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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has conducted an environmental analysis for a proposal to 

restore aquatic and fisheries habitats on Happy Creek and a side channel of the lower Sandy River. 

The project is located on BLM and Metro (the elected regional government for the Portland 

metropolitan area) lands in T. 1S, R. 4E, Section 15; W.M. in Multnomah County, Oregon. The 

Happy Creek and lower Sandy River Habitat Restoration Project Environmental Assessment (EA) 

(# DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2012-0003-EA) documents the environmental analysis of the proposed 

habitat restoration actions. The EA is attached to and incorporated by reference in this Finding of 

No Significant Impact determination.  The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review 

from June 6, 2012 to June 20, 2012 (EA section 5.3).   

 

The analysis in this EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found in the Salem District 

Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 

(RMP/FEIS).  The proposed habitat restoration activities have been designed to conform to the 

Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP) and related 

documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the 

Salem District (EA Section 1.3).   All of the project area is within the Riparian Reserve Land Use 

Allocation as described in the RMP. 

 

Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
Based upon review of the Happy Creek and lower Sandy River Habitat Restoration Project EA and 

supporting documents, I have determined that the proposed action is not a major federal action and 

would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment, individually or cumulatively 

with other actions in the general area.  No environmental effects meet the definition of significance 

in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 1508.27.  Therefore, supplemental or additional 

information to the analysis in the RMP/FEIS in the form of a new environmental impact statement 

is not needed.  This finding is based on the following discussion: 

 

Context [40 CFR 1508.27(a)]:  Potential effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed 

action have been analyzed within the context of the project area boundaries, and the Lower Sandy 

River 6th field watershed.  This project would affect less than 1 percent of the 44,679 acre 6th field 

watershed. 

 

Intensity refers to severity of impact [40 CFR 1508.27(b)]. The following text shows how that the 

proposed project would not have significant impacts with regard to ten considerations for evaluating 

intensity, as described in 40 CFR 1508.27(b). 

1. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1)] – Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse: The habitat 

restoration project is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts (EA section 3.0) for the 

following reasons:  

 Project design features described in EA section 2.2.1 would reduce the risk of effects to 

affected resources to be within RMP standards and guidelines and to be within the effects 

described in the RMP/EIS. 

 Floodplains and Riparian Areas (EA section 3.2):  Effects to this resource are not significant 

because the proposed action is expected to have beneficial effects on floodplain habitat and 

the river’s ability to access its floodplain.  
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 Threatened/Endangered (T&E) Fish Species and Critical Habitat (EA sections 3.3, 5.2.1):  

Effects to this resource are not significant because the proposed action would improve 

Critical Habitat both in the short and long term.  Impacts to juvenile T&E fish from 

increases in turbidity from in-stream work and their displacement from project sites would 

be both short-term and localized to the project area.  Adult T&E fish would not be impacted 

because restoration work would be conducted during the in-water work period when adult 

T&E fish are absent from the project reach. 

 Essential Fish Habitat (EA section 3.4):  Effects to this resource are not significant because 

the proposed action would improve Essential Fish Habitat in the both the short and long-

term. 

 Vegetation (EA section 3.5):  Effects to this resource are not significant because only dead 

(wind-fallen) trees would be taken from BLM lands for large wood habitat structures.   

 Soils (EA section 3.6): Effects to this resource are not significant because no permanent 

impacts to the soil's physical and biological properties are expected.  On temporary access 

routes to project sites, surface duff layers would be mixed and pulverized into the sandy 

subsoil by repeated vehicle traffic across the surface, with a slight increase in soil bulk 

density.  Full recovery to pre-disturbance conditions would likely take several years. 

 Water Quality and Channel Function (EA section 3.7):  Effects to this resource are not 

significant because the proposed action would improve water quality and channel function 

in the long term.  In-channel work would produce short term (periods up to an hour) plumes 

of turbidity as a result of bed and bank disturbance.  The increased turbidity is unlikely to be 

visible or measurable beyond 800 meters below the site of the disturbance.   

 Wild and Scenic Rivers/Recreation (EA section 3.8):  Effects to this resource are not 

significant because there would be no long term impacts to the Scenic Classification of the 

river, or the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of Scenery and Wildlife.  The proposed 

action would have no effect on recreational river users and their ability to navigate by 

watercraft through the project area.   In the short term (for about one year) the primitive 

appearance of the reach would be slightly impacted by soil and vegetation disturbance 

resulting from transport of restoration materials on temporary access routes, and disturbance 

associated with the construction of habitat structures.  Upon project completion, native plant 

species would be planted where access routes terminate near the river to speed vegetation 

growth to visually screen the river corridor.  Over the long term impacts to primitiveness 

would by negligible as logs weather and other LW accumulates from upstream reaches and 

access routes are revegetated.  

 Wildlife (EA section 3.9):  Effects to this resource are not significant due to the location, 

nature, timing, and short duration of the activities at project sites.  No spotted owl habitat 

would be altered and there are no known spotted owl sites within disturbance range; 

therefore, there would be no adverse effects to spotted owls.  Effects to migratory birds and 

habitat are expected to be low due to the nature, duration and timing of the project.  The 

project would not be implemented until late summer after the majority of bird species have 

nested.   

 

2. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (2)] - The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or 

safety: The proposed project would not adversely affect public health or safety because all 

actions would follow established safety procedures for operating equipment, minimizing 

emissions, and avoiding fuel spills (EA sections, 2.2.1 and 3.10). 
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3. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (3)] - Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to 

historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or 

ecologically critical areas:  The proposed project would not affect historical or cultural 

resources, parklands, prime farmlands, wilderness, or ecologically critical areas because these 

resources are not located within the project area (EA Section 3.10).  Effects on wild and scenic 

rivers are discussed above. 

 

4. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (4)] - The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human 

environment are likely to be highly controversial: The proposed project is not unique or 

unusual. The BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without highly 

controversial effects. 

 

5. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (5)] - The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment 

are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks: The effects associated as a result of 

the project do not have not uncertain, unique or unknown risks because the BLM has 

experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without these risks and project design 

features would minimize the risks associated with the project (EA section 2.2.1). See # 4, 

above. 

 

6. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (6)] - The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future 

actions with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future 

consideration:  The proposed action would not establish a precedent for future actions nor 

would it represent a decision in principle about a further consideration for the following 

reasons: 1/ The project is in the scope of proposed activities document in the RMP EIS, 2/ the 

BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without setting a precedent 

for future actions or representing a decision about a further consideration. See # 4, 5, above.  

 

7. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (7)] - Whether the action is related to other actions with individually 

insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts:  The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) evaluated 

the project area in context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and determined 

that there is a potential for cumulative effects on water quality and fisheries.  These effects are 

not expected to be significant for the following reasons: 

 

The proposed action is expected to cumulatively improve fisheries habitat in the Sandy 

River over the long term.  The proposed habitat restoration actions in conjunction with past 

and planned future restoration actions would be expected to improve Critical Habitat for 

T&E fish species, Essential Habitat for coho salmon and Chinook salmon, and maintain 

water quality of the Sandy River (EA Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 3.7).  No adverse cumulative 

effects are expected as a result of the restoration actions for the following reasons: 1/ Any 

sediment increase resulting from in-channel work will be of short duration (hours) and 

largely restricted to the project area, 2/ the limited magnitude of the likely change in 

sediment levels (less than 1 percent of the total 6th field watershed is affected) resulting 

from the restoration actions.   
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Cumulatively, the proposed action and connected actions would be unlikely to result in any 

short-term detectable change in water quality on a sixth or seventh field watershed scale. 

(EA Section 3.7) 

8. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (8)] - The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, 

highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical 

resources: The project would have no effect on this element because no cultural resources were 

determined to be present in the proposed project areas.  (EA section 3.10) 

 

9. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (9)] - The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered 

or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) of 1973:  The proposed project is not expected to have significant adverse 

effects to ESA listed species or critical habitat for the following reasons:  

 ESA Wildlife - Northern spotted owl (EA Section 3.9):   Effects to the species are not 

significant due to the location, nature, duration and timing of this project.  No adverse 

effects to northern spotted owls or their habitat are anticipated (no effect from habitat 

modification or disturbance).  No suitable or dispersal habitat would be altered, and the 

project would not reduce the overall function of any habitat for the spotted owl.  The project 

would have no disturbance effects to the spotted owl because the project would occur mostly 

outside of the critical nesting season for spotted owls (after July 1), and is not located within 

disturbance distance of any known spotted owl sites.  The project would have no effects on 

Critical Habitat because the project sites and source stand are not located in Critical Habitat. 

ESA Consultation is described in EA section 5.2.1.1. 

  ESA Fish – LCR Chinook salmon, LCR coho salmon, and LCR steelhead trout (EA Section 

3.3):  Effects to LCR salmon and steelhead are not significant because adverse impacts of 

in-channel work required to implement habitat restoration projects would be short term 

(hours) in duration.  Adverse impacts include displacement of juvenile salmonids from near 

shore habitats and main channel project sites during project construction, and disruption of 

feeding (unable to see prey items) during short term increases in turbidity (EA sections 3.3, 

and 3.7).  No long-term adverse effects of the restoration projects on ESA listed fish or their 

habitat are expected because turbidity levels would return to background levels soon after 

cessation of in-water work.  Additionally, no sediment is expected to move from access 

routes to the river long-term because soils are sandy and well-drained (EA section 3.6) and 

the routes would be revegetated upon completion of the project (EA section 2.2).  Adult 

salmon and steelhead would not be impacted because restoration work would be conducted 

during the in-water work period when adult fish are absent from the project reach.  Habitat 

quantity and quality for salmon and steelhead would improve over the short to long term as 

a result of the restoration actions (see EA sections 3.3 and 3.4).  The project would have no 

effect on eulachon.  ESA Consultation is described in EA section 5.1.2. 

 

10. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (10)] - Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local 

law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment: The proposed thinning 

activities have been designed to follow Federal, State, and local laws (EA sections 1.3, 3.10). 

Approved by:

Cindy Enstrom, Cascades Resource Area Field Manage

 

 

 

                                                                                              

r                          

 6-4-2012   

Date    
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1.0 INTRODUCTION   
 

Since the mid-1990’s the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has been working cooperatively 

with multiple local, state, federal, and non-governmental organizations to identify and 

implement restoration actions in the Sandy River Basin to benefit threatened steelhead trout 

and salmon populations.  This group of cooperating agencies and organizations is referred to as 

the Sandy River Basin Partners (SRBP; www.sandyriverpartners.org).  In 2007, the SRBP 

completed a hierarchical framework (SRBWG 2007) to guide restoration actions in the Sandy 

Basin.  The main-stem Sandy River and two of its tributaries, Still Creek, and the Salmon River 

were identified as priority watersheds for habitat restoration.   

 

In 2011, Metro (the elected regional government for the Portland metropolitan area) and the 

Sandy River Basin Watershed Council, contracted with River Design Group Inc. (RDG) to 

evaluate habitat restoration opportunities on eight miles of the lower Sandy River from Oxbow 

Regional Park to Dabney State Park (RDG 2011).  Metro is a major land owner in this reach, 

with the State of Oregon, and BLM also owning substantial parcels of land within this reach. 

 

Metro and RDG identified 16 potential project sites within this study reach, and 35 possible 

project actions to restore aquatic and fisheries habitat.  Metro and RDG then developed a 

candidate site selection framework for prioritizing the potential project sites and actions.  

Through this process, a high priority site for restoration was identified at the confluence of 

Happy Creek with the Sandy River, within Oxbow Regional Park.  The Project area is located 

on BLM and Metro lands within Oxbow Regional Park that are managed by Metro. 

 

Restoration actions identified for the Happy Creek site include:  improving connectivity of side 

channel habitat with the Sandy River by constructing a large wood (LW) jam at the side 

channel inlet, restoring the natural channel alignment of Happy Creek so that it provides 

perennial stream flows to another 900 ft. of the side channel by installing a stream simulation 

culvert on the Park Entrance Road at the original location of the stream; placing LW structures 

in the side channel and the side channel outlet (alcove area).  Project objectives include 

restoring flows to a side channel where the river channel appears to have lost connectivity to its 

floodplain in response to channel alteration and diking activities implemented after flooding in 

the 1950’s and 1960’s, add large wood to improve habitat complexity and cover for fish, and to 

increase the amount of pool habitat in the side channel available for use by threatened salmon 

and steelhead trout.   

 

In 2012, the SRBP (led by the Sandy River Basin Watershed Council and Metro in cooperation 

with BLM) propose to implement the above restoration actions identified for Happy Creek and 

the adjacent side channel of the Sandy River (RDG 2011).  The Happy Creek Habitat 

Restoration Project would implement restoration actions on the lower Sandy River within the 

Happy Creek project area as described in EA section 1.1.1 and Map 1. Implementation of the 

Happy Creek Habitat Restoration project is expected to occur from 2012 to 2013. This EA also 

covers the acquisition of some of the trees to be used for the habitat structures.  About five of 

the trees to be used are recently recruited by the Sandy River to the project site as a result of 

upstream bank erosion within Oxbow Park.  Additionally, several wind-fallen trees located on 

the ground within Oxbow Park would be used to construct the LW habitat structures. 
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1.1 Summary of the Proposed Project   
 

The Happy Creek Habitat  Restoration project  includes: 1) improving connectivity of side 

channel habitat with the Sandy River by constructing a large wood (LW) jam at the side 

channel inlet at Happy Creek; 2) restoring the natural channel alignment of Happy Creek so 

that it provides perennial stream flows to another 900 ft. of the side channel by installing a 

stream simulation culvert on the Park Entrance Road; 3) placing LW structures in the side 

channel and the side channel outlet (alcove area) to improve habitat quality and complexity for 

listed Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead trout.  Additionally, riparian tree seedlings 

would be planted on the island between the side channel and the Sandy River to stabilize 

floodplains and provide long-term supplies of LW to the Sandy River. 

1.1.1 Project Area Location  
 

The project is located on BLM and Metro lands in Oxbow Regional Park within Township 1S, 

Range 4E, Section 15, Willamette Meridian; within the lower Sandy River 5
th

 field watershed, 

about 7 miles north-northwest of the City of Sandy, Oregon (Map 1). Approximately 280 acres 

of Oxbow Regional Park is BLM land that has been leased to Multnomah County under a 25-

year Recreation and Public Purposes lease.  The project area is located at the confluence of 

Happy Creek (a 2
nd

 order perennial tributary) with the Sandy River at approximately river mile 

(RM) 13.    

      

1.2 Purpose of and Need for Action  
 

Lower Columbia River (LCR) spring and fall Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and winter 

steelhead trout are all listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA).  

Winter steelhead trout and coho salmon populations in the Sandy River subbasin of the LCR 

evolutionary significant unit (ESU) are considered to be at high risk of extinction, whereas the 

Sandy River spring Chinook salmon population has a moderate risk of extinction and the fall 

Chinook population has a low risk of extinction (McElhany et al. 2007).  Salmon and steelhead 

trout populations in the Lower Columbia River ESU are substantially reproductively isolated 

from other populations and are an important component in the evolutionary legacy of those 

species (NOAA 2005).   

 

Threats to salmon and steelhead populations in the Sandy River subbasin include overharvest 

of fish, and habitat degradation and loss (SRBP 2005).  Pool frequency and habitat complexity 

in the lower Sandy River is lower than potential, due to channelization of the river and removal 

of large wood following large-scale floods in the 1960s and 1970s (USDI and USDA 2007).   

Floodplain function and side channel connectivity is also negatively impacted by diking and 

channelization of the river.  Most riparian tree stands adjacent to the lower Sandy River are 

young-aged due to past timber harvest with little potential to contribute LWD to improve 

channel and habitat complexity (USDI and USDA 2007).  Fish habitat is degraded because of 

the combined effects of channelization and diking associated with flood control efforts, and the 

removal of LW needed for the formation of complex aquatic habitats through channel scouring, 

pool formation, and gravel retention (RDG 2011, SRBP 2005).   
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Map 1: Vicinity Map 
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Restoration of aquatic habitats in the Sandy River is needed to increase production of 

threatened salmon and steelhead populations, thereby reducing their risk of extinction 

(McElhany et al. 2007).   

 

The Sandy River Basin Work Group (SRBWG 2007) developed a hierarchical framework 

(Roni et al. 2002) to guide restoration actions in the Sandy Basin, so that restoration actions 

would be implemented in a priority sequence to address the habitat factors limiting salmon and 

steelhead production in the basin.   This restoration strategy focuses on maintaining and 

restoring the remaining, relatively intact riverine habitat (anchor habitats) that currently support 

a disproportionate share of wild salmon and steelhead in the basin (SRBWG 2007, 2006).   

Highest priority restoration actions include reconnecting isolated habitats (i.e. remove passage 

barriers, and reconnect side channel habitats), and the restoration of long-term processes (i.e. 

restore channel and floodplain function and connectivity) were identified as the next priority 

(SRBWG 2007).  Restoring long-term processes of riparian vegetation (i.e. providing for long-

term LW supplies) was the third priority tier of restoration actions identified, with restoration 

of short-term process (in-stream habitat) comprising the fourth tier of restoration actions 

(SRBWG 2007).   

 

In 2011, the SRBP led by Metro and the Sandy River Basin Watershed Council, identified 

potential high priority restoration actions on eight miles of the lower Sandy River adjacent to 

Oxbow Regional Park and Dabney State Park.  The Happy Creek Habitat Restoration project 

would implement several high priority restoration actions identified in the Sandy River Basin 

Restoration Strategy and the Lower Sandy River Candidate Site Selection process (RDG 2011, 

SRBWG 2007).  The purpose of the Happy Creek Habitat Restoration project is to improve 

aquatic habitat quality and access to side channel habitat for threatened steelhead and salmon 

populations.    

 

The addition of LW, reconnection of side channel habitat, and increasing the complexity of 

pool habitats in the side channel and at the side channel outlet (alcove area) would provide high 

quality rearing habitat for salmon and steelhead, and restore channel and floodplain functions 

that create and maintain complex aquatic habitats.  Restoring the natural channel alignment of 

Happy Creek, by installing a stream simulation culvert on the Park Entrance Road, would 

improve rearing habitat in the side channel by providing perennial stream flows to another 900 

ft. of the side channel.  The purpose of planting riparian tree seedlings is to maintain stable 

floodplains and supply LW to the Sandy River over the long term (Beechie et al. 2000). 

 

An additional purpose of the restoration actions is to improve water quality for designated 

beneficial uses, including salmonid spawning and rearing, and comply with the Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for temperature for the Sandy River Basin (USDI 2009a).  The 

Sandy River is listed as water quality impaired due to elevated stream temperatures.  The Water 

Quality Restoration Plan (WQRP) for the Sandy River Basin (USDI 2009a) identified the need 

to maintain and enhance species composition and structural diversity of riparian plant 

communities to provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, nutrient filtering, and 

normal rates of soil erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration.  Best Management Practices 

identified in the WQRP to decrease stream temperature and increase effective shade include 

planting riparian tree seedlings, and increasing stream channel complexity through 

development and input of large wood (USDI 2009a).  The restoration actions are consistent 

with BLM’s Resource Management Plan (RMP) objectives to “promote the rehabilitation and 
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protection of at-risk fish stocks and their habitat”, and “restore and maintain water quality to 
protect beneficial uses in district watersheds” (USDI 1995).   
 
Decision Criteria/Project Objectives 
 

The Cascades Resource Area Field Manager will use the following criteria/objectives in 

selecting the alternative to be implemented. The field manager will select the alternative that 

would best meet these criteria.  The selected action would:  

 Meet the purpose and need of the project (Section 1.2); 

 Increase access to side channel habitats of Lower Sandy River and increase aquatic habitat 

complexity;  

 Provide high quality rearing habitat in main channel and side-channel habitats for 

anadromous fish;  

 Facilitate the development of riparian forest stands to shade stream channels and supply 

LW to the Sandy River over the long term;  

 Improve channel and floodplain function to maintain complex aquatic habitat over time; 

and 

 Minimize erosion and impacts to soil productivity. 

1.3 Conformance with Land Use Plan, Statutes, Regulations, and other Plans 
 

The Salmon River Habitat Restoration Project proposal conforms to the following documents 

that direct and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the Salem 

District and for this project: The  1/ Salem District Record of Decision and Resource 

Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP); 2/ Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service 

and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern 

Spotted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional 

and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, April 

1994 (the Northwest Forest Plan, or NWFP); and the 3/ Record of Decision and Standards and 

Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation 

Measures Standards and Guidelines, January 2001. 

 

The analysis in the Salmon River Habitat Restoration Project EA is site-specific and 

supplements analyses found in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final 

Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). The RMP/FEIS includes the 

analysis from the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of 

Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the 

Northern Spotted Owl, February 1994 (NWFP/FSEIS). The RMP/FEIS is amended by the 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Amendments to the Survey and 

Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, 

November 2000.   

 

The following documents provide additional direction in the development to the proposed 

action: 

1. Sandy Watershed Analysis (USDI and USDA 2007) 

2. Water Quality Restoration Plan for the Sandy River Basin (USDI 2009a) 

3. Sandy River Basin Aquatic Habitat Restoration Strategy (SRBWG 2007) 

4. Sandy River Basin Integrated Management Plan (USDI 2009b) 
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5. Lower Sandy River Candidate Site Selection – Technical Memorandum (RDG 2011) 

 

The above documents are incorporated by reference in this environmental analysis and are 

available for review in the Salem District Office.   

 

Survey and Manage Species Review   
  

On December 17, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington issued 

an order in Conservation Northwest, et al. v. Rey, et al., No. 08-1067 (W.D. Wash.) 

(Coughenour, J.), granting Plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary judgment and finding a 
variety of NEPA violations in the BLM and USFS 2007 Record of Decision eliminating the 

Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure. Previously in 2006, the District Court (Judge 

Pechman) had invalidated the agencies’ 2004 RODs eliminating Survey and Manage due to 
NEPA violations. On October 10, 2006, following the District Court’s 2006 ruling, parties to 
the litigation entered into a stipulation exempting certain activities from the Survey and 

Manage standard (Pechman Exemptions), including riparian and stream improvement projects 

(Exemption C). 

 

Following the Court’s December 17, 2009 ruling, the Pechman Exemptions are still in place. 

Judge Coughenour deferred issuing a remedy in his December 17, 2009 order until further 

proceedings, and did not enjoin the BLM from proceeding with projects.  Nevertheless, I have 

reviewed this project in consideration of both the December 17, 2009 and October 11, 2006 

order. 

 

I have determined that this project complies with both the December 17, 2009 and October 11, 

2006 orders for the following reasons.  This project meets Exemption C of the Pechman 

Exemptions (October 11, 2006 Order) because it is a riparian and stream improvement project 

where the riparian work is riparian planting, obtaining material for placing in-stream, and 

where the stream improvement work is the placement large wood, channel and floodplain 

reconstruction. 

 

1.3.1 Relevant Statutes/Authorities 
 

This section is a summary of the relevant statutes/authorities that apply to this project. 

Additional statutes/authorities that apply to this project are shown in Table 2 (section 3.10). 

 

 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 1969 – Requires the preparation of 

environmental impact statements for Federal projects which may have a significant effect 

on the environment. 

 Endangered Species Act (ESA) 1973 – Directs Federal agencies to ensure their actions do 

not jeopardize threatened and endangered species. 

 Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 1976 – Defines BLM’s 
organization and provides the basic policy guidance for BLM’s management of public 
lands. 

 Clean Water Act (CWA) 1987 – Establishes objectives to restore and maintain the 

chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water. 
 Clean Air Act (CAA) 1990 – Provides the principal framework for national, state, and 

local efforts to protect air quality. 
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1.4 Scoping 
 

The BLM sent out a scoping letter describing the planned Happy Creek Habitat Restoration 

Project actions to federal, state and municipal government agencies, nearby landowners, tribal 

authorities, and interested parties on the Cascades Resource Area mailing list on March 28, 

2012.  Two scoping comments were received, expressing general support for the project and 

also inquiring if cultural surveys were completed for the project area.    

 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Alternative Development 
 

Pursuant to Section 102 (2) (E) of  the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as 

amended,  Federal agencies shall “…study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts 

concerning alternative uses of available resources.”    
 

No unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources (section 102(2) (E) 

of NEPA) were identified.  No alternatives were identified that would meet the purpose and 

need of the project and have meaningful differences in environmental effects from the 

Proposed Action.  Therefore, this EA will analyze the effects of the “Proposed Action”, and the 

“No Action Alternative” in this project area.  

 

2.2 Proposed Action  
 
The Sandy River Basin Watershed Council and Metro in cooperation with the BLM propose to 

implement the following habitat restoration actions on BLM and Metro lands in Oxbow 

Regional Park on the lower Sandy River in 2012-2013:   
 

 Increase access to side channel habitat at the Happy Creek confluence (0.3 mile of side 

channel habitat) by placing a LW jam at the side-channel entrance. 

 

 Restore the natural channel alignment of Happy Creek so that it provides perennial stream 

flows to another 900ft of the side channel by installing a stream simulation culvert on the 

Park Entrance Road. 

 

 Add LW to the side channel to scour pools and provide high quality rearing habitat. 

 

 Add LW habitat structures to the side channel outlet (alcove area) to improve fish cover and 

habitat complexity for both adult and juvenile salmonids.  

 

 Plant riparian tree seedlings adjacent to the side channel and river to stabilize floodplains 

and provide long-term wood supplies.   
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Replacement of the culvert to realign Happy Creek will result in the closing of the Park 

Entrance road for 1 to 2 days, and will be scheduled, if at all possible, during October when 

Park visitation is very low.  To implement the side channel work, three picnic tables will be 

temporarily removed from the area of the Park adjacent to the side channel and a short section 

of trail adjacent to the side channel will be temporarily closed during project construction.  

RDG would design all channel and LW structures to withstand 100-year flood events and 

supervise their construction.   

 

Project Designs 
 

LW Jam at Side Channel Inlet 

An engineered log jam (ELJ) would be placed at the entrance to the side channel at the Happy 

Creek confluence to create scouring flows to maintain the opening of the side channel (Map 2; 

Appendix C – Drawing Numbers 2.0 and 3.2).  The ELJ would be constructed from about 25 

trees with attached roots, and 61 large (>18” DBH, 30-40ft long) saw logs.  Twenty smaller 

diameter (12-18” DBH) logs would be interwoven into the log jam.  Logs and trees would be 

ballasted with boulders, and spoils excavated to place the lower log members of the jam below 

the maximum scour depth of the Sandy River.  Logs would be both bolted together and placed 

so that river flows wedge the jam together. 

 

An excavator would be used to excavate the side channel inlet and remove river bed materials 

to construct the ELJ at the inlet.   A rubber-tired off-road dump truck (8 cu yd. capacity) would 

be used to bring in boulder or rock fill needed in addition to the materials available onsite from 

the excavated areas.  Any boulders and river bed materials used in the construction of the ELJ 

from offsite areas would be free of weed seed and be similar in appearance to Sandy River 

rock.  A contractor under RDG supervision would conduct the side channel and ELJ work 

(Appendix C – Drawing Number 1.1). 

 

Side Channel Flows 

To increase connectivity of river flows to the side channel, about 650 cubic yards of river bed 

sand and gravels would be removed at the entrance and first 800 feet of the side channel 

(Appendix C – Drawing Number 3.0).  The elevation of the channel inlet was chosen to 

facilitate surface flows into the side channel for about 2 months of the year.  If useable, the 

excavated material from the side channel would be used to ballast the inlet ELJ.  River bed 

materials excavated from side channel inlet and not needed for ELJ construction would be 

spread out on sparsely vegetated adjacent areas of floodplain (primarily on the island between 

the side channel and the river), or hauled to the diverted channel portion of Happy Creek and 

used to fill in the ditch along the Park entrance road once Happy Creek is realigned to its 

original channel (Map 3).  

 

Large Wood Placement  

Large wood (LW) habitat structures (log jams) would be placed in the side channel and at the 

side channel outlet (alcove area; Map 2) to create scour pools and provide cover for adult and 

juvenile salmon and steelhead (Appendix C - Drawing Number 3.0).  Six LW structures would 

be placed in alcove area, and 10 LW structures would be placed in the side channel.   

 

The total number of logs used to construct the 10 side channel structures (Type A structures; 

Appendix B – Drawing Number 3.1) include: 10 large logs (averaging about 24” DBH), about 

20’ long with attached roots, 20 large saw logs (18-24” DBH, 20’ long without roots), 30 small 
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pieces (12-18” DBH and 20’ long), and 200 pieces of slash (3- 6” DBH and 10’ long) that 
would be interwoven among the larger wood pieces in the wood structures.   

 

The total number of logs used to construct  the 6 alcove structures (Type B structures; 

Appendix C – Drawing Numbers 3.4 and 3.5) include: 6 large logs (averaging about 24” DBH), 

about 40’ long with attached roots, 6 large saw logs (18-24” DBH, 40’ long without roots), 12 
medium-sized pieces (12” DBH, 40’ long), 24 small pieces (12-18” DBH and 20’ long), and 

288 pieces of slash (3- 6” DBH and 10’ long) that would be interwoven among the larger wood 
pieces in the wood structures.   

 

For LW structures, RDG conducted buoyancy analyses, and hydraulic modeling of river 

velocities and sheer stresses to determine the number and size of LW pieces, depth of 

placement, and amount of ballasting (primarily with boulders) needed for LW to stay in place 

during flows up to 100 year flood events (flows up to 86,500 cfs; Scott Wright, RDG; personal 

communication, 2012).   

 

Individual LW pieces may be pinned together or buried into the side channel bank (see 

Appendix B – Drawing Numbers 3.1 – 3.5), but LW structures would not be cabled or bolted to 

the river bank or bed.  No sawn ends of logs would be visible in the LW structures.  All 

exposed ends of logs would be broken or roughened to provide a natural appearance.  LW 

structures would be built by a contractor under RDG and SRBWC supervision.   

 

Happy Creek Channel Re-Alignment 

The natural channel alignment of Happy Creek would be restored by installing a stream 

simulation culvert (6ft diameter, 28 feet long) on the Park Entrance Road at the original 

location of the creek before it was diverted into a ditch paralleling the road for about 700 ft. 

(Map 2).  The restored channel would flow northeasterly along the base of a terrace slope and 

join the side channel about 900 ft. upstream of its current confluence with the side channel 

(Map 2).  Currently only about 300 ft. of the side channel receives perennial stream flows from 

Happy Creek.  Downstream of the culvert the stream would largely follow low spots in the 

floodplain (the original channel location).  Some of the realigned channel would be excavated 

(about 370 cubic yards) to restore channel and floodplain function.  Excavated floodplain 

materials would be hauled with a rubber-tired dump truck to the diverted portion of Happy 

Creek and used to fill in the ditched channel along the Park entrance road. 

 

Just upstream of where the restored channel of Happy Creek joins the side channel of the Sandy 

River a short length of the restored creek channel (about 50-75 ft.) would be armored with 

cobble and boulder, and the channel would be “stair-stepped down” to the elevation of the side 

channel by constructing boulder step-pools. Any river bed materials used from offsite areas to 

realign the Happy Creek channel would be free of weed seed and be similar in appearance to 

Sandy River rock.   

 

Riparian Tree Planting 

Seedlings of native riparian trees (including but not limited to western red cedar and black 

cottonwood) would be hand planted in fall to winter 2012 or early spring 2013 on the Sandy 

River floodplain adjacent to the side channel  Riparian tree seedlings would primarily be 

planted on the ‘island’ located between the mainstem channel and side channel.  Metro would 

also plant native riparian trees and shrubs on BLM and Metro lands adjacent to the Happy 

Creek project area. 
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Temporary Access Roads 

Temporary access routes would be established from the paved Park Access Road across a 

developed portion of the Park (largely grass understory) to the side channel (total length about 

400ft; Map 3).  Temporary access routes in the side channel (about 800ft long) and in the new 

channel realignment of Happy Creek (about 630ft long) would be used to haul logs and 

excavated river bed materials in and out from the side channel and streambed, and re-align the 

Happy Creek stream channel (Map 3).  The length of access routes would be minimized to limit 

impacts to riparian and forest vegetation, consistent with the aquatic restoration biological 

opinions (ARBO and SLOPES) covering restoration projects for threatened salmon and 

steelhead populations (NMFS 2008 a, b).  All trees or shrubs removed as part of clearing of 

temporary access routes would be stockpiled for later use in the LW structures.  Rubber-tired 

(off-road) dump trucks would be driven on the existing soil surface of the temporary access 

routes.  Channel bed and banks would be shaped to remove any sign of hauling of the 

excavated materials upon completing the excavation of the channels.   

 

Two staging areas and stockpile areas would be located in the developed portion of the Park 

adjacent to the Park Entrance road at Happy Creek (Map 3).  Consistent with the ARBO, these 

areas would be the minimum size required for safe handling and stockpiling of river rocks for 

later placement in log jams and providing a safe turning radius for equipment.   

 

At completion of the project all temporary access routes would be obliterated and rehabilitated 

(see restoration plan section below).  

 

Large Wood Sources 

Most trees and logs needed for the ELJ and LW structures would be obtained by Metro and 

SRBWC from offsite sources (non BLM lands).  About 2 to 5 trees would be used in the LW 

structures that were recently delivered by the river to the side channel inlet from an eroding 

river bank on BLM land in Oxbow Park, located about 1 mile upstream of the project area in 

T.1S, R.4E, Section 11, just upstream of the Oxbow Park boat launch.  Up to 10 dead (wind-

fallen) trees averaging 24-25” DBH, would be taken from upland stands located on BLM and 

Metro lands in Oxbow Park in T.1S, R.4E, Section 15, adjacent to the Park Entrance Road and  

east of Happy Creek (Map 3).   

 

Wind-fallen trees used for the project would be within 150ft of the Park Entrance Road.  

Downed trees would be loaded onto a log truck using an excavator by use of a self-loading log 

truck.  They would then be transported by log truck to the staging area.     

 

Pollution and Erosion Control Plan 

Consistent with the ARBO (NMFS 2008a), BLM will develop and implement a pollution and 

erosion control plan (PECP) to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and potential spills (fuel, 

hydraulic fluid, etc.) associated with the restoration project work.  Key components of the 

PECP include: preparation and implementation of a spill control and containment plan; use of 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (ODEQ) Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
for minimizing in-stream turbidity, site preparation and heavy equipment impact; and a site 

restoration plan.  Specific measures implemented to minimize impacts from turbidity, erosion, 

and potential spills are listed below in the turbidity monitoring, restoration plan, and project 

design features (sections 2.2 and 2.2.1).  
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Turbidity Monitoring  

In-stream turbidity would be minimized by isolating individual work areas from river flows 

(Appendix C – Drawing Number 1.1), and through the use of other BMPs outlined in Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality’s (ODEQ) 401 Water Quality Certification issued by 
ODEQ for all Nationwide Permits of in-water work.  Turbidity levels and monitoring would 

comply with that identified in individual ACOE (Army Corps of Engineers)/DSL (Oregon 

Department of State Lands) in-water work permits obtained for the project by BLM, and with 

the 401 Water Quality Certification issued by ODEQ (see Appendix A).   

 

Restoration Plan 

Temporary access routes and other areas disturbed during construction would be rehabilitated 

to similar or better than pre-work conditions as outlined in ARBO (NMFS 2008a) by:  1) 

decompacting and recontouring soil surfaces to the original topography of the site, and 2) 

planting native tree, shrub, and herbaceous species so that plant species composition and 

densities in disturbed areas are similar to that pre-project (see section 3.5).   

 

Additionally, salmonberry, red alder, and other native plant species would be planted where 

access routes terminate near the river to speed vegetation growth to visually screen the river 

corridor.   

 

Stockpiled materials (i.e. trees, vegetation, sand, topsoil, and other excavated material from 

restoration project areas) would also be used to rehabilitate areas disturbed by equipment to 

pre-work conditions. Short-term stabilization measures would be implemented until permanent 

erosion control measures (plant restoration) are effective, and may include use of native grass 

seeding, weed-free certified straw, jute matting, or other similar techniques.  

 

Restoration planting would be completed no later than spring planting season of the year 

following completion of construction.  

 

Contract Administration  

The Project Design Features, turbidity monitoring, and restoration plan actions that constitute 

the pollution and erosion control plan would be incorporated into all construction contracts 

associated with the restoration project.  BLM personnel (generally the project biologist and 

hydrologist) would regularly coordinate with the contracting officer’s representative to ensure 
project design features and conservation and restoration measures are being followed.  

Authorized BLM personnel would have the authority to stop work if contract stipulations are 

not being met by the operator. 

 

Project Timing  

Project implementation would take place between July 2012 and August 2013.  LW placement, 

and side-channel project work would be conducted during the in-stream work period (July 15 

through August 31), and tree seedlings planted in late winter to early spring 2013. 
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Map 2: Locations of Restoration Project Actions
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Map 3: Locations of Staging Area, Access Route, and downed tree Source Area
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2.2.1 Project Design Features  
 

The following is a summary of the design features in addition to the turbidity monitoring, 

restoration plan, and contract administration described above (in Section 2.2) that reduce the 

risk of effects to the affected elements of the environment described in Section 3.0.  The design 

features incorporate criteria prescribed in the Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinions (ARBO 

and SLOPES) covering fish habitat restoration work (NMFS 2008a, 2008b). Unless otherwise 

specified, the following project design features apply to all project actions.     

 

In all Project Areas 

 Equipment would be cleaned to prevent spread of noxious weeds, free of fluid leaks, and in 

good operating condition prior to unloading at the project site. 

 Inspection by a project official would be required to ensure that equipment is clean before 

work can begin. 

 Inspect equipment daily for leaks or accumulations of grease, and repair and clean any 

leaks before entering streams or areas that drain into streams or wetlands. 

 Contractor would be required to have a Spill Containment Kit and a Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure Plan in case equipment leaks fuel or oil.  The plan shall 

contain a description of the hazardous materials that would be used, including inventory, 

storage, handling procedures; a description of quick response containment supplies that 

would be available on the site (e.g. a silt fence straw bales, and an oil-absorbing, floating 

boom whenever surface water is present). 

 The excavator would move and place LW only when soils are at high strength and soil 

moisture levels are low; turning and rocking of the excavator would be limited as much as 

practical to avoid displacing and gouging the mineral soil. 

 Excavator travel would be limited to a single pass and treads kept on top of organic material 

and slash as much as practical to avoid disturbing the mineral soil.  

 Where appropriate, hazard tree removal would be incorporated into project design.  Hazard 

trees would be felled within riparian areas when they pose a safety risk, and would be felled 

toward the stream or incorporated into LW structures.  Felled trees would be kept on site 

when needed to meet coarse woody debris objectives. 

 Breakage of trees and branches in the riparian zone and source tree stands would be 

minimized as much as practical. 

 

In LW Placement, stream realignment, and culvert replacement Areas 

 Establish staging areas (used for construction equipment storage, vehicle storage, fueling, 

servicing, hazardous material storage, etc.) beyond the 100-year floodplain in a location and 

manner that would preclude erosion into or contamination of the stream or floodplain. 

 Equipment used for in-stream or riparian work shall be fueled and serviced in a staging area 

outside of the riparian zone.  When not in use, vehicles shall be stored in the staging area. 

(Map 3). 

 Minimize clearing and grubbing activities when preparing staging, project, and or stockpile 

areas.  Stockpile large wood, trees, vegetation, sand, topsoil and other excavated material 

that is removed when establishing areas for site restoration.  Use stockpiled material to 

rehabilitate disturbed areas (see Restoration Plan). 

 Prior to construction, flag critical riparian vegetation areas, wetlands, and other sensitive 

sites to prevent ground disturbance in these areas. 
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 Place sediment barriers prior to construction around sites where significant levels of erosion 

may enter the river.  Maintain barriers throughout construction. 

 Minimize the number and length of stream crossings and access routes through riparian 

areas.  Crossings and access routes should be at right angles.  Stream crossings shall avoid 

potential listed fish spawning areas when possible. 

 Existing roadways or travel paths would be used whenever reasonable.  Minimize the 

number of new access paths to minimize impacts to riparian vegetation and functions. 

 Project operation must cease under high flow conditions that inundate the project area, 

except for efforts to avoid or minimize resource damage. 

 Minimize time in which heavy equipment is in stream channels, and riparian areas.  Operate 

heavy equipment in streams only when project specialists believe that such actions are the 

only reasonable alternative for implementation, or would result in less sediment in the 

stream channel or damage (short- or long-term) to the overall aquatic and riparian 

ecosystem relative to other alternatives. 

 Placement of LW would occur outside of the northern spotted owl critical nesting season 

(March 1 to July 15).  

 No live trees larger than 8 inches diameter (DBH) would be removed from the primary 

shade zone of Sandy River. 

 LW would be placed during the instream work period (July 15 through August 30). 

 If capture, removal, or relocation of fish is required follow the conservation measures 

outlined in ARBO (NMFS 2008a) for capture and release of fish. 

 When necessary, de-compact compacted soil areas, such as access roads, stream crossings, 

staging, and stockpile areas. 

 Where necessary (e.g. new roads, decommissioned roads, new culvert installation sites, 

etc.), areas of disturbed soil that are a result of the proposed project would be seeded to 

abate the establishment of invasive/non-native species. Oregon Certified blue wild rye 

(Elymus glaucus) or other approved native seed would be used where seeding takes place. 

 All riparian plantings shall follow BLM direction described in BLM Instruction 

Memorandum No. OR-2001-014, Policy on the Use of Native Species Plant Material. 

 

In Source Stands  

 Only dead, wind-fallen trees would be used, and would be <150’ from established rocked or 

paved roads.   

 Disturbance of seedlings and understory vegetation would be minimized as much as 

possible.  Where appropriate, disturbed sites would be rehabilitated and planted with 

Douglas-fir seedlings appropriate to the source stands’ seed zone and elevation. 
 Damage to residual trees (scraping of the boles of leave trees, removal of branches that are 

hit by falling trees) would be avoided as much as is feasible, and source trees would be 

directionally felled toward an existing rocked road where practical.   

 Equipment travel would be limited to a single round-trip pass and treads kept on top of 

organic material and slash as much as practical to avoid disturbing the mineral soil and 

damaging residual seedlings and understory vegetation.  

 Any damage (ruts, gouges) to existing rocked roads would be repaired where appropriate. 
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2.3 No Action Alternative 
 

Under the No Action Alternative, no habitat restoration would be implemented in the Sandy 

River.  Large wood (LW) amounts and the existing low habitat complexity in the Sandy River 

would improve at a slower rate than that of the proposed action.  Improvement in instream 

habitat quality of side channels for salmon and steelhead would not likely occur.  Recruitment 

of red cedar and black cottonwood trees on floodplains needed to replace stands of old-aged 

alders would be substantially slower than under the proposed action. 

 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  
 

The identified issues, or elements of the environment affected by the proposed restoration project 

include: Floodplains and Riparian Areas, Threatened / Endangered Fish Species and Critical 

Habitat, Essential Fish Habitat, Soils, Water Quality and Channel Function, Wild and Scenic 

Rivers, and Wildlife.  Sections 3.2-3.10 describe the current conditions, trends, and the 

environmental effects of the alternatives on those elements. 

3.1 Existing Watershed Condition 
 

The project area is located within the lower Sandy River 6
th

 field watershed, and is located 

approximately 7 miles north-northwest of the town of Sandy, Oregon.  Happy Creek is a 

second order perennial tributary to the Sandy River and flows into the Sandy River at about 

river mile (RM) 13.   About 75% of the land in the Sandy River basin is federally managed, 

primarily by the U.S. Forest Service in the higher elevation portions of the basin (Table 1).  

BLM manages about 8% of the land in the lower Sandy River basin (USDI 2009a). 

 
Table 1:  Ownership in the Sandy River Watershed (Sandy Basin WQRP, p. 13) 

 
Owner % of Watershed 

Forest Service 70 

BLM 4 

State 2 

Private  22 

City of Portland 2 

 

Federal lands and thus federally controlled roads comprise a small portion of the lower Sandy 

watershed (Sandy River Watershed Analysis, USDI and USDA 2007).  No data is available on 

road densities in the lower Sandy River watershed. However, road densities are likely 

increasing in the lower Sandy River watershed as private lands are being harvested or 

developed for housing (USDI and USDA 2007).  This increase in impervious surfaces could 

increase peak flows and surface erosion, and result in elevated delivery of fine sediment to the 

river. 

 

Pool frequency and habitat complexity in the lower Sandy River is lower than potential, due to 

channelization of the river and removal of large wood following large-scale floods in the 1960s 

and 1970s (USDI and USDA 2007).   Most riparian tree stands adjacent to the lower Sandy 

River are young-aged due to past timber harvest with low potential to contribute LW to 

improve channel and habitat complexity (USDI and USDA 2007).  Fish habitat is degraded 
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because of the combined effects of channelization and diking associated with flood control 

efforts, and the removal of LW needed for the formation of complex aquatic habitats through 

channel scouring, pool formation, and gravel retention (RDG 2011, SRBP 2005).  LW 

placement to improve aquatic habitat complexity in the lower Sandy River was recommended 

in the Water Quality Restoration Plan (USDI 2009a), and Sandy River Restoration Strategy 

(SRBWG 2007).   

 

Much of the lower Sandy River has simplified floodplains and reduced access to side channels 

due to historic diking and channel alteration in response to flood flows (RDG 2011, SBWG 

2007, USDI and USDA 2007).  Improving or restoring side channel habitat in streams and 

rivers in the Sandy River Basin was recommended in the Watershed Analysis (USDI and 

USDA 2007), and is priority restoration action under the Sandy River Restoration Strategy 

(SRBWG 2007).   

 

Levels of stream shade from riparian trees are generally lower than site potential because of the 

young age of most stands adjacent to the river (USDI 2009a, USDI and USDA 2007).  Portions 

of riparian areas adjacent to lower Sandy River are vegetated with old-aged stands of alder 

(Alnus rubra) with little conifer or black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) tree recruitment 

needed to maintain stream shade and floodplain function over the long term (USDI 2009a).   

 

Lower Columbia River (LCR) steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), LCR Chinook salmon 

(O. tshawytscha), and LCR coho salmon (O. kisutch), all listed as threatened under the 

Endangered Species Act, inhabit the Sandy River.  Eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus) are also 

listed as threatened and spawn in the lower Sandy River, generally downstream of Troutdale, 

but occasionally as far upstream as the Gordon Creek confluence (just upstream of the Happy 

Creek project area).  Non-listed fish inhabiting the Sandy River include coastal cutthroat trout 

(O. clarki clarki), resident rainbow trout (O. mykiss), and sculpins (Cottus spp.). 

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has designated the Sandy River as critical 

habitat for both LCR spring and fall Chinook salmon and LCR steelhead trout (70 FR 52,630; 

September 2, 2005).  The Sandy River upstream to the Gordon Creek confluence was also 

designated as critical habitat for eulachon (76 FR 65,349; October 20, 2011).  Critical habitat 

has not yet been designated by NMFS for LCR coho salmon (www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-

Salmon-Listings/Salmon-Populations/Coho/Index.cfm).   

3.2 Floodplains and Riparian Areas 
 

Affected Environment 

 

Large wood (LW) levels are low in channels and floodplains of the lower Sandy River (RDG 

2011, SRBWG 2007, USDI and USDA 2007).  Side channel habitat complexity and 

connectivity to main channel flows are lower than expected for the site because of both low 

amounts of LW, and the historic effects of stream channelization and diking (RDG 2011, 

SRBWG 2007).  Many riparian areas adjacent to Oxbow Park are vegetated with young-aged 

conifer tree stands with shade levels lower than that of site potential for maintenance of stream 

temperature (USDI 2009a, USDI and USDA 2007).  Riparian areas adjacent to the side channel 

at Happy Creek on the lower Sandy River are vegetated with older-aged stands of alder (Alnus 
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rubra) with little conifer tree recruitment needed to maintain stream shade and floodplain 

function over the long term.  

 

Environmental Effects  

3.2.1 Proposed Action 
Restoration Project 

Addition of LW to the lower Sandy River and improving duration of flows in the Happy 

Creek side channel would improve floodplain function by increasing connectivity of side 

channel and main channel flows (Abbe et al. 2003).  A greater area of floodplain would be 

available for high flows to spread across thereby reducing erosive forces of the river.   

 

The addition of LW would increase the stability of floodplain surfaces, and increase the 

retention of naturally delivered LW, thereby reducing rates of water and bedload transport 

(McHenry et al. 2007).  Planting tree seedlings would improve stream shade and floodplain 

stability and supply LW to Sandy River over the long term (Beechie et al. 2000).  Riparian 

tree composition and structural diversity would improve over the long term with planting red 

cedar and cottonwood seedlings.  Short term impacts to riparian areas would include the 

removal of about 10 small (<8” DBH) maple, alder, and conifer trees.  These trees would be 

pushed over to enable the hauling of logs, and fill and removal materials, on temporary 

access routes. 

 

Large Wood Source Area 

Potentially a few (<10) dead, wind-fallen trees would be removed from upland vegetation 

areas adjacent the Park Access Road in section 15 (T.1S, R.4E) of Oxbow Park for use in 

the LW structures (Map 3).  Obtaining these trees for the project would have no effect on 

floodplains as the trees would be located >60 feet from intermittent stream channels (outside 

of their floodplains).   

3.2.2 Cumulative Effects  
No cumulative effects are expected for floodplain function because the project is small in 

scale and all effects are expected to be limited to the project area. 

3.2.3 No Action Alternative 
Connectivity to side channels and floodplain surfaces would be unchanged, with the river 

retaining a simplified bed form with little habitat complexity (RDG 2011, SRBWG 2007, 

USDI and USDA 2007).  High flows would be predominantly confined to a simplified main 

channel.  LW levels would continue to be low relative to that expected for the site.  Tree 

diversity and long term LW supplies of riparian stands would lower than that of the 

proposed action. 

 

3.3 Threatened / Endangered Fish Species and Critical Habitat 
 

Affected Environment 

 

Federally threatened LCR steelhead trout, LCR spring and fall Chinook, and LCR coho salmon 

spawn and rear in the lower Sandy River and NMFS has designated that the river provides 
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Critical Habitat for Chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and eulachon (see Existing Watershed 

Condition).  Eulachon occasionally spawn in the project reach, but usually are found below the 

city of Troutdale about 8 miles downstream.  Fish habitat is degraded because of the combined 

effects of channelization and diking associated with flood control efforts, and the removal of 

LW needed for the formation of complex aquatic habitats through channel scouring, pool 

formation, and gravel retention (RDG 2011, SRBP 2005).   

 

LW levels are inadequate to form complex stream habitats, and provide high quality spawning 

and rearing habitat for federally listed fish species (RDG 2011, SRBWG 2007, USDI and 

USDA 2007).   Amount and complexity of side channel habitat and connectivity to main 

channel flows are lower than that expected for the site both because of low amounts of LW, and 

the historic effects of stream channelization and diking (RDG 2011, SRBWG 2007, SRBP 

2005).  Coho salmon abundance is particularly dependent on the amount and quality of rearing 

habitat in side channels and floodplain habitats (Roni et al. 2006, Morley et al. 2005, Nickelson 

et al. 1992).  Amount of gravel dominated areas for spawning is lower than expected for the 

site because of lack of LW and channel complexity (RDG 2011, SRBWG 2007, USDI and 

USDA 2007).    

 

Several riparian areas adjacent to lower Salmon River are vegetated with old-aged stands of 

alder with little conifer or black cottonwood tree recruitment needed to supply LW to form and 

maintain complex stream habitats over the long term (Beechie et al. 2000).   

 

Environmental Effects  

3.3.1 Proposed Action 
Restoration Projects 

Placement of large wood (LW) in side channel and alcove habitats, and improved 

connectivity of the Happy Creek side channel to river flows would increase pool habitat, 

habitat complexity, and cover for salmon and steelhead in the main channel and side channel 

of the lower Sandy River (Keim et al. 2002, Beechie and Sibley 1997, Montgomery et al. 

1995, Fausch and Northcote 1992, McMahon and Hartman 1989).  Increased habitat 

availability and complexity would improve rearing conditions for steelhead, salmon, and 

resident cutthroat trout resulting in increased juvenile salmonid abundance (Pess et al. in 

review, 2003; Roni and Quinn 2001, Solazzi et al. 2000).   

 

Increased structure from LW would result in localized reductions in the velocity of high 

flows (Beschta and Platts 1987), which would result in sorting and increased deposition of 

smaller bedload materials (McHenry et al. 2007, Bilby and Ward 1989).  Retention of sand, 

gravel, and cobble would improve and create spawning areas for steelhead and salmon 

(McHenry et al. 2007).  Increased LW at the side channel entrance would improve the 

distribution and amount of hiding cover for adult salmon (Pess et al. 2003).  Restoring flows 

to side channels and addition of LW would increase the amount and quality of side channel 

habitat available for juvenile salmonids, particularly for coho salmon (Rosenfeld et al. 2008, 

Roni et al. 2006, Roni and Quinn 2001). 

 

Due to habitat quality and quantity improvement, juvenile fish abundance would improve in 

the short term with LW placement, and reconnection of side channel habitats (Pess et al. 

2011, 2003; Roni et al. 2006, Roni and Quinn 2001).  Habitat quality would also be 
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maintained and improved over the long term as the result of increased LW production 

resulting from riparian tree plantings (Beechie et al. 2000).  Condition of critical habitat for 

ESA listed fish would improve in the short and long term as the result of addition of LW, 

side channel and alcove restoration, and riparian tree plantings. 

 

Short-term impacts of the habitat restoration projects on juvenile salmonids include active 

displacement from near shore habitats when project areas are dewatered. Additionally, 

juvenile salmonids and resident trout may be displaced from the side channel inlet and 

alcove project areas by elevated turbidity from in stream work (and have to compete with 

greater numbers of fish for food; Bjornn and Reiser 1991).  If the juvenile fish remain in the 

project area their feeding could be disrupted (unable to see prey items) by the short term 

increases in turbidity (Bjornn and Reiser 1991).  Juvenile salmonids that occupy the section 

of Happy Creek that would be dewatered when the stream is realigned to its original channel 

would be stressed when captured and moved to the Sandy River prior to start of channel 

realignment work.  Fish inhabiting this section of the creek would be captured following 

ARBO guidelines (NMFS 2008a). 

 

Risk of short-term soil erosion from access routes in adjacent riparian areas is minimal (see 

soils section) and thus short term sediment impacts to listed fish would primarily be from in-

channel work.   

 

Eulachon would not be affected by the project as they spawn prior to the in-water work 

period, and the larvae immediately leave the project area when they are swept downstream 

by river currents.  Additionally, eulachon rarely spawn in the Sandy River as far upstream as 

the Happy Creek project area. 

 

No long-term adverse effects of the restoration projects on ESA listed fish or their habitat 

are expected because turbidity levels would return to background levels soon after cessation 

of in-water work.  Additionally, no sediment is expected to move from access routes to the 

river long-term because soils are sandy and well-drained (see soils section) and the routes 

would be revegetated upon completion of the project (see Restoration Plan). 

 

Large Wood Source Area  

Obtaining downed trees from BLM stands adjacent to Happy Creek would have no effect on 

listed fish or their habitat.  No ground disturbance would be allowed within 60 ft. of 

intermittent stream channels. 

3.3.2 Cumulative Effects  
Cumulatively this action in combination with other restoration actions planned in the 

Salmon River and Sandy River watershed (SRBWG 2007) would improve habitat conditions 

for listed fish, including Critical Habitat for ESA listed steelhead trout and Chinook salmon. 

No adverse cumulative impacts to listed fish and critical habitat are expected because 

increases in turbidity and displacement or disturbance of listed fish associated with in-water 

work would be both short-term (hours in duration) and limited in distribution. 

3.3.3 No Action Alternative 
Main channel habitat complexity and access to and quality of spawning and rearing habitat 

in side channels would continue to be low relative to that expected for the site (RDG 2011, 
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SRBWG 2007, USDI and USDA 2007).  The condition of Critical Habitat for ESA listed 

steelhead trout and Chinook salmon would continue to be low relative to the habitat quality 

expected for the site (SRBWG 2007, USDA 1995).   

 

 

3.4 Essential Fish Habitat 
 

Affected Environment 

 

The Sandy River is designated as Essential Fish habitat under the Magnuson-Stevens Act 

because it is inhabited by Chinook and coho salmon.  Existing habitat conditions were 

described previously in section 3.3. 

 

Environmental Effects  

3.4.1 Proposed Action 
Restoration Projects 

Effects to Essential Fish Habitat are the same as that described in section 3.3.1 for 

threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead and their Critical Habitat. 

 

Large Wood Source Area  

Obtaining downed trees from BLM stands adjacent to Happy Creek would have no effect on 

essential fish habitat.  No ground disturbance would be allowed within 60 ft. of intermittent 

stream channels. 

3.4.2 Cumulative Effects  
Cumulatively this action in combination with other restoration actions planned and recently 

implemented in the Salmon River and Sandy River watershed (SRBWG 2007) would 

improve Essential Fish Habitat in the Sandy River basin. 

3.4.3 No Action Alternative 
Stream habitat complexity and access to and quality of rearing habitat in side channels 

would continue to be low relative to that expected for the site.  Main channel habitat quality 

would be unchanged, with the river retaining predominantly a simplified channel form with 

little habitat complexity (RDG 2011, SRBWG 2007, USDI and USDA 2007).   

 

 

3.5 Vegetation 
 

Affected Environment     

 

Forested Areas adjacent to Restoration Site 

The forested areas surrounding the proposed side channel and Happy Creek project areas on the 

Sandy River are predominantly vegetated with Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) stands with 

an understory dominated by sword fern (Polystichum munitum) and vine maple (Acer 

circinatum).  Additional trees present include western red cedar (Thuja plicata), big leaf maple 

(Acer grandiflorum), and black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa).   Floodplain areas 

immediately adjacent to the river are dominated by red alder (Alnus rubra,) and black 
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cottonwood, and willow (Salix spp.) stands.  No T&E, SSS, or S&M plant species are present.  

A portion of the area adjacent to Happy Creek and the side channel has been developed for 

Park visitors and includes a grass lawn and picnic area, and bathroom facility.  

 

Large Wood Source Area 

Dead, wind-fallen trees (up to 10 trees) used in this project would be obtained from forested 

stands on BLM land in Oxbow Park in T.1S, R.4E, Section 15 adjacent to the Park Entrance 

Road (Map 3).  In this area, overstory trees consist mainly of Douglas-fir, and big-leaf maple 

with scattered red cedar.  Understory shrubs consist primarily of vine maple, and sword fern. 

 

Environmental Effects  

3.5.1 Proposed Action 
Forested Areas adjacent to Restoration Sites 

No sensitive or special status plants are present, thus there are no expected effects to these 

species as a result of the proposed action.  Invasive non-native species introduction would be 

prevented using project design features described in section 2.2.1 of this document.  The use 

of “native” certified weed free straw and seed and/or other native species would be used 

where needed for revegetation of disturbed areas that are a result of the proposed action.   

 

About 10 trees (<8 inches DBH), primarily red alder or big-leaf maple, would be removed 

from temporary access routes to restoration sites.  Trees removed from temporary access 

routes would be incorporated into the proposed log structures.   

 

Large Wood Source Area 

A few seedlings or shrubs may be damaged by logs being dragged along or over them when 

downed, dead trees are moved from the forest floor to adjacent roads to be loaded on log 

trucks, or moved by an excavator to Happy Creek or the side channel.  Damage to live trees 

in the stand may include removal of bark and scraping up the sides of residual trees as 

project trees are moved to the road.   Damage to live trees can be avoided by the equipment 

operator carefully choosing routes to move the dead trees along to the road and limiting 

source trees to those within 150 feet of existing roads (see design features in section 2.2.1).  

3.5.2 Cumulative Effects 
Cumulatively this action would have little effect on the overall health and vigor of any 

disturbed sites or forested areas if restoration actions are implemented where appropriate 

and care is used by the operator when trees are removed and transported. No effects to T&E, 

SSS, or S&M species are anticipated as a result of the proposed action.  No negative affect 

from invasive non-native species is anticipated as a result of the proposed action. 

3.5.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative no construction or habitat modification would take place 

and no new ground disturbance would occur.  Therefore, no impacts to current vegetation 

condition or native vegetation would occur. 
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3.6 Soils 
 

Affected Environment     

 

Soils adjacent to Sandy River formed via river deposition in flat areas or from colluviums 

derived from the steep volcanic hillsides that constrain the river. Soil maps and descriptions of 

project soil characteristics are available at the Natural Resource Conservation Service web site: 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/. 

 

Soils on the floodplains and terraces adjacent to the Oxbow project area are mapped as 

“Dabney loamy sand” and were deposited by river flooding. The project area also includes 

areas mapped as “River alluvium” (in the main channel and side-channel areas). The Dabney 

soil is excessively drained (drought prone) and acidic.  During field investigations of the 

project area Cascades Resource Area biologists determined that the soil in the floodplain 

adjacent to the project area is primarily a well-drained sandy soil that was disturbed when 

native vegetation was converted to grass.  Recent flooding has deposited a layer of silt on the 

grassed surface indicating that this floodplain remains accessible to river flooding and 

deposition.  

 

Environmental Effects  

3.6.1 Proposed Action 
 

Alluvial surfaces adjacent to Restoration Sites 

 

Transport of trees, excavation and fill materials on temporary access routes on floodplains 

adjacent to the Sandy River would disturb and compact the soils within the proposed routes.  

On the Dabney soil, the surface grass layers (approximately 0.2 foot in depth) would be 

mixed and pulverized into the subsoil (composed primarily of well graded, medium sands) 

by repeated vehicle traffic across the temporary access routes.  This material is excessively 

drained and, especially during the operating season (July-August) is not highly susceptible 

to compaction.  Truck traffic would result in a small increase in bulk density (already high at 

1.2-1.4 gm/cc) of <10%, however, rutting and displacement of the surface grass layer would 

likely occur. 

 

Due to the flat surfaces and rapid drainage, the risk of soil erosion is minimal.  Light tillage 

of the surface following project implementation would help restore the soil's bulk density 

but the mixing of surface and subsurface layers would remain.  Full recovery of pre-

disturbance conditions would likely take several years although no permanent effect to the 

soil's physical and biological properties is expected. 

 

3.6.2 Cumulative Effects  
Because the effects of the proposed action on soils are expected to be short-term, (maximum 

3-4 years), and localized (would not occur beyond the disturbed surfaces), no cumulative 

effects are expected. 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
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3.6.3 No Action Alternative 
No additional disturbance to soils would occur. 

 

3.7 Water Quality and Channel Function 
 

Affected Environment 

 

The Sandy River is subject to the conditions of the Sandy River Basin TMDL completed by the 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) in 2005 

(http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/TMDLs/docs/sandybasin/tmdlwqmp.pdf).  Essentially, the TMDL requires 

the recovery or maintenance of full potential shade along all perennial streams in the Sandy 

basin.  The Water Quality Restoration Plan (WQRP) for the Sandy River Basin (USDI 2009a) 

identified the need to restore channel and riparian conditions on the lower Sandy River to 

improve water quality and make progress towards TMDL targets for water temperature for the 

sub-basin.  A rapid shade assessment indicated perennial stream channels on BLM managed 

lands in the basin all meet the shade target (USDI 2009a).  Providing adequate amounts and 

distribution of large wood to maintain physical stream complexity and stability was identified 

in the Sandy River Water Quality Restoration Plan
1
 as a high priority for restoration of water 

quality.   

 

Environmental Effects  

3.7.1 Proposed Action  
 

Water Quality 

 
The addition of large wood (LW) to Sandy River would increase floodwater access to 

floodplain surfaces.  The riparian canopy currently provides near to full potential shade for 

this reach and would not be altered under the proposal.  Over the short term, stream 

temperature would be largely unaffected by this proposal; although some reduction in 

stream temperature could result from shading of surface waters by the increase in pool 

cover, it would be difficult to detect.  Sediment deposition may increase slightly in the short 

term as a result of LW locally reducing stream velocities.  Over the long term, increased 

access to side channel habitat may help cool stream temperatures. 

 

The reconnection of the diverted channel and construction of a step-pool reach to the side-

channel could lead to pulses of highly turbid water following reconnection at the new 

culvert installation site.  In the side-channel location, the proposal could produce short term 

(periods up to an hour during in-stream work) plumes of turbidity as a result of bed and bank 

disturbance.   

 

Turbidity at the sites of disturbance could exceed state standards during the period of 

activity and could measure as much as several hundred NTUs (nephelometric turbidity 

units) for short durations (seconds to minutes) in the vicinity of the disturbance and 

                                                 
1
 Sandy Basin Water Quality Restoration Plan. March 30, 2009, Bureau of Land Management, Salem District, p. 30. 

http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/TMDLs/docs/sandybasin/tmdlwqmp.pdf
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immediately downstream.  The increased turbidity is unlikely to be visible or measurable 

beyond 800 meters below the site of the disturbance (see Foltz and Yanosek 2005).   

 

In addition, increases in turbidity would likely occur during storm events in the year 

following project work as fine sediment supplies are redistributed.  Turbidity levels would 

likely decrease as disturbed surfaces (and the channel bed) become “armored” (i.e., fines are 
removed) within the first several storm events.  Any sediment yield increase would be 

difficult to measure and is unlikely to contribute more than 0.01% to the supply or transport 

of sediment in these watersheds. 

 

Over the long term (years to decades) the proposed action is expected to help improve and 

maintain water quality by slowing the transport of sediment through the system and 

providing additional slow water velocity areas for the deposition of fine particles (silts, sand 

and clays).  Restoring a stable vegetative community through LW placement and planting of 

riparian tree seedlings would help maintain cool temperatures in the springs that emerge 

from the groundwater source area of the project channel. 

 

Channel Function 
 
Placing LW into Sandy River would affect streamflow and channel morphology by altering 

channel roughness and geometry, reducing stream velocity, and redirecting flow around the 

obstructions.  Site specific effects can be anticipated, but cannot be precisely predicted.   

 

Effects include:  reductions in stream gradient and flow velocity in the vicinity of 

obstructions with consequent deposition of suspended materials and a fining of (i.e., 

reduction in the medium particle size) of channel substrates behind structures; bed scour and 

increased velocities in the vicinity of obstructions; increased bank erosion in areas where 

materials divert stream flow into the bank; reductions in bank erosion in areas where 

materials divert flows away from the banks.   

 

Overall, the increase in roughness elements in the channel is expected to increase transit 

time for organic and inorganic materials moving through the system (i.e., they would be held 

in place longer), increase hydraulic “complexity,” increase channel scour, reduce rate of 

sediment transport by increasing sediment storage, increase complexity and alter the ratio of 

bed forms (i.e., pools and riffles), and increase over bank flood flows (on a small scale 

adjacent to deposited materials).   

 

All of these effects are anticipated to be highest immediately after LW placement with a 

gradual diminution until a form of dynamic equilibrium is reached.   

 

Again, this can be anticipated, but not precisely predicted because timing of this process 

would be highly dependent upon the timing, quantity and size of winter peak flow events, 

which are stochastic in nature.   

 

In addition, over time the LW added is expected to trap wood entering the stream from 

upstream riparian areas.  This would increase the quantity and complexity of wood in the 

channel over the next century.  For the reasons described above, it is anticipated that these 

alterations to channel morphology and hydraulics would directly increase aquatic habitat 

diversity. 
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3.7.2 Cumulative Effects  
Cumulatively this action would add to the recovery of aquatic habitat, sediment transport 

regime and functional stream channels in the Sandy River.  This could contribute to a long 

term reduction in the turbidity and stream temperature.  

3.7.3 No Action Alternative 
Over the long term with delivery of LW from upstream reaches, water quality would 

improve due to increased floodplain stability and riparian tree colonization of areas with low 

tree shading.  Improvement in water quality would be at a slower rate than that of the 

proposed action.  Additionally, with natural recruitment of LW channel function would also 

improve over the long term, but at a slower rate than under the proposed action.  Water 

quality would likely improve within 100-300 years as LW is delivered from upstream 

segments and trees colonize floodplain areas stabilized by the LW, compared to a similar 

level of improvement within 15-25 years under the proposed action (see Jones and Schmidt, 

2009). 

 

 

3.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers/Recreation 
 

Affected Environment 

 

In 1988, as part of the Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, a 12.5 mile section of 

the lower Sandy River was designated a National Wild and Scenic River (WSR).  The intent 

of the Wild and Scenic River Act is to maintain the free-flowing character of the Sandy 

River corridor and to protect its values.  Those values were termed by Congress as 

"outstandingly remarkable values."  Outstandingly remarkable values are values or 

opportunities in a river corridor what are directly related to the river and which are rare, 

unique or exemplary from a regional or national perspective. 

 

The Outstandingly Remarkable Values for which the Sandy WSR was designated includes 

Scenic, Fisheries, Recreation, Geology, Wildlife, Water Quality, Botanical and Ecological.  

The proposed project is located within the recreational segment of the Sandy Wild and 

Scenic River, which extends from Indian John Island downstream to Dabney State Park.  

Under a Recreational classification, rivers are readily accessible by road or railroad and have 

a greater degree of development along their shorelines. 

 

 In 1993, the BLM and its partners completed the Sandy Wild and Scenic River and State 

Scenic Waterway Management Plan (Sandy River Plan).  The Sandy River Plan provides for 

balanced protection and enhancement of all values found to be outstandingly remarkable.   

 

The relevant reach of the Sandy River is prized for its scenic qualities. The river is 

characterized by a canyon like appearance, with near-pristine vegetative and topographic 

characteristics.  The scenic quality is enhanced by a natural-appearing river channel that 

features rushing rapids, still pools and diverse riverside vegetation.  Side channels entrances 

and large wood are visible throughout this segment. 
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The Sandy River provides high quality recreational opportunities that serve as a destination 

for residents from throughout the region.  The river is well known as a destination for drift 

boating, whitewater boating and bank fishing.  The river corridor’s relatively pristine and 
natural setting and exceptional fishing opportunities are major components of the area’s 
appeal for recreation visitors.  The Sandy River Plan estimated visitor use along the lower 

Sandy at nearly 1,000,000 annually.  A more recent estimate of visitor use has not been 

compiled.     

 

The project is within the boundaries of Oxbow Regional Park.  The Park, operated by the 

Metro Regional Government, provides a variety of recreational opportunities including 

camping, hiking, picnicking, boating, sport fishing and wildlife viewing.  Metro reports the 

park hosts approximately 250,000 visitors per year, primarily between Memorial Day and 

the end of September. 

 

Environmental Effects  

3.8.1 Proposed Action 
 

See the appendix (Section 7 Determination: Happy Creek Fisheries Restoration Project) for 

an analysis of impacts to WSR values and a determination that the project does not 

constitute a ‘direct and adverse’ effect. 
 

Based on the side channel location, the project would present no obstacle to boater 

navigation at any flow level.  The log jam would mimic natural log jams present throughout 

the designated reach and present a hazard comparable with naturally occurring features.  By 

limiting the scenic impacts of the project, the recreation experience of river-based users is 

not expected to be impacted after project completion. 

 

Construction of the Happy Creek culvert within Oxbow Regional Park would cause a 

temporary disturbance to recreational traffic, but this effect would be mitigated through 

project timing. 

 

The visual contrast created by the project is expected to be short term.  For about one year, 

the primitive appearance of the reach would be slightly impacted by soil and vegetation 

disturbance resulting from transport of restoration materials on temporary access routes, and 

disturbance associated with the use of an excavator to construct ELJs and excavate side-

channel openings.  Temporary access routes would largely be located >100 ft. from the 

river, and thus would be visually screened from the river corridor by existing riparian and 

floodplain vegetation. The design of the log jam and associated features is not expected to 

conflict with the existing visual setting of the general area.   

 

The project location would likely be visible to on-river users for five to twenty minutes 

based on user type and river flows. 

 

Within 1 to 3 years, it is expected that the log jam structures would take on a natural 

appearance and be substantially unnoticeable by the casual river user.  This process would 

be quickened by the steps taken to prepare the logs for the structure and make them natural 

in appearance.  Over the long term impacts to primitiveness would by negligible as logs 
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weather and other LW accumulates from upstream reaches and access routes are revegetated 

(see Restoration Plan, Section 2.2). There would be no long term impacts to the Recreational 

Classification of the river, or the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of Scenery and Wildlife. 

 

The realignment of Happy Creek to its natural channel and the restoration of side channel 

habitat along with lower Sandy River would improve floodplain function by increasing 

connectivity of side channel and main channel flows, and by increasing the stability of 

floodplain surfaces.  Reconnection of Happy Creek to its former channel will increase the 

overall naturalness of Oxbow Regional Park and the river segment over the long term.    

 

Large Wood Source Areas  

Dispersed recreation in the tree source stands in T.1S,R.4E, Section 15 (Map 3), consisting 

primarily of hiking and wildlife viewing, would not be impacted because only windfallen 

trees are proposed to be removed, would be widely spaced so as not to create large areas of 

disturbance and would be removed near existing maintained roads.   

 

Cumulative Effects  

No cumulative effects to the Recreational Classification or the Outstandingly Remarkable 

Values of Sandy River are expected through the implementation of this project. This project 

is short term (less than one month) and small in scale with effects limited to the immediate 

project area.  

3.8.2 No Action Alternative 
Over the long term with delivery of LW from upstream reaches, channel stability and instream 

habitat conditions and would be expected to improve.  With improvement in channel stability 

the primitive appearance of the segment would also improve over the long term, but at a slower 

rate than that of the proposed action.  No impacts to primitiveness would be expected over the 

short term. 

 

3.9 Wildlife  
 

Affected Environment 

 

The habitat in the vicinity of the project sites consists of mature forest, and riparian habitat.  

The mature forest habitat is about 150 years of age and consists of Douglas-fir, Western 

hemlock, with some red alder and big leaf maple.   

 

The riparian habitat is similar in composition, with a significant component of big-leaf maple 

and red alder.   Understory shrub layers and ground cover is fairly well developed with vine 

maple, huckleberries, salal, and sword fern predominating.   

 

The closest known spotted owl sites are over 3 miles away from the project sites.  Existing 

disturbance factors are very high due to their proximity to human activity resulting in high year 

round noise levels, reducing the suitability of the habitat for many species of wildlife, including 

spotted owls.   
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Harlequin ducks (Bureau Sensitive) have been observed during their spring migration from 

their wintering grounds on the coast, up the Sandy River upstream to their breeding grounds in 

headwater tributaries.   

     

A number of migratory birds which are associated with late successional forest are expected to 

breed in the project area and source stands. 

 

Environmental Effects  

3.9.1 Proposed Action 
Due to the location, nature, timing, and short duration of the activities at the project sites and 

source stands, there would be no adverse effects to spotted owl.  No suitable or dispersal 

habitat would be altered, and the project would not reduce the overall function of any habitat 

for the spotted owl.   

 

Due to the timing of activities at the projects sites on the Sandy River, the project is expected to 

have no adverse effects to harlequin ducks.  The project would occur outside the migration 

period, and is not located in any known nesting or brood rearing habitat. 

 

Effects to migratory birds and habitat are expected to be low due to the nature, duration and 

timing of this project.  The project would not be implemented until later in the summer when 

the majority of bird species have finished nesting.   

3.9.2 Cumulative Effects  
Due to the nature, duration and timing of this project, cumulative effects to wildlife species, 

including special status species and migratory birds, would be minimal.  No habitat types 

would be changed, degraded or downgraded as a result of this project.  The project area would 

remain late successional forest and streamside riparian habitat.    

3.9.3 No Action Alternative 
Mature forest and streamside habitat in the project area would remain unchanged and 

undisturbed.   
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3.10 Other Elements of the Environment Based On Authorities and Management 
Direction 

 

Table 2: Elements of the Environment to be analyzed based on Authorities and 
Management Direction 

 

Table 2: Element of the Environment /Authority Remarks/Effects 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

In compliance with PCFFA IV (Civ. No. 04-1299RSM), 

this project complies with the Aquatic Conservation 

Strategy described in the Northwest Forest Plan and 

RMP. This project also complies with the PCFFA II (265 

F.3d 1028 (9th Cir. 2001)) by analyzing the site scale 

effects on the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.  EA 

sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, and 5.2.1 show how this 

project meets the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the 

context of the PCFFA cases.    

Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended (42 USC 

7401 et seq.)  

This project would have no effect on air quality because 

the project does not include any prescribed burn actions. 

Cultural Resources (National Historic 

Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC 470) [40 

CFR 1508.27(b)(3)], [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(8)] 

Inventories were completed prior to project 

implementation resulting in compliance with this 

direction. The project would have no effect on this 

element because no cultural resources were determined 

to be present in the proposed project areas.   

Ecologically critical areas [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

The project would take place outside of areas of critical 

environmental concern (ACEC).  

Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

this project would not interfere with the Energy Policy 

(Executive Order 13212). 

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898, 

"Environmental Justice" February 11, 1994) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

project would have no effect on low income populations.  

Fish Habitat, Essential (Magnuson-Stevens Act 

Provision: Essential Fish Habitat (EFH): Final 

Rule (50 CFR Part 600; 67 FR 2376, January 17, 

2002) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

NOAA’s Biological Opinion (2008) determined habitat 

restoration actions would not result in adverse 

modification of EFH.  Addressed in text (Section  3.4) 

Farm Lands,  Prime [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 

The project would have no effect on this element 

because no prime farm lands are present on BLM land 

within the Cascades RA. 

Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended, Floodplain 

Management, 5/24/77) 

This project is in compliance with this direction. 

Addressed in text (Section  3.2)     

Hazardous or Solid Wastes (Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (43 USC 

6901 et seq.)  

Comprehensive Environmental Repose 

Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 

amended (43 USC 9615) 

The project is in compliance with this direction because 

the Contractor is required to have a Spill Containment 

Kit and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 

Plan (SPCC) in case the excavator or other equipment 

leaks fuel or oil during the large wood work.  The SPCC 

Plan will be reviewed and accepted by the Contracting 

Officer prior to initiating project work (Section 2.2.1). 

Healthy Forests Restoration Act (Healthy Forests 

Restoration Act of 2003 (P.L. 108-148) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

the project would have no adverse effect on the Healthy 

forests restoration act. 

Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of 1918, as 
amended (16 USC 703 et seq) 

This project is in compliance with the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act – Interim Management Guidance (BLM WO-

2008-050).   Addressed in text (Section 3.9) 
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Table 2: Element of the Environment /Authority Remarks/Effects 

Native American Religious Concerns (American 

Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 

1996) 

This project is in compliance with the AIRFA because 

there no known Native American religious sites are in 

the project area and no concerns from any Tribes were 

received during the scoping period. Addressed in text 

(Section 5.2). 

Noxious weed or non-Invasive, Species (Federal 

Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 

13112) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

due to the manner in which material would be 

transported to, and moved on site, no adverse effect from 

invasive species is anticipated.  Excavator, self-loader, 

and other equipment would be washed and inspected 

prior to entering public lands to insure that no invasive 

weeds would be transported to the project site (USDI 

2003). (Section 2.2.1) 

Park lands [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] No Parklands are present within the project area.  

Public Health and Safety [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)] 

The project would have no adverse concern on public 

health and safety because all actions would follow 

established safety procedures for operating equipment, 

minimizing emissions, and avoiding fuel spills. (Section 
2.2.1) 

Other Special Status Species  

(BLM Manual 6840) 

Fish - No other special status fish species are present in 

the Salmon River.  
Plants - No suitable habitat for Special Status Species 

(SSS) is present, no SSS are known from or expected to 

occur in the proposed project area or close proximity, 

and the project would not contribute to the need to list 

any SSS as threatened or endangered under the 

Endangered Species Act. Due to the nature of the 

project, identified suitable habitat would not be 

compromised. 

Wildlife - The proposal would not contribute to the need 

to list any special status wildlife species due to the 

location, nature, duration and timing of the project.  

Addressed in text (Section 3.9). 

Threatened or Endangered Species (Endangered 

Species Act of 1983, as amended (16 USC 1531) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

there would be no adverse effects to habitats of 

Threatened or Endangered Species. 

Fish  - Addressed in text (Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 5.2.1.2) 

Plants - No T&E plant species or habitat are known or 

suspected to exist in the project area. 

Wildlife - The proposed action would have no adverse 

effects to T&E wildlife or habitat due to the location, 

nature, duration and timing of the project.  Addressed in 

text (Sections 3.9 and  5.2.1.1) 

Water Quality –Drinking, Ground (Safe Drinking 

Water Act, as amended (43 USC 300f et seq.) 

Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC 1251 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction. 

Addressed in text (Section  3.7) 

Wetlands (E.O. 11990 Protection of Wetlands 

5/24/77) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

no jurisdictional wetlands are in the project area.  

Addressed in text  (Section 3.2) 

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Act, as amended (16 USC 1271) [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

the project follows direction for management within 

W&S rivers Addressed in text (Section 3.8) 
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Table 2: Element of the Environment /Authority Remarks/Effects 

Wilderness (Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 1701 et seq.); 

Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 USC 1131 et seq.) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because 

the project does not take place within Wilderness.  

 

3.11 Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy  

3.11.1 Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy 
 

Table 3 shows compliance with the four components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy for 

all Action alternatives (1/ Riparian Reserves, 2/ Key Watersheds, 3/ Watershed Analysis and 4/ 

Watershed Restoration).   

 

Table 3: Compliance of Components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy 
 

ACS Component Project Consistency 

Component 1 - 

Riparian Reserves 

The proposed project would not negatively affect the integrity of Riparian 

Reserves.  Placement of LW and planting tree seedlings would improve 

riparian and floodplain functioning. 

Component 2 - Key 

Watershed 

The lower Sandy River watershed is not a key watershed.  The Salmon River 

is a primary tributary to the Sandy River and is a Tier 1 key watershed. The 

proposed project has been designed to meet the Tier 1 objective of conserving 

anadromous and resident fish species.  

Component 3 - 

Watershed Analysis 

The Sandy River Watershed Analysis (WA) was conducted by BLM and 

USFS in 2007.  The WA recommended placement of LW on lower Sandy 

River to improve side channel connectivity, floodplain function, and aquatic 

habitat complexity.   

Component 4 - 

Watershed Restoration  

The proposed project is a restoration project.  The restoration objectives of the 

project are described in section 1.3. 

 

3.11.2 Documentation of Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy 
Objectives for all Action Alternatives 

 

This project was reviewed against the ACS objectives at the project scale (IM-OR-2007-60). 

Table 4 describes the project’s consistency with the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy 
Objectives.  

 

Table 4: Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives  
 

Consistency with ACS Objectives  Reasoning  

1. Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, 
and complexity of watershed and landscape-
scale features to ensure protection of the aquatic 
systems to which species, populations and 
communities are uniquely adapted. 

 

Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 

No Action Alternative:  The No Action alternative would 

maintain the simplified aquatic habitat that currently exists.  

The current distribution, diversity and complexity of 

watershed and landscape-scale features would also be 
maintained.  

 
Proposed Action: The diversity and complexity of aquatic 



Happy Creek Habitat Restoration EA #OR-S040-2012-0003                June 2012    p. 40   

Consistency with ACS Objectives  Reasoning  

Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 

ACS objective 1. 

habitat would be enhanced.  The aquatic system would be 

restored to more closely resemble that to which the species, 

communities and populations are adapted. (Section 3.3) 

2. Maintain and restore spatial and temporal 
connectivity within and between watersheds. 

 

Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 

Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 
ACS objective 2. 

 No Action Alternative:  Current connectivity within and 

between watersheds would be maintained.   

 

Proposed Action: Connectivity within the watershed may 

be improved through improvement of habitat complexity. 

(Section 3.3) 

3. Maintain and restore the physical integrity of 
the aquatic system, including shorelines, banks, 
and bottom configurations. 

 

The No Action Alternative may retard the attainment of 

ACS objective 3.  The Proposed Action does not retard 
or prevent the attainment of ACS objective 3. 

No Action Alternative:  The current condition of physical 

integrity would be maintained or improve slightly over the 

long term  

 

Proposed Action:  The physical integrity of shorelines, 

banks and bottom configurations would be restored by 

means of reintroduction of large structural elements and 

the retention of bedload that currently is routed rapidly 

through the system. (Section 3.2, 3.3, and 3.7) 

4. Maintain and restore water quality necessary to 
support healthy riparian, aquatic, and wetland 
ecosystems.  

 

Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 
Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 

ACS objective 4. 

No Action Alternative:  The current condition of the 

water quality would be maintained. 

 

Proposed Action: Placement of LW and planting tree 

seedlings would improve water quality over the long term 

by increasing stream shade. Water quality would also be 

improved by increasing sediment deposition by placing 

LW to create areas of decreased stream velocities. (Section 

3.7) 

5. Maintain and restore the sediment regime under 
which aquatic ecosystems evolved. 

 

The No Action Alternative may retard the attainment of 
ACS objective 5.  The Proposed Action does not retard 

or prevent the attainment of ACS objective 5. 

No Action Alternative:  Sediment currently in Sandy 

River would be expected to route quickly through the 

system.  Bedload transport would continue at a rapid pace 

with little instream structure to retain it. 

 

Proposed Action: The addition of large wood (LW) 

structure would be expected to retain some of the bedload 

in Sandy River. Throughout the project area the sediment 

regime would be restored to one more closely resembling 

that under which the aquatic ecosystems evolved. (Sections 

3.3 and 3.7) 

6. Maintain and restore in-stream flows sufficient 
to create and sustain riparian, aquatic, and 
wetland habitats and to retain patterns of 
sediment, nutrient, and wood routing. 

 

Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 
Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 

ACS objective 6. 

No Action Alternative:  No change in in-streams flows 

would be anticipated.   

 

Proposed Action:  The project would restore the natural 

flow pattern of Happy Creek, which was previously 

diverted for road construction. It would also result in 

localized reductions in the velocities of high flows, and 

would restore patterns of sediment, nutrient and wood 

routing. (Sections 3.3 and 3.7) 
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Consistency with ACS Objectives  Reasoning  

 

7. Maintain and restore the timing, variability, and 
duration of floodplain inundation and water 
table elevation in meadows and wetlands. 

 

Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 
Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 

ACS objective 7. 

No Action Alternative: The current condition of flood 

plains and their likelihood of inundation, as well as the 

water table elevations in meadows and wetlands is 

expected to be maintained. 

  

Proposed Action: The addition of large wood structures is 

likely to restore floodplain inundation and water table 

elevation to the extent that the channel allows. No 

meadows and wetlands are near the project area. (Section 

3.2) 

8. Maintain and restore the species composition 
and structural diversity of plant communities in 
riparian areas and wetlands to provide adequate 
summer and winter thermal regulation, nutrient 
filtering, appropriate rates of surface erosion, 
bank erosion, and channel migration and to 
supply amounts and distributions of coarse 
woody debris sufficient to sustain physical 
complexity and stability. 

 
Both the No Action and the Proposed Action 

Alternatives do not retard or prevent the attainment of 

ACS objective 8. 

No Action Alternative:  Development of physical 

complexity and stability would occur over the long term as 

LW is delivered to the project site from upstream reaches.   

 

Proposed Action:  Riparian tree plantings would improve 

the species composition and structural diversity of riparian 

plant communities and improve supplies of LW over the 

long term.  Restoration of plant composition would occur 

faster than under the no action alternative. (Section 3.2) 

9. Maintain and restore habitat to support well-
distributed populations of native plant, 
invertebrate and vertebrate riparian-dependent 
species. 

 

The No Action Alternative may retard the attainment of 

ACS objective 9.  The Proposed Action does not retard 
or prevent the attainment of ACS objective 9.  

No Action Alternative:  The aquatic habitat would remain 

in a simplified state and less capable of supporting well-

distributed populations of native invertebrate and 

vertebrate populations. 

 
Proposed Action: Aquatic habitat in the Sandy River 

would be more capable of supporting well-distributed 

populations of native invertebrate and vertebrate 

populations due to increased habitat complexity and 

diversity. (Section 3.3) 
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4.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 

 

Resource Name 

Botany TES and Special Attention Plant Species Terry Fennell 

Cultural Resources Heather Ulrich 

Fisheries Bruce Zoellick 

Hydrology/ Water Quality Patrick Hawe 

NEPA  Carolyn Sands 

Recreation Sites and Visual Resources Management and 

Rural Interface 
Adam Milnor 

Soils Patrick Hawe 

Vegetation Terry Fennell 

Wildlife TES and Special Attention Animal Species Jim England 

 

5.0 CONTACTS AND CONSULTATION   
 

5.1 Coordination with other Agencies and Organizations 
 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) biologists were consulted with regarding 

project impacts to salmon and steelhead habitats. 

5.2 Consultation (ESA Section 7 and Section 106 with SHPO) 

5.2.1 ESA Section 7 Consultation  

5.2.1.1 US Fish and Wildlife Service    

Consultation for proposed fish habitat restoration projects such as this one are included in the   

Programmatic Biological Assessment for Aquatic Habitat Restoration Activities in Oregon 

and Washington, CY 2007 – CY 2012.  A Programmatic Biological Opinion and Letter of 

Concurrence for Aquatic Restoration Activities (ARBO) were issued on June 14, 2007 (FWS 

Reference # 13420-2007-F-0055).  The only threatened or endangered species which this 

project could affect would be the northern spotted owl.  Due to the location, nature, duration 

and timing of this project, no adverse effects to northern spotted owls or their habitat are 

anticipated (no effect from habitat modification or disturbance).  No suitable or dispersal 

habitat would be removed or downgraded, and the project would not reduce the overall 

function of any habitat for the spotted owl.   
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The project would have no disturbance effects to the spotted owl because the project would 

occur mostly outside of the critical nesting season for spotted owls (after July 1), and is not 

located within disturbance distance of any known spotted owl sites.  The project would have 

no effects on Critical Habitat because the project sites and source stand are not located in 

Critical Habitat. 

5.2.1.2 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

NMFS (2008a, b) concluded that restoration projects similar to this one may affect, but are not 

likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Lower Columbia River (LCR) steelhead trout, 

LCR coho salmon, and LCR Chinook salmon, nor are they likely to adversely modify their 

designated critical habitat.  Consultation for aquatic restoration projects such as this are 

included in the Programmatic Consultation Biological Opinion and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Consultation, Revisions to Standard 

Local Operating Procedures for Endangered Species to Administer Stream Restoration and Fish 

Passage Improvement Activities Authorized or Carried Out by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

in Oregon (SLOPES IV Restoration) issued by NMFS on February 25, 2008. 

 

The project would have no effect on eulachon.  Thus, no consultation with NMFS is needed 

regarding this species.  Eulachon spawn prior to the in-water work period (start of the project) 

and the larvae are swept downstream immediately after hatching (thus leaving the project area 

immediately). Adult eulachon will not return again to the Sandy River until after high flows in 

the fall, winter, and spring flush the river bottom substrates, such that small amounts of 

turbidity and suspended sediment resulting from project actions will no longer be present when 

they spawn. 

5.2.2 Cultural Resources - Sec. 106 Consultation with State Historical Preservation 
 Office:   

Cultural surveys were conducted in compliance with section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act for the areas to be impacted by stream restoration and removal of wind-fallen 

trees for restoration purposes. 

 

All areas to be disturbed by the Happy Creek Side Channel Restoration project were 

inventoried for cultural resources and none were located, therefore consultation with SHPO is 

not required.  If at any time during the project any cultural resources are observed, all 

activities must cease until a professional archaeologist can assess the significance of the 

discovery. 

5.3 Public Scoping and Notification  
 

A scoping letter was sent on March 28, 2012 to federal, tribal, state and municipal government 

agencies, nearby landowners, and interested parties on the Cascades Resource Area mailing 

list.  Responses are described in section 1.4 of this EA. 

5.3.1 EA public comment period 
 

The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review June 6, 2012 to June 20, 2012. 

The notice for public comment will be published in a legal notice by the Sandy Post 

newspaper. Comments received by the Cascades Resource Area of the Salem District Office, 



Happy Creek Habitat Restoration EA #OR-S040-2012-0003                June 2012    p. 44   

1717 Fabry Road SE, Salem, Oregon 97306, on or before June 20, 2012 will be considered in 

making the final decisions for this project. 
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7.0 Appendices 

7.1 Appendix A:  Turbidity and Erosion Control Conditions applicable to Sandy River 
Restoration Project Work as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification issued 
by ODEQ  

 

1) Turbidity:  All practical Best Management Practices (BMPs) on disturbed bank and within 

the stream shall be implemented to minimize turbidity during in-water work.  OAR 340-

041-0036 states that turbidity shall not exceed 10% above natural stream turbidities, except 

where allowed by the rule.  This rule also states that limited duration activities necessary to 

accommodate essential dredging, construction or other legitimate activities and which 

cause the turbidity standard to be exceeded may be authorized provided all practical 

turbidity control techniques have been applied and a section 401 water quality certificate 

has been granted. 

a. Monitoring:  Turbidity monitoring shall be conducted and recorded as described 

below.  Monitoring shall occur each day during daylight hours when in-water work is 

being conducted.  A properly and regularly calibrated turbidimeter is recommended, 

however, visual gauging is acceptable. 

i. Representative Background Point: a sample or observation must be taken every 

four hours at a relatively undisturbed area approximately 100 feet upcurrent from 

in-water disturbance to establish background turbidity levels for each monitoring 

cycle.  Background turbidity, location, and time must be recorded prior to 

monitoring downcurrent. 

ii. Compliance Point:  Monitoring shall occur every four hours approximately 100 

feet down current from the point of discharge and be compared against the 
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background measurement or observation.  The turbidity, location, and time must 

be recorded for each sample. 

b. Compliance:  Results from the compliance points should be compared to the 

background levels taken during each monitoring interval.  Exceedances are allowed as 

follows: 

 
Monitoring with a Turbidimeter 

Allowable Exceedance 

Turbidity Level 

Action Required at 1
st
 Monitoring 

Interval 

Action Required at 2
nd

 

Monitoring Interval 

0 to 5 NTU above 

background 

  

5 to 29 NTU above 

background 

Modify BMPs & continue to 

monitor every 4 hours 

Stop work after 8 hours at 5-29 

NTU above background 

30 to 49 NTU above 

background 

Modify BMPs & continue to 

monitor every 2 hours 

Stop work after 2 hours at 30-49 

NTU above background 

50 NTU or more above 

background 

Stop work Stop work 

Visual Monitoring 

No plume observed Continue to monitor every 4 hours Continue to monitor every 4 

hours 

Plume observed Modify BMPs & continue to 

monitor every 4 hours 

Stop work after 8 hours with an 

observed plume 

 

When monitoring visually, turbidity that is visible over background is considered an 

exceedance of the standard.  If an exceedance over the background level occurs, the 

applicant must modify the activity and continue to monitor every four hours or as 

appropriate (above).  If an exceedance over the background levels continues after the 

second monitoring interval, the activity must stop until the turbidity levels return to 

background.  If, however, turbidity levels return to background at second monitoring 

level due to implementation of BMPs or natural attenuation, work may continue with 

appropriate monitoring as above. If an exceedance occurs at:  50 NTU or more over 

background; 30 NTU over background for 2 hours; or 5-29 NTU over background for 8 

hours, the activity must stop immediately for the remainder of that 24-hour period. 

c. Reporting:  Copies of daily logs for turbidity monitoring shall be available to DEQ, 

USACE, NMFS, USFWS, and ODFW upon request.  The log must include:  

background NTUs, compliance point NTUs, comparison of the points in NTUs, and 

location, time, and tidal stage (if applicable) for each reading.  Additionally, a 

narrative must be prepared discussing all exceedances with subsequent monitoring, 

actions take, and the effectiveness of the actions. 

d. BMPs to Minimize In-stream Turbidity: 

i. Sequence/Phasing of work – the applicant will schedule work activities so as to 

minimize in-water disturbance and duration of in-water disturbances; 

ii. Bucket control – All in-stream digging passes by excavation machinery and 

placement of fill in-stream using a bucket shall be completed so as to minimize 

turbidity.  All practicable techniques such as employing an experienced 

equipment operator, not dumping partial or full buckets of material back into the 

wetted stream, adjusting the volume, speed, or both of the load, or by using a 

closed-lipped environmental bucket shall be implemented; 
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iii. Limit the number and location of stream crossing events.  Establish temporary 

crossing sites as necessary at the least impacting areas and supplement with clean 

gravel or other temporary methods as appropriate; 

iv. Machinery will not drive into the flowing channel; 

v. Excavated material will be placed so that it is isolated from the water edge or 

wetlands and not placed where it could re-enter waters of the state uncontrolled; 

and, 

vi. Use of containment measure such as silt curtains, geotextile fabric, and silt fence 

will be implemented and properly maintained in order to minimize in-stream 

sediment suspension and resulting turbidity. 

2) Erosion Control:  The applicant is referred to DEQ’s Oregon Sediment and Erosion 

Control Manual, April 2005.  The following erosion control measures (and others as 

appropriate) or comparable measures as specified in a NPDES 1200-C permit (if required) 

shall be implemented during construction/project activities: 

a. Filter bags, sediment traps or catch basin, vegetative strips, berms, Jersey barriers, 

fiber blankets, bonded fiber matrices, geotextiles, mulches, wattles, sediment fences, 

or other measures used in combination shall be used to prevent movement of soil from 

uplands into waterways or wetlands; 

b. Stop work after 8 hours at 5-29 NTU above background  An adequate supply of 

material needed to control erosion must be maintained at the project site; 

c. To prevent stockpile erosion, use compost berms, impervious materials or other 

equally effective methods, during rain events or when the stock pile site is not moved 

or reshaped for more than 48 hours; 

d. Erosion control measures shall be inspected and maintained daily, or more frequently 

as necessary, to ensure their continued effectiveness and shall remain in place until all 

exposed soil is stabilized; 

i. If monitoring or inspection shows that the erosion and sediment controls are 

ineffective, mobilize work crews immediately to make repairs, install 

replacements, or install additional controls as necessary. 

ii. Remove sediment from erosion and sediment controls once it has reached 1/3 of 

the exposed height of the control. 

e. Unless part of the authorized permanent fill, all construction access points through, 

and staging areas in, riparian or wetland areas shall use removable pads, mats, or other 

methods as necessary to prevent soil compaction, unless doing so would be more 

impactful to these or surrounding resources. 

f. Flag or fence off avoided wetlands and newly planted areas to protect from 

disturbance and/or erosion. 

g. Dredged or other excavated material shall be placed on upland areas with stable slopes 

to prevent materials from eroding back into waterways or wetlands; 

h. Sediment from disturbed areas or in any way able to be tracked by vehicles onto 

pavement shall not be allowed to leave the site in amounts that would reasonably be 

expected to enter waters of the state and impair water quality.  Placement of clean 

aggregate at all construction entrances, and other BMPs such as truck or wheel washes 

if needed, will be used when earth moving equipment will be leaving the site and 

traveling on paved surfaces; and, 

i. Projects which disturb one acre or more require an NPDES 1200C Storm Water 

Discharge Permit.  Contact the appropriate DEQ regional office for more information 

(Contact information can be found at:  http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/). 

  

http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/
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7.2 Appendix B:  Sandy National Wild and Scenic River, Section 7(a) Determination, 
Happy Creek Fisheries Restoration Project 
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Introduction 
 
The project is located on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Metro lands in Oxbow 
Regional Park within Township 1S, Range 4E, Section 15, Willamette Meridian within 
the lower Sandy River Wild and Scenic River and State Scenic Waterway.  
Approximately 280 acres of Oxbow Regional Park is BLM-administered land that has 
been leased to Multnomah County under a 25-year Recreation and Public Purposes lease.  
The project area is located at the confluence of Happy Creek with the Sandy River at 
approximately river mile (RM) 13.    
 
The project has direct federal assistance, in the form of project support from the BLM 
and permitting requirements from the Army Corps of Engineers. 
 
The goal of a Section 7 determination under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to 
determine whether a given water resources project presents a direct and adverse affect to 
designated wild and scenic river values.  The procedure for this analysis was established 
in the Sandy River Wild and Scenic River and State Scenic Waterway Management Plan 
(USDI, 1993).   
 
Section 7(a) Requirements of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
1968  
 
As the administering agency for the lower Sandy Wild and Scenic River, it is the 
responsibility of the BLM, Salem District to review proposed water resource projects and 
determine their effects on river values.  Water resource projects may occur as long as the 
project “will not invade the area of unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and 
fish and wildlife values present in the area as of the date of designation”. 
 
Description of the Sandy Wild and Scenic River (WSR) 
 
In 1988, as part of the Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, a 12.5 mile section 
of the Sandy River was designated a National Wild and Scenic River (WSR).  In 1993, 
the BLM and its partners completed the Sandy Wild and Scenic River and State Scenic 
Waterway Management Plan. 
 
The Outstandingly Remarkable Values for which the Sandy WSR was designated include 
Scenic, Fisheries, Recreation, Geology, Wildlife, Water Quality, Botanical and 
Ecological.  The proposed project is located within the Recreational segment of the 
Sandy Wild and Scenic River, which extends from Indian John Island downstream to 
Dabney State Park.  
 
A Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Classification has more to do with the acceptable level of 
development along the river segment rather than the values for which the river was 
designated.  Under a Recreational classification, rivers are readily accessible by road or 
railroad and have a greater degree of development along their shorelines. 
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Project Description 
 
Project Purpose and Need:   
 
For a full description of the project, see Happy Creek Restoration Environmental 
Assessment. 
 
Lower Columbia River (LCR) spring and fall Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and winter 
steelhead trout are all listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA).  Within this evolutionary significant unit, these populations are considered to be 
at risk of extinction.  
 
Pool frequency and habitat complexity in the lower Sandy River is lower than potential, 
due to channelization of the river and removal of large wood following large-scale floods 
in the 1960s and 1970s.   The purpose of the Happy Creek Habitat Restoration project is 
to improve aquatic habitat quality and access to side channel habitat for threatened 
steelhead and salmon populations. 
 
An additional purpose of the restoration actions is to improve water quality for 
designated beneficial uses, including salmonid spawning and rearing, and comply with 
the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for temperature for the Sandy River Basin.  The 
Sandy River is listed as water quality impaired due to elevated stream temperatures. 
 
Project Description:  The Happy Creek Habitat Restoration project seeks to re-establish 
natural flow patterns on lower Happy Creek and within a side channel of the Sandy River 
in the immediate vicinity of the Happy Creek confluence.  The project involves 
excavation of the side channel entrance and construction of an engineered log jam (ELJ) 
to maintain the opening.  The log jam would be construction from 25 trees with attached 
roots, and 61 large saw logs.  Logs would be both bolted together and placed so that river 
flows wedge the jam together.  The alignment of Happy Creek along its lower reach 
through Oxbow Regional Park will also be modified.  This  
 

In-Water Work:  Approximately 650 cubic yards of river bed sand and gravels 
would be removed at the entrance and first 800 feet of the side channel.  The 
elevation of the channel inlet was chosen to facilitate surface flows into the side 
channel for about 2 months of the year.  If useable, the excavated material from 
the side channel would be used to ballast the inlet ELJ.  River bed materials 
excavated from side channel inlet and not needed for ELJ construction would be 
spread out on sparsely vegetated adjacent areas of floodplain (primarily on the 
island between the side channel and the river), or used for other project purposes 
not within the bed and banks of the river. 
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Vegetation Removal/Wetland Disturbance and Restoration:  Seedlings of native 
riparian trees (including but not limited to western red cedar and black 
cottonwood) would be hand planted in fall to winter 2012 or early spring 2013 on 
the Sandy River floodplain adjacent to the side channel.   
 
Large Wood Placement: Large wood habitat structures that mimic natural log 
jams would be placed in the side channel and at the side channel outlet to create 
scour pools and provide cover for adult and juvenile salmon and steelhead. 
Individual large wood pieces may be pinned together or buried into the side 
channel bank but they will not be cabled or bolted to the river bank or bed.  
 
To improve the visual appearance of the structure and to increase naturalness, all 
exposed ends of logs would be broken or roughened.  No sawn ends of logs would 
be visible within the wood structures.  
  
Pollution and Erosion Control: This project will follow Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality’s Best Management Practices including preparation and 
implementation of a spill control and containment plan. In-stream turbidity would 
be minimized by isolating individual work areas from river flows using a floating 
silt curtain that traps silt and sediment within the disturbed area. 

 
 
Project Evaluation and Rationale for Determination 
 
For a full analysis of the effects of the proposed project on riparian and/or floodplain 
conditions, as well as the river’s hydrologic functioning, see the Happy Creek Restoration 
Project Environmental Assessment. 
 

Would the proposed project invade the designated river segment? 

 
The term invade is defined as encroachment or intrusion upon.  The proposed project is 
located within the bed and banks of a designated segment of the lower Sandy River, and 
as a result invades the designated river segment.  
 
Effects to Within Channel Conditions and Free Flowing Characteristics 
 
The river’s free flowing characteristics would be maintained and restored to their 
naturally functioning condition as a result of this project.  Flows would be restored to 
now partially-functioning side channel of the Sandy River for an estimated two months 
out of the year.  The side channel would draw a relatively small portion of the flow of the 
Sandy River even during periods of active flow; this would increase as river flows 
approach high flow 10, 50 or 100 year events (see table below). 
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Comparison of Mainstem and Side Channel Flows 
Flow Event Average Mainstem 

Flow (cubic feet per 

second) 

Expected Side 

Channel Flow 

(cubic feet per 

second) 

% of River Flow 

into Side 

Channel 

2 year 26,900 250 0.09% 
10 year 47,000 1,100 2.3% 
50 year 68,500 3,800 5.5% 
100 year 78,600 5,000 6.3% 

 
The project will not modify the overall channel geometry of the mainstem Sandy River, 
but would increase floodwater access to floodplain surfaces. The increase in roughness 
elements in the channel is expected to decrease transit time for organic and inorganic 
materials moving through the system (i.e. they would be held in place longer), increase 
hydraulic “complexity,” increase the quantity of sediment transported in the channel but 
reduce its rate of transport, increase sediment storage, increase complexity and alter the 
ratio of bed forms (i.e. pools and riffles), and increase over bank flood flows (on a small 
scale adjacent to deposited materials).   
 
Would the proposed project have a “direct and adverse” effect scenic, recreational, fish 

or wildlife values? If yes, is the diminution unreasonable? 
 
Scenic:  The proposed project would not have a direct and adverse effect on scenic 
values.  The project is observable from the designated segment of the Sandy WSR, 
directly below a popular river access point for boaters and fishermen.  
 
The visual contrast created by the project is expected to be short term.  Within 1 to 3 
years, it is expected that the log jam structures would take on a natural appearance and be 
substantially unnoticeable by the casual river user.  This process would be quickened by 
the steps taken to prepare the logs for the structure and make them natural in appearance. 
The design of the log jam and associated features is not expected to conflict with the 
existing visual setting of the general area.   
 
The project location would likely be visible to on-river users for five to twenty minutes 
based on user type and river flows. 
 
Recreational:  The proposed project would not have a direct and adverse effect to the 
recreational values of the Sandy River.  Any restrictions to public use are expected to be 
temporary and limited to the area directly adjacent to the work site.   
 
Based on the side channel location, the project would present no obstacle to boater 
navigation at any flow level.  The log jam would mimic natural log jams present 
throughout the designated reach and present a hazard comparable with naturally 
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occurring features.  By limiting the scenic impacts of the project, the recreation 
experience of river-based users is not expected to be impacted after project completion. 
 
Construction of the Happy Creek culvert within Oxbow Regional Park would cause a 
temporary disturbance to recreational traffic, but this effect would be mitigated through 
project timing. 
 
Water Quality: The water quality of the Sandy River would be maintained and enhanced 
through this project. The addition of large wood (LW) to Sandy River would increase 
floodwater access to floodplain surfaces.  The riparian canopy currently provides near to 
full potential shade for this reach and would not be altered under the proposal. Over the 
long term (years to decades) the proposed action is expected to help improve and 
maintain water quality by slowing the transport of sediment through the system and 
providing additional slow water velocity areas for the deposition of fine particles.   
 
Design features are being utilized to minimize any erosion or pollution into the river 
during the construction process. 
 
Wildlife:  The proposed project would not have a direct and adverse effect on wildlife 
values of the Sandy River.  The project would have no effects to threatened or 
endangered terrestrial wildlife species, due to the small scale, location and timing of the 
project.  The amount of habitat modification that would occur would be insignificant.  No 
habitat types would be changed, degraded or downgraded as a result of this project.  The 
project area would remain late successional forest and streamside riparian habitat.    
 
Fish:  The proposed project would maintain and enhance fish values of the Sandy River.  
The project would increase pool habitat, habitat complexity, and cover for salmon and 
steelhead in the main channel and side channel of the lower Sandy River.  Juvenile fish 
abundance and overall habitat quality and quantity and would improve in the short term, 
with longer term improvements expected as riparian plantings mature and serve as a large 
would source. 
 
Botanical and Ecological: This project would have little impact on the overall health 
and vigor of any disturbed sites or forested areas and would not qualify as a direct and 
adverse effect.  No rare, unique or listed species would be adversely affected by this 
project. 
 
Is the project consistent with the Sandy River Wild and Scenic River and Scenic 

Waterway Management Plan? 

 

The project is fully consistent with the management objectives the Sandy Wild and Scenic 
River and State Scenic Waterway Management Plan as well as the Endangered Species 
Act. The Management Plan states: 
 
 Protect and enhance habitat for fish and wildlife species. (pg. 21) 
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All management actions should seek to restore natural ecological and 
hydrological functions of rivers, streams, floodplains, wetlands and associated 
riparian areas (pg. 46). 

 
Furthermore, the Plan provides specific direction in relation to the approval of fisheries 
habitat enhancement projects: 
 

Fish passage or habitat enhancement structures would be allowed only if they do 
not detract from the river values or affect free-flow characteristics of the river or 
its tributaries (pg. 42). 
 
Human-made shoreline improvements…shall use natural appearing materials 
and colors (muted earth tones), native vegetation and emphasize techniques 
(bioengineering) that minimize or screen visual impacts (pg. 72). 

 
Determination 
 
Based on the analysis contained in this document, it is determined that the proposed 
project would not have a direct and adverse impact effect on scenic, recreational, wildlife, 
fish or ecological values as present at the date of designation of the Sandy Wild and 
Scenic River.  The proposed project is not in conflict with the management goals and 
objectives in the Sandy National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan.   
 
 
 
Authorized Official:        

Cindy Enstrom 
Cascades Field Manager  
USDI Bureau of Land Management 

Date:    5-29-2012 
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7.3 Appendix C:  Happy Creek and Side Channel Reconnection Project – Design 
Sheets 

 
***These Design Sheets are filed at the Salem District office and are available upon request.*** 
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