglodytidae
House Wren (Troglodytes aedon)
Winter Wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)
Bewick's Wren (Thryomanes bewickii)

Family Muscicapidae
American Robin (Turdus migratorius)
Varied Thrush (Ixoreus naevius)
Townsend's Solitaire (Myadestes townsendi)
Hermit Thrush (Catharus guttata)
Swainson's Thrush (Catharus ustulata)
Ruby-crowned Kinglet (Regulus calendula)

Family Bombycillidae
Cedar Waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum)
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Table A (concl)

Family Sturnidae
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris)

Family Vireonidae
Solitary Vireo (Vireo solitarius)
Hutton's Vireo (Vireo huttoni)
Warbling Vireo (Vireo gilvus)

Family Emberizidae
Orange-crowned Warbler (Vermivora celata)
Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia)
Yellow-rumped Warbler (Dendroica coronata)
Black-throated Gray Warbler (Dendroica nigrescens)
Townsend's Warbler (Dendroica townsendi)
Wilson's Warbler (Wilsonia pusilla)
Western Tanager (Piranga ludoviciana)
Northern Oriole (Icterus galbula)
Brown-headed Cowbird (Molothrus ater)
Rufous-sided Towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus)
Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis)
Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia)
Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis)
Chipping Sparrow (Spizella passerina)
White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys)
Golden-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla)

Family Passeridae
House Sparrow (Passer domesticus)

Family Fringillidae
Purple Finch (Carpodacus purpureus)
House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus)
Pine Siskin (Carduelis pinus)
American Goldfinch (Carduelis tristis)
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Appendix C-3

TableB

BIRD SPECIES COMPOSITION AND AVERAGE DENSITY (NUMBER/IOO AC)
FROM CENSUSES CONDUCTED ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND,

MAY 13-14, 1.982

(

Species

Great Blue Heron
Mallard
Wood Duck
Red-tailed Hawk
California Quail
Killdeer
Band-tailed Pigeon
Mourning Dove
Rufous Hummingbird
Belted Kingfisher
Red-breasted Sapsucker
Downy Woodpecker
Western Wood Pewee
Tree Swallow
Barn Swallow
Conunon Crow
Black-capped Chickadee
House Wren
Bewick's Wren
American Robin
Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Starling
solitary Vireo
Warbling Vireo
Orange-crowned Sarbler
Yellow Warbler
Yellow-rumped Warbler
Wilson's Warbler
Northern Oriole
Brown-headed Cowbird
Black-headed Grosbeak
Purple Finch
House Finch
Pine Siskin
American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
Savannah Sparrow
White-crowned Sparrow
Golden-crowned Sparrow
Song Sparrow

TOTAL

Density (No./lOO ac)

1..8
7.2
1..8
7.2

10.8'
3.6
3.6'

1.6.2
1..8
3.6
1..8

19.8
5.4

50.3
1..8
3.6

1.0.8
9.0

18.0
59.2
3.6

64.6
1..8

1.4.4
1.4.4

7.2 :
1.0.8·
88.9
44.9
70.0
32.3

1..8
32.3
18.0

1.68.7
3.6
1..8
3.6
1..8

71..8

893.6
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Appendix C-3

Table C

BIRD SPECIES COMPOSITION AND AVERAGE DENSITY (NUMBER/100 AC)
FROM CENSUSES CONDUCTED ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND,

SEPTEMBER 29-30, 1982

Species

Great Blue Heron
Red-tailed Hawk
Turkey Vulture
California Quail
Belted Kingfisher
Northern Flicker
Downy Woodpecker
Barn Swallow
Cliff Swallow
Black-capped Chickadee
Bushtit
Bewick's Wren
Winter Wren
American Robin
Hermit Thrush
Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Golden-crowned Kinglet
Water Pipit
Cedar waxwing
European Starling
Orange-crowned Warbler
Yellow-rumped Warbler
Black-throated Gray Warbler
Common Yellowthroat
Wilson's Warbler
Brewer's Blackbird
Purple Finch
House Finch
Pine Siskin
American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
White-crowned Sparrow
Golden-crowned Sparrow
Fox Sparrow
Song Sparrow

TOTAL

Density (No./100 ac)

3.6
1.8
1.8
3.6
1.8

18.0
16.2

9.0'
3.6.

57.4
9.0

18.0
3.6

26.9
9.0
1.8
7.2
7.2
5.4

21.5
5.4
3.6

21.5
5.4
1.8

80.0
3.6

197.5
23.3

147.2
10.8
12.6
18·9
1.8

93.3

853.0
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Appendix C..:4

MAMMALS LIKELY TO OCCUR ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

Family Didelphidae
Virginia Opossum (Didelphis virginiana)

Family Soricidae
Vagrant Shrew (Sorex vagrans)
Marsh Shrew (Sorex bendirii)

Family Talpidae
Shrew Mole (Neurotrichus gibbsii)
Townsend's Mole (Scapanus townsendii)

Family Vespertilionidae
Little Brown Bat (Myotis lucifugus)
California Brown Bat (Kyotis californicus)
Long-legged Brown Bat (Myotis volans)
Long-eared Brown Bat (Myotis evotis)
Yuma Brown Bat (Kyotis yumanensis)
Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus)
Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuseus)
Townsend's ~ig-eared Bat (Pleeotus townsendii)

Family Leporidae
Brush Rabbit (Sylvilagus baebmani)
Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus)

Family Seiuridae
Townsend's Chipmunk (Eutamias townsendii)
California Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi)

Family Geomyidae
Camas po'cketGopher (Thomomys bulbivorus)

Family castoridae
Beaver (Castor canadensis)

Family Cricetidae
Deer Kouse (Peromyscus maniculatus)
Dusky-footed Woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes)
Willamette Valley Vole (Kicrotus canicaudus)
Creeping Vole (Microtus oregoni)
Townsend's Vole (Microtus townsendi)
Muskrat (OUdatra zibethicus)

Family Muridae
Norway Rat (Rattus norvegicus)
House Mouse (Mus musculus)

Family Zapodidae
Pacific Jumping Mouse (Zapus trinotatus)
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Appendix C-4 (concl)

Family Capromyidae
Nutria (Myocastor cOyPus)

Family Canidae
Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes)

Family Procyonidae
Raccoon (Procyon lotor)

Family Mustelidae
Short-tailed Weasel (Mustela erminea)
Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela frenata)
Mink (Mustela vison)
Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis)

Family Cervidae
Black-tailed Deer (Odocoileus hemionus)
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Appendix C-5

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES LIKELY TO OCCUR ON WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

AMPHIBIANS

Family Ambystomatidae
Northwestern Salamander (AmbYstoma gracile)
Long-toed Salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum)

Family Salamandridae
Rough-skinned Newt (Taricha granulosa)

Family Plethodontidae
Oregon Salamander (Ensatina eschscholtzi)

Family Bufonidae
Western Toad (Bufo boreas)

Family Hylidae
Pacific Treefrog (Hyla regilla)

Family Ranidae
Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora)
Bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana)

REPTILES

Family Testudinidae
Painted Turtle (Chrysemys picta)
Pond Slider (Pseudemys scripta)
Western Pond TUrtle (Clemmys marmorata)

Family Iguanidae
Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidental is)

Family Anguidae
Northern Alligator Lizard (Gerrhonotus coeruleus)

Family Boidae
Rubber Boa (Charina bottae)

Family Colubridae
Ringneck Snake (Diadophius punctatus)
Racer (Coluber constrictor)
Northwestern Garter Snake (Thamnophis ordinoides)
Red-spotted Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis)
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Appendix C-6

FISH PRESENT IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER AND THE OREGON SLOUGH
ADJACENT TO WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

Conunon Name

Pacific lamprey
River lamprey
Western brook lamprey
White sturgeon (juveniles)
American shad
Pink salmon
Chum salmon
Coho salmon
Sockeye salmon
Chinook salmon
Mountain whitefish
Cutthroat trout
Rainbow trout (steelhead)
Eulachon (smelt)
Chiselmouth
Carp
Tui Chub (roac.h)
Peamouth
Northern squawfish
Longnose dace
Leopard dace
Speckled dace
Redside shiner
Tench
Bridgelip sucker
Largescale sucker
Mountain sucker
White catfish
Black bullhead
Yellow bullhead
B1'own bullhead
Channel catfish
Sand roller
Burbot
Pumpkinseed
Warmouth
Bluegill
Large.mouth bass
White crappie.
Black crappie
Yellow perch
Walleye
Coastrange sculpin
Prickly sculpin
Shorthead sculpin
Piute SCUlpin
Reticulate sculpin
Threespine stickleback
Starry flounder

Relative*
Scientific Name Abundance

Entosphenus tridentata C
Lampetra ayresi C
Lampetra richardsoni R
Acipenser transmontanus C
Alosa sapidissima A
Oncorhynchus gorbuscha VR
Oncorhynchus keta R
oncorhynchus kisutch A
oncorhynchus nerka C
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha A
Prosopium williamsoni C
Salmon clarki C
Salmon gairdnerii A
Thaleichthys pacificus R
Acrocheilus alutaceus C
Crprinus carpio C
Gila bicolor R
Mylocheilus caurinus A
Ptychocheilus oregonensis A
Rhinichthys cataractae C
Rhinichthys falcatus R
Rhinichthys osculus R
Richardsonius balteatus C
Tinca tinca R
Catostomus columbianus C
Catostomus macrocheilus A
Catostomus platyrhynchus C
Ictalurus catus VR
Ictalurus melas R
Ictalurus natalis R
Ictalurus nebulosus C
Ictalurus punctatus C
Percopsis transmontanus C
Lota Iota VR
Lepomis gibbosus R
Lepomis gulosus R
Lepomis macrochirus R
Micropterus salmoides C
Pomoxis annularis C
Pomoxis nigromaculatus C
Perca flavescens A
Stizostedion vitreum VR
Cottus aleuticus R
Cottus asper A
Cottus confusus R
Cottus beldingi R
Cottus perplexus C
Gasterosteus aculeatus A
Platichthys stellatus VR

Significance**

N
N
N
S, C
S, C
S, C
S, C
S, C
C

S, C
S
S
S
S, C
N
S
F, N
P, N
P, N
F
F
F
F
N
N
N
N
S
S
S
S
S, P
N
N
S, F

S, F
S, P
S, P
S, P
S, P
S, P
F
F
F
F
F
N
N

* C = Common; A = Abundant; R = Rare; VR = Very Rare.
** S = Sport; C = Commercial; F = Forage Fish; P = Known Predator; N = No

Particular Economic Significance.

Table modified from Cogan and Associates, May 1982.
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BENTHIC ORGANISMS (#/rrf. AND \ COMPOSITION), HAYDEN ISLAND, 19B4

Transect** 2 3 4 5 6

Depth I10nth #/rrf. _\- #/rrf. ..L #/rrf. ..L #/m2 ..L #/rrf. ..L #/rrf. ..L

(21) (41) (2B) (16) (22) (84) I\Iq)hipoda (\)
April T,530 (25) 9BO (30) 1,480 (50) 940 (62) 2,350 (11) 430 (2) 01 i gochaeta (\)

(41) (23) (20) (22) (1) (14) Chlronomidae (,)

(14) (3) (54) (39) (15) I\Iq)h ipoda (\)

10' May 1,586 (51) 1,522 (B6) 2,108 (24) 150 (35) 240 (25) 01igochaeta ('l.)
(30) (9) (20) (26) (0) Chironomidae (\)

(69) (50) (3) (0) (B3) (95) I\Iq)hipoda ('l.)

July 283 (B) 2,114 (50) 2,652 (B9) 1,620 (9B) 690 (0) 1,120 (0) 01 i gochaeta (\)
(23)* (0) (7) (2) ( 14) (5) Chironomidae (,)

(24) (50) (31) (4) (24) (B2) I\Iq)h ipoda ('l.)

April 2,113 (52) 2,B20 (42) 2,020 (54) l,B50 (B5) 2,100 (49) 440 (2) Oligochaeta ('l.)
(21) (5) (13) (10) (24) (16) Chironomidae (\)

(11) (31) (4) (IB) (92) I\Iq)hipoda ('l.)

20' May 1,044 (65) 3,310 (53) 2,501 (11) 90 (22) 250 (B) Oligochaeta (\) (
(11) (14) (23) (0) (0) Chironomidae (\)

(21) (6B) (15) (0) (B2) (B9) I\Iq)h ipoda ('l.)

July I1B (33) 1,348 (19) 1,043 (19) 1,460 (95) 550 (0) 1,010 (0) Oligochaeta (\)
(33) (13) (4) (4) (11) (7) Chironomidae (\)

(48) (43) (91) (0) I\Iq)hipoda (\)
April 2,540 (43) 100 (31) 110 (9) 0 (0) 01igochaeta (\)

(9) (20) (0) (0) Chironomidae ('J,)

(100) (45) (21) (16) (77) I\Iq)hipoda ('l.)

40' May Bl (0) 391 (0) 2,108 (42) 250 (12) 260 (4) 01 i gochaeta (\)
(0) (55)* (31) (B) (12) Chironomidae (\)

(66) (B3) (38) (l) (19) (29) I\Iq)h ipoda (\)
July 131 (11) 260 (0) 564 (38) 1,420 (92) 1,490 (15)* 110 (65)* Oligochaeta (\)

(11) (11) (15) (1) (5) (6) Chironomidae ('J,)

(
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Appendix C-8

BENTHIC ORGANISMS COLLECTED FROM THE COLUMBIA RIVER
AND THE OREGON SLOUGH ADJACENT TO WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

(April. May. and July 1984)

Scientific Name

Nematoda
Annelida

Polycbaeta
Oligochaeta

Mollusca
Pelecypoda

Arthropoda
Crustacea

Amphipoda
Insecta*

Ephemeroptera
Odonata
Diptera

Chironomidae
Ceratopogonidae

Petromyzoniformes
Petromyzontidae

* Others reported from area:

Collembola (Springtails)
Coleoptera (Beetles)
Decapoda (Crayfish)

Cotmllon Name

Roundworms

Aquatic earthworms

Clams. mussels

Scuds

Mayflies
Dragonflies. damselflies

Midges

Lampreys (ammocoete)
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Appendix C-9

ZOOPLANKTON OCCURRING IN THE: COLUMBIA RIVER
IN THE VICINITY OF WEST HAYDEN ISLAND

Rotifera
Asplanchna
Brachionus
Conochiloides
Epiphanes
Filinia
Kellicottia
Keratella
Notholca
Platyias
Polyarthra
Srnchaeta
Testudinella
Trichocerca
Trichotria

Cladocera
Alona
Alonella
Bosmina
Camptocercus
Ceriodaphnia
Chydorus
Daphnia
Diaphanosoma
Holopedium
IlyocryPtus
Leptodora
Leydisia
Macrothrix
Moina
Monospilus
Sida
Simocephalus

Copepoda
Calanoida
Cyclopoida
Harpacticoida
Copepoda nauplii

Ostracoda

Amphipoda
Corophium
Gammarus
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Appendix D-l

Feb~ary 28, 1984

Dear :

Portland Genenl Uectdc Company is appLying for a fill pe=it
from the u.s. A~y Corps of Engineers for our West Hayden Island
Property. This is just one in a series of required steps to the
future marine industrial development of West Hayden Island. This
potential development offers the Pacific &orthwest an excellent
opportunity for an improved economy.

In the land use planni."1g phase, PGZ received unani:nous approval
from the l!ultnomah County Commissioners to change the classification
of West Hayden Island from "multiple-use forest" to "future urban".
The Metropolitan Service District also unanimously approved the
inclusion of West Hayden Island in the Urban Growth Boundary. The
participation of citizens and government agencies contributed
significantly to these planning decisions. As we prepare our
application for a fill pe=it, which will include the preparation of
an environmental impact statemsnt, We encourage your participat.ion.

Enclosed is a West Hayden Island Bdef Sheet. We will include
your name and address on the U.S. A~y Corps of Engineers' maili."1g
list for public notices. Should you wish additional info~t.ion, I
encourage you to contact West. Hayden Island Project Hanage:: Dave
Fredrikson (226-5694) or Public Affairs Representative ~ynne Saxton
(226-8891). With your participation, we can look forward to
sat.isfactory resolut.ion of environmental and transportation conce~~,

Which wUl facilitate the future madne industdal development. of West
Hayden Island. . -

Enclosure

:'\ Sincerel:,<.
\ .
\

'{ .. -
< •

()-\.'-....--'-- .:.........-~_ ..... -;,......
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(

1.982 EMPLOYHENT·AT RIVERGATE*

Principal Employees
Firm Activity Employees** Acreage*** per Acre

Waterfront

Ash Grove Cement Quicklime 25 30 0.8
Processing

Collier Carbon & Urea, Ammonia J.J. 32 0.3
Chemical Distribution

Columbia Grain, Grain Elevator 5 41. 0.1.
Inc.

Oregon Steel Iron Ore 321 1.50 2.2
(Gilmore) Reduction

Terminal 4 Public Port 260 200 1.3
Terminal

Terminal 6 Public Port 95 96 1.0
Terminal (

Waterways Public 65 61. 1.1
Terminal Terminal

SUbtotal 782 61.0 1.3

Nonwaterfront

Acme Inter- Building Mat' I 27 5 5.4
national, Inc. Distributor

Albina Transfer Trucking 48 1.0 4.8

Beall Transliner, Truck, Tank 40 6 6.7
Inc. Manufacturing

Richard Blickle Bldg Repair & 6 3 2.0
Maintenance

* Includes only developed parcels.

** Latest employment figures available from Port of Portland (1.979
data) or Directory of Oregon Manufacturers (1.980-8J. data).

*** Rounded to nearest whole acre.
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Appendix D-2 (concl)

Firm
Principal
Activity

Employees
Employees** Acreage*** per Acre

Consolidated
Metco, Inc.

H. B. Fuller &
Company

Inter-City
Metals

Montgomery Ward

Nordstrom

Oregon Transfer

Purdy Brush

Rivergate Credit
Union

Rodda Paint

snap-On Tool

steinfeld's

Westinghouse

Subtotal

TOTAL

Aluminum
Castings Hfg

Industrial
Adhesives

Ferrous
Scrap

Regional
Warehouse

Regional
Warehouse

Warehouse

Paintbrush
Manufacturing

Federal Credit
Union

Paint
Manufacturing

Regional
Warehouse

Food
Processing

Electrical
Appliance
Service

250

60

60

125+

60

14

175

4

50

30

85

63

1.879

20

5

10

15

10

10

4

15

4

ill

1.2.5

6

10.4

4.0

1.4

17.5

4.0

1.2.5

30.0

5.6

15.8

** Latest employment figures available from Port of Portland (1979
data) or Directory of Oregon Manufacturers (1980-81 data).

*** Rounded to nearest whole acre.
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Appendix D-3

ESTIMATED SITE~GENERATED TRAFFIC

(Driveway Volumes)

Associated
Waterfront Industrial
Industrial "SUllPort Total

Alternative A

Employment 714 755 1,469

24-Hour Two-Way Volume 4,498 2,297 6,795

AH Peak-Hour Enter 214 306 520

AH Peak-Hour Exit 86 65 151

PH Peak-Hour Enter 178 153 331

PH Peak-Hour Exit 287 284 5,711

Alternative B

Employment 664 155 819

24-Hour Two-Way Volume 4,183 472 4,655

AH Peak-Hour Enter 199 63 262

AH Peak-Hour Exit 80 13 93

PK Peak-Hour Enter 166 31 197

PK Peak-Hour Exit 266 58 324

Alternative C

Employment 658 0 658

24-Hour Two-Way Volume 4,145 0 4,145

AH Peak-Hour Enter 197 0 197

AH Peak-Hour Exit 79 0 79

PK Peak-Hour Enter 164 0 164

PK Peak-Hour Exit 263 0 263

liTo Action

Employment - - 2

24-Hour Two-Way Volume - - 20*

AH Peak-Hour Enter - - 2

AH Peak-Hour Exit - - 0

PK Peak-Hour Enter - - 0

PK Peak-Hour Exit - - 2

* Estimated traffic associated with the livestock operation, mainte
nance of the transmission lines, etc.
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Appendix D-4

ESTIMATED SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC
(Cogan, 1982)

(Driveway Volumes)

Associated
Waterfront Industrial
Industrial Sunnort Total

Low Range

Employment 1,000 690 1,690

24-Hour Two-Way Volume 6,300 2,100 8,400

AM Peak-Hour Enter 300 280 580

AM Peak-Hour Exit 120 60 180

PH Peak-Hour Enter 250 140 390

PH Peak-Hour Exit 400 260 660

High Range

Employment 1,000 1,490 2,490

24-Hour Two-Way Volume 6,300 4,600 10,900

AM Peak-Hour Enter 300 600 900

AM Peak-Hour Exit 120 130 250

PH Peak-Hour Enter 250 290 540

PH Peak-Hour Exit 400 560 960
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l\.ppEmdlx D-5

TAX GENERATION ANALYSIS

Alternative A

Property Tax - Land

(

Use

Marine

Supporting Industrial

Total

Developed
Acres

357.0

94.4

Per Acre Value

$90,000

120,000

Total Value

$32,130,000

$11,328,000

$43,458,000

Property Tax - Facilities

Use

Marine

Marine

Supporting Industrial

Total

Total (Land and
Facilities)

TyPe

Major

Minor

5

4

25

Payroll

Value

$30,000,000

15,000,000

2,000,000

Total Value

$150,000,0.00

60,000,000

50,000,000

$260,000,000

$303,458,000
(

Use

Marine

Supporting Industrial

Total

No. of
Employees

714

755

Average
Income

$25,000

21,000

Total Income

$17,850,000

15,855,000

$33,705,000

Estimated Annual Tax

Property Tax (at $24 per $1,000)

State Income Tax (at 10%)

Federal Income Tax (at 20%)

Total

$ 7,282,992

3,370,500

6,741,000

$17,394,492
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Appendix D-5 (cont)

Alternative B

Property Tax - Land

Use

Karine

Supporting Industrial

Total

Developed
Acres

332.0

19.4

Per Acre Value

$90,000

120,000

Total Value

$29,880,000

$ 2,328,000

$32,208,000

Property Tax - Facilities

Use

Marine

Marine

supporting Industrial

Total

Total (Land and
Facilities)

Type

Kajor

Kinor

5

3

4

Payroll

Value

$30,000,000

15,000,000

2,000,000

Total Value

$150,000,000

45,000,000

8,000,000

$203,000,000

$235,208,000

Use

Karine

Supporting Industrial

Total

No. of
Employees

664

155

Average
Income

$25,000

21,000

Total Income

$16,600,000

3,255,000

$19,855,000

Estimated Annual Tax

Property Tax (at $24 per $1,000)

State Income Tax (at 10%)

FedE!ral Income Tax (at 20%)

Total

$ 5,644,992

1,985,500

3,971,000

$11,601,492
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Alternative C

Property Tax - Land

(

Use

Marine

Total

Developed
Acres

329

Per Acre Value

$90,000

Total Value

$29,610,000

$29,610,000

Property Tax - Facilities

Use Type Value Total Value

Marine

Total

Total (Land and
Facilities)

Major 6

Payroll

$30,000,000 $180,000,000

$180,000,000

$209,610,000

(

Use

Marine

Total

No. of
EmPloyees

658

Average
Income

$25,000

Total Income

$16,450,000

$16,450,000

Estimated Annual Tax

Property Tax (at $24 per $1,000)

state Income Tax (at 10%)

Federal Income Tax (at 20%)

Total

$5,030,640

$1,645,000

3,290,QOO

$9,965,640
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Appendix D-5 (concl)

No Action

Property Tax - Land

Use

Agriculture

Total

Developed
Acres

496

Per Acre Value

$1,200

Total Value

$595,200

$595,200

Use

Property Tax - Facilities

Value Total Value

Total (Land and
Facilities)

Agriculture

Total

1 $50,000 $50,000

$50,000

$645,200

Payroll

Use

Agriculture

Total

No. of
Employees

2

Average
Income

$21,000

Total Income

$42,000

$42,000

Estimated Annual Tax

Property Tax (at $24 per $1,000)

state Income Tax (at 10%)

Federal Income Tax (at 20%)

Total

$15,480

$ 4,200

8,400

$28,080
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Appendi.x D-6

NOISE

All ambient tests were conducted in a manner consistent with the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Sound Measurement Procedures
Manual, NPCS-1. Measured sound levels were taken in the dBA, linear,
and full octave bands from 31.5 Hz to 8,000 Hz. Sound measurements
were taken utilizing a Bruel and Kjaer sound level meter, Model
No. 2209, and Bruel and Kjaer Model No. 1613 octave filter network.
All measurements were taken through a Bruel and Kjaer Model No. 4161,
I-inch condenser microphone. All equipment used during the testing met
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard Type 1 criteria
(ANSI Sl.4-1971).

The Washington Administrative Code (Chapter 173, section 60) provides
noise emission limits for new industrial developments on or adjacent to
property within state boundaries. The code designates emission limits
at receiver property lines. The actual limit depends on the zoning, or
use, of both the noise producer and receiver properties. Industrially
zoned noise producers are limited to the following levels at receiver
property lines:

60 dBA at residential property lines
65 dBA at commercial property lines
70 dBA at industrial property lines

These levels are far more liberal than those stipulated by the Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR, Chapter 340, Division 35). Noise receptors
located across the Oregon Slough from the island will require more
stringent noise emission limits than receptors located in Washington.
Therefore, compliance with the Oregon regulations by industries sited
on Hayden Island will achieve compliance with the Washington
regulations.

Oregon Administrative Rules stipulate maximum noise levels that can be
produced for both daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. to
7 a.m.). The restrictions include maximum sound levels for dBA and the
full octave bands from 31.5 Hz to 8,000 Hz. A list of the measured
daytime ambient sound levels and the corresponding administrative rule
limits are shown in Table A. Existing nighttime ambient levels and the
corresponding restrictions are shown in Table B. Daytime measurements
were taken between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 8 and IS, 1984.
Nighttime measurements were .taken between 12 midnight and. 5 a.m.. on
December 4, 1984. All data are expressed as LsO sound levels • An
LsO sound level corresponds to a "statistical mean" with SO percent
of the data points above and SO percent of the data points below the
sound level.

PSD006492
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Appendix D-6

Table A

DAYTIME AMBIENT NOISE TESTING

Oregon
Test Administra-

Frequency tive Rule
or Octave Limit*
Band (Hz) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 (Daytime)

dBA 53 52 51 51 49 52 51 51 50 51 52 53 55
31.5 67 67 66 68 65 67 67 66 64 64 64 66 68

63 65 66 65 64 62 65 66 65 63 63 64 64 65
125 63 63 62 59 59 66 61 62 61 61 61 63 61
250 54 55 53 48 49 51 55 52 56 56 58 55 55
500 49 47 50 49 45 46 49 47 48 49 52 50 52

1,000 47 42 48 44 38 39 42 40 42 46 49 48 49
2,000 41 41 42 45 30 26 35 32 34 37 40 42 46
4,000 37 36 35 40 25 21 21 23 22 30 35 37 43
8,000 31 30 31 31 17 15 15 16 17 20 23 28 40

* Measured at "nearest noise-sensitive" property.
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Table B
,

NIGHTTIME AMBIENT NOISE TESTING

Oregon
Test Administra-

Frequency tive Rule
or Octave Limit*
Band (Hz) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 I (Nighttime)

dBA 48 48 46 46 45 46 47 48 46 45 46 46 50
31.5 65 64 65 63 66 65 67 65 63 60 61 60 65

63 60 59 60 59 59 58 60 59 57 58 57 56 62
125 59 59 57 56 57 55 56 55 54 55 56 55 56
250 51 50 49 49 50 51 51 51 50 49 48 49 50
500 46 47 47 46 44 45 44 46 45 43 43 43 46

1,000 44 42 44 43 44 43 40 41 43 42 42 41 43
2,000 35 33 33 31 34 31 33 32 32 31 30 30 40
4,000 30 29 28 29 29 31 30 29 30 29 27 28 37
8,000 19 21 23 19 21 20 20 20 21 22 18 21 34

-roo

* Measured at "nearest noise-sensitive" property.
(

(
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Public Comments and Responses
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u.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service

u.S. Department of Transportation, u.S. Coast Guard (12/3/85)

u.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration .. ••..

Appendix E

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table of Contents

Comment Letters

Barbara C. Ring, PhD . .

city of Portland, Oregon

Don Boone

State of Oregon Department of Transportation

u.S. Environmental Protection Agency (11-8-85)

State of Oregon Department of Fish and wildlife

State of Washington Department of Ecology

Audubon Society of Portland

Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration

Oregon Environmental Council

u.S. Environmental Protection Agency (11/20/85)

Port of Portland .

Northwest Environmental Defense Center

u.S. Department of the Interior

The Wetlands Conservatory

1,000 Friends of Oregon

Multnomah County, Oregon

State of Oregon Division of State Lands

State of Oregon Division of State Lands
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October 20, 1985

To:

Bri~n Lightcap ~

GS Army Co~ps of Engineers
Portland District
POB 2946
Portland. OR 97208
AND
Da~id E. Fredrikson
portland General Electric Company
121 SW Salmon Street
portland. OR 97204
AIlD
Decartment of Envinonmerital Ouality
POB 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Re: 071-0YA-2-005254

I am concer~ed about the proposed changes for the water way
on the Columbia River side of Hayden Island. It looks to me as if
~,e dredging and turning basin are in~ended to accommodate large
vessels. The propbsed basin is directly across the channel from
my home in the Class Harbor Moorage.

Large ship activity would create large wakes. Wake activity
is destructive to floating hom@.~ potentially causing structural
damage as well as unpleasant living conditions. How will the
project be controlled to avoid damage to my home, decrease of its
value, and reduction of my quality of life?

I do not see noise control in the proposal. What is"the
noise impact of the proposed dredging, and of the industrial
activity to follow?

This channel is heavily used for recreational boating 
including my paddling around in a small engine-less boat. How
will tbe safety and beauty of recreational boating be maintained
during dredging, and in accord with activities to follow?

This moorage is a beautiful place to live. Pucks abound,
and he=ons s:alk in a stately manner "as they fish along the shore
besice my heme. Across the way, the changing· shades of green on
Havden Island create the effect of a classic watercolor. How
will the appearance of the area, from the water as well as from
the shore, be preserved du=ing and af~er this project?

The proposed basin on the oregon Slough side of West Hay
den Island would be created to obtain fiil material. It
is not intended as a turning basin and would not be used
by large ships. However f an increase in commercial water
traffic and related activities can be expected. An access
channel and turning basin are proposed for the Col~bia

River side.

Hoise levels will increase as a result of the proposed
development. Genera~ noise control measures are pre
sented in Section 4.3.6.

The Portland Metropolitan Area Waterways Development Plan
discourages recreational boating in this area (see
page III-48). Recreational boaters would need to operate
in a manner compatible with the dredging operations and
commercial shipping activities.

Visual impacts are addressed in Section 4.3.5. Alter
natives Band C propose leaving the south side of West
Hayden Island in a natural condition directly across from
Class Harbor Moorage.

Tr~nk you for your a~tention

:iUUA- f£j
F-ar:>ara C. Ring. Ph.D.

.~

to these concerns.

3939 NOrlh Suttle Road 0 PorUi)n,!~cgon ') i0217
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e~ CITY OF

':~~~l~ PORTLAND, ORt.GON
;~~~!1-------'------
~~ IlUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

October 31, 1°85

Dick Bogle. Commissioner
John ung. Administrator

1120 SW. 5th Ave.
Portland, Oregon 91204·1572

(503) 796-7169

tl!QULAtOl1'!' FUt;CT10NS BR.

.RECEIVED

NOV 1'! G:.;

'i:1
fj
g
t
00

U. S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PORTLANO DISTRICT
REGULATORY BRANCH
P. D. BOX 2946
PORTLAND. OR 97208

Subject: Reference No. 071-0YA-2-005254
(Columbia River-Marine Industrial Park)

The Bureau of Environmental Services of the City of Portland has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Study for the West Hayden Island Marine Industrial Park. This
letter is intended to apprise the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Applicant.
PGE, of the importance of the protection of the City's 102-inch pressure outfall
sewer pipe. .

The existing l02-inch pressure outfall pipeline conveys treated effluent for the
Cityl s Columbia Boulevard Sewage Treatement Plant across Hayden Island to the
Columbia River. The pipeline is located apprOXimately 600 feet northwesterly and
parallel to the Burlington Northern Railroad Tracks. The outfall sewer pipe was
constructed in 1950 and now carries a peak rate of discharge of three hundred million
gallons of treatment effluent per day. The pipe is a monolithic conCrete semi..
elliptical cross section and has a lightly reinforced thin walled section, incapable
of carrying significant surface loads or withstanding appreciable settlements.

Previous engineering studies of the pipeline on the south side of the Oregon Slough
have revealed the existence of unstable soil conditions. Fill over and hear the
pipeline have caused significant settlement and structural damage to the line. The
City is gravely concerned with the seriousness of potential damage to the outfall
sewer caused by the proposed PGE fill.

ie ensure that the City1s pipeline is adequately protected, a detailed engine~rin9

investigation must be conducted prior to placing material within seventy-five feet
(7S I

) of either side of the centerline of the pipe to determine the affects of the
fill and methods of protection required.

Questions regarding this matter should be referred to Ron Sunnarborg, phone 795-7090.

verf y yours, ~ /

~~~~.
'nn M. Lang, P. E.

Admin i strator

Appropriat.e filling setbacks will avoid' damage to the
exist.ing sewer out.fall line (Sect.ion 4.4.1). A rest.ric
t.ion zone bas been added to plan maps in Figures 2.1-11,
2-IV, and 2-v t.o reflect. your comments.

RGS:es
P.G.E., 121 SW Salmon

............
fliU r...n;

Street, Portland,
s-.n I"gne~

- (l.,>t> Ii...,.~

Or. 9720'
w_r.~

"~-

S<.od 'i{~
........ ~.JfS
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Speeifie details regarding the bridge, inclUding it.s
heigbt., will be addressed durin& a separat.e approval
process with t.he u.s. Coast Guard. Bridge permit
applicat.ion will be subject. t.o fill permit approval.
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Department of Trans!'ofiEtion

HIGHWAY DIVISION
Me~ro R~gicn

geo:: S:=:. M::"OUG!on.IN StVO•• MILW';UKI5:. OfoiE~ON E7Z22 PHONE. ~;:;<mso

Nove::;be:- 8. "1585 ..__r..,... ....,

Oe~a:--;:::ent of tne Ar:lY
Portland Dis::-i,t Corps of £naineers
P. O. Eox 2$146 -
Portland, OR 57206

Attn: rlP?PL-iiR-£Q

Re: Public No:i~e No. 071-0Y~-2-005Z54

Hayden Island Merine Indus::-;a] Park in Portland. Oreson
O£!S Review

We have reviewed the ons for the Haytien Island Harine Incr.;str~!l

hrk in Port1and. Oregon U re~ues:e:. Our review foc.:.zsee on
the projecud impact of t!r~$ develcplioent on the t:-a!lspo:-,;ation
syst/$.

Pa~e IV-IS incicHes that ·One condition of the lane use !!:pro'l!l
WAS that a :::ere ae,:!nea transport,!tion Study And proi:"~::l be
pre~!red P:O-101" to ds,veio!==ent and i:::piemeni:ll:c !S necessary t~

alleviate !dve:"se im;:acts. '* We be!ie'/e th~t this s";~dy should
be. clone now end :i~ce part of the r~!S so that specific I:litigation
I;;;:.:s;,::-es c!on be evaluated and inco:"i'or~:ec in to:,e "roje~t. if
nec~ssarJ.

The orrs is va~ue in te~ of how ~~:h ~~:~ve~e~t to the
tra:'ls;:e:-tation systs,::'! ii.!:y be rs:!~isi:ic;11y ~:::! wi:n riceshare.
shet-:-'e. i:t:s. fie;.: s:he.~:.:ies. etc. If the t!'!!':s::!'':!t~!:n s1stam
is ex;e=:e~ t; rea:;h sz.';::ntion tly t~e year 2000. what hi;:';..,ay
l::Ccifi::a:ions wn j be r;:::i!"e~ to offS!! .. the i:::tiec'ts. of t::1$
~:-oje=:? i::e fC1""e.:ast ;:c;uia:.~on and e::;:loy::el'l.t· has now ee~m
ice!:tified in A;;encix 0·3 ane O·~ of the OEZS. Fr;:e t::~z.
f~re:as: trans~or:!i:~cr. needs should be made.

To j::"c;:e1"!Y evalu.::te t~e t:"a::s;:c1""-::a:icn i:::paets. we .dl1 r.:~::!
to review any' rece::::enCi:: t1"zr::::o:-:~tion mcc!ific.. :icns or
ac:itions. ~~en and ho~ t~e rec;==e:::e~ ~oc~fic~tions s~c~l::
be imple::e!'l-:-~d. and wr.at age;,::] or c:::er entity wor.:ic: be
res;:onsi~ie fer t~eir i~;1e=e~ta:~on.

We feel it is necessary at this time to icient~fy the re::r:::::e::eed
COl,;:-se of action to p:":Ivitie a t1""ans;:o:,,";a-:'ien sys:!!!l to cany
t~e fc~c~st t:'"aff~c. Spe:if~c mi:i~;;ion ~e!~U1""es shc~l= be
ide!'l-:ifieli. inccr?ora:eo:l in the project as a;:pr:::p:"iete, and

raffLZ(-
EtllC.RO L.. M?.DT
Metro Re;~on En;ineeT

~_ r~~:: r~~~~.:~~__•

A recent computer analysis by the OOOT indicated the
project.'as currently designed will worle within the
t.ransportation syst.em (Sect.ion 4.. 3 .. 3) • This analysis
will be updat.ed at each stage of t.he development process.

E-5



.....~tl;l St4't"~~

: £"). i
! ""~ 'J\.#~$'
#'4~~t ..

~~..~o

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

1200 SIXTH AVENUE

SEATTLE. WASHINGiON .clAtnt

i.u'J ~ i2U5

MIS 423

Colenel Gary !t. Lore. DiStrict El':gineer
Portland District. Corps of bginee:-s
P.O. Sox,.Z945
Portlanc;' Ore90n SiZOS

ATl1t:

a;:,
N??PLw:ffi.wEQ

!Jest H!yden Isl/l;nd Harine lndust:-ial Part
Oraft Environmen\al lmpact Statement

'i:I

f9
g
8io.....

Dear Colonel Lord:

tie hl.ve reviewed the referenced docUlilent concerning the d.evelopment of A
Marine Industrial hrk on Hayden Island in t.'e Columbi6 !tiver. ,Ourre.,iewwu
concuctEd in ac:'rdance with our responsibility under Section 309 of the Cle.An
Air Act to determine whether the illlPacts of proPosed federal actions are
aCl:!,table in ter=s of environmental quality. PUblic hulth and welh,re.. The
proj!~': will result in the filling of 57 acres of wetlands, the destruction of
valu!bie riparian Arus and the Cl"edging of Shallow water habitat used by
=ig:rating salmonids.

,.! recognize that the needs projections for water...de~encle!'lt marine
indust~ial a!yelopment are rather speculative. P~verse i=~ac:s resulting fr~~
de...-e1opment of these hnds a!'e ir.-e...ersible rega:-dless of the actual Sl"\)wth
th~t taUs place. ihe:-efore, if this proje:,: complies with Section 404 of the
Clean ~ate:- Act. we reco=end that the Corps issue pe':"lilits for a staged
project. The dreQ97ng and fining activities are proposecl:o take. Place over
a 10 to 1S year period. We reco:::::nend tM ltlWe" habitat value areas be fflled
Hret. with the riparian ano wp.t,la",o a.t!u .. ~...~:! lJ!lti I th1>ir use bett)liles
aJ)solutely n!,:!ssary. We understand tM: an approach lik.e this 1'l!S !:leen
susgested oy the applicant.

ihe alJ~licant is ce.mitted to mitication. HoweYer, details of the
miti9atiel'l' plan hav! not been develepea. We recomr..e!!d a detailed mitigatien
p\l;n ac:e~table to the reSOurce agencies be inciueed in the F~nai

E~yiror.men:al IM9!Ct Statemen~ (FE1S). Mitigation fer the loss ef riparian
habitat should coaence ir.::;adiately as re?laC~!l:nt of the cot~onwc:)d/~SI\

c::;i;lex will take- many ye::-s. ihe plan must contain previsicns for monitoring
ar.d =~inHn~!l.ce of t!le r.:itigaticr. site. 'iile l:Iitigation sheuld he ccn$'i"tent
with E?~'s reoional mitig:aticn 'pnlic,v {enc'!oseOj. inlS plau )nClllc be li:aQ: a
conGiti"cn oi ..ny 404 oer.::it issueo fer- this p:!"ojt>ct. We also ret:'ues.. tnat rh'e
Lcir,s tomplete : 'craft 404tbH JJ evaluation and include such in the FE!S.

Based on our review. arid in conside~ation of the enclosed ,:~ents. we
have rated ~'e draft EIS as few2: (Environmental Conce:"ns ...insufficient
Inf;)~a:ion). A su::onary of the E?A rating system for draft £!Ss is enclosed
for your refe:-ence. We are confide!!t that, through consideration of these
c:r.r.:ellts, tile final £IS wn, adequately address nur Conce:-n~. anG tne
p:"oject's environme!!:al it::pacts will be minlm1Ze!l.

If yeu have any Questions re9ard;n~ our c::cents. ple~se contact nr. Ga~.r
Voer:rlan of my st:.ff at FiS 3g;·aSl3 •.

Sinc~:-elYt

Preparation of the site Will be conduct.ed in phases,
beginning With areas along the north shore. This would
delay impacts to mote valuable habitats along the Oregon
Slcfu:gh. Each develOpment phase Will be conducted on an
as-needed basis. Total development of the site may
extend beyond the anticipat.ed 10- to 15-year periOd
.depending on the economiC. conditions of the region.

Hitigation measures for the proposed marine development
~re.diseussed in Seeti~n~.4. An approved plan will bea
eondition of the fill permit and include compensation for
both wetlilnd and riparian habitat loss. The mitigation
plan will be implemented in phases to allow fot' cortec
tive aet-ion and time for new habitats to become
established.

A 404 (bHl) evaluaticih is not inclUded in the FEtS.. one
will be prepared by the corps for the seleeted development
plan as part. of the deeision-making process.

"'

, . -r:/iJ,' {.;
iL.J.·..·vy~J-...·

Robert S. eurd
n;rp~t~~ U~+D~ n,V;C'~"

~
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U.S. I:NVIRON~lENTAI. PRClTI:CTION A(;E~C:Y

W{~st Ilaydtm Island MIP !)r:lft 1':JS
f)l-:r 0fLl:D COMMI·:NTS

PurpllSf" :Uld N('cd

This ~I.'lilln ('Icarly shows that fmun! m;u'illt~ induM t'ial m:n:agn rmluir'mlwlIls in the:
Purt I)f Portl:U1d :U'ca :U'C not ktltl\'J't1 with JUlY degn.~· of :Wt·II~lt'Y. It would ht· mn",t usnI'll!
to ('undut:t a lUore thOl'ough needs analysis as tlll~ nUtl prt'lilmtHd ill this dOCtUlltmt is
unt·onvim·ing.

It is stated on page 1-2 that ":ulditiunal private t.ulllut!mis will he gt!Ut!f';ned hy fJllhlit·
'folk'ies :timcd itl developing segments of tht~ WilIanlclte Rivr:r :''l'ctmwa..,· at t h~ south
{'d've of·doVvT!town PnrthUld.... The statement raises $iI!veral qll(~"tion.'i.. V;tml pnlit·it!s IU't!
hl!irt... rcfl~rred to here? How do the pulicies trout...late into the u!Jed fut' additional
\..'at~·-tlcpendcnt m:u'ine imlustriul la.nds'? 00 the seventy-five at.·res invnlvt"d ('untain
illliusn'it:s aU ('cquir'ing waterfront propt,,·ty'l, A thonlUgh cli:mus,o;;inn uf this is....lm is
Ill"t'I~$Sarj' if the reader is to make :UI informed judgment eoncenling ,po~..ihl~ walct'rr'nnt
na,ods.

The methodology for estimating future acreage requirements for privltte industrilll
land (pg. I-:! and t-3) ignores severnl relevant factors. Using the 1960 to wao period tn
{'al{"ulate future land absorption rates C:ln he misleading. What has the ""'o1ter-de~llthmt

marine industrial land absorption rate heen for the last five ycurs? W'hat percentage u1'
industries historically located on the waterfront are truly wIlter-dependent'! BaSHd upon
the present. economic forecast what is a realistic tlSSessment of wnter-dcplmrient marine
illdllstri:d land requit-emcnts fot'the future?

The doC'ument also contnins a "refntationn of the 1980 CfI:M Hill Stud~y' for Ttm
\\':!l·;hingtuu Ports Asso('i:ltion (pg. l-3), It a....l)umes that lower Columbia R.i,,·er Pm'Hi will
pid.. up si;.: g'r:.tin terminuls tutd one container terminal fr'ulTI PtlKct Suunu Ports ht~(:nust: ur
high I:Uld-sidc shipping costs, This statement constitute....; the total wlulysis of this issuto •

Ch':u'!Y II more thorough lumiysis is wa.rr-.ulted before committing public resources, such ;..'"
\'alu:lhlt~ wethwd and riparhul habitat, to meeting· the "n~~d."

\1/iJt the 100 ;H'r-t:S of lu.nd at riverga.te (now ostensihly {'omrnitted to n ('unl It!t'minaU
hi' aV:lihlhlt~ fl)r water-dependent marine industrial clt~v(!l{)pnlt:nt. if tht: c'unl hH'minat
ptvve:i to ht~ illl'easihit1

All of fhwi~: qllcsti()us lt~ad ILl) to l:onetllde that Iht1 \lUt$lion of neml has lIut 111"'11
:ult'qllatt!Jy addl~s."iedo (;iven the IUlcertn.inty inhllrent in atrempting to pr-njtH't l'UI!H1'
Ilt't'tl'<;, we ,'epollllll"ntt this pr'oi('f't t>P huilt in ~t:H.r'f':5, if at all. The land with tho: It!:t..... t
v:llnahle hahtr:u shuuld he fillert first. HO\....cvl~r, we ~Il~mnsl that hnfnr'l: lUIY p~r'l1liHt
tll:t·isiOl1S :ll-e m:ult: a lUudl U1ut'C (:omprchensivt: ;uld :uml,yt il:ally sound needs anal:o,l'>i:.
slmnld ~ (·ompltHt:d.

.\f'ft>t-l.·d F.nvir'onl1lt~l1t

\\-.,. \\.'ould appr(~datt: 11:et'!lvlllg' allY scriilllt:nt physi(:aJldlllmic,:tl datIl yCll1 prm·t::,,>-'i. If
11lt'I'l~ i:-. no :oint·h data, Wl: t'l:l'ullIlllelld not using dt1:dgud malt~['ial for' fill in wl:tluwllu't:a.....

'the applicant believes the need is great. enough t.o fund
the projec.t. If the permit is issued, the project will
be implemented in phases on an as-needed basis.

The TNlrket need for this 500 acres was based on the
Oregon Port study. The 75 acres were in addition to that
need. These lands currently are being redeveloped, and
at this time, no plans have been proposed to relocate
them. The industries are shown in Table 1..3-1, and all
use t.he waterfront...

Because of the expansion of Port of Portland facilities,
the land absorption over the past five years has been
consistent with the projection.

The assumption was that if a firm wanted to loc.ate in
Vancouver, washington, and could not find a site, their
next logic.al· choice would be portland, not seatt.le. This
language has been clarified on Page :t-4.

The coalteminal site is antic.ipated to be t.ied llP in
litigation for a number of yeat's.

sediment.s in the Columbia River are nearly all fine- to
lll8dium-grain ganeS which are continually cleaned by river
currant.s.. Because sand has a low affinity to accumulat
ing cont.aminants t concentrations sufficient to cause
adverse impacts are not expected When dredged materialS
are used fot:' fill (Section 4.1.3). Oresen Slough
lediment.s are expect.ed ·to contain finer material
(Section 3 .. 1.6) 0 Sediments from t.hese areas: will be
contained in upland disposal sites ..

E-7
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limier the d~t'f'iplion nf Vl'~retatinn :Utd w(~lllIml'i. Wt~ MWt)fIIU1tmd (·lullpari~on.~ uf Um
I~xisliug ripari:UI hahitat aCN~:lg·t.'S to HUlse nmminillg ill the POI'tland vicinity IL'\ WI
indit°:J.tiun of value. Th~ U.S. Fi.<;h and Wildliftt SI:r'Vjf.·t~ h,L'i :;"jvml the l.'ouonwl)o(j/a...h
riplu'i:Ul are~" n rt~SOUl't'e cmcgory 2 dcsi{~I;Hiul\, retillit'ing "ullIplele N'!pllU~cmcnl. We
cont'ur with this I1nding.

It is impor1.:,ult to know whit~h spucies of arnphipnds (Itg. Ill-2m are fuulld offshore so
that a reasoned :'Umlysis c:m he made of tht~ value of th~s~ a1'Cas as fish hahitat•

..\ It t~r11:tl i1,'($

None of the proposed development nltcrnatives considt~1"S :waling hack thu
dt~"'t~lopmcnt to avoid or lUinimi7.(~ adverse welhuul'i .Uld rip:u-hul habitat impacts. Sut'h:tn
nltcnt."Uive Should he e~"plored in the final environmental impact stntemeut. Alterna.tive
C due."i t.·OJL'iidnr on-site mitig-ation nnd avoidance of some w~thuI{L... AddiLion.al
altCMmtive site eonfio'ltr.ltiuns would I~UOW prel'iervation of riparhul and .....ethuut hahitat in
a (~omintlous strip 011 the western end of the island. This type of aliglUn~nl wuuld Imttl~r

serve wildlife as it would minimize adverse noise and traffic impacts associated with the
altcnlative C proposal.

The alternatives to fUld impacts of the proposed bridge across Oregon slough were not
disc-ussed in this environmental. impact statement. We Wlderstand that they will he
discussed in a sepnr:1.lc £1$ prepared ·by the City of Portland Olnd the Feder-oil Hig"hway
Administr:ltion. This project will not be possible without the bridge and. therefore. lh~

potential adverse envir.onffitmtal impacts of bridge alternatives need to be (~fL'iideM~d in
making the §404 permits decision. For example, the bridge may affect wetlnnd reSOtu"t'~5

:UKi n~~ult in adverse noise and air quality impacts.. These impacts should he dj~t'ussecl in
the fElS.

Sillt~e future- indtL~tries CUSUtot he positively identinf~l. air 4uality impacts or Ihe!
lwupnsl't! ticvi~l()plllcnt are tUlknown. AU partit$ shuuld ~ awan~ IIf tht~ N'!quir(~nH:Htl'i fur
t'lIIuplying the Stolle Implementation Plan. We an! especially eonL'eMlcd that the pruposefl
prnjt·t·t nut ('ontrihulC to non-attainment in those nreas in and arlHUld Portl::uld (om1,ml l~'

t',"Pt~f'it'IIl'ill' :lttaillUltllll pt'obiems for carbon monoxide. uzone and "total sllspt!luilld
p:U1it·ulatt's. Thus thll fina.l £15 should describe the me:.Isuros whi(~h t:a.u :UlCl WOllitl lUl

l:u...tm to lWt~VCnll'iUehair quality problems from developing.

Tht! 1'l!:lSon for rejecting alternative sites and l'iite t:oufib'lU,ttiUlL"i ,u't! not thorough!.",
l1i:Sf<ussctl on pa.ge U-::!O. More detail should he provided cont!t:rning \'..hy aIWf1l:Hivl'li :U'tl

not l'ullsidered feasible hy the applk':lnt and whether uny of t111~SC altt:t1l:llivm. :U"t·
pro:wticahle within the nW:l,Iting of the §404(b){l) (~ujd~liUt$.

Tht' Fr:L"i l'ihould l'italt! \Vh~' tht~ ltUltL.. lot·:ttt~(t ut~:tr Iht~ Pm't uf Yluwouvcr Wt:l't!'

l't'jt'{'ted as a ftmsihlc altc'1mlivc IOl'ation for the IU'OJlOl'iecl pruje(~t.

All altem:nivt! bunt IL'iC for the \\'cst l1avden Island Site is ror wi!dlift! hahitat. This
~hj)lIld btl' liswd lUll! diSl·Ils.'it~d IUldcr se(~tion 2.4 (p~. JI-l8l.

~'Z:")

/'

Riparian habitat comparisons between west H~yden Island
and similar habitat between RH 19 t.o RH 145 are made in
Section 3.2.1.A. The Corps (1916)est.imat.es 9,216 acres
of similar wo04ed riparian habitat exist. within this
area. West llaydenIsland habitat represents 2.5 percent
of this total.
AmphipOd taxa arelb:ted in Appendix C-9.

Two of the development alternatives provide for on-site
mitigat.ion opportunit.ies (see Sect.ion 2.0). The former
Alternat.ive C (open cent.er plan) in t.he DEIS was dropped
from considerat.ion (see Section 2.2.3).

Ideally the impacts of the "proposed bridge construct.ion
eould have been addressed in greater detail. However,
detailed information is not available at. this t.ime
because the actual bridge. loeat.ion is dependent on the
proposed'HarineDrive relocation. ~e impacts associated
with the proposed development of We~t Hayden Island wOUld
be secondary impacts of const.ruction of .the newbrii1ge.~

The direct impacts will be addressed in detail in an EIS
supplement or EA to be prepared as part of t.he Coast.
Guard permit review process.
Air quality regulatory compliance will be addressed by
individual permittees after land is prepared for develop
ment. Industries W01.lld be· limited to those t.hat. are able
to comply with cu~ent air quality standards.

Six development alternatives have been considered. three
C)f wnich have been carried _forward in the FEIS. Reasons
for plan reject.ion include. economic, functional. and
environmental considerat.ions (Seet.ion 2.2.,3).,

'the Pot't of Vancouver plans to use thei~ property t.o "neet
t.heir own development needs.

The no action alternative addresses increased grazing or
s:Uviculture as fea.sible alternat.ive land uses
(section 2.,.• ll,"·for·-W@t Hayden Islan4. Use, of West Hayden
Island for wildlife habitat may be feasible but is not
economically pract.ical. The no action alternative is
limited to a dis~ssion of reasonably foreseeable alter_
nat.ive uses.

8-8
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l~nvil'IlIIIllI'fltal r.1'fI~t·t:-; & Mitig:ttiun

Thm'C are a rt~W Inpilos wht'I't! t ht! n~IS will m:ml Iu pr'nvilh: a 1II11l"! thornug·h ,ma.ly5is
HI' potential environmental impacts. Thtlst: inchllh~:

I. It shuuld provide a thorough t:ha.r:wtnri7.:l1 iUIl nr the freQuency. c:>..'tent :lJld
tmvirunmcnlal impacts ot" ,my required IRainlt!II;UWI: dr't~dl;il1g.

Haintenance dredging is discussed in Sections 2.1;2 and
4.2.2 of the FEIS.

2. Nois!.! ini.p:tcl~ or the railroad Ilse on tim siu! shnu!'l hl~ f·stimatl:d. A wurst (::UiH
lIoise :L'\.'ies.<>mtlnl should h(~ (·nnduNml. NuiSl! iUll)l\f·ts from vehit:ulur trurnt:
:>hould bt: evalUUlt:d :L'i p:u·t uf tilt: hridge tmn~truelilln EIS.

:3. Pr-ojeN impacts nn I ht: n:maifldl!r of V,,'est Ha.....elt·n Island. t'spm'inlly the nutw,;\J
urea to th~ wmit ot' tht! pt·npusml. dt:vc!opmcnt.

The~ are also St:vt!l'al lUit igat inn i:i.'itlcs that should ht: ,uldrmiscd in the [-"inaI £IS.
These arc noted briefly. below.

1. We re[~omltlend that JUly §10 or §404 per·mit (·Uluain a (~onditinn requirIng the
cxt'avation at the southwest sidt! uf tht! iJ.;llUld he conducted behind a berm to
minimize adverse water quality impacts.

Noise regulation compliance and mitigation measures are
discussed in Section 4.3.6.

Development of the applicant I s property 1lI8y encourage
similar development in the future of adjacent natural
areas. Wildlife impacts in adjacent areas are discussed
in Section 4.2.1.B.

Mitigation measures are addressed in Section 4.4.
Excavation of the basin will be done behind a shoreline
berm.

;\11 pnlpns"f! lIlili~:lliHn ...llllllld I·umply wilh U··,· ... rl:o'illll:ll lIIili;:',:tliull pnlil'y
1{'f\('loscd)" We will !'Il"l'~ nl"lll l·fll1llllitltlt~llts to !'Ipl·l·inl· miligation guals. IIIlJl1itudllg':\lltl
appmpl"ialp' lIIi1ig:Hiull ...i,,' lllllllifil':llioll, \1/.> n'qll'~:-'f ;\ '"nl'Y nr Ihl' 111-:1' l'.... alualiun:'l1id
\... i~ll I tl p:.trtil'lpall· \\ it Ii 1111' ullll"· l'I""'Il1U"l·l~ ;Igclll'it!s ill l't"\ it 'will;; Ih:laih~ll lUil igaliull plaIt';.

~. The appli<:~Ult hlL'" clllTll1liUed to IIIltlj;:tllUn fUI" tht! :ul....t:{·M~ly implwt~d

\..'et(;ulds. We also rc(~ommt~lld mitigat inn I'm' t Iu: I'ip;u"illll hahitat to he lost t.o
this prnjeL·I. as it is a r·{~SOliree r·alf'~or:l.' :! liahilltt. Till: litH ails or u. mitigation
plan must ht! wm"kt'l! Ollt alld ag"l't'etl Upllll hy all 1"SP"IlSihlf.: plu'Lies heflH"t~ Ihl:
FEI:; is isslmd. This mitigatiull agl'C~lIll!nr iliuM 1Jt! made a {~lJnchtloJJ of Inc ~';04

p~rlllit. :'Iii I i;'::11 iUll slmuld ht~gin as SUIIII lI:o. pf1ssjhh~. This is t!spet'ially
i111 PIlI"t ani 1'01' fh,' ripari:Ul ;U'CIL'i as it will laKt: sl~vt~ral YI~:u'S III rm.·f'eaLt: lilt:
(·ottOflWIIOl!Ia:-.1i llllhil:ll.

@

i

2.

~.

~.

While little is known of the usc of the north shore hy adult or juvenile
:m.lmonids. hath th~ U.S. fish and Wildlife Serville and the National Mar-ilm
fisheries Servk'c t~onsitlt~r t his shalloW' wnwr hahitat to be important. This
document should dise-uss proposals to mitig-:Ut'! fur salmonid habitat loss due to
dredging. We (,.'ollt'llr with the proposed timillb mstril·tions.

The ('onstnlctiofl or hlllkh~l.\tls. if nccessar:'!;. shuuhl he confined to the south
ShOI"e as the value of the tlol·th shore to lIlig!":11 ing salmonids is considered to he
grentct'. Pile-sllppUl'tt'd stMlCtllrcs (if Iwpdt·dl should ht: installt!d whelmvt!r
feasihle instead tlf hulkheads, cspec-ially tin lilt! IllH'th shore. Consider-ooltinn
should be given to t~tmsolidatiug dod. fal."i1it ips Sf) that shoreline impacts art~

minimized.

We a.grt\'c with llll: Iwopnsal to pha...t> dev('lopllll·111 In llvuill Wt:ll:ulu iIllP:WlS fur
as long as pu5....il1!t! hilt we recumlllend mil ig:tt iun Iwg'in imm~diately Lo allow
sufficient time fur' lilonitut"ing am! llIudiric'llt inlt.

Mitigation for aquatic habitat and species will be in the
form of minimizing impacts (eg, ttme restrictions for
dredging, berms, placement of bulkheads, if necessary,
along the south shore).

Phased development would begin along the north shore, thus
delaying impacts to more valuable habitat. A phased miti
gation program would allow for corrective action as well
as time for new habitats to become established.

General on-site and off-site mitigation measures are
discussed in Section 4.4. The location and details of
a mitigation program depend on the final master.plan
approved for West Hayden Island.. Specific habitat
restoration objectives, includblS wetlands and riparian
habitats, activity scheduling, evaluation criteria, and
mapping, would be developed during the mitigation plan
design process. An approved mitigation plan will be a
condition of the permit. The EPA will have an oppor
tunity to revi~ the draft mitigation plan.

E-9
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Department of Fish and Wildlife
506 S.W. MILL STREET. P.O. BOX 3503. PORTLAND, OREGON 97208

November 12. 1985

Colonel Gary R. Lord
Portland District
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2946
Portland. OR 97208

RE: West Hayden Island - DEIS
PUblic Notice No. D71-0YA-2-005254

RECEIVED.

lIOV 19 'S5:l
P.E:U!.ATPllY FUncnoNs Bll.
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~
VI
o
VI

Dear Colonel Lord:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Statement and Permit application for Portland General
Electric Company's proposed West Hayden Island I~rine Industrial
Park in Portland, Dregon.

From the Department's perspective, when fish and wildlife resources
are to be significantly impacted or lost completely as a result of
needed development, those impacts should be minimJ~ed ano the lOsseS
offset throug~ mitigation. At the same time, the develooment wnich
does occur should make efficient use of the l.nd so as to reduce
future n.ea for additional nabitat alteration eisewhere. This
approach is particularly important when dealing with the declining
riparian, wetland and aquatic resources found in locations having
shorelines suitable for water dependent development.

Development ft'tprnative B appears to make maximum use of Hest Hayden
ISland for marine terminal use and, therefore, could be supported
subject to the conditions described below.

The following factors should be considered as permit conditions:

1) Use of bulkheads or pilings on the Dregon Slough side of
Islandi

2) Use of piling only on Columbia River side of Island; and,

3) Tne month of March added 'to the the time in which dredging
activities would not occur.

,~
~

These mitigation concerns are addressed in Section 4.4.
An approved tldt.igationplan would be a condit.ion of an
issued fUt. permit.. See responses to the EPA comments
regarding mitigation concernt.

The month of !!arch was added to t.he dredge t.imins
rest.rict.ions in the FE1S.

8-10
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Colonel Gary R. Lord
November 13, 1985
Page -2-

A speci.fi~ mitigation plan nefds to be developed before permit
issuance and should provide:

1) ln~kind mitigation for"ail habitat types lost (i.e. willow!
ash/cottonwoods. wetlan~, uplandS);

2} A procerlure for maintaince of mitigation site beyond project
completion; and .

3) A provision for monitoring of mitigation effort to ensure
in-kind replacement is maintainec.

Financial compensation as wetland mitigation and a ~Wildlife Habitat
$uperfundw, as mentioned in the Draft EIS, a~ concept~ that the
Department would be willing to explore in more detail once development
permit conditions are agreed upon.

In conclusion. Department personnel have participated fully in the
HEP analysis with regard to a mitigation plan. We will continue
that participation and look forward to a review of the completed miti
gation plan.

;)?Y~&O
Michael C. Weland
Chief
Environmental Management Section

m"s

c Columbia Region
Pesek
Bennet
Beidler
Coenen

trinaneial eompensat.ion for 'habit.at. 108S88 will not...be
pursued by t.beapplieant.. Therefore. t.bis"'1iit1sat:i.on
alt.ernat.ive is notearried fot"W8r4 in t.he nlS.

J-11
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STAT£ OF wASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
AUII $tOP PV· 71 e OJ)'mpk!, ~'\!J'shmgtOn 98S0·h'i71 1 • (106) 4S9-6!XJO

November 12, 19B5

Gary lord, Colonel
Portland District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2946
Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: NPPPl-NR-EQ

Oear Colonel lord:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental
impact statement for the West Hayden Island Marine Industrial Park,
Portland, Oregon. We reviewed the EIS and have the followin9 comments.

The industrial waste water· and sanitary sewage collection and treatment
facilities are not discussed in detail in the EIS. It is imparative
that this subject be addressed since it is a critical part of the
proposed project. Adequate collection and treatment of wastes must
be assured.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Jon Neel of the Southwest
Regional Office at (206) 753-0144.

Sincerely,

~K'~
V

Barbara J. Ritchie
Environmental Review Section

BJR:

cc: Jon Neel

See~ion 4.3.4 and Table 4.3-IIl address wastewa~er and
9ewage.~reatment.9ervi~es proposedfor.West Hayden Island.
Existing faeilit.,i'eS, on'Hayden Island ,would. 'be ~deciuate to
bandle wastes • . 'If'ann~tion wi.t.h the' Cit.y, of "Poctilind
oecUrs;·extension ofeity services provides' another
altemat.ive.

.~
... r-,
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AUDUBON SOCIETY OF PORTLAND

Jf Br4ul"A oj !'If/Ii., ... , ,'iI,,'"'"'' ,sOli"T

PHON£ '~2·oSS5 S I $1 NOt!fHWEST CORN£n ROAD PORTLANt). OR!GON 9721 (I

November 17)' 1985
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District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District
Attn; NPPPL-NR
P. O. Box 2946
Portland. Ore90n 9720B-2946

Regardin9 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. West Hayden Island Marine
Industrial Park. Portland, Oregon 1985
PGE Permit Application No. 07l-0YA-2-005254

I would like to submit the following comments on the Draft EIS on behalf of the
Audubon Society of Portland. We have been involved in reviewing PGE 1 s plans for
industrial development of west Hayden Island for more-than two years and have
submitted testimony before Multnomah County arid City of Portland Planning Commissions.
These comments are a continued effort to address the significant environmental 1m·
pacts Which would occur on the island if the development were to occur.

My first COll1llent involves statements made on page -i-: f1 up to 67 acres of wetlands
would be filled, requiring off-site mitigation; terrestrial habitat and cnttonwood
ash riparian habitat would also be filled•.• 11. Throughout our participation in the
HE? analysis of the island to determine baseline habitat values it has been under
stood that off site mitigation t which is preferred by the HE? team, would be not
only for wetlands, but also include the alteration of other habitat xypes, specifially
the cottonwood-ash riparian habitat. I feel this is a significant point that should
be addressed at all times in the enviromental iimpacts statement. Page IV-20 states
this very clearly••• liThe results of the HE? committee work win be used to document
the value of existing wetlands and other habitat on West Hayden Island and provide
a basis for mitigation planning ano implementation. n PuE has made a commitment since
the inception of this project that~ should a oermit be oranted, they would be in
volved in comoensation of habitat values that WOUld be iost, inclUding cottonwocd
ash riparian habitat"an~ that there would be no net 10ss of wetland habitat by area.
Since there is no mitigation program which has been developed at this time I cannot
comment on the merits of any off site project. The Environmental Impac~Statement

should be reviewed without regard to whether mitigation is feasible or desireable
and a permit issued or denied on that basis. We feel strongly that the willingness
to undertake a migi~;gation program should not be a factor in reaching that decision.
Portland Audubon Society has worked closely with PGE staff and resource agencies to
develop and carry out a HEP analysis and we are committed to continue that process
through development of a mi~igation program. However, we view this as a separate
process that will be considered after issuance or denial of their permit. It is our
understanding at this time that it is EPA and Corps policy not to issue a pe~it with
an established mitigation program as a reas~n for that issuance.
Page -x- "•..The proposed development would also include construc:ion of. a bridge
over the Oregon Slough ..• " An indi rect impact of this bridge construction is how
it ties in with realignn;ent of Marine Drive. At this time there"ilre two alternative
routes, one of which would impact wetlands. West Delta Park and" an established Gr~!t

Blue Heron rookery. If PGE's perferred bridge connection to t."'e new Marine Drive

Hitigation will include wetland loss compensation as well
as riparian habitat replacement (Section 4.4).

Although the willingness of the applicant to implement a
mitigation program will not be the only fact.or for' a

~ permit decision, it ean be taken into eonsideration in
making a final decision.

No decision has been made concerning bridge location.
Its ultitlUlte placement would depend on the dievelopment
alternative approved, alignment of Karina Drive, and
factors brought forth during the u.s. Coast Guard bridge
permit process.

"~l3
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realicnment were to influence the choice of the southern route in Our opinion there
wouldwbe substantial off site impacts that must be addressed. We would be interested
in seeing a statement by PGE which describes their preferred bridge alignment and
whether their proposed project would benefit from either alignment.
Pace wxi-: "810100;ca1 Effects .... develop a mitigation plan for the wetlands which
\'/ould be fil ie~••• " I offer the same COlment as my previous one regarding mitigation.
PGE nas pledged mitigation for more tnan tne 67 acres of wetland·nabitat tnat would
be destroyed. There has been a commitment fer mitigation of riparian habitat loss
as well. This statement should accompany any mitigation discussion in the final EIS.
Page -xi-.: "The City of Portland and tne federal Hignway Administration are developing
plans for the extension of North Marine Drive•.. '1 Again. the bridge connection that
PGE will be seeking will hav~ potential major off site impacts on wetlands and a Great
Blue Heron-rookery.
Page -xii-: Areas of Controversv and Unresolved Issues: As pointed out earlier. al
thouoh we agree that, shoul0 a permit De issued, off site mitigation is the ~nly

feasible alternative to compensate for nabi~at losses. However, the applicant does
not state exolicitlv under lIun-resolved issues ll that mitigation will be for more than
wetlands: "To assess and quantify tne biological values of tne wetlands which would
be lost.•.off-site mitigation appears to be the only feasible alternatlve.-
Again, ~e HEP analysis was for all habitats. not just wetlands.
Page 1-1: "Tnis development would meet community needs and provide PGE stockholders
with a reasonable financial return on the property. II What·s a Ilreasonabie" financial
return on the property? There are no figures in the draft EIS which show what PGE_paid
for the Hayden Island property which should have some bearing on what return was llreason
able." The company acquired this lane prior to its inclusion in the urean growth pound
ary and that land was zoned fam and rerest. The stockholders could have received a
"reasonablell return on their invenstment without rezoning and development to marine
industriaLIt is not necessary to teta lly eradi cate the important cbttonwood-ash ·ri
pari an habitat and wetlands an the island to meet a llreasonable ll retrun expectation for
PGE shareholders. I believe this argument is specious. Portland Audubon Society opposed
Multn~~ah County approval of a UGB amendment wnich allows urban uses;
Page 111-9: 3.2.1 Terrestrial Soecies and Habitat, A. Veoetation:
It is stated tnat "The cottonwood lasti haOitat on rlest Hayoen Island, therefdre rep
resents approximately 2 percent of similar habitat located along the iower Columbia
River. ll

The implication of this statement is that there is very little, oniy 2~. of this habitat
ty?e and t therefore. the i«9act will be minimal. I dispute this statement and refer to
a U. S. Army Corps of Engineer's stUdy conducted by the Oregon State University cocpera
tive research unit which .conducted a riparian habitat study of the Columbia and Snake
River sys~ems. In that study it was determined that there were higher total numbers
of bird species censused than in any o~her habitat studied. That this habitat type was
rapidly disappearing and that no one knows how much is left. Cottonwood/Ash bottomland
habitat is sensitive and rapidly diminishing throughout the Columbia River system. This
is One of the most significant biological issues associated with the proposed project.
! challenge the implication that it is of minor importance on Hayden Island. The aopli
cant st.a~es later on this page that "Because \'Jetlands are of special public concern
and requi re Corps pennit to be fill ed. they will be di scussed separate ly insect; on 3.2.2. II

I feel an analysis of tne significance of cottonwood/asn riparian habitat is of equal
importance on West Hayden Island.

Hitigation will include wetland loss compensation as well
as riparian habitat replacement. Mitigation measures
discussed in Section 4.4 include aet.ions for loss of
ripal:"ian babitat.

The -pr~osed bridge can be ~dapted-w~f:t;-either the~Clrtb
or soutbHarineDrive alternative~ ~~e _exact loca~ion

has not been determined at t.his t.ime.. Any potential
impacts will be addressed in detail in an EIS supple
ment or EA during the Coast Guard bridge permit process.

cottonwood/ash riparian habitat has been added to areas
of controversy.

The primary purpose of this project is _to provide land
for growtb in the marine industrial section of Portland.
The-need_for tbis·site is-_doc¥mf:ffited._in_Seet~on1.2.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study (1916) of riparian
babitat along the Columbia River estimates 9,276 aeres of
similar wooded habitat exist between RH 19 an4 1Ul U.s.
This figure does not include riparian habitat 10 feet
above the elevation of ordinary high water level.
Significantly more acreage of undeveloped land witb char
acteristics similar to West Hayden Island exists between
Sauvie Island, the moutb of the Sandy River, and the
lower Willamette River from Ross Island (Section 3.2.1.A).
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Page 111-24: North Portland: We would ag~ee with the :tatement t~at there is ~ strong
neiohborhood association. However the nelghborhood l s lnterests 1,e not only wlth eco
nomic development.. Recent surveys indicate that north Portland residents place a !great
deal of importance on retention of open space and wildlife habitat. This is not in
dicated in the E1S. The occurrence of the visual qualities, wildlife habitat and cpen
space represented by West Hayden Island are significant factors which must be addressed
when assessing relative values to the local neighborhoods.
Paae 11r·38: Marine Drive:. I would state again that PGEls interests in,which alignment
is ·pursued (nortn or south) is a significant off site impact, since a southern.~ali9n ..
ment wi 11 impact wetlands I West De.l ta Pa rk and an active Gre~t B1 ue Heron rookery.
Paoe I1!-43: 3.3.8 Recreation: "No ecologically or scientifically significant natural
areas, wilderness or historic and cultural sitfs have been identified••• • This is
not correct. By what definition is West Hayden Island not ecologically or naturally
significant? por+1and Audubon Society has maintained throughout the' county'and city
hearings process that Hayden Island is extremely significant wildlife habitat. The
"Inventory Of Riparian Habitats and associated wildlife along Columbia and Snake
Rivers", U. S. Army Corps of Engineers North Pacific Division. 1976, -clearly points
out the significance of this habitat type and the fact that it is rapidly disappearing.
jhe report states: "some of th~ riparian hab-itats sampled had the highest densities
ever recorded for bird communities. Ten of the areas censusedhad 1,000 Qr more birds
per 100 acres during the breeding season l and four of these had densities which ex
ceeded 1,500 birds per 100 acres. Densities during the non-breeding season were fre
quently higher than those observed during breeding season••• q A letter written by
U. S. Fish and Wildlife, dated Feburary 25, 1982 states, "While we agree that the
wildlife habitat on the western end of Hayden Island is not now unique or critical,
it is becoming unique due to its scarcity. This is the only-rirge parcel of riverine
riparian habitat remaining in the Portland metropolitan area which is accessible and
clos~ to population centers. 1I

The most significant statement in the Corps study,. as I have pointed out earlier, is
that no one seems to know just how much of this habitat type we have lef~.

Pages rV~20 and IV-2l, Mitiaation Alternatives: These two pages mention.Q!.!.J1. wetland
mitigation. As has been pointed out eariier in this analysis,PGE has pledged to address
loss of cottonwood/ash riparian habitat as well. The understanding at each of the HEP
meetings, including the last one~ is that mitigation, should a permit be issued, will
include mitigation for lost cottonwood/ash riparian habitat. We want tosee'tnat state·
ed in the Environmental Impact Statement.
We agree with the applicant that, should a oe~it be issued, the preferred compensation
opticn wcuTd be an off site one. It is important to note, however I that this must in
volve more than mere acquisition of existing wetlands and cottonwood/ash riparian habitat.
Throughout the process Smith-Bybee Lakes have been noted as the applicant's pr~ferred

mitigation site. There are already excellent wetland/riparian habitats associated with
this 1,200 acres lake system. For mitigation options to be ac:eptable either new wetlands
and associated riparian habitat will need to be created or the existing habitat will have
to be significantly improved. It is important that this be done for wildli!!, not for
h~man uses. Smith and Bybee Lakes has significant recreational potential and is already
used for ill ega 1 hunti n9 and orv II recreat ien. " If theobjec:;.ve is to create improved
wildlife habitat then the potential for human inc~rsion int~ the areas that are being
"created" or improved needs to be addressed. The- ac:;uisition of Umigtigaticnrigh:s ll

or a lease on public land (City of Portland park bureau land for instance) farwilclife
hazitat mitigation is questionable since the park bureau will undoubtedly be under public
~;e~~ure to make it available for human use. Any mitigation plan must take this factor
lnto consideration. joe best manner to do this is participation in an integrated manage
ment plan for the Smith and Bybee system with the ci~J of por.tland 1 Port of Portland and
existing private landowners. The priority for land ac~uisition should be the private
lands so they can be brc~~'t into public ownership and dedicated to wildlife ~:es which.

The loeal neighborhood has supported t.be projeet. and
raised no issues during the DIlS proeess. Their primary
eoneerns at:e with the smith-Bybee lakes area.

See earlier response on this issue.

seet.ion 3.3.8 of the FEIS on recreation does not. include
a st.atement on the biological significance of the site.
However, t.here are no formally designated scientifie,
natural, Or wilderness are8S on west Hayden Island. west.
Hayden Island remains inaecessible to the public.

Section 4.4 addresses mitigat.ion for riparian habitats.

The intent of the mitigetion plen will be for o_anae
tian of wildlife habitatloBses and ~ for inereased
recreational opportunities. Vo recreational development
will be inoluded in the mitigetion plan.
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The lIE?stud~,reSult.S :in·~i:~aui"tbEr- babit,it:,values ,and
t.bei,:rfel$t.iv~_Sigt\ifi~aneefor selee:tecf<evaluatiim .
species ,(Sec:.ti~ 3.'2,;lf_C).'-
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Expanded grazing aet.ivity is tbe most likely foreseeable
use of ~he applicant's property if the permit is denied.
The Corps has no authority t.o require habitat protection
outside of t.he limits of its regUlatory (permit) juris
die:tion. This does not pteelude PGE from implement.ing
habitat proteet.ion measures on it.s own.

The pUblic/private ownership status of a piece of
property for potential mitigation action will not be: a
faetor in its selec:tion lisir -mitigat.ion site.

SincerelYI
Michael C. Houck #

/.If/'". //'.~
cc OOr~rSF>IS, DSL ,PBE

would be compatible with an overa" Smith~Bybef management plan.

Appendix C: The Nature Conservancy: Portland Audubon Society has provided a number
lette!"s over the past tnree years regarding the significance of West Hayden Island for
nonoame :wildlife. The inclusion of a letter from The Nature Conservancy which states,
"we-do not believe that there is a high potential of finding significant natur~l
features in the area." is misleading. The Nature Conservancy has very narrow and spec;ific
criteria for determination of significance. The fact that there are aooarentlv no T&E
species of plants or animals on the site is one level of "signif):an:e." The Nature
Conservancy did not mean to imply in their letter that the overall habitat type that
Portland Audubon Society has expressed concern over {wetlands and cottonwood/ash ri·
parian} is not Ilsignificant. CI The EIS should have referenced the numerous letters
from Audubon Society of Portland and the letter from U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
referenced earlier in these comments which discussed the importance of cottonwood/ash
riparian habitat.
Finally, statements PGE has made in print and verbally regarding alternative menage
ment scenarios should a permit not be granted need to be clarified. PGt simply states,
"If marine industrial development does not occur, then the project site will likely
be subject to incre~sed livestock grazing. To improve the capacity for grazing, ap·
proximately 150 acres of cottonwood/ash habitat maybe removed and converted to pastute
or meadow habitat••• those wildljfe species dependent on cottonwood/ash habitat would
be negatively impacted. II {statement in HEP document; October, 1985}. No Action -Alterna
tive in the Draft EIS states; "If the permit is denied and the site is used for agri
culture or silviculture. removal of vegetation associated with thase activities could
alter existing wildlife habitat.~.

There are two important points to be considered in these and same less subtle state
ments mede by the applicant. The first is the implication that "if we don't get our
permit, we're going to degrade the habitat anywayll, therefore you might as well go
along with the process and get the best habitat mitigation you can hope for as part
of the permitting process. The second is that the proposed development of marine
industrial uses will will actually benefit wildlife since continued agriculatural
and sivicultural practices will likely degrade wetlands !!!.Q. cottonwood/ash riparian
habitat. We would like to see included in the final EIS an analysis of projected
agricultural and sivilculturalpractices and documentation of why PGE could not in
clude significant wildlife habitat protection compatible with these practices.
Portland Audubon Society continues to be opposed to the intensive uses and attendant
habitat disruption and loss requested by the applicant. We continue to·regard this
habitat as being a significant natural resource which is decreasing rapidly in our
region. We also continue to urge ~hat, should the applicant prevail in obtaining a
permit, a complete mitigation plan (approved by U. S. Fish and Wildlife, EPA, the US
Army Corps of Engineers and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife)be developed, wi;h
input from interested parties, that will be phased with project development. This·
phasing snould be done to assure one-tor-one habitat value is replaced as ~he project
proceeds. Mitigation should occur on lands acquired by the apolicant f"Qmpon-publiC
sources as c1o""P to tr.e ~r:;j~::t as ro~sjh.lf'. It is our contention that an ODj'9a~ion
eX1sts on the part of public and quasi-public land ~~ners to protect wetlands.and sig
nificant habitat and open space as part of their management responsibilities. ~li~iga
ticn should focus on those lands that are not lisecured" at this time in an effort to
repiace wetlands and riparian habitat lost due to private land'de'leioprnent.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS and will continue to be in~
valved in issues associated with Hayden Island, including ~~rkingwiththe applicant
to develop and acceptable mitigation plan. Should any of our concerns need clarifica~ .
tion please contact me at Audubon (292-6855) or ho~e (224-1004)
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Department 01 Energy
6onnevifl~ Power AdminlSlr:lliOn

P.O, Box 3G~'

Penland. Orcg::m Si:?ClS • 36::?1

NOV J 8 19Po;

EVLS
t:-act No. VE-30
Ross-St. Johns No. 1 2nd

Ross-Rivergate No. 1 Lines

u.s. Army Corps of Engineers
Portland Distr~ct

Regulatory Branch
P.O. Sox 2946
Portland, OR 97208-2946

Dear Sir or Madam:

Subject: Public Notice of Application for Permit, Reference
Nucbe~: 071-0YA-2-005254 (Columbia aive~-Marin~ Industrial Park)

This is to let you kno~ that, in principle, the Bon~aville Power Administration
has no objection to the proposed fill. The Portland General Electric Cocpany's
iill permit in the vicinity of BPA's towers QUst provide for tower access and
proper fill procedures adjacent to tover footings. In order to be able to do a
complete study, BPA will require a detailed draving showing the elevation of
fill and the final elevation. At this point our safe fill elevation is
approximately 35.5 feet.

The following are our general comments:

1. A minimum clearance of 15 feet is to be maintained between the
conductors (wires) aod construction equipQent at all times.

The epplic...t will comply witb BPA concerns.

4. Access to the
right-of-~ay by BPA's
obstructed.

transmission line towers and to and along the
maintenance force zh~ll not be interfered with or

'i:I
CI:l
tI

~.....
N

Sincerely,

lsI C;"i10L'f!'i y. LEE

Carolyn Y. Lee
Resley Specialist
Land M~nageQent Unit

cc:
Lynne U. Sa:tton
Portland G~neral Electric Co.
121 SUo Sahoo. S:r~et

Po~tl~nd. OR 97204
E-17



M:. Cary R. u",j
Colonel, Co:ps of Engineers
Dis:=ict Engineer
Deparcnent of the 1Ir.fty
P.O. !lox 2946
P=-..land, D:'eg:on 97208

Dear ltlr. Loci,

:{~\:1

H~i~~~

UNITED STATES OEPAATMENT OF COMME~CE

Nat:lonlill Oceanic anli A~mo$phCf'jcAciminist"4tlon
W~""",,""l9l.lln.O.c.· 202:10

Of'!=lCE OF THE AOMUIIlSTRATOR

~~ember 19. 1985

'lhis is in reference to your environmental h!;Iact r..atlllmt for the West:
liavden Island Ma.tine lndust=ial Park P:'Oj ect. Enclosed are CClmlents £rci:ii the
National Oceanic and Ju::nosphe:-ie ACmin~ation.

We hope our CClmlents will assist: you.. '!bank~ for givUi: us 4in
oppo:nmity to review the OoeUllent.

SiIlCerel
Y
&!1-'. .""""'" . '.0""",4 ,"

David Cot:~' , •
Ecology lIlld ConServation Oivls1Ol\

Er.closure
~/llll2 ,eMS

Nove=ber IS, If8S

~he subjec~ PElS has been reviewed within the a-~as of the
National Ocean Se~ice I s (NOS) responsibility and expertise,
~ in te~ of the icpact of the proposed action on NOS
a~ivi~ies ana p=ojec~s •

Geodetic ecnt:'ol su:vey ltIonuments may be lo.:at:ed in the
p:cposea project area. If there is anypl~ed activity
which will dist.t:.:'D or destroy t."ese monuments f NOS
reqcires not less than 90 days notifieation in a~vance of
sueh activi~l in order to pl~ for their reloeation. NOS
re:ct:Qends that :unc.ing for this project includes the cost
of any reloce';ion required for NOS lnonumenU. For n::-..her
i.n:o=mation ~out. these monuments, please, contact !'1r. John
S~cer, Chief, National Geocetic Information Branch
(N/CG17), or !1.r. Charles Novak, Chief, Network Maintenance
Section fN/CG162}, at 6001 Executive Boulevard, aockville~

,.,:iI! .....J""I'H~ '20852.. '

'i:i

~.
w

",

~O,

noK,

SDB.1EC1':

/ ....,. ....
PPl - David cot.tin~~{!
~ - Paul H. WO~~X~A'

~\~l') n
PE!S 8509.10 ~es'ttaYc1en hland Marine lJiclustrial
Park, portl~~ore~on

tt aparllilJ ~...sued by the c"rps. til. applicant wiH
eC)l\~e~, ~~~'.,re'sar4i,11& the" ~,nrey mon~t.~. " If,geo-:.
dtlt~e' omonumen.ts .n1ustbe reloea~d, t.he applicant will
eo-ord'inat.e aild' fund the reloea'lion:.
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
2637 S. W. Walt,. Avenut, Portland. Oregon 97201

Phont: 503/222-1963

•

Nove=ber 20, 1985

District Engineer:

!he Draft tIS has not, in OUt' opiuioa., been prepared in
compliance with the National Environmental Protection Act aM
muat be revised in the followins critical areas:

Ordinance No. 334 (Appendix A-l), ~dopting growth man~se

ment poli~ies to guide develDpm~nt uf the subject a~e~. cites
the following criteria:

2-19

Draft tIS
West Hayden Island Marine Industrial Park

Subject:

Any long term environ=eneal and recreational losses from
urban use of this site lIill be identified and addressed
in the Community Planning process for Wese Hayden Island,
the Design Review process, and by ~eeting requirements
of th~ Significant Environmental Concern (SEC) overlay
zone. Buffer zones, open areas and other appropriate
measures will be provided to preserve. and maintain fish
and wildlife habitats of the .area, wherever possible.

Th~ need to prOtect sEccial ~nvirQnmental f~~tu~cs such
as wildlife h~bitat or n4tur~l shorclinu will be balanced
with development r~quiremenes. Ulis is necessary to
prot~ct existing pUbli~ ~nd privnt~ inv~stmcnt in the
l.:omlWnity while help.in; m.:Iint.,in natural t!nvironnlt:nta~

r.·,.lurccs OlIlFJ valuJ.:::t. wlH~rc pOlliNibtl1.

District Engineer
U.S. Army Engineers District, Portland
Attn: NPPPL-NR
P.O. Box 2946
Portl.nd, OR 97208-2946

t> As statecl in the DtIS, the Multnomah County Compre
hensive Plan designates West Hayden Island.as 'an:urban area
suitable for urine industrial development. Multnouh County
Ordinance No. 333 (Appendix A-l), redesignating the subject
area to lIurban, It includes the foUoliing finding and conclusion:

The following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed West Haydeu Island Industrial Park
are submitted on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Oregon

·Environmental Council.

OFFICERS
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Vice-oP=idenf

'i:'OdIfPMtM....c.},.

""""'"Iotkrl ShrJb,
T.......,

DIRECTORS
lMJ"'n:;.p.

;M. H.1UIdrn.
}IIbuBrMt
}_B_

i_s.e
s.;..c~

lUiC~

Q4_H.,/'

"""')......
t\w.:t_K;,,~Jt

R"'-W

EIJ,o ""'.
RtJ.u MPth.I/
P4IritV MtC.u,

K.ut .utC.rn;"
C~ T. f~.M.D.

;_.UiJIl
u-PJn

C,ISiwrp
C.m-ShMM

c.n,.T"""T.....
OmJF. 'Z't"'WltJi,J

,-'11',1_

EXECUTIVE nJRECTOR
J""" .i. O.lrln

'i::I

~

~
>-
..".



Dis~rict £ngin~er

No~e~ber 20, 1985
Page cve

and:
•Auy envit'onmencal ha4:ards. such ;:Os to fish and wildlife habitat Qr losses

of recre~tional opportunities will be studied and addressed during the 'Com:unity
Planning process ~o mini~ize negacive ~paets fro='development. Suffer zones.
open areas and other appropriate measures will be considered to preserve and
maintain fish and wildlife babicAc, in balance with economic aud social
benefics resulting from development.

The DEIS includes no discussion of" these requirements. Rather, a generic
finding of compliance with the County'I S Comprehensive plan. as ackuowledgedby tbe
Oregon Land Conservacion and Development Commission. is asserted. The sice devel
opment plan analyzed in ~~e OElS would not eamply~vitb these requirements.

Z) The DEtS considers only CYO alternatives; a no action alternative and the
applicant's proposed development plan. Alternat;ve sice development plans were
rejeeced because chey were judged to not provide.PGE stoekholde~ ......ith a reasonable
financial return on the property. II Stockholder profit is not a NEPA criteria. The
DEIS must consider all reasonable sice development. optiona, including those which
pr~pose less aevelopmenc of the site.

3) Mitigation cannot be a factor in the issua~ce of the requested pe=mic.
The project must be judged on its merits"not on the willingness oi the applicant
to establish a REP com=ittee or on the viability and desirability ofa particular
mitigation program.

4) The discussion of mitigation included in theDEIS focuses only on off-site
mtttgation. On-site mitigation must be fully exa=ined ana founa to be completely
infeasible before off-site mitigation can 'even be .eonsidered.

5) The discussion of aitigation also focuses only on the 67 acres of wetlands
proposed to be filled. The alteration and loss of other significant habitat must
also be addressed through mitigation plans. It is not acceptable to limit mitiga
tion efforts to only the affected wetlands. The OEIS should be amended to address
compensation of all haoitat values lost, including Cottonwood and riparian habitat.

The project appears to comply with the local land use
plans as discussed in Sections 3.3.1.C and 4.3.1.C. If a
corps permit is issued, it will be conditional upon the
applicant's receiving all other appropriate federal,
state, and local permits and approvals. The iSSues in
the comprehensive plan would be addressed by the County
as part of their review process.

The EIS addresses alternative plans for site develop
ment Which would meet the applicant's stated purpose arid
need. Alternatives which do not meet the applicant's
need are not reasonably foreseeable and, therefore; are
not diseussed in detail.

While the applicant's willingness to mitigate will not be
the only factor in deciding Whether to iSSue a permit, it
can be taken into consideration in making a flnal
deeision.

The discussion of mitigation has been expanded in the
FEIS to include on-site mitigation. Mitigation aetions
for both on-site and off-site opportunities are diseussed
in Section 4.4.
Riparian habitat as well as wetlands are to be considered
in the developed mitigation plan.

7) Alignment Qf a proposed bridg~ over Oregon Slough to the subject area
icpacts both habitat on the island and realigr~ent of Marine Drive. the OtIS
should include a detailed analysis of these impacts.

6) Mi~i6ati~n ~st result in r~ net loss of hahi:at ~a:ces. O:f-site mi:i~a

tion, if approved, must result in the acqcisition, protection ~ long-term
maintenance of ne~ habitat areas. It is not acceptable to simply enhance existing
habitat areas. ---

Th~nk yo~ fo= chis opportunity to commenc. We look forJard to being involved
in the resoluti.on of coo:! above issul:$ and in further discussions aDout futu:::-e
dl:velopment of ''';~st lI:1yJ.::n Island.

/~

SlnC{::.-cl{· )
/ /_ i;'"
f._ .. "...... (-..."~

Jim DOIun;: Pres iU\!llt
;ilo~rcl Qf Directors

..:c: -i:<.:n llj.crl'·" v:',.i')/l I\{ :ic;ttt.: 1.;llld:; Hn:l:lld i:r.:in, PCE
.', ....-:.;~ ~.~_.

"ti
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The loeation of the proposed bridge will be determined by
the location selected for the realignment of Marine
Drive. The environmental impacts of the bridge will be
analyzed in a separateEIS supplement or Environmental
Assessment as plans are developed.'
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For further coordination on thIs project. please contact Mr. Gary Voerman
of my staff at tiS 399-aS13 or (Z06) 442-8513.

Sincerely,

COlonel Gary R. Lord
District Enq1ne!T. Portland District
COrps of Engineers
P. O. Box 2946
Portland, Oregon 97208

R£: 071-oYA-Z-005ZS4. Portland Ganeral Electrlc·Company. September 27. 1985

De~r Colonel Lord:

He have revie~ed the referenced pUblic notice concerning the development
of a marine industrial site on Hest Mayaen Island In the Columbia River near
Portland, Ore90n. He have enclosed a copy of our comments on the Draft
Environmental Imcact Statement <OEIS) In support of our recommendations in
this letter. .

He ire not opposed to the use of this s1te for water-dependent marine
industrial develocment provided this activity meets the needs and alternat1ves
requirements of the 404'b)'I) Guidelines and a~~rcpr1ate mitiqatlon 1s maae a
condition of the 404 permit. Additional Informat10n is required before
cQmQl1anc! with the 404{b)(1) Guidelines can be determined (see enclosure). A
mitigation plan acce~table to the state and federal resource agencies must
also be developed before E?A can agree to permit issuance.

If compliance with the 404(0)(1) Guidelines is established. we recommend
the Corps permit this project in stages. Lesser value habitat should be
filled first; saving the wetland and rl;arian areas until tney are nee~ed.

Mitigation for this development should be9in immediately upon iSSuance of t~ls

perzit as It will take several years to establish the cottcnwood/ash h~bitae.·

These issues should be resolved i~ the Final Environmental I~act

$rat:ment (F£!S) before the Cor~s considers IssQing a Section 404 or
Section 10 permit. He recommend the Corps not take action on this permit
until the F~!S has been IssQed anc the environmental concerns of the resourc!
a~encies have been resolved.

We unders;and this procedure IS aCC!Qtable to the Corps. If the· Corps
intends to issue a permit for this project without Incorporation of our
recommendations. we request prior notiflcation.'i:i

CI:l

i
VI-0'1

,..1tOSf<t,F,r.
,~ ...... ".

; &.4 'i

aS:>'"'f"4 ~
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12!=I,.'r TO HIS 423
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Enclosure

cc: USFWS.Portland
NHfS
OOfM
OOSL
"":""

U.S. eNVIRONMENTAL PROTeCTION AGeNCY
ReGION 10

1::0 $IX'iH AVE.'IlUe
S£Ai'i'1.E. WASi-iINGTON galQ1

NOV 20 iSS.

•

<:. •
... \0-.'.... '""" ~~.. ~__

Ernesta B. Barnes
Regional Administrator

•

"'-?

Result.s from t.he HEP study and impact. analysis will
provide a basis for mit-ieat.ion plans (Seet.ions 3.2.1.c
and 4.2.l.C). Jlit-ieat.ion measures to be t.aken are
addressed in seet.ion 4.4. The Dllt.ia&eney REP ecnmd.t.
t.ee will adopt. a mitigat.ion plan for review and approval.
An approved mi:t.isation plan will be a eondit.ion of t.he
fill p..rmi~.

the propOSed projeet and mit.l&ation aet.ivit.ies would be
impl_~ed in phas..s if s p..rmi~ is issued. Filling
would be&in siems tbe nort.bem portion of t.he site to
delay impacts to more valuable babiblts.

the decision t.o issue or deny t.be permit. will not. be made
unt.il t.be lfEPA proeess is·eomplet.ed.
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Box ZS2S' Portland. Or~on 97208
503:.<:31·5COO
nvx: 910·464-6151

November 20~ 1985

Colonel. Gary R.$ Lord
Attn: NFl'PL-NR,-EQ
Depart:ment of 'the A:J:m.y
ponland Dis'tnct
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2946
Portland~ OR. 97208

Dear Colonel Lord:

The Port of Portland supportS the desiguad.on. and development of
West Hayden Island for marine indust:t'1a.l use" (Perriit Number
071-oYA-Z-D05254). However, we'want to ensure th.;.t Hayden Islandts
development does not adverselY impact Port properties, especially
llivergate.

Traffic generated from developing Bayden'Island will affect'traffic au
Interstate 5 and in notth Portland. Key- impae'!: areas aud construction
projects should. be designed to handle this future gro~~ For
example, the possible loca'tions o~ a new bridge c:os$iug the Oregon
Slough t.o Hayden Island shouJ.d be well coordinated utb. the curreut
Marine Drive realignment project..

As long as the impact of Hayden Island's development au the area is
anticipated. minimized, aud planned for , the .port W:Ul'look fc:rwa~ to
me addition of marine industrial land 1u Portland Harbor.

Siu;ery
, , I~-

A~q.1{AUtu-A
Dennis Lo West:
DeputY Executive. Direct:or

011315

Pot! at Pentano oIHCl?S IOcnIL'd In PlJII!:lnl.l, Grl!nnn: U,S A., HQrs~, 'ld:mo. Chicaqo. lIIinolS, New York. f I '! .
WasnlOfjlOn, D.C., Hanr; Kcng. M<lt1lI~. S<:-rllll. Sinq'lp/)ff'l. SyOncy. TalVP.1Tf.lk'/O, Html~,..nn.~~t., EWj!:mrJ

Theioeatipn. o'{; t~:Pt~poS~4 br.i~~~.·wguid·,i)(~ 4$bi~anin~
by the location.. sel~ct.ed for ,the .reaJ,ignment of Kat,"ine
Uriv~.·· .
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Novet:ber 20,

Norrhwesr Environmenrol Defense Cemer
10015 s.W. Terwilliger Blvd., Portland. oreS~iiE'77;";7-=- __
(503) 244-1181 0.[.707 a ;;; jl1:.c...;; rYE l.:l -

gas 1(/1251985
"fdu",,,,. .

OoIihmt rU"~jiuNS en.
u.s. Ar=y Corps of Engineer
por~lane,O~s~:ict

Requlatory Branch
P.O .. Box 2946
por~land, Or,," 97208-2946

Rs: 071-0YA-2-00S254
(ColU=bia River-Marine Industriz
Park) D1:15

The No=~hwest Environmental Defense Center (NEtiC) is a
litiqation oriented non-profit organization conCerned with
the responsible development and conservation of the natural
raScurces of the Pacific Northwest.

This letter responds to the Public Notice and Draft Euviron
~ental IQpact State~ent (DElS) for West Hayden Island Karina
Ind~strial Park by Portland General Electric Company (peS).
Alternatives A, Band D are not acceptable because these pro
posals fill the entire site and other alternatives are
feasihle and impact the wetlands situated on Hayden Islan4
less adversely. An AlternaticePlan such as Plan C or a
co~ination of Plan C with Plan D would be feasible and would
also comply w~th the require=ents of N.E.P.A. and Section 404
of the clean Uater Act. if modifiCAtions such as follow are

.leade to Plan C.

'the FEIS evaluates t.hose alt.ernatives which are rea
sonably foreseeable and meet tbe applicant t-s stated
purpose and need. Alternative C from. the OBIS (open
center plan) bas not been carried forward for further
consideration in t.he FBIS for reasons cit.ed in
Section 2.2.3~

1. netlands--Phase developQent so that existin~ wetlands and
wooded wetlands are filled last. Preserve 14 acres of wetlands
and create 56 acres of wetlands in the undeveloped area as
on-si~e citigation during dave opment, not afterwards. O:f
site citigation should DG avoided when on-site-nitigation is
prac~ical. 40 C.F.R. 230.10.

Phased. development would besin along t.he north shore,
delaying the filling of the majority -of the wetland
habitat.,

'"tl

g
o
0\
V\00

2. Predginq operat1ons-- Zmpacts of dredqinq are to be
mini::l.i:ed. This would include no d:edginq a.u:ing tha spring and
fall :ish ~iqration, maintain the sou~h shoreline in place
while dreging the hole to Obtain =aterial, const=uc~ ber=s
to contain d:edqed material at each placement site.

3. Shallow water habitat-- The per.=it snould require that
i:p~cts on this habitat be evaluated and miti9'ate~ for each
develo?~ent that occurs in the Marine Park. The i~?acta should
b~ h~ld to a miniDu~ by requirinq all Dulkheadinq to occur
on t~e :loreh Shore unles~ extraordinary c·ireur.lstances exis t for
a pareiculll: devcloPlnent. 40 C.F.R.. 230.10 (c) (d).

These mitiSQ.tion measures are proposed to minimize
impacts of dredains (Sect.ion 4.4).

Impacts will be· minimized with bulkb.eading occurring on
the south shore in ac.c.ordance with the u.s-. Pi.hand
Wildlife Service recommendations.

11-23



l1 .......' ...--_.........

pa-;~ Z

4. Other Wildlifo llabitat-- Off-sito m1ti,9:a.ti.on fQ~- lous- C),f'
w!td:.rfo habitat. should be rO,!\.lired. f-e:: tho 34,6 a,c:e,s of
w11411f6 destroyod.. Evaluation and. approval of i\n a_cc8,ptab~a

=iclqation plan should. oocur before development beC;ins and
=.iti.r;iltion should 118 icrpletllented durin9' .devolollment.· Post
pe:=it mitigation planning and post. develo?m~nt l=plementat~Qn

is: not. acceptable. '1'he Mitigation Plan should be, issued
1n A new PUblic .No't.ico along wi.th .the: prefe=.rf!ld alternative-,
F~XS.. 40 C.Y.R. "Z30.10{d).

s. In addition hazardous waste should not. be stored mora
tnan A few days at any site on the developad property.

Alte=n~ve Plan C coUld also b~ Qodified to include A has~n.
The creation of a basin would achieve the ~Qal of Plan P
without filling the entire site and wou'ld also allow for on~

site =.itigation. In ad.dition, a. C-D hye'rid plim providin'g;
for on-site mitigation, would require less fill because
~aterial excavated to create the mitiqatinq wetlands, could
be used as fill.

Again, ?lan C 0: a combination of Plan C-D,are the most pre
fE-rrable at this time.l:lecause they will min1mi:a i=-pac,:s,.spv.&
d.recqinq and filling costs to PGZ·, provide on-site J:litig'a.t~on

that will save PGE and other eqencies ti~e and cost~ and.
if planned and. implemented correctly will comply with N.E.P.~.

and the Clean Water Act.

K~DC urges the Corps to consider requiring the applioant tQ:
modify its proposal so that 50== wetlands will he mainta~nad

on Hayden Island.

An approved mitigat.ion plan will be a condition of t.he
issued fill permit.. Plan implement.ation will oecu,r con
cut"t"ent wit.h development.. The plan will not. only'addrB.ss
wetland value losses 'but ripi:l't"ianJtabit.at. values as well:.
Proposed mitlgat.i'«m.· mealiUre,s,' were" issua~ in aU. S. Arsny.
Corps of Engil\eers 'Publi¢.~,ot.ice on. July 30', 19t,l6. (Re:~,.
Ho. 071~OYA~2-005254J as well'as Section 4'.4 in this FEts~

Hazardous wast.e management of, developed propert.y is
beY~4.,thes~ope,Qf.this&tS. Speeific users have not
been, i~,lmtif*"e4:•. Appl,ic,Bb,L8 laws, and, regulations .will
apply:' t.o the'speetf-ic users.

Development plan alt.ernat.ives- other than those con
sidered' in the DEIS Ware considered. The FKIS evaluates
those alternativeS which are reasonably foreseeable and
lllQ;et. the applieant's st.ated purpose and need. Alt.erna
t.ive C frem t-he:DEIS (open,eenter plan) has not. been
cafrieq' fo~r4;fot' furthe~ eonsideration in the PElS for
reQsinui .stat-eil' in Section ,a'. 2~ 3.

"ti
iJ'.l
t:1oo
~.-.
\0
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Colone! Gory Lord
District Engineer, Portland District
U.s. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O, Box 2946
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Colonel Lord:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmen"ol Impact Statement
(DEIS), West Hoyden Island Morine Industrial Park, Multnomoh County, Oregon. The
following comments ore provided for your use and consideration when preparing
subsequent documents.

General Comments

Cultural Resources

The DE!S does not adequately address either prehistoric or historic cultural resources.
The impacts of the proposed project and any mitigation needs cannot be known until the
island is professionally surveyed. for these resources or until convincing evidence is
presented that none are present that might be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places.

We do not believe that it is odequate for the DE!S to stote that the requisite cultuial
resource identification and evaluation will be conducted at some point in the near future,
aloi"lg with consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). If in fact,
portions of the island can be eliminated from survey because of previous disturbance,
recency of deposits, or prior investigations, the DE!S should document on a map for the
decisionmaker, the specific areas involved, explain briefly the r.ationale, and reference
the opinion of the SHPO.

Fish and WiJdli fe Resources

Although the statement contains genera! discussions of existin~ fish and wildlife habi~ct

and the effect of the proposed action on wildUfe, we b~Jieve that there are mojor!1
deficiencies in the statement.

A cultural resources study was complet.ed for West Hayden
Island.. The results are summarized in Sect.ions 3.3.9~

4 .. 3.9~ and 5.2 of t.he PElS.
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The most significant omission is the lack of a detailed mitigation plQn. Altpough the
Habitat Evaluation Procedures (I-lEP) committee has compl~ted tnf)' bose~Yalu9ti.onr
diSCtJssions and work have not yet begun on a mitigation plan. The Departmi:n~ ~HIIJI~eJy

recommend denial of the Corps of Engineersl (Corps) Section 101404 permit for tt\e
proposed action unless en agrpeg-uoon mitigation plan is developed and provid.eq.to th~

public for cottnnwood/ash hobita1 as w~fi~as the werlond/ri.,oriqn hooitat. Th,eF I~ and
Wildlife ~ervice (Service) has classified both habitat type~ as Re~ourc~ Cotegg,ry 4' under
its Mitigation Policy (Federal Register Vol. 46:15 of January 2~, ~;el). 1l1.e·(]esi.gnotion
criteria for Resource Category 2 is that hobi tot to be impac·tll':d i,s: of high v.a.Ju~ for
evcluation species OnQ is relatively scarce or becoming scarce ,in the ~coreyion

section. The mitigaTion goot lS no net loss of in4<ind habitot value.

Mojo;· blocks of forested wetlond/riporian hobitot hove been highly irnPo~ted bYh~rnOn
activities in the ecoregion. West Hayden Island is one of only tWQ iarg.e(oV,er log qcr~,$)

areas of this type habitat remaining in the Portland metropolitan.orea,; Thll': ot;h~r ar.eq .is
Government Island. 'Replacement of the forested ripqrian habitat ,w,o,uld '~-e 4iffJC:l.Ilt
because large parcels of land suitable for producing cottonwood/ash riparian hgbitat may
no longer be available and considerable time would be n~quire.d t.o attain 9ml]tprest.q~ici
of trees. Therefore, we believe mitigative actions should begin early ,en9.l.!9h t9 inslJre
that replacement trees reach a usable size befon~ thll': habitat p," \H:estHaY,gen 1~IQn9is

destroyed. Accordingly, the document should be eXPlJnde:dtQ irtc.ilJd~· 'p' 1-hpr.oY9~
discussion of the need to mitigate for the foreste<i(cotton~C1oci/Qsh)hol:li-t9t~ongtpe
QSSCCioted difficulties ollocation and timlng~ '. ."

We believe that the 3 acres of wetland, not currently propos~ f()r mi~igat.ipn, ~h91,l1,ci ;lJ,e
included in the mitigation plan6 The CorpsJ Init.ial Public Notic,~ inQJ.cCl,t,~9 rh9~th~
proposed bridge would cross these wetlands; and it is ()~r opini9n thqt Jt~ 9.'m$t.r¥,cti.o,n ,9[,1,0
operation would almost completely destroy the wetland'$ value to ,W'ildlif~. '

The information supplied·on' the proposed deep draft 9cc~sschann~! an4 tl.!rninQ pq~in "oq
the north shore of the island is incomplet~ More qetailfitd inf()rmat,iCln~n th#~,Cl~t
loc:ation and eJ<:isting depths is needed to adeq",atC!'Jy C1ssJ~ssirn,P9ct~ 9-ri n~h~ Thl~
information has not been made available to revi~wer$e Itapp~ars that th~ pyrpps~pf t,tl~
proposed dredging is for the acquisition of fill materIal,aryd th~ D~p(Jrtm~nfnorrnaJlY
recommends that no dredging be allowed above ...20 feet for tilis typ.e ,Qfl:ll::tiqq.

in a~dition, maintenance dredg.ing wouid be required for th!! detaP drgftc:h,9r:1n~1 ~nq

turning basin on the north shore and the deep draft channel and bqsin it) O.r~~o.nS"o.y~h.
The ftctement should contain an estimate of the amount of materi::d 1.1) D.e ,9.r~¢g~9 ,Qn9Q
long-term plan for disposal of the material. '

All alternatives that would partially or fully meet th~ need for -th~ action should~e

analyzed in detail in the EIS6 It is indicated thot Alternctiv~~ A, fit ,904 C w~r~
eliminated from consideration far economic reasons. We believe that Qn~nvi.rpnment.-9J

Qnalysis of the alternatives should be included in the EIS os well ~ mor.~ d~t(Ji:l~d

information regarding the economic analysis and rationale forC':limin~ting the
alternatives.-

We also believe that the document should include Q discussion cif the long'06 term o.n9
short-term effects of the proposed development on th",·.remaining 232 acrt:~ 9f
u.ndeveloped land on West Hayden Island. '

2

~~~~g~~i~ me~Sq~~~ t~~ Can b~ taken to minimi~e ~aet~
of 4ie4g~/fi~l ~etiviti~s ~~dh~bitat mitigation measu~~s

t~t e~~ b~ ~~~ted for both on-site and off-sit~

op~i,()Jl' ~~~ dis!:~,sse.d in seetion 4.4. Results of the REP
~t:,u4Y ~~4 i,mpa,et QJl'ly~i,s are discussed in
~~~tiqn.~ 3.2.1.C ~d 4.2.1.C. ~e,HEP committee is eur
~~t*y ~evi~win~ pot~on-~ite ~nd off-site aetions'that
~dt1r~.~~~~F-~t\ti~f..w:et1AAd~d riparian habitat los!Jes. A
4p&,c1f1.,: ll\it~~lij;.iot) p1an~iel1.will include the tlwefa
!!;;'~"9f ~~:t.l~n~Y'ili' be ~~V~~.9P~d and liPproved ai:J a
~q"4;~;ot\ Qf tb~ f;11 p~~t. ~iti~ation p~a~ impfe
J'Il!P.tl:l.t~o~ ,will' b"co:q.c~,..r,~t ~th proposed phase:d d,eve),op-
~~ of w~~t HaY4-~ I.J.!U'4· .

.~.~ '~~~i~\Hi,~~.Q"oft~ ~:b.H(.).trf ~tfitt' ~bitat.t.o be:dr,e~g~,~

,~d t:hil ~~,ctec1 ~,acts of tJ1llt~r~dgi:J\~ (s'~til)n,iJ 3.~.3
~"~ .~~~~; ,~•.~P~ctJ,V~~yj 1)~~ ll,e'¥l'~and~d in th~ "r.::rs'. '
~~~W~~~,~ .i;!)~AA,@~ llW1 t~:rn~~$ bSf,Jin ",091d 'b~ dr,d~~.9
.p~~+~!y' ;e ~r,o¥;_c,1~ .~~~~~Pit.othe nortb 'ho~e. #thou$1l
f~4J:"~41~~ ..t.~r~~~ wpu,J.d .1:t~ 1J~e4 as fLl,l.. t)l.is i,1J not.
~, ,f:;":i.%D,I.l~'y ~q»qS' for4rA4ging ·tl\~se f~wJ:'s.

~~P,t.~~c,@ ,lSred~;41~ if:i 41~cq!J.lJed in Section. 2.1.2 8I)d
~.~.1 of t~ fEIS.

1h!l' nt,S ~V:ll,lHat~ ~9'~li\+t.eJ,"natives yMebllre r~,...

~f?n,~J1:lYf.o~e.e~b,le,.~~d~.t. t:.):le I1Pplic~t' lJ iJute.d
mairpp,~!il AA4 n~,ad·~t~on~.l.,,,,f.or not. carryit\!S f 0 ntar4
8+~r,o~t.~y@~ frQ~ tb~ PEt$ ~r. cited in S.ctio~ 2.2.3.

th~ .4,~.¥~~9~"~t ~~~~,o,v~~cce~swould likely ~eQUr
a$,4 ,$.I1,di~iop!l:L~'.tv.~lo~~ ,o~tlle remaindtlr of We.~lt

,~f~~Ji·';~~~"4,...~~..i;~~~.P~~j.fic;.-~yp.es of·devel()~t
~l)f1~t b:~ p~~~e~ 11~ ~ilJ f;.~~'''·Tha eff8;et At the
,,~~~,~~ p~.oj~¢,t 4ev,al,~t .cm ~J.41iftloeeupyin~ ~~

@~J~~~t to th$:~it~ ~~-4~~~u~lJed in Section 4.2.1.8.
B-~~
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Specific Comments

Pane: II-5. ooro. 2 & 4. The Corps initial Public Notice indicated that the proposed
tlridge would cross the 3-acfe weJland. Depending upon the type of construction, we
believe that all or part of the wetland would be lost and its wildlife values would be
greatly reduced. This loss and the need to mitigate for it should be reflected in the
document.

Alt.hough the exact. loeation of t1)e. proposed 1 ;e is
unknoWll,' the REP impact analysis (S~etion -4.2-••• C)
considers all wetland aereage 1 including the three aeres,
under each proposed ~lternative. All three alternatives
include phased development aetlons, "and the net "changes
in Average Annual Habitat units (Table.4.2-II) refl-ect
these aetions.

The area between the excavated basin and the navigation
cnannel in the Oregon Slough would be dredged to the
depth of the basin.

~

Para. 3.

The southwest quadrant excovation should nat be any deeper them the
channel.

The HE? analysis was based on filling in four phases over an I t-year
period, with from 86 to 205 acres filled in each phase. Any changes in
this development schedule would change the HEP baseline values and
R'litigation requirements. The development schedule, impactSt and
corresponding mitigation requirements should be discussed in more
detail in the statement.

See response at the top of this page.

Use of fast-growing cottonWOods on West Hayden Island is
summarized in Sed.ion 2..4.2.

'i:i
CI:log
(j
tv

Poae 11-18. last para. It is our understanding that there has been considerable discussion,
and some action token, on growing fast-maturing cottonwood trees for pulp on West
Hayden Island. That action should be summarized.

Paae 11.21, Table 2-6-1. HYdraulic Effects of Dredaing. Extensive dredghg for fill by
the Port of Portland in the proposed project area and immediately downstream have had
Q noticeable effect on: I) decreasing the amount of bedload material transported
downstream; and 2) increased bank erosion. The proposed dredging for tilt could
exacerbate these effects and should be addressed in the document.

Terrestrial Soecies and Habitat. The Department also recommends mitigation for
Impacted forested haoitQt.

Pace 11-22. Aauatic Species and Habitat. Shallow water habitat on the north shore moy'
also be lost. The document should address this potentia! impact. .

Paoe 11-23. Recreational Effects. This section should be expended to state that other
recreational uses, sucn as hiking and bird watching, would also be lost.

Pace ltl-4. para. 2. The Port of Portland has a permit to dredge to -55 feet in the lower
end of the proposed deep draft channel. Since the permit has been valid for over 10
years, it is assumed that depths are greater than the stated ZS to 30 feet. The actual
depths should be defined.

Poele i1I-9. 3.2.I.A. ooro. I. The area addressed for -need af the proDosed project is
limited to the Porriand j'v1etrapoliton Area. Accordingly, we Deheve the na::urat
compansons snould also be limited to thot area. The closest approximation that could be
achieved using the cited reference is from River Mile 79 to 145. In this segment there
are aaz acres of cottonwood/ash habitat. However, much of this habitat type is in small
parcels. Filling the proposed site would result in fhe loss of 25 percent· of that total. As
stated earlier, there are few large units remaining. Accordingly, the regional imporTcnce
of the remaining forested deciduous habitat should be discussed.

3

proposed dredging is to provide access and a t.urning
basin. No incidental dredging to obtain fill will be

. done. Dredging impacts to the aquat.ic environment. are
discussed in Sections 4.1.3 and 4~2.2.

At this time, t.he majority of t.he bed load being
transport.ed past Hayden Island is being trapped in the
deep dredged area between Hayden Island and Kelly Point.
Very little Columbia River bed load material is being
transported past Kelly Point. The proposed Hayden Island
dredging work will bave minor or no impac.t. on tbe
downstream conditions.

We have nO evidence to indicate t.hat dec.reasing tbe bed
load by 4redgina will result in increased bank erosion.
Additional scourina of bottom material would_more likely
replace tbe sediment.

B-27a



50ecifie Commen+s,

Pace 11-5. oera. 2 &. 4. The Corp$' initial Public Notice indicated that the proposed
t)ricige woulC1 cross the 3--acre wetJon~ De;:?ending upon the type of construction, we
believe that all or paTt of the wetland would be lost cnd its wildlife vclues would be
greatly reduced. This loss and the need to mitigate for it shoutdbe reflected in the
document.

~

Para. 3.

The southwest quadrant excavation should not· be any deeper than· the
channel.

The HE? analysis was based on filling in four phases oiler on I t-year
period, wi th from B6 to 205 acres filled in each phase.. Any changes· in
this development schedule would change the HE? baseline values and
miHgotion requirements. The development sc.~edulef impacts, -and.
corresponding mitigation requirements should be discussed in more
detail in the statement..

."
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Paae 11-18. lost parek It is our understanding that there hos been considercble discussion,
ana some action token, on growing fast-maturing cottonwood trees for pulp on West
Hayden Island. That action should be summarized.

Pace 11..21. Table 2-6-1.. Hvdraulic E £fects of Dredoing. Extensive dredgi.~g for filt 'by
the POri of Portland in the proposed project area and immediatei,y downstream hove had
a noticeable effect on: I) decreasing the amount of bedload material transported
downstream; and 2} 'increased benk erosion.. The proposed dredging for fill could
exocerDote these effects and should be addressed in the document..

Terrestrial Soecies and Habitat.. The ,Deportment also recommends mitigation for
impacted' rorested, hooi tat..

Paae 11-22. Aouatic Soecies and Habitat. Shallow water habitat on the north shore may
aiso be lOST., The oocument should aodre~ this potential impact. .

Paae 11..23. Recreational Effects. This section should be expanded to state that other
recre<liional uses, suc;l as hiking and bird watching, would also be lost..

Pace 1Il-4. narc. 2. The Port of Portland has Q permit to dredge to ..55 fe~t in the lower
end at tne proposed deep draft channel.. Since the permit has been valid for over 10
yearSt it is assumed that depths are greater than the stated 25 to 30 feet. The actual
depths should be defined.

Paoe 11I-9. 3.2.I.A. oare. I .. The area addressed for need of thepronosed project is
Iilnited to the Ponionci N\etropoliton Area.. Accordingly, we pelleve the nC::llTot
comparisons Should also oe limited to that area. The closest approximation that could be
oehie'/ed using the cited reference i,s. frolT\ River Mile 79 to 145. In this segment there
are 882 acres of cottonwood/ash hab-itot~ 'Howe-/er, much of this habitat type is in small
perc!:!s.. Filling the proposed site would result in the loss of 25 percent-of 1hottotol. A~

stated ecrlier, there ore few large units remaining. Accordingly, the regional impatience
of the remaining forested deciduous habitat should be discussed.

3

.,.-.....,,,
~

Hitigation plans will add~ess ri,.parian' habitat. 'lossas.

This impact is addressed in Table 2.6-1 and Seetion 4.2.2
oft.he FEIS. - , - ,

aeeteationai ~act.s are addresse4in Section 4.3.8.
Because public aceess to West Hayden Island is strictly
cOntrolle4, losses of recreational opportunities are
lilllited.
Di'edging on the deep draft ehannel is to provide Ships
aeeessto the north shore. Areas already dredged to -55
by the Port will not need to be dredged.

Section 3.2~1~A discusses.hab~tat,features in relation to
s:iJrd.lar hab,itat between 'RH .79 to RM 14!i, ...8S well as .~abi
tat above the ordinary high water level'betweenSauvie
Island and the mouth of the Sandy River and the Lower
Willamette River from Ross Island to the mout.h. Black
cot.tonwood and Oregon ash are dominant species on West
Hayden Island; t.herefore, the habitat is described as a
cottonWOod/ash cOll1l1l1lnity. Other woody 'species occur
on-site, including willow." Between BIt 79 to RH 145,
?bout9,276.acres of various. forms of riparianha~itat

·si'mi-lar to. that which exists on West. ~Yden lsland oceui's
(Corps, 1976). The West Hayden Island wooded habitat,
therefore, represen~ about 3 percent of this total.
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Para. 4.

Para. 2.
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POele 1fI-IJ. Table 3.2...0. As with terrestrial habitat, the area of wetland habitat
comparison $Mould be limited to the Portland Metropolitan Area. In the RM 7'-145
segment, there ore a total of 3,824 acres of wetland vegetation. Wetlands that would be
lost due to the proposed project would be 2 percent of that total. The document should
contain this information.

Pace 11I-17. Dora. 3. Statements related to sockeye runs should be updated in light of
recently increased runs. "There was a substantial Indian commercial fishery on sockeye in
fhe Columbia River in 1985. This paragraph should be expanded to include that
information.

This paragraph should be expanded to include the following
information: There are very few streams supporting native runs of
chum salmon in the Columbia River. Two major· spawning streams,
Hardy and Hamilton Creeks, are upriver from Hoyden Island. There is
an expanding commercial chum fishery in the Columbia River
Estuary. Washington, Oregon, and local interests have put
considerable time and money into augmenting chum stocks in the
estuary. There is a private hatchery in Baker Bay and an Oregon
Stote hatchery on a Young's River tributary that raise chum and
support stOCking programs in other streams.

Pace 11I-191 para. 2. This paragrcph should contain the following informatiot': Walleye
have been caught downstream from the project site and populations probably o<:cur near
Hayden Island.

Pace 111-201 Dora. I. The benthic invertebrate analysis is incomplete. Appendix C-8
should include Information to at least the generic level for amphipods and pelecypodo.
This information is required to adequately assess the effects of the proposed project on
fish.

More detailed information should be provided on sediment data.
Percentages of grain sizes (clay, silt, sand,· etc.) should be provided
for each of the samples.

Pace IV-2! Fill Material Sources No Action. We disagree with the assumptions contained
in this section. To the best of our knowiedge, the Corps has not used the West Hoyden
site since 1977. Dredging requirements in this reach of the river have decreased greatly
in recent years and it is not expected that this site would receive much use.
Accordingly, we do not believe it should be assumed that the Corps would eventually fill
the site with dredge spoil• .This section of the statement should be changed to reflect
this information.

Paoe IV-4. 4.2.18. oaro. I. It shoold be aleorly stated that wildli fe populations that
depeno on habitat in the proposed project site would be lost. Mitigation should be
accomplished prior to project construction, not 'tultimately."

?C'!-'1' 1'1..4. Dora. 5. The HE.P process was tJsed to evaluate the project site for great blue
heron nesting potential, as related to optimum nesting habitat. However, feeding habitat
was not evaluated, but should olso be considered. Loss of the cottonwoocl trees would be:'.
a significant impact os there are few large, undisturbed stands remaining in the,area.
This should be stated and discussed in more dotail in the document.

4

Wet.land descriptions are found in Section 3~2~2 and inc.or
porate your suggested data~

Sect.ion 3.2.3.A include addit.ional information about.
sockeye, chum salmon., and walleye in the Columbia River.

Bent.hic invertebrate analysis (Sect.ion 3~2.3.B and
Table 3~2-VII) is sufficient to determine relat.ive
impacts from the various proposed development.
alternatives.

The Corps used t.he site for dredge material disposal in
the fall of 1986~ If t.he permit is denied, west. Hayden
Island will cont.inue to be a designated disposal site for
tlI8intenance dredge material from the columbia River. The
expected level of its use cannot be predicted at this
time.

Section 4~2.1~B addresses wildlife losses on West Hayden
Island in respect to four alternative act.ions. Wildlife
would be lost as a result of habitat. destruct.ion~ Off
site mitigation would be provided for these losses.

Results of the HEP study and impact. analysis, including
the Great Blue Heron., are discussed in Sections 3.2.1.C
and 4.2.1.C. The REP model considers feedins areas in
its analysis.

11-28



Paoe IV~5. 4.2.2. Dora. I. ~ We do not ogr~e that there would be benefits to aquatic
species trom the project, as proposed. Accordingly, we suggest that such statements be
deleted from the document or that supporting evidence be provided.

Pooe IV-7. last para.. We do not agree that Q 45-foot hole is "excellent" habitat for
wormwarer species. The only fis.' species tnotmight benefit would be sturgeon.
Juvenile salmonids only use the upper 20 feet or so of the water column. Juvenile fail
chinook which could possibly use the orea for rearing are normally found in water depth$
from 0 to 6 feet and wouJd not be using Q 45..foot-deep hole. Smolts that migrate as
yearlings (spring chinook, coho, sockeye, and steeJheod) use deeper water (up to ..20 feet)
but usually move through rapidly. Accordingly, we believe the document should state
that juvenile solmonids would probably not utilize these habitats.

Pace lV..B, pora. 3. We beHeve juvenile salmonid use of Oregon Slough is minimal and
that it is not used as a rearing area. We believe that the north shore habitat is more
suitable for juvenilesolmonid use. This should be reflected in the document unless you
hove evidence to suggest otherwise.

Alternatives A and B propose the dredging of a 64- or
40-acre basin. respectively. along the oregon Slough.
This WOuld create additional warmwater fish and sturgeon
habitat.

Section 4.2.2 evaluates impacts to fish, incorporating
YOut" sUgseSU.ons. Por .'luetic habitat and -species. tnit.i
gsU.on will be in the form of minimizing those impaets~

Para. 4. We do not believe thot the 65-oore, ·45.foot-deep logoon would
compensate for loss of shallow water (0 to 20 feet) habitat n~rinolly

used by' juvenile salmonids. Accordingly, other compensation for that
habitat loss should be developed. These issues should be discussed in
the document.

"'ti

~

~
Ul
N
Ul

Lost pora. We consider potential impacts on salmonids. to be more severe on:
the north shore. Proposed bulkheads would increase adverse effects
and we would generally oppose this type of construction.

Page IV-51. 4.2.3, para. I. Mitigation should be completed and functioning os a mature'
system before the site is developed. The document should include detailed discussions of
all agreed to mitigotion measures, costs, locations, schedules, monitoring, and the parties
responsible for operation and maintenance.

Paoe IV, 20. Mitioation Alternatives. This section is incomplete and inad~quCl_fe., We
beHeve that a supplement to me DElS should be developed for public .review .qf!~r a~
acceptable ,mitigation plan has been developed. Currently, only baseline conditions at
the proposed site have been identified. Potential mitigation sites should beidentifiedj
baseline conditions determined, and possible management actions investigofed,-'be,foreci
mitigation pion can be developed and presented for public review. We believe tHQt
enhancement possibilities at locations such as Smith and Bybee Lakes are sQmewhcit
limited, rather than "significant." Mitigation may also be required for loss of snc:iIlcw
water habitat, depending on the exact location of the deep draft channel. Thi.s
information is not now available.

P'Jn~ ~V-21. lost noro. We do nat consider the referenced "financial compensation ll 0.$ on'
occeptcole mitigctive measure to offset unavoidable impacts to resources under our legal
responsibiH ty or concern.

5

sUeh Ii detailed'discussion'Df mitigat.ion plans is beyond
t~e. .scope of this FEIS •... A det.ailed mitigation plan wili
1)e,_~ev~101'_e4 ~~,. the perinit is issued by the .u.s. Army .. 0

c~t'P'~ .. Of_~girteer~. .' A. pet'fl1i~ would specifi~allY idem:.i~Y
~~ ~~proved action f~om ~ieh a mitigation plan e~ld~e
based~ ..An approved mitigation plan would be a cotiditidn
of the fiii getmit.

~~~_~ecit.iOll 4.4 for a diseussion of ~roposed mitigat.ion
measurh.

AlthOilsb Ii _~etio1\als~~t.em_~f fina1\cili~- C:omP~sat~ori for
~bitat 10ss8S coUld be developed given appropriate
l~si~iativ~ support a~d aut~ority,tbis mitigation
alt6rt1ative: liIaS deleted from the PElS.

&-29
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Questions conl'""erning our comments on fish and wildJi Fe resources may be directed to:

Hussell D. Peterson
U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services
727 N. E. 24th Avenue
Portlond, Oregon 97232
Phone: (S03) 231 ... 119
FTS429... m

Summary Comments

To resolve the isSues identified above, the Department recommends that a supplement to
the DEIS be developed that discusses· in adequate detail the value of and potential
impacts to cultural, fish, and wildlife resources and includes a detailed and approved
mitigation pion that would identify and offset unavoidable impacts. Unless this
information is provided for t"IJbHc review prior..to the completion of 1b.a deJ:i.siQnmakiog
process, it is likely thot the ·Deportment would recommend denial of the necessary Corps
perm1~ required to implement the project.

Thonk you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.

All comments have been considered and included in t.his
VEIS. This document is subject to agency and public
review prior to completion-of the decision-making process.

Sincerely,

....
...

\.
. ,,"-.:\ .":.

Charles S. Polftyko
Regional Environmental Officer

- . \' \,
(J.I•.\ \..:,

"'l;j

~
~
~
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u.s. ARMY CORPS'OF ENGINEERS :,;:'" ,. -C' "-::~, ,REGULATORY fUNCTIONS BR.'" ~,~:,;;,.:j".;.i-

;f~~~~{:~~:g<~~;~i:~~~;::!;::::Y;~;ti;r;~' ',:::'~~g;~~~~~ji.;F)t;?~?~~~~~i~~K,
~e: Portland General Electric Permit Application 0071..0YA~2 ..aQ52.54 ..;':,":-.-'. <"~".. ": :';'~':..
~arD~::t Environmental Impact Statem::~~,~evL::;'~j:~}~1.f:(t?~~~~i:f::ct·,c,:,{

The Wetlands Conservancy is a non-pron; .p~b.!if.lY ~por~~?~c::p-oi!~!.9~Foncemed
with the preservation of wetlands and related wildlife habitat within "the State ")1.
~p.' .

Portland General Electric's proposed West Hayden' Island lnduSt~iai 'development
concerns uS for obvious reasons and the Draft E..loS., as presented,' does not sat.lSfy
o~r concerns fer less of continually dimlnish.ing wetland and rlparian i\abitat,ln tbe:
greater.r~ort1and area. '

WhUe mithra:tion jar ,t."1e ,destrucnon of habitat is supposed.:to have. no bearing on.the.
E...I..S. review 'process, it surely becomes a factor in the application for and granting
of a fill and removal permit. Without finn guarantees,of complete habitat
replacement) the Wetlands' Conservancy would T:"lO~ certainly oppose the entire
West Hayden Island dev~lopment. AsH is, we have'to consider it as still another
loss of shrinking wildllfe habitat in the name of "progress", however that may be
defined•. Since on":site mitigation appears virtuaHy impossible given the intense
heavy industrial nature of the proposed development, we have to settle for 'off-site
mitigation of a meaningful nature, not simply the cosmetic "improvemel"l~ of Some

.existing wetland or riparian habitat elseWhere In the Portland area:. .

The Draft E.I.S. is deficient in our view since it discusses cnly'the two ~YTremes of
no-build or a plan with the greatest economi1.: benefit to the' applicant. WiIdliie is a .
public ~source wnich deserves better than to be eliminated for private gam..
Therefore, mitigation for the cononwood/ash upland loss a,s well as :.'e 67 acres of
wetland must be accompl.ished as a condition fer future issuance of any permits
under Section 404 and sh':lulrf therefore be adequaTely addressed in the Final EJS

Contrary to the sti3tement on Recreation (j.3.S), the West Hayden Island area is
very imoortant in wildlife habitat as documentep in the Corps of Engineers' 1976
inventory of riparian habitats along the Columbia and Snake rivers.. This islanc
habitat, due to its present remoteness from human activity, is extremely valuable
and mitigation for its destruction should provide a larger area, if necessary, to
support the bird populations now using the island. The Final E.r..5. should address the
support of equal populations, not just the replacement of equal area.

P!:sl O~II':~ p". 2.
' .."'~.." - oH"-:~,· ,"

'-...J

The discussion of alternatives bas been improved in the
PIUS" and illcludes three development alternatives ~s M!ill
as the no action alternative. Mitigation would be pro
vi~edfQr b9th the ,wetland 'habitat and' cottonwood/ash
habitat as discussed in Section 4,.4. The mitigation plan
would be 1;)ased on the results of the REP study
(~eetions 3.2.1.C a~d 4.2.1.C) and developed in coopera
tion witb the interagency committee which condueted the
REP analysis.
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. : ... ' '~'.; ~',

~J~~~:'j""'~:';~'!(:~~~~~£K~t~i;G2~,':'
As mentioned ~rIier, the"conc'ept of '.a :mftigation plan.i.vhi.c.~"on!y improves 67 acres .~., ~~" ..
of.existi.~g-we~~,?dis tinacce·pta.~!~ t~..~S:.:~ h~~L~!~~~~~ P."tg~~~p€?/" SU~:ly..~~.".:;~:~:. - ..
the financial galn to PGE tor this conversion offorest-agricuJ.tural land to high .~:::":":-;.:·~:;:t;~.:'-;-~.

density, heavy industrial use 'can justify the purchase and deve~opmentof private··~·:::,;.;.,:;:.T~:::,

land suitable fer conversion to wetland and cottonwood haoitats.;.This:approach to .~..•~ :~ ~~,.;,;.:..::
'mitigation should aJ,so be inCluded in the Final E 1..5 .; .. :.:-'::: :,:.,/ ::;::·~·~':.·i.':' ... .:;·-.P.7....:"·~· .,;;..:.:. ::;;':':.:-

..<, . :',:, <. ,>".;... ' .. : "i< ·{l<_.~:~.,"·i·: ,.::. "~~~ ~,~~~;7;1:}·,L~:·;.~·~··,.:,:J:~~'""::::":;~~·::''''': :'·.,~::~?·"t
In closing," I simply have to state my extreme disappointment that West Hayden '~:;,~';7"~ ~~ ':.~~~'

Island was inclu~~d in Portland's 'U!b~,'g~.~:;h,.poHnQ~ry,~TL!:.e:~zone~_f:~in .;.i,::~:;:;~,.~;:~';"~~;:...:.
agriOJltural use to industrial use~ ~ II)~!!tY mInd, ~.or:;Jand_General_Electl"1c..C_ompany :':;:1::~. '-.' ,.. '.
~~~~l;ler.s ~re'fpregoing a:'~olde~ opp~rtl{nl:tY..;to.:~~~,~~~~~!~~FSon~;!~~,~~~,~~;~:~~·~'~, .;:,'.
'CItiZens ~f.Port1and by ,dona;tmg tl1ls,1a~d.to .the ,Crty ,to be prq-;.ect.'~~;d...!-J'l: perpetUlty -::-:::'.' :-"-'~
'a.s"i"wildlifepre'serve for' the "'education 'aryd enjoyme'rii.·of fu'ti.ire·ger1"era:tions.·' I urge -'.' •.:.:' ':-t.:,
,that this option be seriously considered as part of the no-build discussion;··.;~t;.;~'.··_.:; .,: :.~~- ,.,

z.: ''r ~~.:::,:;~.;.;i.-:: :'':::. :.;.~ ; '.... ~.l.; :;:!', -- 'i~,>~';' -.;."'-."~ ~~ - .~'..t~", ~:~~~:.:-:-:~;';: 7="";:; :;0 '~:::~'"'' :':i ..";:.~. '-..·..·~t:. '
With all the'mlies 'of developed 'and undeveloped ll)dustrially'zoned river, frontage ~~;.Y;~. ~;r.:..~~~_
along the, WUlamette and Columbia Rivers, both in'O,regon and Washington, I find it -:tt.'~f.f."::·~'-,
hard to' believe- that there is"'a real need now or in the' .future 'for -tt:e completion o(;'::;:~.:~·: ..~; ~.,;

'this proj~1;.with its attendan~hlghdevelopment costs,'dredging, filing, .bridge' :.;.=~ ·:":·;;.'i<~~;,-~':':':'-

Seetion 1.0 deseribes the purpose and need of t.he pro
posed marine industrial development.

"-"~; ,':'.
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November 22, 1985

Oistrist Engineer
U.S. Army Engineers District, Portland
Attn. Npl'pL-NR
P.O. 80x 2946
Portland, OR 97208-2946

RE: DEIS. West Hayden Island MarineIndustrial Park. Portlanq.
Oregon, 1985. PGE Permit Application No. a71-0PA-2-00525~

To the District Enginesrs;

1000 Friends of Oregon has review'ed the Draft EIS and "'Quld
like to submit the following co~~ents for the record. Our
organization participated in the local planning process in 1982.
during which Mulenomah County redesignated the ~estern portion
of the island from ANatural Resouree. Multiple Use For~st=yA to
·Urban A

• We supported thi~ redesignation and the decisiQn of
the Metropolitan Service District in April, 1963 to lnclude -th~
western portion of the island within the regional urban gcpwtn .. '
boundary. The purp~sc ~= the plan map redesignation ~n~ ucn
amendment was to provide additional land for marine-related
industrial devolopment in the Portland rcgiono

'"t:I
en
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While generally supporting the industrial use of We~t
Hayden Island. we also com~unicated our concern ~o the ·County
and Metro that the natu~al resou=ce values of the island b~

evaluated and appr~priately protected during the local plann~ng

process. This would involve application of statewide land use
Coal 5 (Nacural Resources) during any subsequent planamend~ent

proceedings (such as a zone change), and application. of applicable
county or city plan policies and cr~inance provisions regulating
dcv~looment in or near fish and wildlife habitats and other
inventoried GoalS resource site~o

Our maJor objection to the Praft tIS is its cursory review
,af land use =egulations affecting the proposed project.
Mult~omah County Ordinan~e 233 and 334 contained in the ~Oraft

Ers Appendix A-l both state an obligation to address any long
ter~ environmental and rec=eatio~al losses from urban use of

!orJ WtLL:\~fF.T'i'F. BUflnlNC1 !)~ S.w nItRO /I,VE~I:E. l'ORTt.ANO. OREGON 97:tU I,m} =HJ~

~f ~ CorpS; of Engineer~. p~l:'tllit. is issue4, it. tiOUld· be
eontlition8:~ qpon tbe appJ,icant w;oeeeivina all other
i\PPt,"f:lpl,"iSitfl {etlt:aral, st;.ate, and ).oeal permits. The lapd
~se is:~es dhcui'lsed Wt'lild be addressed a8 Part. of tbe
loc:~l review: pt'Qe~s.
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District Engineer
November 22, 1985
Page 2

•
West Hayden Island. This obligation is set forth in the
findings and conclusions for th~ plan m~p redesignation and
in the revised·Western Hayden Island Growth Management Policies.
Please see the attachment to this lettor for a detailed rcvi~w

of the relevant portions of both ordinances.

Both ordi~ances refer to *the Community Planning process
for West Havden Island.~ Multnomah County has not initiated
the Co~~u~ity Planning process for ~he island. Nor has th~
applicant for this project. PGE. received the necessary zonin~

aoorovals from the County for the project as proposed in the
Draft EIS (conversation with Lorna Stickle. Multnomah County
Planning Director. November 21. 1985). We believe the appli
cant's request for a dredge and fill permit is premature in that
significant planning issu~s at the local level have yet to be
addressed 0

So~e of these issues include:

- type and intensity of uses for west Hayden Island
- site planning ana phasing development for the project a~ea

- application of the Significa~t Environmental Concern zcna
provisions in the design review p:ocess

- necessary zoning permits and conditional use approvals

The prUdent course of action for the Corps is to postpone
a pe't'mit decision until t!"oC local planning issues have b~u" ,",:-
solved. . .

i\S noted in tho Praft ers. tho City of portland h.1S pltlOS
to annc~: t-i~st Hayuun Isl.J.nd I1nd ilt thdt ti=.cwill C1ssum'i Ull! Lf)t: ...iJ
planning :espons ibiliti~s. The City is currently unde:rgoincr a
:najor update of its compreh~nsive plan to add::C"sG f.ish· a~d...:.oi l~t

life ~esou:c~$. watlands. riparian arees. and o=hcr resources
pursu~nt to GoalS. This update process ~'ill have a di:ec't bear iu.;
on West Hayden planning effor=s and further su?por~s a post?one
ment of a final Co=p permit decision.

The local planning process. as indic~ted in Multno~ah County
G:owth ~a~age~cnt Policy. will alzo address access roads to the
island and a new roadway bridge over Oregon Slough. Tha align
~ent of the road~ay b:idge is related to the proposed realign
ment of Marino Orive. It is our understanding that one of the
proposed :outcs for Marine Drive would adversely impac~ wetlands.
West C~l:a P~rk. and a Great Slue Heron Rookery~ As the co~~~nlty

plan~in9 process will add:es3 'these issues. we urge the Corps
to allow :hesQ issues to be resolved at the loc~l level be:ora
acting on the pe~it roquesto
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Oi~trict Engineers
Nove~ber .2. 1985
Page 3

Finally, our organi:ation is very concerned ovar the portion
of .the Draft EIS dealing with mitigation alternatives (IV 20-211.
There is no mitigation plan contained in the Oratt E!S so we havQ no
way of evaluating the available options or the specific merits of
each. Mitigation proposals will involve the City of Portland and/or
Multno~ah County through either land aquisition. easement rights. 0:
management responsibilities. These issues have yet to be addresserl
in the,local planning process.

The mitigation alternatives discussed in the Draft SIS address
only the 67 acres of we,tlands to be filled. There is nO :ner.tit):l of
the cottonwood/ash habitat of West Hayden Island to be des~~oyed

and the need to mitigate- for this damage. It is-our understanding
that ~he applicant has pledged to mitigate for the loss of cottonwood/
ash habitat, and that the Habitat Evaluation Process of the USrwS has
accounted for the cottonwood/ash habitat in the baseline habitat
values. We believe the Draft EIS should acknowledge the need to
mitigate for theco~tonwood/as-hhabitat (p. i. xi. xii. III-9. IV 20
21) •

In su~ary, the Draft EIS needs to add=ess the requir~~ents ~f

the local land use regulations in more detail. Second. the Co~;s

necds to postpone final action on the permit request to give local
govp.:n~ents the oppcrtunity to address the site-specific conccrr.s
rai3cd in the permit application. Third, a deta:'lcd mitigation
plan should be de\" ised and agreed upon by all part 103 pr i.or to f ithl.
ac:i~n by the Corps.

Ph:-c)sc contact our organization i.f you have any questions ab":ltl
the ?o:'nts raised in this letter.

Sincerely#

1 I ' j,
~ ., ~-(.:-1A 1'~ •.

,/,.;,~ '1:/ :' l-7'- \ ./
Paul Ketcham ,-,'
Land Use Planner

PK/::"_'n
cc: PCE

Mul~no~ah County
City of Portland

'/

~

'---

Tlta discussion on mitigation bas been improved in the
FEIS (Section 4.4). A final, approved mitigat-ion plan
would be a condition of ~ issu~ permit. Hit-igation for
riparian habitat. ~ld be included.
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OMSlON OF PL,.ANNIHG AND DEvEL.OPMENT
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Hr. Ken :Uerl,.
c/o Oregon Division of State Lanas
1445 State Street
Salem, Oregon 97310

aE: aIr 4037 Yest Hayden Island

Dear Mro Bierly:

CENNIS BUCHANAN
COUNTy ExECVTI\'t:

November 26, 1985
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lie have reviewed the draft tIS for the fill on the vest eed of Hayden Islsne.
We have aD outright objectioa, to the filling of tlUs part of the Island since
the County bas alreadY recogrdzed the need for mariae 1nd.ustti,,"1 land at this
locar1on.. There is some eoneern, boYeve::, that tbe inclusion· in cheEIS of
Master Plan Aleerestivea may imply some specific development proposel as hav
ing County approval before it in fact has any. As bas already been noted iD
Mr. Paul Ketchtml's letter of Nove~ber 22, 1985, the County ordinances which
adopted thl!: urban deSignation for 'West liayden Island anticipated that ~ coe:
munity plamUn8 procese 110\110 be conducted whieb V111 e.pply to "specHie fu
ture land U.se plann1ng atu! development proposals, 18suea, and dec.isions v1th
reepee: to ~est F~yden leland" (O:djPance 1334, Page 2). The policies adopted
1n Ordinance #334 are interim policies to serve in the develop=ent of a =ore
detailed co:=utUty plan. This future planning process 10tHI address the en
virorcental features of the area. the process for~_ de:et=inieg the j;tleci~!c

appropriate land uses and their location through dte planning baa Dot yet
been condueted at the local level. It h,the:efore,d.1f:il:Ult to respond to
the sp.ec1fics of tr,.18 tIS which includes aoue fairly fJpeci!:'c site plans•• 'Z
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Hr. Bierly
Page 2
November 26, 1985

I do not \lish to imply by these remarks that it 18 iuapprcprtate to Brant a
f111 permit at this t1ll1e~ Rovever, there are factors which have uot been ad
dressed -through an antic1pat'ed community planning process (whether City or
Counry). It may be appropriate for the State and Fedeal agencies to determine
in advance what concerns 'and conditions necessary are for granting their per
mits. This is particularly true in relation to the floocl plain and fisheries
issues. I bel1eve, however, that any fill approval should _refleerthat . DO

loeal approvals have been' granted 'for specific. land uscs or fot' a site plan.
If £1111ng were to proceed on the basts of site plaus contained; in the EIS
prior to any loeal appro-vals for flood plain permits, zone changes, d.esign
review or Significant EnVironmental Concern reviews, tben the resolution anti
cipated by the future community plan may be somewhat moot~ It may be possible
to address all of the Federal and State concerns and issue the permit contin
sent upon thl~ completion of the necessary local processes.. It may well be
that the finnl site design approved at the local level v:111 cliffer somevh.at
from. the £IS, but :1f the permit is issued in such a 1l18nner that some flexi
bility exists or that it can be amended or lllodif1ed, th1s should not Qe •
problem.

If you have Bay questioDs, please call me at 248-3182.

Sincerely,

M1J!.'P'OMAll COm.'TY DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVtLOPMEh.

;;4., )~~
~orua Stickel, Planning Director

1.S:sec/C473L

ce: Michael Rarris-on, City of Portland

Ron Marg,
Army Corps of Engineers,
Portland District,
Regulatory ~ranch

PO Box 2946, fortland, 97208

Pave Fred r:1 kson,
Portland General Electric
l~ SW Salmon Street, Pornlancl, 97204

Paul Ketch:eum, 1000 Friends
300 W111amet te Buildi ng
534 SW 'Tturcl Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204

Concerns ~e&arding cOJll:Pl~ance witb l,oeal appro,val
processes are addr4!:ssed in s:eetion 3.~.1.C. If a Cot"ps
permit is issued, it will be c~n4itional upon the app~h

eant obtaining 8J.:l other appropriate, federal, stat_~ and
local apprQvals. There woqld be some flexibility ~
modify the pe~t if naceB$ary.
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U5.Depcrtmenr •••.
otTrcasperroncn IA 'l:~~~'
United SIdes f. .~ •
Coast Gucrd U'" ..

COnMnder 915 Steco'd .\\.-=ue
~..ee:'l.:h COasc~ D1..-=.:=: sea.ctJ.c. Wo\ 98174 -1 0 Ii 7

=:SY=.l.: (dpl)
(205) 442-7523
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Mr. ~avid Xu=koski~

u. s. ~y Cor~s of Engineers
po=~~and Dis~=i=~

P.O. Bo".2945
portland, OIt 97208

,
Dear Hr. Xnrkoski:

W8 have reviewed the west Eay5en Zsland Karine Industrial Pa:k
D~ZS and the Por~~and Genera~ Zlec~i~ Coapanr pe~: appli=at~on

071-0~A-2-00S2S4 of 27 September 1985. We of!ar ~e fo~lQwi:i

com=ents as a consolidated Coast G~a=d res~onse:

&c Issuance or denial of Corps of Engineers Section 10/404
per:its are sepa=a~e from approval or denial of a Coast Guard
pe::it for a new highway bridge. com:i;:ent of resources prior
to obtaining a~ required per--its, ~c~uding a bridge pa--:it, is.
entirely at :he risk of Por~laAd Ge:era~ Zlec~io.

b. I~ appears ~hat place~ent of fi~ :ay constit~ta a
s~g~ificant fkeod.plai~ ancroac::e:t Qecause of advarse effacts
on natural and beneficial flood plain values.

c.. lJ!~e new highway bridq8 m.ust be l:nu.lt on Q aliq:Ulut.ut that:
pre~ents interference with the operaticn of the nearby railroad
bridge. As & result, the location of ~e highway bridge may
adversely affect the racai:ing three acres of wetlands.

4. ~thouqh dred;i~g may not af:ec~ underground 0: underJater
utilities noa: the railroad bridge, the.proposed new hiq~way

crossing could require relocation of those utilities.

e. ~he height of aerial pover trans:ission 1i:8s across
oregon Slo~gh =a1 have ~Q be raised ~o aC=Q==c~a:a large vesse1s.

f. No speci:ic we~land mi~i;ation =easures are proposed. It
is di::ic~l~ to evaluate e::or~s to re4uce or eli:inata adverse
e£=ec~s when no details are provided. I! t~~ impacta will occ~r

in stages over a perLe4 of years, t~en i~ may be a~propriat. to
approve each stage individ~ally.

This is underst.ood.

Floodplain impacts are discussed in sect.ion 4.1.2. The
project area proposed for filling is located ent.irely
wit.hin the 100-year floodplain of the Columbia. The
nat.u~al values of the floodplain would be eliminat.ed in
the filled area (Section 5.2.10). These natural values
would be, at. least partially, r&Placed by the proposed
miUsaUon.

The proposed. highway bridge would bo designed to not.
interfere with the railroad bridge. Deereases in remain
ing wet.land b8bitat values (for the t.hree acres) are
incorporated in t.be REP impact. analysis (Section 4.2.1.C).

underground ut.ilit.ies will be avoided or relocat.ed.

(The transmission lines are higb enough to clear ship
traffic. )

The discussion of mitigat.ion 'has been improved in t.he.
FEIS. Kitigation measures for wetlands and other habitat
t.ypes lire discussed in Section 4.4.
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9. Although there is ~c appa;ent ccn£liet with the propcsed
·Portland/Vancouver - 10· anchorage, the DE!S makes nO mention of
this consideration and does not proviue speci:ie geographic
coordinates to allow confirmatio;. PGZ should affirm that the
proposed ship ehan~el configurAtion accounts fortbe proposed
anchorage.

Thepropoae:d ane'ttorage andaeceas ,c.~1 Were
coor'dinat'e:dto ensure thattbeyare compatible.

h.
mark~a

area.

The proposed ship channel and turning basin shou~a be
to ensure the safety of deep draft transits through the

The ,applicant :Wil1eotnplyWit.h "'tl,l,U.~:S,. C08istCUard
regulations.

i. The u. S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office Portland sboul~

be notified of the commencement and termination of dredging
associated with this project.

If you have questions regarding-these comments, please call Mr.
Roald Bendixen, of =y environmental staff t at (F:'S) 3,99-7523.

Sincerely,

~~~~i"I. w. MeCLI:LLAh"U, ~
com=ander, UG SG Coast Guard
District Planning Officer
By di:ee~ion of the
District Commander

'I:i
CI:l
tJ

~
w
v.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
naational Oc••nic and Atmoophoric: ~ctmini.cr'1n:ion
NAnoNAL. MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

EfMllOHMENTAl." TECWllleAl...SElMc:ES DIVISION
....' HE ttu> AYlHUE. SUITE 350
ItOATI..AIUI. Ofl£GOH ,n32·::2n
lllO31 :30-$400 ,

December 4, 1925 riNWR5
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Colonel Gary R. Lord
Oist:ict Engineer, PortlandPistrict
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208-2S46

Re, P.N. 07l-0YA-2-005254, Portland General Electric Co. (S/27/S5)

Dear Colonel Lord,

We have reviewed the subject public notice and related clarification
notice of November lS which specified that you are requesting
comments only on the Praft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
EIS) entitled ·West Hayden Island Marine Industrial Park.- We
understand that this public notice focuses only on Alternative P,
and that there will be another opportunity to comment upon the
applicant's proposed mitigation plan, whicb has not yet been
submitted, and the preferred alternative before the Final tIS is .
prepared.

The proposed project, Alternative 0, would substantially alter the
aquatic habitat surrounding Hayden Island. Two million cubic yards
(HCY) of material are proposed to be dredged on the Columbia River
side of the island to create a channel 8600 feet long with a
2000-foot turning basin having a depth of -45 feet. Six and
one-half MCY of material are proposed to be dredged on the Oreqon
Slough side to provide fill material, thereby crea~inq a 64-acre
basin haVing a depth of -45 feet. The eight and one-half MCY of
material would be used as fill to eliminate 67 acres of wetland on
the island to create additional upland for industrial development.
This industrial development would require additional alteration of
aquatic habitat.by bulkheads, wha:fs, dolphins, and piers of
undetermined number and size, and possibly dredging; "all of which
would be pursued through future permits. !n addition, a bridge is
planned over Oregon Slough to connect the island with North Marine
Drive.

The proposed development is identi=ied in the Multnomah County
Comprehensive Plan as an ex~ension of the River;ate Industrial
Dist=ict, with use limited to marine indust:ial development and
supporting uses~ Its use is, thus planned as water-dependent and
wa-cer-related. However,'the"':,project ,is, speculative in nature in
that there are no specific users designated at this time. Because
of this it is di=ficult to assess the need for a project of this
design and scope and to assess the availability of alternatives~ It
is also di==icult to compare the public benefits, which are

.~,-:-
[~.,,,,,.. ~. . ,
\ ;

",-.;. J'''/

Expanded discussions of alternatives (Section 2.0) and
purpose and need. (Section 1.0) have been included in t.he
FEIS.
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hypothetical, with public losses {in terms of habitat deqradation
and destruction) which are assured.

Wetland Fill on Havden Island. This habitat is desc=ibed as open
wetland {41 acresJ ann wooded wetland (29 acres), cornp=~sinq 2
percent of the total wetlands of similar character existinqbetween
RM 12 and EM 145. Most of the wetlands on the island are said to be
ephemeral and seasonally flooded. If thesewat~r$ Qverflow or
otherwise drain into Oregon Slough or the Columbia River, they
provide to the river. detritus-and dissolved organic material. needed
for primary and secondary production Which in turn supports fish
production. It would be difficult to. quantify the importance of
these wetlands to the aquatic food chain in this area. It is likely
that the importance of these wetlands is much qre.ater· than reflected
by expressin~ their acreaqe as a percent of all wetlands. of this
type which occur ove.:: 133 miles of river. Detritus often
accumulates in sediment depressions havinq relatively low wat~~

velocity and promotes invertebrate population qrowth. SUbmerged
areas proximal to or just down current from a source of detritus
such as freshwater wetlands are likely to have greater invertebrata
production than areas remote from sources of organic material.
DestrUction of wetland detrital sources can thus be expected to
reduce .food production for fish in adjacent waters.

Excavation of 64-Acre Basin off Oreaon Slouah. we have n~ objeetidn
to the excavation of uplands to generate fill material. the
proposed action, ,however, includes excavating the shallow aquatic
shoreline area, all along the southeast section of the site to
connect an upland excavation with the river. 'rheentire shallow
shoreline area adjacent to the:proposed basin, approximatelyl~R

~les long, would be destroyed and replaced with a deep (~4? leet)
hole. Shallow waters are valuable feeding and,rearinq ~re~s fO+
young salmonids and other species of fish. Mos1:of this habitat in
the metropolitan area has ~een destroyed or deqradedbydredqinq#
filling, riprappinq and pollution. For this reasonwEl:. r-f!!=ommen~

that the. basin be excavated no deeper than -20 feet and that the
sides be gently sloped towards shore to provideshallgWwaters~o

replace those to be des~oyed. A -20 foot depth ~oUld be~deqttate

to meet the only water-dependent use for this siteexp;essed in.~e

document, namely barge access. Creation of barqeslipS.Alonq ~ho~e

sb?uld await site-specific plans and justified need •. If the basin
is'proposed as mitigation for'dest--uction of Oregon Slough~abi~at,
it should receive protection in perpetuity through soti'te ...meehanism
such as a conservation easement to ensure that it is not destrbyed
in subsequent phases of development. .

Dredaed Channel and Turnina Basin. Columbia River. The shallow
wa~ers along the north share of Hayden Island prOVide a migration
route for juvenile salrnonids and presumably a feeding area as well.
These functions would be lost.by dredging :alonq the shore for
longitudinal terminal berthing, as planned-;;·c;'We recommend. t...;;at thfil;
proposed dredged access channel stay offshore and that berthinq be

~

The:'~ ~'tu~y fQsu~b~ .indi~ata tMt theSe rit.l8rtd~ have
a rebtiV'&~y lo~ habitat yal\18 to Wildlife•.tQ~i7Ulli.r1Y
the herbQe&ou'8 wetlands (Sec:tion 3.2.1.C).Wooded W8t
~an4s.~on~eete.d,to~~e.. ?re&On SlOiJih pr.Qvid•. a. ,minot'
nutri~~~:afid detrltus source for aquatic bent.hie
ot"ganiSms.

,*(f.1tiJ~~On.Of. t~Q,:ba8~n.~ouul result in. an~~timated 10S8
~f19~~~es:.()ts~~ld~.'WI1ter h&bit~~ (Seetion~~ 2.2)
~iii ~epr:~~t~ 1~s,than.o.5:,per~~t()f sha:tlow water
habitat betWe"" tjle. llill8metta.arid Siindy ...i.('e.... in the
9~1~.ia livet"~... Th~.. D~at"tment o~"Int:.e!-"ior 'lattEn.·.. <latect
~c)vemb~r. 20. 19~5 '~p~i;hat.es~hey.ti.:a~i9lf"· juveni:le a81
1QOniause oft" dreg,on Slough is miniinal.

[)r~dgi~g~e~i~!f'i.e. Wi+l affe~~ ~+.Y. a~eut. 1'0 a~r~s of
s\i~'~l~~, water. !Ulbit.at. along the nortbshore
(Teble 4.2-UIl .
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planned beside finger piers on piles instead of along bulkheads on
shore. Probable berth design needs to be considered in a habitat
mitigation proposal because of the likelihood of destroying
oroduc:ive shallow water habitat by berth development. We urge
design of a mitigation project which would recreate comparable
shallow water feeding and rearing areas and ensure that this project
causes no net loss of the productive capacity of fisheries habitat
of the Columbia River.

~
g
e:
w
00

cc:

3

Sincerely yours,

j)~~--
Dale R. .&vans
Division Chief

Washington Dept. of Fishe.ies
Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Division of State Lands
Fish and Wildlife Service, ES, Portland
Environmental Protection Agency
portland General Electric Co.

1:f bulkhead construction is necessarY7 it would be lim
it.ed to south shot'e locations to minimize adverse impacts
to migrating juvenile sa~ids (Section 4.2.2). Pro
posed mitigation measures (Section 4.4) for aquatic
species and habitat are ~imited to minimizing impacts.
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Division of State Lands
1445 STATE STReT. SALEM. OREGON 97310 PHONE 31B-3SOS

J)ecemt>er 4, 1985

Colonel Gary lL. t.ord
Piatt iee Engineer
Portland District
: ..5. A::1 c==z= of ~sir~~=a
P..O.. Box 2946
Portlanc1, OR 97208

Attn: .NPPPL-Na-EQ

near Colonel t.ord;

I _ prQvidin9 comments on the West Hayden Island Barine
Industrial park., portland, Orl!9on Draft EnvuoMlental
Impact Statement.. ~ese comments are provided for the
purposes of completing the NtPA process and aaequateiy
defining the regula:eory permit requi:em.ents.. Proeeclu:a1
comments are providea in this letter and detailed
teehnical comments On the draft E15 are provided in the
attached memorandum.. 'fbe detailed technical eo_en," an
the cree EIS shoulc'l be addressea in the final m ..

The State of Oregon sees the draft Eli as a necessary
first step in the r~ulatory permit proceSs; however,
the draft :,aises questions that must be ansve:ed before
state approvals are provided. Completion of a detailed
anal:y:is cf t:anspc:,:a::.ion impacts i. ==:se:- to e.llow
the Oregon Depar~ent of ~ransportation to evaluate
potential effects on the state highway syste=. Mt.
Eduard.L.. Hardt, Metro Region Engineer (phone fiS3-3090)
can provide the cietaiJ.s neceS$ary to complete such an
analysis.

A detailed cultural resources study must be conducted to ~

allow evaluation of potential i:npac-ts to these
resources. Hr. Uee Gilsen, State Eistorical
Preservation Of:icer (phone: 378-5023) can provide
advice on the nature of ~~e study requirements.

Multnomah County Planning Depart=.ent bas .stated that
local ap~rovals are required for a specif~c design as
presented in the draft £15. Ms. Lorna St1ckle:,
Planning Direetor (pbone: 24S-3Q47) can explain the
specific local approval requi:ements ..
Whee the required local approvals have been received and
the technical evaluations maae, a state per:it decision
can be made. Ontil that time the state will not make a
Removal-rill pe:mit decision.

~hank you for your ccns~Qeration of these eom=enta in
the draft :e:IS ..

Sincerely,

~ F,e~t~~utf!r~nalysi~ ~f t.he 0001' i:nd~.<:~.~e~ tl\~
proj~.~t.~.~ .etJrt'~~~Y :d$S~g~e"~ ~~ll.~rk, ,~t1)~n }1,J.~
.tr~:nl:;J:'.ort~t.~.<m sr!Jt~. ~e an.alyais ¥ill b~up,d~t;~4 at
~cj} 'p~,~s~ qft~~ ,d~Y~t~~t. pr().c~ss (APP~,six :&j"

Tl\ep,1,l:t\3,ral re~01Jt"~ ~t.udY"as complet~d, a~d t~~

t"~l.ts a1"~ ~rlz:ed in S.:,ctions 3~3.9, 4~3.9',' ~~d ~.2
of'thf! ?iIS. . '> •

~ dis~~.fJ,si~ pftlle Hul.~~h :County pl~.nni,m~ P1:".ocess ip
in~1~4!d ~ri .~ecti.cm j~.3.1.c: ~f B~orpspe~t'~.~ . ,
i.~~i1, it' .~l~ .~~ c:otl.dit.i<m~l ~pon th! app~iel1nt
ri!.c~;YiP-.~ ~l.l ~PPt'Ppt"il1telJ:t.Bte.andlocal'app:ro,val.s £91"
t.~e project.. . . . '

~s= 0 Q

J.,~ Ed 1a.jonc .
l 'Direc:.oc

,,-./,, ~
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T~ portland District,Corps of EngineersoATE, December 5. 1985

FROM' Division of State ~ands

SUeJECT, West Hayden Marine Industrial park Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Introduction: This memorandum addresses technical issues
raised in the draft EIS in the Order they are presented in
the draft document.

'1 .. 0 - purpose and Need

1.1 - Apolicant purpose and Need'- No Comments

1.2 - public purpose and Need --This statement could
be enhanced by providing a factual di$cussion of the local
economic importance of maritime trade, public benefits from
maritime industry and a clear description of the nature of
public benefits anticipated by local land use approvals.

1.3 ~ SUDDortins Information - The market data
,summarized 10 this section helps to define the applicant's
need but appear'to be based upon conclusory statements such
as "Additional private land needs will be generated by
pUblic policies aimed at developing segments of the
Willamette River greenway at the south edge of downtown'
portland.~ and "this excess demand on the north side of the
Columbia is more likely to accrue to lower Columbia River
ports in Oregon ..... -.

2.0 - ALTERNATIVES

2.1 - General'Description of the proposed Action
~his description adequately locates and defines the

purpose of the project and describes the potential use of
the site.

2.2 -Alternative Development Plans
This section delineates three;81ternative development

scenarios, each of which proposes development of the entire
island. No scenario is proposed that would involve
development of the north shore only or other partial
development options. These options would allow on site
mitigation of habitat resource losses.

.10111501:1'7

A det.ailed diseussion of the specific impacts of marine
indust.rial development is contained in t.he FEIS~
sections 3 .. 3 .. 2 and 4 .. 3 ..2. This sect.ion covers the number
.of jobs~ monetary values, t.ypes of businesses. and number
of firma in the local area which use port-facilit.ies..

The concluding sut.ements have been modified. The chart.
in Section 1 .. 3.G separat.es the different. t.ypes of need.

.the basie document. identifying, need is the Oregon Ports
Study ~ whiCh identifies a need for over 600 acres. This
project would provide less t.han SOO acres of that. demand.

The discussion of alternatives has -been improved in the
FEIS t.o include three development alt.ernatives~ as well
as a no action alt.ernative. Alternatives Band C propose
partial development of the sit.e which would allow for
on-site mit.igation act.ivities.
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2.3 - Alternative Locations for the prop~sed
Development

The alternatlve sites other than the Vanoouver app~at

to be olearly unsuitable. .'

2.4 - Alternative Land Uses for the West Rsyden
Island Slte

Alternative land uses associated with recrt!~~i()n~l. .
use may be allowable under the existing zoning and should be
explored.' ,

2.5 - No Aotion
This appears to be the same as thedisoussion in 2.4.,
2.6 - Comparison of Alternatives
The discussion of alternatives focuses on Rthe

development plan which best meets the 'appl~cant's
objective ••• fi With/that as the primary criteria, the
practicality of other alternatives cannot ~e determin~4~

For example, dismission of Alternatives A,.~ij and C becap~E!

they are not ~considered feasible by the applicant- ~()e~ ~ot

allow a determination to be made of the comparative public"
resource impacts of these alternatives•. '1'h1S portion o~·-.tbe

EIS would be oonsiderably enhanoed by 1) ri' fUll <tvaluatiJ1j,':
of all alternative designs inoluding a partial build
alternative and 2) a full evaluation of the Vancouver site
alternative ..

3.0 - Affected Environment

3.1 - physical Environment
The desoription of the physioal environmsnt app¢ar~

to be suffioient and acourate. The only additional d~ta '
that would add to the draft EIS would'be ~peoifiodatap~
sediment chemical quality ..

302 - Biological'Environment
The description of the blo1ogical re~ources a~p~~r~

to be. sufficient and accurate. The comparisons of ~~tl~nd
acr~ages ~o those along a 133 mile reach of the Lower '.
Columbia gives little perspective on wetland resources of
the Columbia/Lower Willamette system. A historical analysi~
of the wetland and riparian resources in the immediat~
vicinity over the last century would provide a better
perspective for understanding the proposed 70 acre wetl~~d

loss. The description of benthic organisms could pe
enhanced by exploring the apparent close and direct
relationship between benthic popUlation size and detrit~$ in
the sediments (greater than lOOO/m differ~noe). This . ,
relationship oompared with the proposed dredging, bulkhead
construction and filling should give a good basis for impact
evaluation.

Page 2 Qi 4

...........

~,!.r ,eu,rr~~, .:pr,~J)~F~Y p~er~~~p ,f JJ~,e()f ~~t.,Hfll'~,~
lsl,~.~~ t()r -~~eF~t.l~l~~~~s."~ ~.s" ~Qt lik~lY.~ ,- ''r1).e n.o
~,e~j,~ ~~~~~~,ye" ~:p" l~t:~:~ ~i) ~·c!i.:~.euS~1tm at -
~~~~1?lr 'f.or~,e~~l,e !!l~rnat.ive .1,1.9~.

~,~ .~j,,$t;U,S~~,~ "f:W .,t,1l~ ~o .:ett.9P alt,~rn~tiv~ has :betm
~rovM<in t.he E1i:i$.. '.-' -- ' ,
A':.,,_ "",:",', .' ''''",

C~l)lrj.,$,().n J;Jf .4~~~.lQ~t!l~;t.~r:s;a~~i,yes .has ~.een ~r~y~
in t~~'FE:t~f~- 'Th~' ,~~l:~ ~f 'Y~Jle~'v~r P,l,at,M to,u~e;,~~.eit-property ,to _et. t.heir oWn 4evelOpent.·n~~. - <

',.":C".---__ ,._'''''O' ',', ,:,'.':, ':,-:,,-_,",', '--",:_,,',_ ',<,"'" __>""::':_",', '."'''' C', "

S~~1:f }P}~ll$'·'col~~~ :~,y~;o :aFepl:'~r:~~Yfi.~:e-.to
~j..~~~~.~~_~~~4 ,~i~ :~ie' ,~:o\tr~~u!111lt.e~~.~~:~r F~Ve~
:~ti:ent.P~ ·-_<~~1.i#,,-S$~4 ,Jia, .,' loW a~fihit-Yfor .a~):.umui8~
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3.3 Soola1 and Economic Setting
This descr1pt10n only ment10ns briefly the highway

bridge access issu~'that must be resolved before.the fil~
can be placed and util~zed as proposed. The proposed
transportation modifications must be inte9~ated with plans
and priorities of the Oregon Department of;Transportation
and Multnomah County. A detailed analysis 'will be needed to
identify the specific traffic impacts and required highway
construction mitigation measures.

The discussion of land use refers to an appendix; however,
no mention is made of the required land use approvals for a
specific development proposal. The timing ;0£ local
approvals for a specific development plan must be discussed
in relation to 'the state and federal·. ?ermits applied for.

4.0 - Environmental Effects of Alt~rnatives

4.1 - Physical Environment
There 1S no discussion of maintenancefdredging

requirements either as an estimate of annual volumes or an
estimate of area required for disposal~ Water qua~ity

effects of maintenance dredging including s~diment quality
should be discussed.

4.2 - Biological Environment .
The discussion of dredging effects on benthic

populations provides a standard for impact evaluation. The
discussion of wetlands focuses on off-~ite mitigation. To
reasonably evaluate the impacts, a specific mitigation
proposal should be made. The wetlands impact section should
be expanded to provide some evaluation of the comparative
loss of 70 acres of wetland with historical losses and
remaining areas of wetland and ripartan babitats in the
immediate area.

4.3 - Social and Economic Impacts
This section needs to be enhanced by detailed

proposals of transportation impacts. Discussions with the
Metro Region Engineer, Department of Transportation could be
help~ul in defining the necessary information and analysis.

There is no specific design propoaed for the access bridge.
The bridge design should consider potential impacts to
navigation (both recreational and commercial) as well as
impacts to traffic patterns and resources on the island.

No adjustment can be made of the effects of the proposal on
cultural resources without a cultural reso~rce survey.
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A more detailed description of the bridge is contained in
Section 2.L2. ODOT has indicated the proposed projec.t
as currently designed would work within the transporta
tion system. This would be reanalyzed at each phase of
the development proeess. Any modifications would be
coordinated with OOOT and Hultnomah County.

The land use section bas been modified and the other
approvals have been listed. If a Corps permit is issued,
it would be conditional upon the applicant receiving all
other state and local permits or approvals.

Haintenance dredging requirements are included in
Sections 2.1.2.0 and 4.2.2 of the FEIS.

Both on- and off-site mitigation measures for the pro
posed marine development are diseussed in Sect.ion 4.4. A
detailed mitigation plan cannot be developed until a
sp~cific development. alternative bas been selected. An
approved mitigation plan would be a condit.ion of the fill

-permit. and include compensation for bot.h wet.land and
riparian habitats. Hitigation for aquatic habitats and
species would be in the form of minimizifl& impaets.

A recent comput.er analysis by the. ODOT indicated the
project as currently desisned would work within the
transportation system. The analysis would be updat.ed at
each phase of t.he development process (Appendix A).

Specific det.ails regarding the bridge would be addressed
during a separate approval process with the U.S. Coast
GUard. Bridge permit application --would _be, subject to
fill permit apPt'oval.

A cult.ural resourc.es survey bas been completed and is
referenced in Sections 3.3.9 and 4.3.9.
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4.4 - Mitigation Alternatives
~c{s discuss10n would be made more relevant by

addition of a specific mitigation proposal. An analysis of
the regional value of the Hayden Island site for
wetland/riparian habitat would provide a basis for
determining impActs to;this resource e

~here are also a wide-variety of mitigating measures that
would reduce or ameliorate impacts that should be
discussed. Examples include:

a) piling supported structures rather than bulkheads
with fill along the waterfront

b) phased development, protecting wetlands until the
north shore is developed.

c} specific measures to minimize traffic impacts.
d} measures to be taken to minimize maintenance dredging

impacts
e} measures to be taken to minimize recreational boating

conflicts
£1 measures to be taken to minimize noise impacts
g} measures to be taken to minimize cultural resource

. impacts.
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The ndtigation section of the FEIS has been expanded to
include on-site and off-site tnit.igat.ion progl"Bm
proposals. A detailed mit.igat.ion plan eannotb:e
developed. unt.il a specific. sit.e development. alternat.ive
bas been aelect.ed. The plan will be subject. t.o agency
approval and an approved plan a condition of t:be fill
pennit.. Habitat cotllfensat.ion will be based on t.be
results of t.he habitat. evaluat.ion study conducted in 1,985
(Sect.ions 3.2.1.C and 4.2.1.C). Various.mit.igation
measures to minimize impacts will also be adopted
(section 4.4).
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