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Executive Summary
The management plan for River View Natural Area (RVNA) provides a framework for enhancing
the ecological functions of the site while facilitating compatible recreational access. The plan
documents existing conditions and sets forth considerations, prescriptions, and criteria for
restoring the site and creating safe access facilities for nature-based recreation, ecological
research, and stewardship.
RVNA is a 146-acre undeveloped forested parcel located in southwest Portland, Oregon, on the
west side of the Willamette River. RVNA is positioned within an upland forested corridor known
as the Westside Wildlife Corridor that stretches through Portland’s West Hills. This is a target
area to help protect remaining natural habitat, protect headwater streams, and create a continuous
wildlife migration corridor in the West Hills. RVNA contains important natural resources that
provide key functions for local and regional ecosystem health. The streams, wetlands, and intact
forest within the largely undeveloped natural area make RVNA an important site for protection
and enhancement.
Several agencies worked together to identify and acquire the RVNA property for the protection of
its natural resources in 2011, including Portland Parks & Recreation (PP&R), the City of Portland
Bureau of Environmental Services (BES), The Trust for Public Land (TPL), and Metro. The
planning process for River View Natural Area was guided by Portland Parks & Recreation
(PP&R), who worked with a consultant team, a technical advisory committee (TAC), and a
project advisory committee (PAC) to develop the management plan.
Members of the project team and TAC developed the Ecological Prescriptions for RVNA, which
identify actions to improve the ecological health of a natural area, inform policy changes, and
guide monitoring efforts. Design criteria and opportunities and constraints were also developed to
provide a decision-making framework for the management plan.
The proposed access and management concept for RVNA contains a system of trails that creates
two loops and connects to key access points. The design and construction of the trail system will
be guided by a set of best management practices (BMPs) to create trails that are sustainable from
both a maintenance perspective and an environmental perspective. The planning team also
developed a concept plan for half-street improvements along the eastern side of SW Palatine Hill
Road for public parking. The primary management objectives for the trail system are protecting
natural resources, water quality, and creating a safe place for visitors. Management
recommendations include a no-dogs policy and seasonal trail closures to maintain water quality
and protect wildlife during sensitive periods of their life cycle. Safe and sustainable access to
RVNA will provide nature-based recreation opportunities and will help support stewardship,
community connections, and environmental education opportunities.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction and Background
A. Purpose of the Plan
The management plan for River View Natural Area (RVNA) provides a framework for enhancing
the ecological functions of the site while facilitating compatible recreational access. The plan
documents existing conditions and sets forth considerations, ecological prescriptions, and criteria
for restoring the site and creating safe access facilities for nature-based recreation, ecological
research, and stewardship.

B. Location and Context
River View Natural Area is a 146-acre undeveloped forested parcel located in southwest Portland,
Oregon, on the west side of the Willamette River. The property lies within Portland’s West Hills,
northeast of Tryon Creek State Natural Area, in Multnomah County, Oregon, Sections 22 and 27,
Township 1S, Range 1E. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the site
is within the Portland/Vancouver Basin and Valley Foothills level IV ecoregions, two subunits of
the Willamette Valley level III ecoregion.
The property is located between River View Cemetery to the north and Lewis & Clark College to
the south, as shown in Figure 1, Aerial Photograph. The site is bordered on the west by SW
Palatine Hill Road and on the east by Highway 43 (also known as SW Macadam Avenue). The
natural area has an overall easterly aspect with slopes leading toward the Willamette River.
Culverts under Highway 43 connect RVNA to Powers Marine Park and the river.
In the broader landscape context of southwest Portland, RVNA lies in the West Hills along the
Willamette River, south of the city center. Several natural and landscaped areas are located near
the property, as shown in Figure A1 (Appendix A). These areas include parks, natural areas, golf
courses, and cemetery parcels that help provide wildlife habitat within the urban environment.
RVNA is positioned within an upland forested corridor known as the Westside Wildlife Corridor
that stretches through Portland’s West Hills. Portland Park & Recreation’s (PP&R) 2006 Natural
Areas Acquisition Strategy identified this corridor that makes connections from Forest Park to the
north to Tryon Creek State Natural Area to the south. The Westside Wildlife Corridor offers a
route for both wildlife and people, and preserves the existing backdrop of trees that frame
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Portland’s skyline. The forested corridor is a local target area for City acquisition to help protect
remaining natural habitat, protect headwater streams, and create a continuous wildlife migration
corridor in the west hills.
Figure A2 (Appendix A) was developed by PP&R to depict the concept of the Westside Wildlife
Corridor. The figure illustrates large parcels of the corridor including: Forest Park, Macleay Park,
Washington Park, Marquam Nature Park, River View Natural Area, and Tryon Creek State
Natural Area. RVNA is located in the south corridor area between Marquam Nature Park and
Tryon Creek State Natural Area. The figure also depicts urban migration barriers that limit
wildlife movement, including Interstate 5, Interstate 405, Highway 26 and Highway 43. The
figure also depicts RVNA connection to the Willamette River and the natural areas on the east
side including Ross Island, Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge and the Holgate Channel. The figure
presents potential terrestrial, aerial, and aquatic migration pathways through the area.
Several agencies worked together to identify and acquire RVNA in 2011, including Portland
Parks & Recreation, the City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services (BES), The Trust for
Public Land (TPL), and Metro. Metro holds a conservation easement on the property to

ensure the property will be retained in its natural condition for wildlife, habitat, water
quality resources, and nature-based recreation (Appendix E).

C. The Planning Process
PP&R and BES worked with a consultant team, a technical advisory committee (TAC), and a
project advisory committee (PAC) to develop the RVNA Management Plan. The TAC is an
interdisciplinary advisory group that reviews the technical information and management plan, and
makes recommendations to the PAC and project team. The PAC reviews the TAC
recommendations, the management plan, and makes recommendations to the Directors of PP&R
and BES. The TAC is comprised of nine
staff members from the BES, PP&R, Metro,
and the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). The PAC consists of thirteen
members including neighbors; members of
the Collins View Neighborhood
Association; Lewis & Clark College; a
professional mountain biker; and
representatives from Northwest Trail
Alliance, Willamette Riverkeepers, Portland
Parks Board, Audubon Society of Portland,
Confederated Tribes of the Grande Ronde,
Southwest Watershed Resource Center, and
Tryon Creek Watershed Council.

PAC at Lewis & Clark College
River View Natural Area Management Plan
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The TAC and PAC each performed a site tour of RVNA in September 2013. In the course of five
meetings, TAC members reviewed technical analyses, established draft goals and reviewed draft
management plan materials to present to the PAC. The PAC met six times to review these
materials and make recommendations to project staff. The members created Guiding Principles
for the project, and provided recommendations to the Directors of PP&R and BES for the Access
and Management Concept that was presented during the May 2015 Community Open House. The
PAC also provided site management recommendations to the Directors.

Public Involvement Planning Process
Recruiting for the Project Advisory Committee in April and May 2013 included emailing all
stakeholders identified by PP&R and BES staff, publishing an article in SW News (the Southwest
Neighborhoods, Inc. newspaper which is distributed to 9,000 residents in SW Portland) and on
bikeportland.org, and calling stakeholders including nearby neighborhood associations, Lewis &
Clark, watershed-related organizations, Northwest Trail Alliance (NWTA), and other groups.
PP&R and BES staff interviewed ten stakeholders in the fall of 2013 (Appendix D). The
information gained from the stakeholders assisted in identifying issues, challenges and needs at
the site to frame the plan.
For Open House #1 on November 12, 2013, 650 households living near the River View Natural
Area received postcards, and stakeholders received emails. Everyone who signed in at the Open
Houses or submitted a comment form online was added to the interested parties email list, and the
project website (www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/riverview) included an email sign-up request
form. Interested parties and stakeholders were emailed prior to PAC meetings and the second
open house, and all meeting and open house information was posted on the project webpage as
well as in regular updates in SW News and on bikeportland.org. Neighbors posted the meetings
and open houses on nextdoor.com.

TAC tour of River View Natural Area
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D. Goals and Guiding Principles
The following project goals were developed by the TAC and agreed on by the PAC. Each goal
includes a function-based description identifying processes that are integral to the function of
natural systems. The TAC prioritized the goals in the order that they are presented here with
habitat, water quality, and forest health as the highest priorities.
Goals:











Protect aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and their habitats.
o Function-based description: Protect, restore and enhance habitat functions and
connectivity within and to natural areas adjacent to RVNA for terrestrial (land)
and aquatic (water) wildlife.
Protect water quality and hydrology in RVNA streams and their adjacent Willamette
River confluence areas.
o Function-based description: Protect and restore stream processes (e.g. sediment
transport, stream flows, energy movement) to improve watershed and stream
health, channel functions and public health and safety.
Improve forest health and structural diversity.
o Function-based description: Increase the diversity of forest stand structure to
support the Desired Future Condition and associated biological communities
through monitoring and adaptive management to address invasive species, forest
diseases, and climate change.
Provide recreation access that is compatible with the protection of natural resources.
o Function-based description: Provide a system of safe and sustainable trails and
access points that enhance the users’ experience to enjoy nature.
Foster community engagement, environmental education and research.
o Function-based description: Foster environmental stewardship and education
through the formation of a Friends group, interpretation of the natural resources,
and engage with Lewis & Clark College staff and students to pursue research that
assists in management, maintenance and advocacy for RVNA.

The following guiding principles were developed by the PAC. The principles are not listed in a
specific or prioritized order.
Guiding Principles:








Wildlife habitat, watersheds, forest stands, and other ecological values are protected and
enhanced.
Recreational uses are compatible, sustainable, and innovative.
All who visit the site (including wildlife) feel safe and welcome.
The surrounding neighborhood receives a benefit from having this natural resource in
their front yard.
A diverse community of users is engaged as learners, participants, and stewards.
Create a collaborative and inclusive process where all voices are heard.
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Skunk cabbage and jewelweed
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RVNA Existing Conditions

CHAPTER II
RVNA Existing Conditions
A. General Conditions and Existing Use
RVNA contains important natural resources that provide key functions for local and regional
ecosystem health. Figure A3, Site Base Map (Appendix A), depicts the site’s existing topography,
streams, and wetlands draped over an aerial photograph. Within the property, seven streams flow
and deliver cold water, nutrients, sediment, and biological material to the Willamette River. This
reach of the Willamette provides critical habitat for salmonids, but is constrained by water
temperature issues associated with an urban environment. These inputs contribute positively to
the water quality and aquatic habitat connectivity in the river ecosystem. Wetlands present on-site
provide habitat diversity for wildlife and naturally manage stormwater. The forested property was
historically overrun with invasive vegetation, and the City’s invasive vegetation removal and
management efforts since 2011 have markedly improved the condition of plant communities and
wildlife habitat. The streams, wetlands, and intact forest within the largely undeveloped natural
area make RVNA an important site for protection and enhancement.
The precipitation that falls on-site is absorbed by the organic debris, vegetation, and soils or it
discharges through natural streams and drainages to the Willamette River. However, the
surrounding developed areas contribute stormwater runoff directly to the site through pipes and
ditches. The residential and institutional areas that contribute this runoff contain impervious
building and roadway surfaces. Stormwater from these impervious surfaces may contain
pollutants that are detrimental to natural systems in RVNA and the Willamette River. Impervious
surfaces in the subwatershed also concentrate stormwater flows into the site, which degrade
aquatic habitat through erosion.
The reach of the Willamette River within the City of Portland has established Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDL) for bacteria and temperature (established in 2006), for dioxin (established
in 1991 as part of the Columbia Basin dioxin TMDL), as well as a partial TMDL for mercury
(established in 2006). The Willamette River temperature TMDL also requires the preservation
and/or enhancement of cold water refugia, which are “stepping stones” or “rest stops” that allow
salmonids to migrate upstream to spawning streams through warmer than optimum water. Some
of the seven streams that flow through RVNA and their associated groundwater discharge to the
Willamette River provide cold water aquatic habitat in accordance with the TMDL.
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Before the City and partners purchased the property, all uses not associated with the cemetery
were unauthorized. Presently, uses at RVNA include hiking, on-leash dog-walking, research,
stewardship, and natural area maintenance. Mountain biking is currently prohibited pending
development of a city-wide Off-Road Cycling Master Plan. Current users of the site include
neighbors, community members, Lewis & Clark students and faculty, and City of Portland staff.
Illicit uses have affected the landscape of RVNA. Dumping of trash and yard debris, transient
camps, party areas, and campfires have occurred on site under previous and current ownership.
Upon acquisition of RVNA, the City removed most debris from the site. Historically, transient
camps have been established through the site, with some re-established soon after being
disassembled.

B. Zoning
Zoning within RVNA includes primarily Open Space (OS) zones with either Conservation (c) or
Protection (p) overlay zones, as shown in Figure A4 (Appendix A). Per the City zoning code, the
OS zone is intended to preserve and enhance public and private open, natural, and improved park
and recreation areas. The c overlay zone conserves important resources and functional values in
areas while allowing environmentally sensitive urban development. The p overlay zone is the
highest level of protection to the most important resources and functional values. Development in
the p zone is approved by the City only in limited circumstances. Trail building and bridge
installation is allowed under strict guidelines for design, permitting, and construction
management. A small southeast section of the site is zoned as Residential 20,000 (R20) with p
and c overlays. This relic zoning was defined before RVNA was acquired by the city, and may be
updated to OS during future planning efforts.
Across Highway 43 and downslope from RVNA, Powers Marine Park is zoned as OS with
several overlay zones including: River Water Quality (q), River Recreational Greenway (r), and
Scenic Resource (s). Areas adjacent to RVNA include residential zoning for various housing unit
densities (R7, R10, R20), some with overlay zones. South of RVNA, the campus of Lewis &
Clark is zoned for Institutional Residential zoning (IR) with a design overlay (d) that indicates a
special architectural and cultural value for the site.

C. Natural Resources Inventory
Geology
RVNA contains distinctive bedrock known as the Basalt of Waverly Heights. This bedrock
breaks down into an unstable clay layer that influences erosion and landslide hazards on site. The
Basalt of Waverly Heights originated on the ocean floor over 33 million years ago. The basalt
parent material (bedrock) formed from rapidly cooling volcanic lava. This bedrock weathers in
place to form a slippery clay layer, typically over 30 feet thick. Frequently, the clay layer is less
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than 30 feet thick where it has eroded from streams, weather, and other types of disturbance. At
RVNA, the clay also contributes to a perched water table supporting wetlands. In the natural area,
landslides have historically occurred from the combination of the weak and erodible parent
material, heavy winter rainfall, and steep slopes.

Soils
Figure A5 (Appendix A) depicts soils across the site. RVNA’s two major soil groups are Cascade
Silt Loam and Haploxerolls, which are both prone to erosion. The Haploxerolls soil associated
with the steeply sloping streambeds has the highest erosion hazard.
Six soil types are found across the site including:
 Cascade Silt Loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes (NRCS code 7B)
 Cascade Silt Loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes (NRCS code 7C)
 Cascade-Urban land complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes (NRCS code 8B)
 Haploxerolls, steep (NRCS code 19E)
 Urban Land-Quafeno complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes (NRCS code 53B)
 Urban Land-Quafeno complex, 8 to 15 percent slopes (NRCS code 53C).
Cascade Silt Loam soil is classified by USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
as a somewhat poorly drained soil with slight to moderate erosion hazard. The soil is formed from
silty materials with slow permeability. Cascade Silt Loam has a perched water table in winter and
early spring due to a restrictive subsurface soil layer. This hard layer is known as fragipan, and it
restricts water flow and root penetration about 20 to 30 inches below the soil surface. A seasonal
water table is perched on top of the fragipan, which supports wetland hydrology.
Cascade-Urban land complex consists of somewhat poorly drained Cascade soils and has a slight
erosion hazard. Most areas of this soil have been disturbed by cutting, filling, and grading. About
60 percent of the soil type contains Cascade soils, and the remaining 40 percent of the soil type
contains urban land (outside of RVNA) that is largely covered by buildings and other impervious
surfaces. This complex is associated with a very small portion of RVNA at the southwest
boundary near Lewis & Clark.
Haploxerolls soil is moderate to well-drained and has a moderate to high hazard of erosion. The
soil is formed in a mixture of silt and sand and from the accumulated material downslope of the
streams. Haploxerolls soil is subject to slumping, and roadways on Haploxerolls soil frequently
require additional maintenance. In RVNA, Haploxerolls soil is associated with the steeply sloping
streambeds on site.
Urban Land-Quafeno soil complex is moderately well-drained and has a slight to moderate
hazard of erosion. The soil complex contains irregular patches of urban land and Quafeno soils.
The soil complex is typically located on short escarpment fronts of low terraces, and it is located
River View Natural Area Management Plan
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close to the Willamette River at RVNA. The Urban Land-Quafeno soil complex contains both
disturbed and undisturbed soil types. The disturbed Urban Land soil contains roadways and other
impervious surfaces such as Highway 43, and disturbed areas of Quafeno soil have been
subjected to filling, cutting or grading. Undisturbed areas of Quafeno soils contain loam with
moderately slow permeability and a slight erosion hazard.
Figure A5 also includes erosion hazards specifically for unpaved roads and trails on forestland
according to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey. Soil types at RVNA
are rated under the land management category for hazard of erosion on unsurfaced roads and
trails with moderate and severe hazards. A moderate rating indicates that some erosion is likely,
that roads or trails may require occasional maintenance, and that simple erosion-control measures
are needed. The severe rating indicates that erosion is expected, that the roads or trails require
frequent maintenance, and that erosion-control measures are needed.

Topography
RVNA is a relatively steep and dissected hillside site adjacent to the Willamette River, as shown
in Figure A6 (Appendix A). Generally, the hillside faces to the east-northeast, limiting its
exposure to afternoon sun. Site elevations range from 50 feet above sea level at the low point to
470 feet at the high point. Slopes range from less than two percent to greater than 30 percent. The
shallowest slopes of less than 10 percent are associated with high elevations on the west side of
the site. The steepest slopes greater than 30 percent are associated with side slopes adjacent to
seven stream channels that run through the site to the Willamette River. The seven streams have
steep gradients, and occupy their historic channels until reaching a culvert system under Highway
43. This steeply sloping area composes roughly 25 percent of the site.

Aquatic Resources
RVNA is part of the 353-acre Riverview subwatershed which extends along the west Willamette
River bank from the Sellwood Bridge southwards to the Lewis & Clark campus. The Riverview
Watershed is among the least developed watersheds within the City of Portland, with
approximately nine percent impervious surface. The 146-acre heavily forested River View
Natural Area property accounts for approximately 50 percent of the land cover within this
subwatershed and contains nearly no development or impervious surface.
There are seven streams and a number of wetlands within the Riverview subwatershed, as shown
in Figure A7 (Appendix A). The seven streams are labeled with a temporary numbering system
(from 1 to 7), and the figure identifies the streams as intermittent or perennial. Five of these
streams have their headwaters within RVNA and all flow through the property boundary. All
streams flow eastward into the Willamette River, crossing under Highway 43 and the Willamette
Shore Trolley railway through culverts and through Powers Marine Park before entering the
Willamette River. Wetlands have been identified within the site through a wetland delineation in
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2010 along Stream 6, and a wetland determination in 2013 for the remainder of the parcel. The
wetlands occur in depressions in the landscape and at the base of slopes where groundwater
discharges to a receiving terrace/plateau or floodplain. Typically, these are emergent wetlands in a
forested landscape. Being almost completely forested, riparian areas within RVNA provide shade
and large wood recruitment.
Of the seven streams that flow
through RVNA, four are
perennial (streams 1, 2, 6 and 7)
and three flow seasonally
(streams 3, 4 and 5) during
months of higher precipitation.
The streams are steep, with
gradients ranging from 30 to 60
percent, though some native
stream gravel substrate is still
present indicating that portions of
the streams are relatively stable.
No recent evidence of significant
channel alteration (such as
channel rerouting or piping) has
been documented, and large
woody debris and other channel
complexity features are present
though not abundant.
Contributing factors to stream
degradation include the network
of old skid roads, citizen initiated
bike and pedestrian trails,
crossings at steep gradients, and
stormwater input from adjacent
neighborhoods and the Lewis &
Clark College campus.

Stream 6 at River View Natural Area

Photo by ESA

Water quality samples taken within the perennial streams by BES in September 2009 showed
stream water temperatures an average of five degrees Celsius colder than temperatures in the
Willamette River, ranging from 15.3-16.0 degrees. Airborne thermal infrared remote sensing
conducted in the Willamette mainstem (September 2, 2011) showed cold water (<16 degrees
Celsius) at the confluences of the RVNA perennial streams, making these areas important cold
water refugia.
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The Willamette River, home to a number of aquatic species including salmonids and designated
critical habitat (areas designated as essential to listed species under the Endangered Species Act
[ESA]), currently violates federal Clean Water Act temperature standards seasonally, placing it on
the Oregon DEQ 303(d) list of water quality limited waters. Salmonids in the Pacific Northwest are
distributed where the mean daily water temperature is ≤20 degrees Celsius. Salmonids seek cold
water refugia when temperatures exceed 23 or 24 degrees. It is likely that these seven streams and
associated groundwater discharge contribute to lower water temperatures into this section of the
Willamette River providing critical cold water refugia to migrating adult and rearing juvenile
salmonids within this otherwise urbanized section of the Willamette River. Salmonid species
protected under the federal ESA known to occur within the Willamette River during various life
stages are listed in Table 1. In addition, Critical Habitat for four species has been designated in
the Willamette River within the RVNA area.
Table 1 – Federally Listed Salmonids within the Willamette River
Common Name

Scientific Name

Columbia River chum
Lower Columbia River coho
Lower Columbia River
chinook
Lower Columbia River
steelhead
Upper Willamette River
chinook
Upper Willamette River
steelhead

Oncorhynchus keta
O. kisutch
O. tshawytscha

Critical Habitat
Designated in Lower
Willamette River
N/A
N/A
Designated Critical
Habitat
Designated Critical
Habitat
Designated Critical
Habitat
Designated Critical
Habitat

O. mykiss
O. tshawytscha
O. mykiss

Federal Status

Threatened
Pending
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Threatened

An inventory of the culverts under Highway 43 was conducted by the City of Portland in 2009.
The inventory results indicate that all culverts under the highway and the railway now pose a
complete barrier to all fish passage and a likely barrier to the movement of amphibians, reptiles,
and mammals. Above the culverts within RVNA itself, a number of native salamander and frog
species have been documented in the streams and wetlands. Future culvert retrofitting by ODOT
and the railway, though not currently planned, may provide migrating fish, amphibians, reptiles,
and mammals a movement corridor between the Willamette River and the lower gradient sections
of these streams. Stormwater facility upgrades along Highway 43 would treat stormwater runoff
before it enters the streams.
Several constructed elements are part of the water network flowing into and through RVNA, as
shown in Figure A8, Aquatic Network (Appendix A). These features include the stormwater pipe
network and mapped culverts. The constructed aquatic network elements combine with the natural
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elements to influence the stream processes, aquatic habitat quality, water quality, and overall
availability of surface water on the site.
For example, the storm sewer pipe network contributes partially untreated urban stormwater into
Streams 2 and 6. Stormwater contains roadway pollutants, fertilizer and herbicide tainted runoff,
sediments, and is typically warmer than groundwater. Untreated stormwater is generally
concentrated and discharged into the streams more quickly and in higher volumes than groundwater
or sheet flow over naturally vegetated surfaces. “Flashy” flow increases the erosive power of the
creek which may cause streambed and bank erosion and degraded aquatic habitat. In comparison,
the forested landscape at and adjacent to RVNA disperses rainfall power. The rainfall then
percolates into the ground or discharges slowly into the stream channels providing base flow that
continues into the dry season.
Figure A8 also depicts three contributing stormwater catchment areas that contribute urban
stormwater runoff into the streams of RVNA, and the Willamette River. Within these areas, there is
the opportunity to design and construct retrofitted surface stormwater management features that will
reduce the peak flows and improve the quality of the urban stormwater. Greenstreet features,
parking lot retrofits with bioswales, street tree planting, and other Low Impact Development
methods can reduce the impacts of stormwater on RVNA.
Improving and protecting aquatic functions in the headwaters of all RVNA streams is critical to
the overall health of the seven streams. Particular attention is required in Streams 1, 2, 6, and 7
due to the developed nature of these headwaters.
1. West of RVNA, multiple neighborhood streets
 BES has purchased land at the headwater of Stream 2 and is currently working on a
design to manage and treat stormwater runoff from roadways in the neighborhood,
improving hydrology and water quality.
2. South of RVNA Palatine Hill Road and a portion of Lewis & Clark College
 BES’s Subwatershed Improvement Strategies Report (2010) identifies two
stormwater projects on the north side of Lewis and Clark property that drain to
Stream 6. BES is working in partnership with Lewis & Clark to get these and other
projects constructed to improve water quality in the natural area streams.
3. Impervious surfaces along Highway 43
 Stormwater runoff from the highway flows to all seven streams as they leave RVNA
and flow into Powers Marine Natural Area. This opportunity for managing roadway
runoff and upgrading culverts would significantly improve hydrologic connectivity
for the seven streams flowing to the Willamette River. The maintenance of these
culverts is the responsibility of the Oregon Department of Transportation.
Improvements will need to be completed in partnership between the State and the
City.
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Vegetation Composition and Trajectory
RVNA was previously owned by the River View Cemetery, which retained the area for potential
future expansion. The property was logged decades ago and Highway 43/SW Macadam Avenue
and the railway were developed in the first half of the 20th century, cutting off RVNA from direct
access to the Willamette River. Aside from logging and adjacent roadway developments, few
other active land management activities have been conducted within the site. As the City of
Portland expanded, properties surrounding RVNA were developed for residential and commercial
uses. Aside from logging and potentially other resource extractions, RVNA escaped significant
development and a diverse second growth forest was established on-site. Remnants of large oldgrowth conifer trees remain today as stumps and as decomposing wood on the ground.
RVNA is located along the eastern edge of the Western Hemlock Vegetation Zone (Franklin and
Dyrness, 1973) with a higher composition of western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) and western
red cedar (Thuja plicata) than other sites where Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) is dominant.
This stand composition may be a reflection of the logging practices at the time of extraction. The
native clay-dominated subsoil is poorly drained with a perched water table, which also
contributes to species composition and rate of growth. The age class of standing conifer trees
appears to vary from less than 10 years of age to more than 100 years of age, however, on
average the majority of the canopy appears to be of a similar mature second growth age class of
less than 100 years old. Logging of the area has likely taken place periodically throughout the last
century. Today, the forest stand on the site
contains a mix of conifer and
deciduous forest canopy. In addition to the
species mentioned above, grand fir (Abies
grandis), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum),
red alder (Alnus rubra), Oregon ash (Fraxinus
latifolia), and black cottonwood (Populus
balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa) are also canopy
species. Figure A9 (Appendix A) shows the
existing vegetation under the National
Vegetation Classification System forest
alliances as determined by PP&R. These
alliances are a group of plant associations that
share a similar architecture and one or more
diagnostic species generally dominate the
vegetation canopy. The four existing alliances at
RVNA include western red cedar, Douglas-fir bigleaf maple, Oregon ash, and bigleaf maple.
While RVNA was preserved from development
over the past 100-plus years, invasive plant
Forest Hike in RVNA
River View Natural Area Management Plan
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species slowly invaded the property, killing trees, choking out light and significantly reducing
vegetation diversity from the understory. Recent vegetation surveys and GIS analysis conducted
by the City during the property acquisition process revealed that the site had in some areas 100
percent coverage of invasive vines including English ivy (Hedera helix), Irish ivy (H. hibernica),
and clematis (Clematis vitalba). These invasive vines, if left uncontrolled, can topple large trees,
smother shrubs and understory vegetation, reduce or eliminate cavity nesting habitat in trees,
prevent regeneration of all vegetation types, and severely reduce wildlife use and habitat
availability. The highly invasive garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata) had also been noted on the
site. Garlic mustard displaces native vegetation by exuding a toxic chemical and aggressively
overtaking nutrients, soil, light, and space in the understory. If left uncontrolled, the plant can
rapidly spread and threaten the regeneration of native vegetation, decrease forage availability for
native wildlife, and reduce vegetation diversity.
Beginning in 2011 PP&R and BES conducted initial vegetation surveys of the site, following
with an aggressive invasive vine treatment and trash removal plan. Controlled herbicide
application and manual cutting was conducted over a period of two years targeting the removal of
invasive vines. The removal efforts resulted in a near complete elimination of invasive vines,
allowing for an increase in light penetration on the forest floor (critical for vegetation growth and
regeneration), and increased availability of habitat. Today the forest understory is open, primarily
vegetated with shade tolerant shrubs such as Oregon grape (Mahonia aquifolium) and forbs such
as sword fern (Polystichum munitum), Pacific waterleaf (Hydrophyllum tenuipes), Siberian
springbeauty (Montia siberica), trillium (Trillium ovatum), and fringecup (Tellima grandiflora)
that were able to persist under heavy cover of invasive vines. Remnant skeletons of decades-old
dead vines still cover most trees, and regenerating non-native vines are still present in the
understory. In many areas, bare ground dominates the understory coverage and shade-tolerant
western red cedar is the dominant regenerating tree species. Ongoing vegetation management of
the site includes invasive vegetation treatment, revegetation with native trees, shrubs and forbs,
reseeding and monitoring. To date more than 75,000 native plants have been planted at the site.
Lewis & Clark has started to remove ivy and are planning to conduct complete restoration of their
property following the practices that have been utilized successfully at RVNA. River View
Cemetery is working with West Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District to remove
invasive vegetation species from their property. In addition to these management efforts in
adjacent properties, RVNA will continue to require regular invasive treatment and removal. The
primarily uniform-aged, closed-canopy forest may limit natural regeneration and successful plant
restoration to shade tolerant species such as western red cedar and sword fern. This species
composition and sparse-to-absent mid-story canopy is typical of older second-growth forests, but
may limit desired future conditions (including understory growth and natural regeneration)
simply due to reduced light penetration from the mature closed tree canopy.
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Wildlife
RVNA is considered an anchor habitat in Portland’s Westside Wildlife Corridor. Anchor habitats
are relatively large (e.g., generally over 30 acres) and provide conditions and functions favorable
to biological communities. The collective forested areas of the corridor provide essential remnant
forested habitat to resident and migratory wildlife species along the western slopes of Portland
towards the Willamette River. The corridor allows for migration between these natural areas for a
number of species, including migratory and resident birds, bats, and some invertebrates. The
forested range is fragmented by roads, neighborhoods and other development, limiting species
movement to primarily birds and other winged species, and highly mobile mammals accustomed
to urban environments such as coyotes, raccoons, and deer. Migration potential for smaller
mammals, terrestrial invertebrates and aquatic species such as amphibians are inherently limited
by roads and development. Forested linkages for species migration is one attribute of healthy
forested ecosystems near an urban environment; water and air quality, temperature sinks, and
noise/light/air pollution buffers are other examples of ecosystem services provided by the
Westside Wildlife Corridor.
RVNA provides habitat for resident
and migrating terrestrial and aquatic species. The
RVNA property was identified by the City of
Portland Terrestrial Ecology Enhancement Strategy
(TEES, 2009) study as a significant property for
migratory species and a critical corridor linkage
due to its forested cover, proximity to the
Willamette River and location between existing
protected open spaces. The Riverview
Subwatershed Improvement Strategies Report
(BES, 2010) identified RVNA as a connection for
wildlife and restoration opportunity. Metro ranked
the property as Class I (highest value) for
riparian/wildlife and upland wildlife habitat. The
City of Portland’s Natural Resource Inventory
(NRI) designates the property as a Special Habitat
Area (SHA) because it provides migratory stopover
habitat and a corridor between habitat patches.
RVNA is composed primarily of a mature secondPhoto by ESA
RVNA Varied Forest Habitats
growth closed-canopy mixed lowland forest species
of near uniform age, however, older trees as well as young regenerating conifers are present on
site. This mixed forest community provides varied interior forest habitat for wildlife that require a
larger range or are more sensitive to human encroachment. The seven streams within RVNA and
a number of small wetlands throughout the site provide wildlife with a diversity of habitat and
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access to water year round. Undercut stream banks, downed and decaying woody debris, and
standing snags all provide habitat for wildlife not typically found in urban parks. In addition, the
lack of paved surfaces within the property allows for unimpeded movement for smaller wildlife
and invertebrate species such as salamanders and burrowing mammals.
Data for wildlife presence have been collected by City biologists during resource evaluations and
through monitoring activities, and also include opportunistic observations. RVNA provides
habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species as listed in Appendix B: River View Forest Potential
and Observed Amphibians, Reptile, Mammals and Birds. In addition to common urban wildlife
species, a number of less common wildlife species associated with larger conifer forests have
been observed using or inhabiting RVNA, including the pileated woodpecker, olive-sided
flycatcher, Northern saw-whet and pygmy owls, band-tailed pigeon, Dunn’s salamander, Douglas
squirrel, mountain beaver as well as larger mammals such as black-tail deer. This area is
designated an eBird hotspot (the world’s largest citizen science database for birds) by the
Audubon Society to track new observations of birds (http://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L3479872).
The availability of contiguous forested habitat in nearby adjacent natural areas, the relative large
and intact size of RVNA, availability of water year-round, and composition of an older forest
canopy with snags and downed woody debris all combine to make RVNA a unique and important
habitat to resident and migrating wildlife, including those species sensitive to human
encroachment.
Further studies, particularly inventories of aquatic and invertebrate species and mammal use, will
inform future management considerations. A significant constraint to wildlife movement to the
adjacent Willamette River corridor is the presence of Highway 43 and the adjacent railway. The
length, size, and profile discontinuities of existing culverts under the roadway are currently not
passable for terrestrial or aquatic wildlife species. Culvert retrofits or replacements can be made,
in some cases, to allow passage for large terrestrial wildlife such as deer or coyote. Stream 6 may
present the best opportunity to provide wildlife connectivity between RVNA, Powers Marine
Park, and the Willamette River. Other limitations to wildlife diversity include noise and
disturbance from adjacent roads and communities, dogs, increased presence of recreation
activities and trail creation throughout the site, and habitat degradation from invasive vegetation
such as English ivy.
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D. Trails and Public Access
The existing trail system at RVNA is an unplanned network made up of a series of demand trails
and old loggings roads. The trails do not meet City trail standards. Figure A10 Appendix A
depicts the existing trails within the site as reference. The trails are old logging roads or were
constructed by individuals for their use. The desire of neighbors, students and other users to enjoy
nature close to home, exercise
in a natural environment, ride
mountain bikes in a challenging
setting, birdwatch and see
wildlife created the web of
demand trails. The creation of
this unplanned trail system
throughout the site has
impacted vegetation and stream
health. Many trails cross
existing streams and show
evidence of erosion. After
taking ownership of the site, the
City closed most steep, eroding
trails as part of its site
Photo by ESA
Demand Trail at RVNA
stabilization efforts.
A variety of public transportation and personal transit options surround RVNA. Figure A11,
Transportation and Site Access (Appendix A), depicts existing multi-modal transportation
networks that provide the public with a variety of ways to access the site including by foot, bike,
bus, and car. The figure includes existing trails (both paved and soft surface trails), the City of
Portland bicycle network, TriMet bus stops, streets, and sidewalks that are within approximately
one mile of the site.
Three informal trailheads serve as gathering locations within the site. These unplanned trailheads
exist near the west property line near the intersection of SW Palatine Hill Road and SW Brugger
Street, across from Lewis & Clark College in the southwest, and near the east property line
between Streams 5 and 6 at Highway 43.
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RVNA Habitat Management
A. Desired Future Condition
Desired Future Condition (DFC) is a term used by PP&R and other natural resource land
managers and scientists to describe desired natural resources features, specifically future habitat
components and conditions, identified for a geographic area. A DFC outlines a series of
landscape objectives which include: desired vegetation communities, habitat features,
enhancement and restoration, and other natural resources functions. A DFC document was
developed by the City for RVNA identifying the desired vegetation composition and habitat
which guides management decisions for the next 25 years. Key components of the DFC for
RVNA are summarized as the following:
1. A matrix of evergreen-dominated and mixed deciduous forest;
2. Pockets of seasonally-flooded deciduous forests (dominated by Oregon ash) at
headwaters and depressional wetlands;
3. Protected and enhanced riparian buffers;
4. Invasive species controlled to minimize impacts to the forest canopy and ecosystem
health.
Figure A12 (Appendix A), Forest Stand, highlights the area in RVNA’s existing vegetation that
requires enhancement to reach the DFC. The existing forest alliances at RVNA (described in
Vegetation Composition in this document) were mapped by PP&R, who identified and defined
vegetation polygons from aerial photography. The Forest Stand Enhancement Area is where there
is opportunity to enhance forest composition to achieve the DFC. This area was determined by
comparing GIS data from PP&R’s DFC forest alliances to the existing forest alliances. The
enhancement area is a single hatch over the existing forest alliance layer indicating vegetation
enhancements are required to achieve the DFC. The DFC document is located in Appendix B.
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B. Habitat Management Areas
Aquatic Function Area
The Aquatic Function Area is a management zone for the protection and enhancement of aquatic
resources. This area will be managed to enhance water quality, foster dynamic riparian and fluvial
processes, and support wildlife, including amphibians, reptiles, and invertebrates. The Aquatic
Function Area is the area along streams, wetlands, riparian zones and associated uplands that
provide ecological functions for protecting and enhancing aquatic systems. The City of Portland’s
Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) designates a 100-foot riparian buffer on each side of the stream
where the slope is less than 25 percent and a 200-foot riparian buffer on each side of a stream
where the slope is 25 percent or greater. The aquatic function area is consistent with the NRI for
streams in River View Natural Area. Figure 2 depicts the Aquatic Function Area as a 200-foot
buffer around streams and wetlands. Examples of aquatic functions that are supported by this area
include transport of sediment, nutrients, and large woody debris (LWD); moderating stream
flows; and providing shade to maintain habitat for coldwater aquatic species.
The area is an opportunity to focus future management efforts to protect aquatic ecosystem
functions. Within this prescriptive zone, priority vegetation management will be implemented,
stringent trail design Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be applied, monitoring efforts will
be focused, and stream channel enhancement will occur. Ecological prescriptions for these
activities are listed later in this document.

Interior Forest
Interior Forest is a Special Status Habitat defined in the City of Portland’s TEES document
(2011). The TEES identifies plant and animal species and terrestrial habitats that merit protection,
conservation, and restoration. According to TEES, Interior Forest is a forest patch of 30 acres in
size or greater that is more than 300 feet from the nearest forest edge. Interior forest habitats are
buffered from non-forest land and from primary and secondary roads (i.e., 15-foot roads that are
considered large enough to break canopy) and transmission right-of-way corridors. This
important habitat is of adequate size and shape to provide conditions that minimize predation,
parasitism, and microclimate fluctuations associated with forest edges and open areas. The
Interior Forest is generally cooler, darker, and has less wind than surrounding areas and therefore
it provides important refuge for plant and animal species that are sensitive to disturbance.
The Interior Forest habitat, as mapped by TEES, encompasses much of RVNA as shown in
Figure 3. The Interior Forest spreads northwest into the natural area owned by River View
Cemetery. The Interior Forest also extends beyond the southeast property boundary into the
natural area on Lewis & Clark College property.
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For this Management Plan, the project team designated a Habitat Preserve area within the Interior
Forest habitat area and an Aquatic Function Area. The Habitat Preserve, as shown in Figure 4
(Chapter V), is a specific area set aside for wildlife and the protection of ecological functions.
Public access in this area is limited to research and monitoring through the PP&R permit process
and stewardship activities with City staff.

C. Ecological Prescriptions
PP&R uses an Ecosystem Management Program to manage its natural area properties, including
RVNA. Within the Ecosystem Management Program, ecological prescriptions are developed to
determine and prioritize restoration efforts on a site. The prescriptions identify actions to improve
the ecological health of a natural area, inform policy changes, guide monitoring efforts, and
adaptively manage the site. These
actions are completed as funding
becomes available.
Members of the project team and
TAC developed the Ecological
Prescriptions table for RVNA. These
prescriptions are located in Appendix
B. The ecological prescriptions
identify existing site stressors and
lists projects to improve habitat
quality at RVNA. They also identify
data gaps and propose actions such as
surveys or monitoring work to gather
the desired information. The
prescriptions have been prioritized
(Phases On-going, 1-3) and the table
identifies project leads and potential
Existing “Area Closed” Signage
partnering organizations for each
project.

Photo by ESA

Photo by ESA

The prescriptions are organized around specific RVNA project goals focusing on ecology. These
goals and their associated ecological prescriptions are listed below.
Goal: Protect Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife and their Habitats
Ecological prescriptions:




Early detection and rapid response (EDRR) plant control
Long-term invasive species management plan
Native species planting
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Support and enhance corridors/connection to other natural areas
Respond to and reduce non-compliant uses
Stream assessment
Pollinator habitat program
Riparian revegetation
Identify focal species by guild: birds, amphibians, and aquatic macroinvertebrates
Bird conservation and protection
Habitat Preserve
Fish inventory
Instream structure enhancement
Highway 43 and trolley line culvert replacements and improvements
Wildlife habitat structures
Fish refugia restoration
Herbaceous vegetation inventory
Mammal surveys to determine presence/absence.

Goal: Protect Water Quality and Hydrology in RVNA streams and their Adjacent Willamette
River Confluence Areas
Ecological prescriptions:






Reduce stream bank erosion for each stream
Water quality information and monitoring
Protect and improve water quality
Restore natural fluvial processes
Wetland protection and enhancement.

Goal: Improve Forest Health and Structural Diversity
Ecological prescriptions:






Forest resilience
Forest insect and disease assessment
Stand trajectory assessment (research project)
Fire risk management
Coarse woody debris
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The ecological prescriptions will be implemented in phases. Concurrently, the City will continue
site stabilization activities over the next five years, to provide immediate ecological uplift. Site
stabilization activities include:


Monitor and/or assess vegetative condition annually.



Treat remaining invasive species patches as informed by monitoring/assessment (BES
contract crews 2016-2017, staff or PP&R direct contracts 2017-2020) to achieve and
maintain conservation easement and prescription goals.



Manually remove English ivy one to two days annually (by the Youth Conservation
Corps No Ivy League).



Revegetate an additional 20,000 trees and shrubs throughout the site.



Achieve riparian planting densities by 2020 as outlined in eco-prescriptions.



Continue mapping and treatment of EDRR species.



Engage community and connect people to place with a minimum of two stewardship
events per year on the site.

Photo by ESA

Western red cedar regeneration at RVNA
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D. Water Quality Best Management Practices
The following is a summary of general Best
Management Practices for practices and actions
that will be implemented to protect water
quality in RVNA. Some of these are also
included in the Ecological Prescriptions and the
Trail BMPs for the site. Some of them reflect
regulatory practices that apply to development
both within the Natural Area (such as trail
building) and beyond in the adjacent developed
neighborhoods. Finally, some BMPs reflect
non-regulatory programs that are occurring
city-wide and apply to voluntary efforts to
Corn lilies in RVNA wetland
protect water quality, with a special emphasis
VNA
on the River View subwatershed.
regeneration at RVNA

Photo by Shannah Anderson, BES

Water quality monitoring and adaptive management - Develop a plan for water quality data
collection to meet monitoring needs for RVNA and adaptive management plan that outlines
monitoring and feedback loops that will inform water quality projects in the future. Some of those
monitoring programs will include:


Continue current Portland Area Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Program
(PAWMAP) monitoring program. Supplement PAWMAP monitoring by developing a
long term water quality monitoring plan for key RVNA streams, including data on
macroinvertebrates as water quality indicators. PAWMAP is a coordinated long-term
monitoring effort designed to measure the city’s current and changing ecological
resources. The program systematically measures changes in habitat, water quality and
biological communities over time. PAWMAP samples the following components along
perennial and intermittent streams across Portland:
o
o
o
o
o

In-stream and riparian habitat
Water quality including temperature, oxygen, pathogens, and metals
Macroinvertebrates
Fish
Riparian birds



Conduct culvert/stream crossings inventory and assessment and develop an action plan
for addressing water quality problems associated at problem areas. Develop priorities for
decommissioning culverts and reducing impacts to seeps and wetlands.



Possible partnership with Lewis & Clark College for on-going monitoring.

River View Natural Area Management Plan

26

October 2015

RVNA Habitat Management

Regulatory Stormwater Treatment Projects per the City’s Stormwater Management Manual
(SWMM) as development occurs in areas adjacent to the natural area, private landowners will be
required to meet the city standards for improving stormwater inputs to the streams of the natural
area. Additionally construction of any developments in RVNA (trails, parking improvements,
stream restoration projects) will also be required to meet City regulations related to stormwater
management.
Voluntary Stormwater Treatment Opportunities on adjacent private property have been
identified through the citywide stormwater planning process and the Portland Watershed
Management Plan (BES Watershed Management Plan, 2005; River View Subwatershed
Improvement Strategies, 2010). Some of these projects have been implemented and BES will
work with partners to continue to develop and construct stormwater improvement projects.
Partners currently include West Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District, Lewis &
Clark, Southwest Watershed Resource Center (SW WRC), and the Riverview Cemetery. SW
WRC offers a Stormwater for Challenging Sites workshop series that could be targeted for private
property owners adjacent to RVNA.
Protection of perennial and intermittent streams in the natural area; including stream
crossings, culvert design, and structural protections afforded aquatic areas, Trail Design and
Construction BMPs will guide the location, construction and maintenance of natural area trails to
support RVNA Management Plan goals and Ecological Prescriptions (Appendix B).


Trail crossing at perennial and intermittent streams will be accomplished with
bridges or culverts of sufficient size to facilitate natural channel form and function in the
natural area; including stream crossings, culvert design, and special protections afforded
aquatic areas (Aquatic Function Areas).



Environmental zoning will require environmental and design review of trails and access
(City Code Chapter 33.430). Also, Per City Code Chapter 17.38.030 Protection of
Drainage way Areas, drainage reserve areas are required over all drainage ways outside
of the (p) zone. Drainage reserves act as no-build areas, not easements, and are intended
to protect flow conveyance in both natural and manmade surface channels.
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Plan Guidelines
A. Design Criteria
The project design criteria provide a decision-making framework for the management plan. These
criteria consist of vision statements, actions to avoid, trail design standards, and allowed and not
allowed uses. The concepts in the plan are developed to meet these criteria.

Vision for RVNA
1. Protect and enhance watershed health of the site to:
 Maintain and protect cold stream flows into the Willamette River to meet State water
quality standards and support cold water refugia for Coho, Chinook, Steelhead,
macroinvertebrates, and other aquatic species.
 Preserve Interior Forest Habitat.
 Enhance forest health through control of invasive species and the development of a
multi-tiered (ground cover, shrub, and tree) native forest.
 Facilitate connections to other natural areas such as Tryon Creek State Natural Area
and Powers Marine Park for fish and wildlife.
2. Provide recreation experiences for users that are compatible with the protection of natural
resources. This includes a system of safe and sustainable trails, and access points that
enhance the users experience to enjoy nature.
3. Foster environmental stewardship and education through:
 Formation of a Friends group and/or regular quarterly work parties that engage
stakeholders.
 Interpretation of the natural resources.
 Engagement with local college and university staff and students to pursue research
that assists in management, maintenance, and awareness.

Actions to Enhance and Minimize Impacts to Natural Resources



Map aquatic functional areas, wetlands, streams and interior forest, and follow the
ecological prescriptions for enhancement and restoration.
Locate trails within 200 feet from the outside edge of the property boundary, where
feasible, to minimize habitat disturbance and preserve as much interior habitat as
possible.
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Minimize stream crossings.
Construct trail crossings of riparian areas on the shortest, most direct route,
perpendicular to the stream with minimal encroachment into riparian buffers.
Protect perennial and intermittent stream crossings with bridges or culverts of
sufficient size to facilitate natural channel function and form.
Protect health of large trees for shade, bank stabilization, and promote snags and
coarse wood for habitat features.
Avoid wetland impacts and if not possible to avoid, minimize impacts.
Establish high-density plantings six feet from the trail edge to make it difficult to go
off-trail while maintaining sightlines and minimizing maintenance.
Minimize the removal of trees for access (trails and parking).
Place bridge or platform footings outside of the top of bank, defined by Portland City
Code 33.430.190, wherever possible.
Consider voluntary seasonal trail closures to protect natural resource functions such
as bird nesting or water quality if science-based monitoring shows impacts.
Continue to implement off-site stormwater management.

Trail Design






Create trail loops and avoid dead ends.
Use Best Management Practices to construct trails that are sustainable and minimize
impacts to natural resources and water quality.
Fully decommission all demand trails.
Avoid stairs whenever possible.
Provide at least one fully-accessible trail opportunity.

Allowed Uses









Natural resources protection, restoration and enhancement activities throughout the
site.
On-trail recreation.
Stewardship activities limited to 30 people with City staff supervision.
On-trail environmental education limited to 18 participants, including instructors.
Small organized group activities (e.g., hiking group).
Research approved through PP&R Research Permit process.
Monitoring according to site specific protocols - ecological, water quality, recreation.
Geocaching per PP&R’s policy.
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Not Allowed





Dogs (not even on-leash) – adversely impact wildlife and water quality.
Off-trail activities, except through approved PP&R Research Permit and for
stewardship activities.
Foraging and/or plant collection unless approved through the PP&R Research Permit.
Organized competitive events.

Interim Prohibited


Biking, of any kind, within the site.

B. Opportunities and Constraints
Table 2 identifies key design considerations for access features that are included in the
management plan. Opportunities and constraints are listed for each access feature which helps
planners determine the suitability, potential impacts, difficulty, or cost ramifications of the
proposed features based on the existing conditions of the site. The existing conditions may be
tangible site elements such as a sewer line, or non-tangible elements such as zoning overlays.
Table 2 – Access Features and Design Considerations

Access Feature
Half-street Improvement with
Parking on SW Palatine Hill
Road

River View Natural Area Management Plan

Design Considerations
Opportunities

Constraints

 Provide visitor parking
 Improve pedestrian safety
with a sidewalk
 Manage stormwater per BES
Stormwater Management
Manual
 Provide pedestrian crossings
 Improve bicycle safety within
street bicycle sharrows, a
shared-lane marking
indicating bicycles share the
lane

 Portland Bureau of
Transportation
(PBOT)requirements
 Funding
 Tree protection requirements
 Neighborhood impacts
 Right-of-way width
 Stormwater impacts to
streams
 Possible loss of existing
trees within right-of-way
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Table 2 Continued
Trails

Access Points

Overlooks

Restroom

Stream Crossings

Pedestrian Connection to
Powers Marine Park

River View Natural Area Management Plan

 Provide low gradient loop at
top of hill for users with
diverse recreation skills and
abilities.
 Include a more challenging
loop around the perimeter
 Allow access for site
maintenance
 Improve site security through
visual surveillance
 Include environmental
education
 Provide an accessible trail

 Environmental Zone code
requirements
 Steep slopes
 Interior habitat
 Riparian habitat
 Tree protection
 Stream crossings
 Erodible soils
 Potential erosion
 Seeps and wetlands

 Lewis & Clark College
 SW Palatine Hill Road

 Highway 43 is managed by
ODOT, no parking allowed
 Adjacent private property
 River View Cemetery

 Forest views
 Wetland views
 Stream views






 Sewer line under SW
Palatine Hill Road
 Screening the facility with
vegetation or a built
enclosure
 Many locations to select near
SW Palatine Hill Road

 Access by maintenance
vehicles
 Vandalism
 Avoid habitat and tree
impacts
 Safety
 Aesthetics

 Remove existing culverts and
fill material within active
stream channels
 Span channels with
structures that allow for fluvial
processes and wildlife
 Create visual access to
streams
 Interpretive signage

 Environmental Zone code
requirements
 BES Drainage Reserve
Overlay code requirements
 Maintain flow conveyance
 Cost of structures
 Potential bank erosion at
stream crossings

 Pedestrian underpass
 Pedestrian overpass
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Topography
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CHAPTER V
Access and Nature-Based Recreation
A. Compatible Uses
Compatible uses support a safe environment that provides opportunities to access and experience
the natural environment for all visitors. Compatible uses are those that do not cause undue impact
on the habitat quality, water quality, or ecological functions of the site. Metro’s conservation
easement over the site stipulates that “permitted uses shall therefore include public access for
nature based recreation, such as hiking and nature watching, environmental education and
research.”
The compatible uses at RVNA include:
 Natural resource protection, restoration, and enhancement activities
 On-trail recreation
 Stewardship activities
 Environmental education
 Research activities permitted through PP&R
 Environmental monitoring
 Geocaching per PP&R policy.
In addition to the specific compatible uses at RVNA, this and all PP&R properties are subject to
the provisions of Chapter 20.12 Prohibited Conduct in the Title 20 of the Portland City Code.
These provisions are the overarching park rules that apply throughout the City.

B. Trail System
Visitors to the RVNA will enjoy a system of trails that creates two loops and connections to key
access points (Figure 4). To minimize impacts to ecological functions and protect the Habitat
Preserve, the majority of trails are located on the outer 200-foot edge of the natural area. A large
outer loop provides approximately three and a half miles of trail encircling the site. A series of
switchbacks connecting the lower portions of the site to the upper area provide a gentle grade and
a sustainable trail surface in otherwise steep terrain.
A shorter and flatter upper loop provides easier access for a wide range of users. This loop is
approximately eight-tenths of a mile long and encircles the upper portion of the site. Its shallow
grade and easy access from SW Palatine Hill Road will make it a favorite for visitors with
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children or for those who don’t want to navigate the elevation change of the outer loop. If
possible, this trail will be accessible to all users.
An accessible trail that parallels SW Palatine Hill Road connects two primary access points, helps
complete the outer loop, and provides visual access to the site’s largest wetland and an overlook.

Trail Guidelines and Best Management Practices
The trails will be mainly soft surface and meet the guidelines within PP&R’s 2009 Trail Design
Guidelines. The design and construction of the trail system will be guided by a set of Best
Management Practices. Applying these BMPs at RVNA will create trails that are sustainable from
both a maintenance perspective and an environmental perspective. The trail BMPs were compiled
from a review of federal, state, and local trail manuals. They represent the best available
information in regard to contemporary trail planning and design.
Proper drainage and water management are central to these BMPs so that erosion is minimized
and the trail surface is resilient to wet weather. By creating a resilient trail surface, users are less
likely to venture off-trail in an attempt to avoid muddy areas, which causes trail-widening.

Photo by ESA

Existing Trail

Additionally, because the trails are designed to effectively shed water without the use of
waterbars, culverts, or other high-maintenance techniques, they will cost less to maintain for the
years to come.
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Certain BMPs are specific to the trail planning and design process. For example, the final trail
alignments should be rolling contour trails with grade reversals that adhere to the half rule, the ten
percent guideline, and the maximum sustainable grade (as well as the other BMPs). Another
group of BMPs are specific to construction detailing such as maintaining a proper outslope and
constructing rolling grade dips. Several BMPs are specific to management of the trail system
including proper signage, performing regular maintenance, and enacting conditional closures
during periods of especially wet conditions.
Table 3 lists the trail BMPs for RVNA. BMP elements will be measured with either a yes or no
answer to the question “Was the goal met?” or using Trail Degradation Monitoring (TDM). TDM
will document potential areas of erosion, rutting and widening to determine whether the trail
network is within the limits of acceptable change. TDM will provide the necessary data to enact
adaptive management actions or to enact changes to the trail rules, allowed uses, and seasonal
closures, if necessary.

River View Natural Area Management Plan

34

October 2015

Chapter V

Table 3 – Trail Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Element
Low-impact Stream
Crossings

Side Hill Trails

Trail Alignment

Description
Bridges or over-sized arch
culverts should be used where
practicable. The traditional use
of small diameter, round
culverts and backfill should be
discontinued. Hydraulic
structures should have
approximately one foot
freeboard above Ordinary
High Water. Bridges should be
sited properly with sufficient
length so that bridge
abutments are outside the
Ordinary High Water line.

This type of trail is located on
side slopes of 20 to70 percent.
The trail alignment is
generally perpendicular to the
fall line and follows the half
rule, referenced below.
Fall line trails are to be
avoided. A fall line trail is one
that follows the prevailing
slope. Trails should gently
traverse slopes rather than
traveling up or down them.
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Purpose
Using bridges or over-sized
arch culverts for stream
crossings will support natural
stream processes for
conveyance of water,
sediment, and wood. These
structures also support
floodplain functions for
nutrient exchange and for
healthy riparian vegetation.
Bridges also keep the trail
physically separated from
stream banks which prevents
damage to vegetation and
prevents sediment movement
into the stream.
With a proper outslope, grade,
and drainage features, side
hill trails shed water
effectively to avoid erosion,
mud, rutting, and widening.

Measure
Yes / No

Well-aligned trails that avoid
fall lines and flat areas
minimize erosion, mud,
rutting, and widening. Trails
that are aligned with the fall
line tend to collect and
concentrate surface water.
Shedding water from fall line
trails is very difficult.

Yes / No

Yes / No
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Table 3 Continued
Half Rule

Ten Percent
Guideline

Maximum
Sustainable Grade

A trail’s grade should not
exceed half the side slope
grade. As an example, if the
side slope grade is 18 percent,
then the trail’s grade should
not exceed 9 percent. If the
trail grade exceeds half the
side slope grade then the trail
is considered to be a fall line
trail.
The average trail grade should
not exceed ten percent as
measured along the entire
segment.

The maximum steepness for
short stretches of trail may go
up to or over 15 percent.
These sections will be site
specific and soil dependent.
Slope and length of the steep
sections is a design-level
decision to be made based on
site conditions.
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This rule is essentially a
corollary of the Trail
Alignment elements and
serves as a check that trail
grades will be sustainable.

Yes / No

While short segments
exceeding ten percent grade
may be considered
sustainable, the overall grade
should not exceed ten percent.
This is measured by dividing
the vertical change of the trail
by its overall length. This
guideline helps avoid
developing long, steep
sections of trail that are
unsustainable.
While the average grade of an
uphill trail segment should be
ten percent or less, short
portions may exceed ten
percent. This allows
flexibility to avoid tree
impacts, add drainage
features, switchbacks, make
difficult connections, and add
variability to the trail user’s
experience.

Yes / No

Yes / No
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Table 3 Continued
Grade Reversals

Rolling Grade Dips

Outslope

Rolling Contour
Trail

A section of trail where the
trail grade reverses for a short
segment. For example, a trail
dips, then climbs briefly, then
it reverts to its prevailing
grade. Grade reversals are
used primarily on new trails.

These are constructed drainage
features that use a knick (an
aggressively outsloped
depression) combined with a
gentle soil ramp (downhill of
the knick) to shed water from
the trail tread.
The trail tread should slope
effectively to the downhill (or
outside) edge at approximately
five percent. The downhill
edge of the trail should be
constructed to allow water to
easily sheet flow off of the
trail. During construction
careful attention should be
paid to prevent berming or
debris from obstructing the
outslope sheetflow.
Monitoring and maintenance
is required to maintain the
proper outslope.
A side hill trail with an
effective outslope, grade
reversals, and a gentle grade.
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This element is a subtle, but
very effective way to properly
drain a trail. It does not
require structures in the trail
bed nor does it require much
maintenance. A grade reversal
is a modern technique that
replaces water bars. They
prevent water from building
up and concentrating on the
trail.
This constructed drainage
feature is used when it is
impractical to construct grade
reversals or as a retrofit to a
poorly draining segment of
trail. This replaces the
outdated concept of a
waterbar.
Outslopes on sidehill trails
prevent water from building
up on the trail. A welldraining outslope helps
minimize impacts to the
natural hillslope drainage by
avoiding the collection and
rerouting of sheet flow. A
properly constructed outslope
is a low-maintenance element
that helps avoid ditches and
small diameter culverts
known for their long-term
maintenance burden.

Yes / No

The rolling contour trail
combines many of the
sustainable trail elements into
one effective package that is
sustainable from an
environmental and
maintenance perspective.

Yes / No

Yes / No

Yes / No
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Table 3 Continued
Maintenance

Conditional
Closures

Long-term maintenance
activities should include deberming, adding knicks and
rolling grade dips, brushing,
leaf removal, cleaning existing
drainage features, adaptive
management actions, and
immediate closures of
unauthorized trails.
Consider temporary closure of
trails during periods of
exceptionally wet conditions
during which soil is displaced
by boots or tires.

Minimize Impacts to Trails shall be designed, built,
Riparian Corridors
and maintained to avoid or
and Wetlands
minimize impacts within the
riparian corridors. Trails,
bridges, boardwalks, and oversized culverts are not excluded
from the riparian corridor
areas. The proposed riparian
corridor for River View
extends 100 feet on each side
of the creeks, and 200 feet
where the slope exceeds 25
percent. Trails should cross
the corridors with the minimal
practicable impacts and should
not parallel creeks within the
corridor area. Where trails
cross through a corridor, all
applicable BMPs shall be
used.
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Proactive maintenance of the
trail system will maintain
drainage features, protect the
durability of the trail tread,
prevent erosion, and fix
problem areas before longterm damage occurs.

TDM

Trail closures during periods
of exceptional wetness will
help prevent long-term
damage to the trail surfaces
and will help prevent shortterm sediment discharges
from the trail surfaces.
The key purpose of the
minimizing trail incursions
into the riparian corridors is to
allow robust riparian plant
communities to thrive and to
minimize exposed soil
conditions near streams and
wetlands.

TDM

Yes / No
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Table 3 Continued
Full Bench Trail

This type of trail is cut entirely
into the side slope rather than
being constructed as a partial
cut and partial fill.

Trail Access
Signage

Label trail segments with
signage to give users
information on surface type,
average grade, maximum
grade, and length.
Install share-the-trail signage
depicting which users have
priority. Maintain adequate
sight lines at corners and
consider one-way travel on
certain trail segments.

Trail Safety
Elements

Protect Stream
Banks at Crossings

Install dense shrub plantings,
brush piles, or carefullydesigned fencing where trails
intersect waterways.

Problematic Wet
Areas

Potential solutions; Turnpikes,
causeways, rock drains, or
boardwalks

A full bench trail is the most
stable and sustainable trail
surface. The native,
consolidated soil in a cut area
tends to be more resistant to
mobilization and slumping
than placed and compacted
fill material.
Inform users of trail challenge
so that they can decide if the
trail segment suits their
physical abilities.

Yes / No

Share-the-trail signage makes
it very clear to users who has
the right-of-way and who is
required to yield to other
users. In addition, proper sight
lines will facilitate safe trail
user interactions as will oneway travel on certain trail
segments.
Installing well-designed
deterrents will keep people
and pets from denuding
stream banks and exposing
soil that may erode into the
channel.
Used to elevate trail tread
above the water table and
minimize trail widening

Yes / No

Yes / No

Yes / No

TDM

C. Access Improvements
Access Points
Safe and sustainable access to RVNA will provide nature-based recreation opportunities and will
help support stewardship, community connections, and environmental education opportunities.
The primary visitor access points will be located along SW Palatine Hill Road. Trails will enter
the property at the southwest corner of the site and at the “main” entrance at the terminus of SW
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Brugger Street. A third access point connects the existing trail system at Lewis & Clark College
to RVNA. A fourth and final access point will be a future connection across Highway 43 bringing
visitors to Powers Marine Park and a future regional trail. ODOT controls Highway 43 and
parking is prohibited along this corridor. Because of these restrictions, this plan does not include
parking and access along the state highway.

Half Street Improvements with Parking
The planning process included an analysis of options for public parking at RVNA. As a natural
area with a specific set of compatible uses, RVNA will generate far fewer vehicle trips than a
more developed and programmed public park. However, there will be a need for a limited amount
of parking. During the public meetings and the PAC meetings the City heard that neighbors have
concerns about public parking on the nearby neighborhood streets. The planning team considered
a shared parking plan with Lewis & Clark College, but the college’s existing conditions of land
use approval prohibit public parking for non-college-related situations.
The TAC and PAC rejected the idea of a parking lot within RVNA itself as that level of
development would be inconsistent with the goals of the natural area. The planning team
developed a concept plan to create parallel parking along the eastern side of SW Palatine Hill
Road, generally within the road right-of-way. This concept plan is Figure A13 (Appendix A) of
this document.
The proposed half-street improvement provides vehicle parking, bicycle parking, a sidewalk,
stormwater treatment basins, and sharrows in the drive lane. An application for development of
the trail system and right-of-way improvements for parking will most likely require the half-street
improvement in this area. Improvements within the right-of-way will need to meet PBOT and
BES design standards, and be reviewed and approved by both bureaus prior to construction.
During the design phase the number of parking spaces needed will be determined.

Overlooks
Two overlook decks provide a place to stop and enjoy the sights and sounds of the forest (Figure
4). The first overlook deck is adjacent to the large wetland at the top of Stream 6. It will bring
visitors to the edge of the wetland while protecting the wetland itself. The second overlook is
immersed in the forest, looking down into the Stream 6 valley. The overlook decks will be
approximately 500 square feet each, constructed of durable materials, and designed to fit
unobtrusively into the forest scene. They will include perimeter railings to ensure visitors remain
on the overlook decks. These railings may also incorporate interpretation information.
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Restroom
A portable toilet enclosure is proposed for the primary entrance to the park. The exact location
will be revisited during the design phase. The enclosure will provide an attractive, permanent
structure to house a portable toilet. The enclosure will be sited in a way that minimizes impacts to
trees and other natural resources and in a location that facilitates regular maintenance and
cleaning with access for large vehicles, without imposing on neighbors.

Stream Crossings
The Access Plan depicts a trail system that minimizes the number of stream crossings, but, with a
site of this size with seven streams, crossings are inevitable. The crossings will be designed to
protect the stream banks from trampling and to allow natural fluvial processes to occur. The
detailed crossing design will be reviewed by the Bureau of Development Services and by the BES
for compliance with the Portland Development Code and the Stormwater Management Manual.
In general, bridges or oversized culverts are used in situations like this where people need to cross
waterways in sensitive natural areas.

Pedestrian Connection to Powers Marine Park
Highway 43 creates a barrier between RVNA and Powers Marine Park that severely restricts
movement between the two natural areas. The access plan depicts a general location where a safe
pedestrian connection between the two parks could be made. This connection may be an
overpass, an underpass, or may be part of a larger terrestrial crossing that allows the movement of
people and wildlife below the roadway. It will be considered when the regional trail is designed
through Powers Marine Park.

Photo by PP&R

Yellow Wood Violet
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Photo by ESA

Sword Fern
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CHAPTER VI
RVNA Management
Protecting natural resources, water quality, and creating a safe place for visitors are the primary
management objectives for the site. Managed to protect and enhance ecological functions, the
interior of the site is designated a habitat preserve that will have limited public access, which will
include research, stewardship activities and environmental education. The majority of trails are
located on the outer 200 feet of the property edge to minimize impacts to wildlife and water
quality. City Nature, a division of PP&R, manages natural areas throughout the City and they will
have the primary responsibility for RVNA. PP&R rules and regulations in Title 20 Parks and
Recreation apply to RVNA. PP&R Rangers will help to gain compliance with park rules.

A. Environmental Protection
The TAC and the PAC recommend a no-dogs policy for RVNA. This policy is intended to protect
water quality and to reduce user impacts on wildlife. Uncollected dog waste impacts water quality
in small streams and wetlands, and dogs tend to travel off-trail and cut switchbacks creating
erosion. Additionally, the presence of dogs and their markings can cause wildlife to feel
threatened and flee.
The second recommendation is to look at the possibilities of seasonal trail closures that coincide
with the wettest periods of the year. Closing trails during extended wet periods helps prevent the
trail surface from becoming muddy and discharging sediment into the surrounding forest. Often,
when trails develop muddy areas, trail users begin walking to the sides of the trail creating
widening and impacting native vegetation. Voluntary trail closures during wet periods have
worked fairly well at other City-owned natural areas. Signage describing the closure system will
be erected on the site. Enacting seasonal trail closures to protect wildlife during sensitive periods
of their life-cycle was discussed by the PAC and TAC. The general consensus was that this is an
important adaptive management tool to consider and will be at the discretion of the site managers.
Another management tool is a site signage system that will give users information on distances,
level of difficulty, allowed and prohibited uses, and wayfinding. This site-wide signage could also
include information on closures and contacts for reporting non-compliance and/or illegal uses
such as camping.

B. Environmental Interpretation and Education
Another management tool is to provide environmental interpretation and education. Information
on the functions and values of the site gives the public an understanding of why the site is
managed primarily to protect natural resource functions. RVNA offers wonderful opportunities
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for environmental interpretation and education. The site itself has a rich storyline, but also offers
the opportunity to discover how RVNA fits into the larger regional ecosystem. There is also great
value in highlighting the hidden story behind specific site features. For example, exploring
concepts of riparian habitat, old-growth western red cedar forests, wetland function, or the impact
of invasive plant species would add to a visitor’s experience and understanding. The trail system
traverses much of the site, passing near wetlands, streams, restoration areas, maturing forest and
other interesting features.
Examples of general interpretive goals for RVNA could be:
1. Connect park users to place and geographic context of RVNA in space and time
2. Describe how designated park uses support ecological goals and public benefit
3. Convey “take home” messages – how can park users support ecological goals in daily
life.
Interpretive techniques should include on-site signage and web-based information. The PAC
explored ideas of creating short films about the history of the site and the restoration efforts todate. These films could
be posted on a website
for people to view
before or after a visit
to the site. There were
also discussions about
using QR codes or
similar techniques to
allow people to
quickly access site
Photo by ESA
Slough Sedge
stories from their
mobile devices while on the site. These dynamic storytelling platforms would be effective to
convey the history of the site, restoration efforts, and how RVNA fits into a regional network of
waterways and protected natural areas.
Another important concept to convey through information and interpretation is the ongoing
management of the site. For example, the PAC suggested that signage explaining why dogs are
banned would be more effective than a simple “no dogs” sign. Additionally, the concept of the
habitat preserve could be explored in a way that builds support for this management technique
and explains the importance of this area. Seasonal or weather-related trail closures could be
explained in a similar way on permanent signage.
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CHAPTER VII
Implementation and Schedule
A. Permitting
Developing visitor facilities and implementing stream restoration work at RVNA will require a
series of permit application submittals and agency approvals. At the federal level, impacts to
waters of the United States, including wetlands, typically require a permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Because RVNA is
being managed as a protected natural area, impacts to wetlands and waterways will generally be
avoided. However, in-stream habitat restoration or culvert removal work will require USACE
authorization.
The Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) will require a permit for certain excavation/fill
activities, including culvert removal, in waterways and wetlands, pursuant to the State of
Oregon’s Removal-Fill Law (note: certain voluntary habitat restoration activities in
waterways/wetlands are exempt from Removal-Fill permitting requirements). Additionally,
coverage under the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) NPDES 1200-C
permit may be needed to authorize construction stormwater discharges, if ground disturbance
associated with RVNA development is at least one acre.
The City may require land use review, including an Environmental Review, for certain
development activities on the site. Environmental Review is triggered by development activities
within designated p or c overlay zones that do not meet prescribed development standards. Both p
and c zones are present on the site. Land use review processes are overseen by the Bureau of
Development Services, but include reviews by all applicable City bureaus.
Additional City permits required prior to construction include a Site Development Permit for
clearing and grading, and a Commercial Building Permit for each proposed structure (such as a
bridge or a boardwalk). PBOT will require a Public Works Permit for roadway and frontage
improvements along SW Palatine Hill Road. Any work within the Highway 43 right-of-way will
require authorization from ODOT, as it is a state highway.
The City of Portland implements stormwater management programs under a permit issued by the
Oregon DEQ under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA). The permit is formally called the Phase
I National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
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System (MS4) Discharge Permit. It is referred to as the MS4 permit, or municipal stormwater
permit.
Within RVNA there are several areas that have been delineated as MS4 basins. The total MS4
area within RVNA is approximately 24 acres. The City’s Stormwater Management Plan, an
element of the MS4 permit, relies on actions such as natural area acquisition and revegetation of
riparian areas.

B. Plan Implementation
Upon approval of this plan, implementation will begin immediately. The key considerations for
implementing the plan include:
1. The no-dogs policy will go into effect 30 days after approval.
2. The use of mountain bikes will remain a prohibited-use until completion of the City’s
Off-Road Cycling Master Plan, through which RVNA will be considered as a candidate
property for cycling.
3. PP&R will seek funding for the proposed access improvements.
4. Stewardship and site stabilization activities will continue.
5. Actions described in the ecological prescriptions will continue and additional actions will
begin.
6. Installation of temporary signage to inform users of upcoming changes and allowed park
uses.
The construction of the access improvements may be broken into two or more phases. If
construction phasing is enacted it will be based on several factors, one of which may be the
availability of construction funds. A second factor is the potential for small land acquisitions that
may create the opportunity to revisit details of the outer trail loop alignment. The ecological
prescriptions call for additional studies that may inform the final trail layouts in order to reduce
ecological impacts. An important consideration regarding construction phasing is the potential for
unintended impacts resulting from mobilizing construction equipment and accessing areas within
RVNA multiple times. If a phasing plan is developed it will be important to group construction
activities by location to reduce the temporary impacts of construction access.

C. Construction Cost Estimate
ESA VA prepared a preliminary construction cost estimate for the implementation of the plan.
The estimates are for direct costs (materials and construction) and do not include design or city
staff and project management costs that will add substantially to the overall estimate. The
estimate also includes the implementation of on-going and Phase 1 ecological prescriptions. The
cost to implement ecological prescriptions ranges from $330,000 (low estimate) to $1,590,000
(high estimate), and the average cost is shown in the construction cost estimate.

River View Natural Area Management Plan
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Implementation and Schedule

The detailed construction cost estimate is included in Appendix C. A summary of the direct cost
estimate is shown below:
Implementation of the On-going and Phase 1 Ecological Prescriptions
Construction Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Bonding
Soft-surface Trail Construction
Trail Decommissioning
Portable Toilet Enclosure
Overlooks (2)
Trailhead Kiosk and Signage (4)
Interpretive Signage (8)
Stream 6 Culvert Stabilization & Restoration
Trail Bridges (7)
SW Palatine Hill Road Half Street with Parking
Contingency
Total

$ 960,000
$ 260,000
$ 575,000
$ 50,000
$ 10,000
$ 140,000
$ 40,000
$ 80,000
$ 500,000
$ 420,000
$1,080,000
$ 945,000
$5,060,000

Optional: Highway 43 Pedestrian Crossing

$3,550,000

D. Partnership
PP&R recognizes that developing mutually beneficial partnerships with individuals, nonprofit
organizations, private entities public agencies and community groups is a viable and appropriate
way to steward natural areas in Portland. Partnerships increase the variety and quality of natural
areas and educational opportunities, help make physical improvements and maintenance, and aid
in stewardship over the lifetime of the site. Partner organizations will most likely assist PP&R in
meeting the goals of the plan through:






Implementation of the ecological
prescriptions, including monitoring,
baseline wildlife studies, long-term
research and working with adjacent
property owners to remove invasive
species
Volunteer involvement in
vegetation management, including
invasive species removal and
planting native species
Outreach to adjacent private
landowners in support of habitat
connectivity across the landscape

River View Natural Area Management Plan
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Chapter VII



Targeted outreach to educate park users about RVNA and compatible activities such as nodog policy and the importance of staying on the trails

Within the ecological prescriptions, a variety of partner organizations are identified. Examples
include Lewis & Clark College, Xerces Society, West Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation
District, neighborhood associations, SW Watershed Resource Center, and Backyard Habitat
Program. PP&R may also outreach to the U.S. Environmental Protection Service, and Forest
Service; Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, and Oregon Watershed Enhancement
Board; and Portland State University and Portland Community Colleges.

Photo by ESA

Trail on old logging road at RVNA
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APPENDIX A

Figures
A1. Context
A2. Corridor Analysis
A3. Site Base Map
A4. Zoning
A5. Soils
A6. Topography
A7. Waterways and Wetlands
A8. Aquatic Network
A9. Existing Vegetation
A10. Existing Social Trails
A11. Transportation and Site Access
A12. Forest Stand
A13. Half-Street Improvements
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RVNA Desired Future Condition

3.

River View – Potential and Observed Amphibians,
Reptiles, Mammals, and Birds
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River View Natural Area (RVNA)
Ecological Prescriptions: these are a component of Portland Parks & Recreation’s Ecosystem Management Program. The primary components
are desired future condition, inventory and assessment, ecological prescription, intervention, and monitoring.
Purpose: planning for ecological intervention – prioritize actions to improve the ecological health, policy change and monitoring, dependent
on the availability of funding.

June 15, 2015, 2015

Project Timeline – Starting in 2016
Phase 1:
0‐5 Years
Phase 2:
6‐10 Years
Phase 3:
10‐25 Years
Definitions: Based on the River View Site Analysis Memorandum and Maps (November 21, 2013)
1. Streambank is defined as the first break in slope from the stream and includes the active riparian area.
2. Riparian is defined as the transitional area between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. Riparian corridor functions include controlling sediments, nutrients and pollutants through vegetation; moderating stream flows;
and providing shade to maintain habitat for cold water aquatic species. Additional functions include improving channel dynamics; increasing inputs of available nutrients to aquatic species; and providing corridors that
allow wildlife to access water and to migrate among different habitat areas. The riparian area is designated as the forest, woodland, or shrubland 100’ on each side of the stream. Where the slope is 25% or more, the
riparian area increases to 200’ on each side of the stream (from City of Portland Natural Resource Inventory [NRI]).
3. Interior Forest is a forest patch of 30 acres in size or greater that is more than 300’ from the nearest forest edge. Interior forest habitats are buffered from non‐forest land and from primary and secondary roads (i.e.
roads considered large enough to break canopy, 15’) and transmission right‐of‐way corridors (from City of Portland Terrestrial Ecological Enhancement Strategy [TEES]).
4. Habitat Preserve is a management‐defined area where public access is limited to research and monitoring through the PP&R permit process, and stewardship activities with City staff.
5. Wetlands are inundated or saturated by water all or part of the year and provide watershed functions including storage of water, nutrient cycling, and habitat.
6. Edge is a 200’ wide area along the boundaries of the property that could be more susceptible to adverse impacts due to influences from urbanization.
7. Aquatic Function Area is the area along streams, wetlands, riparian and associated uplands that provide ecological functions for protecting and enhancing aquatic systems.
GOAL – PROTECT AQUATIC AND TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND THEIR HABITATS
Function based goal: Protect, restore and enhance habitat functions and connectivity within and to natural areas adjacent to River View Natural Area for terrestrial (land) and aquatic (water) wildlife.
Phase
On‐going

Project
1.

Early Detection and Rapid
Response (EDRR) plant
control

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

Invasive plants –
EDRR species

Control or extirpation of
EDRR species within 2‐5
years of identification so
they do not modify habitat

 Partner with City of Portland EDRR
program to target plants on their list
 Formalize EDRR
mapping/monitoring/treatment
protocol and implement with
partners
 Yearly inspection of Edge vegetation
management zone for EDRR species –
partner with adjacent land owners to
eradicate EDRR species

Entire Site

PP&R
BES

1

Phase

Project

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

On‐going

2.

Long‐term invasive species
management plan

Habitat degradation

 Target invasive species
are less than 10‐15%
over the entire site
 Target invasive species
are less than 10% within
the Habitat Preserve
 Adjacent property
owners reduce invasive
species on their
properties to less than
20% in the next 10 years

 Create target species plant list for
control
 Establish benchmarks for invasive
species cover and geographic
distribution that include timelines
and measures of success
 Create priority target areas and
phases for implementation
 Treat according to priority target
areas
 Continue removal of invasive species
throughout the site
 Continue vegetation monitoring to
evaluate and document change
 Manage invasive species at the edge
of the site including working with
adjacent landowners
 Continue to partner with adjacent
private properties to remove invasive
species on their properties

Entire Site

 PP&R
 BES
 Lewis and Clark
College
 Riverview
Cemetery
 West
Multnomah Soil
and Water
Conservation
District
(WMSWCD)
 Friends group
 West Willamette
Restoration
Partnership
(WWRP)

On‐going

3.

Native species planting

Multi‐tiered native
vegetation community over
85‐90% of the site

PP&R

4.

Support and enhance
corridors/connections to
other natural areas

 Establish a vegetation planting plan
that includes species and acreage
targets/year
 Develop stem‐density goals
 Conduct habitat connectivity
inventory to facilitate the
prioritization of conservation projects
 Map habitat/landscape barriers
between RVNA and adjacent natural
areas including TCSNA and PMP
 Identify and create fish and wildlife
corridors to establish connection
between PMP and RVNA
 Establish goals and activities for PMP
and RVNA to manage as a contiguous
natural area
 Work with TCSNA to identify common
priorities to connect natural areas
and remove barriers
 Work with private landowners to
voluntarily increase native
plantings/Naturescaping/habitat
enhancements in target areas
between RVNA and TCSNA, Lewis and
Clark College and River View
Cemetery

Entire Site

On‐going

Lack of native
species reduces
habitat value and
bank stabilization
Barrier to animal
movement to
access adjacent
habitat to meet all
their life cycle
needs

Entire Site







 Direct aquatic and
terrestrial connection to
Powers Marine Park
(PMP)
 Enhanced wildlife
corridors to Tryon Creek
State Natural Area
(TCSNA), River View
Cemetery, and Lewis and
Clark College
 Manage PMP and RVNA
as a contiguous natural
area








Friends Group
TCSNA
PP&R
BES
Backyard Habitat
Program (BYH;
Audubon and
Columbia Land
Trust)
River View
Cemetery
Lewis & Clark
College
WMSWCD
PBOT
ODOT
WWRP

2

Phase
On‐going

On‐going

On‐going

Project
5.

6.

7.

Respond to and reduce
non‐compliant uses

Stream assessment

Pollinator habitat program

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

Habitat degradation
from undesirable
uses such as
camping, parties,
demand trails, and
illegal trail building



Entire Site

 PP&R
 Lewis and Clark
College
 Neighborhood
association





 Secure funding to increase ranger
enforcement
 Work with Lewis and Clark Security to
educate students on allowed uses
 Conduct outreach and education to
user groups
 Formulate an enforcement plan with
roles and responsibilities and triggers
for remedial action
 Develop an adaptive management
plan that outlines monitoring and
feedback loops to inform corrective
actions
 Conduct a full baseline assessment
for all RV stream reaches using a
rapid assessment protocol. If feasible,
extend the surveys through PMP to
the mouth of each stream
 Develop an assessment protocol
based on Portland Area Watershed
Monitoring and Assessment Program
(PAWMAP). Add data points specific
to RVNA to detect improvements or
problems in the natural area
 Select parameters to be used in
adaptive management efforts
 Conduct macroinvertebrate surveys
for perennial streams
 Implement pollinator enhancement
projects in consultation with the
Xerces society or other partners
 Use available tool for citizen science
projects to measure and monitor
pollinator presence
 Work with adjacent landowners to
increase habitat features and explore
the potential of pollinator corridors
 Plant a diversity of flowering native
plant species
 Retain snags
 Provide information to users and
neighbors

Streams
Riparian

BES

Entire Site







Data Gap: Lack
of
comprehensive
data on stream
and streambank
conditions
 Data gap:
baseline biotic
stream survey
data
 Establish goals
for future
stream habitat
parameter
improvements
Limited habitat for
forest and wetland
pollinators (native
bees, bats, other
forest pollinators)





Continue to see
reduction in activities
and uses outside of
natural area rules and
regulations
Close illegal trails,
remove camps and stop
other non‐compliant
uses as resources are
available

Baseline information for
water quality, stream
and streambank
conditions to inform
project development
and adaptive
management actions
Set goals for
maintenance, Benthic
Index of Biotic Integrity
(BIBI) or improvements
in WQ and stream
habitat parameters

Additional habitat features
for pollinators at RVNA and
adjacent properties

Xerces Society
WWRP
WMSWCD
BYH
PP&R

3

Phase
Phase 1

Project
8.

Riparian revegetation

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

Lack of stream
corridor vegetation
for aquatic habitat,
bank erosion, lack
of wildlife cover



 Monitor plant density and continue
to plant to meet density goal
 Identify remedial planting actions for
areas failing to meet density goals
within the initial monitoring period
 Establish conifers in the understory to
support the long‐term recruitment of
wood into streams
 Allow for natural reduction of stem
density as trees and shrubs mature

Streambank
Riparian

PP&R

 Conduct surveys for each guild to
determine presence/absence; these
baseline surveys establish
presence/absence for future
comparison
 Identify focal species to inform
management decisions and actions.
Include representative species from
each guild
 Develop an adaptive management
plan that outlines monitoring and
feedback protocols for 5 and 10 year
comparisons of presence/absence
 Integrate opportunities for citizen
science – e.g. bioblitz
 Establish bird point‐count data points
 Adhere to TEES guidance for Avoiding
Impacts on Nesting Birds during
Construction and Revegetation
Projects
 Follow Portland, OR Bird Agenda for
specific management actions and
considerations including Habitat
Protection and Improvement,
Reducing Hazards, Invasive Species
Management, and
Education/Outreach
 Annual staff training on the above
documents
Minimize activities that would create
habitat disturbance such as:
 Close, decommission unplanned and
illegal trails
 Restore areas of disturbance such as
“party camps,” homeless camps and
bike jumps
 Implement trail component of the
management plan

Entire Site






Entire Site

PP&R
BES

Habitat Preserve

PP&R




Phase 1

9.

Identify focal species by
guild: birds, amphibians
and aquatic
macroinvertebrates

Data gap: Focal
species use and
habitat
requirements




Initial planting results in
a stem density of 1200 –
1600 stem/acre of
shrubs and trees
planted within the first
break of slope from the
stream within the first 5
years
Wood recruitment into
streams over time
Multi‐layered riparian
forest
Species presence and
absence and needed
habitat enhancements
Refinement of focal
species

Phase 1

10. Bird conservation and
protection

Effects from
management
activities and
stressors on
resident and
migratory birds on
the site

TEES documents and
Portland, OR Bird Agenda
are understood and used in
making management
decisions

Phase 1

11. Habitat preserve

Fragmented habitat

 A contiguous habitat
area for wildlife with a
dense vegetative cover
 Successful closure of
unsustainable trails and
demand trails

PP&R
BES
Citizen Science
Partners in
Amphibian and
Reptile
Conservation

4

Phase

Project

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

 Inventory streams for
presence/absence of fish to the
mouth of each stream
 Assess stream potential for fish
refugia and incorporate into stream
inventory
 Conduct stream assessment to
determine number of key Large
Woody Debris (LWD) pieces per lineal
stream mile using ODFW guidance
 Determine appropriate streams and
reach sections for instream structures
 Install structures strategically to
provide aquatic habitat, retain
substrate and reduce bank erosion
 Establish conifers in the understory
for future large wood recruitment
 Coordinate with ODOT/ODFW to
conduct culvert inventory
 Prioritize culvert replacement and
repair projects with ODOT and the
trolley consortium
 Follow ODOT/ ODFW culvert
assessment protocol, detailing the
limiting factors for wildlife passage
 At time of replacement, conduct
stream survey if significant in‐stream
habitat enhancement projects are
also proposed
 Replace undersized culverts in
accordance with state fish passage
guidelines
 Remove unwanted debris blocking
culverts
 Identify culverts that could be
upgraded to include terrestrial
species passage in addition to fish
passage where practicable or as
funding allows
 Use TEES draft guidelines for snag,
brush pile, and down wood creation/
retention
 Incorporate habitat structure
creation into projects where possible
 Determine appropriate densities and
locations
 Replace culverts to facilitate
amphibian and small mammal
passage from PMP to RVNA where
practicable or as funding allows

Streams

BES

Stream

PP&R
BES

Streams
Crossings under
Highway 43






Entire Site

PP&R
BES

Phase 1

12. Fish Inventory

Data gap: Fish use
of streams from
RVNA to the
Willamette River

 Document
presence/absence of fish
species
 Identify and map areas
of potential fish habitat

Phase 2

13. Instream structure
enhancement

Lack of habitat
structure for
macroinvertebrates,
mammals, and
amphibians

 Trajectory towards
natural recruitment of
wood
 Opportunistic wood
placement

Phase 2

14. Highway 43 and trolley
line culvert replacements
and improvements

Culverts are
impeding passage
for aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife

Phase 2

15. Wildlife habitat structures

Lack of habitat
structures for use
by wildlife

Fish and wildlife passage
to meet goals for aquatic
and terrestrial
connectivity from RVNA
to the Willamette River
through PMP

 Appropriate densities of
snags, down wood, and
brush piles per TEES
guidelines
 Increased number of
structures

BES
ODOT
ODFW
Trolley
Consortium
 PP&R

5

Phase

Project

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Phase 2

16. Fish refugia restoration

Lack of habitat
components for fish

Increased habitat for
potential fish use

Phase 2

17. Herbaceous vegetation
inventory

Data gap: Lack of
spring and early
summer vegetation
survey data

Phase 3

18. Mammal surveys to
determine
presence/absence

Lack of information
on mammal use of
the site and
corridors

 Inventory spring forbs
and population size
 Document populations
of unique species
 Collect additional
information on
herbaceous vegetation
to inform adaptive
management actions
 Selected focal mammal
species for management
consideration
 Improved habitat for
focal species

Key Components / Actions

Management
Area

Project
Lead/Partner

 Create and restore fish habitat in
streams that would support rearing
of juvenile salmonids
 Monitor restoration projects for fish
use
 Develop an Adaptive Management
Plan that outlines monitoring and
feedback loops that will inform fish
focused projects in the future
 Conduct vegetation surveys in the
spring and early summer
 Develop comprehensive list of plants

Streams

BES

Entire Site

PP&R
BES

Entire Site






 Determine scope of wildlife surveys
 Coordinate with other natural area
managers for habitat improvements
and corridor connections to
understand patterns of use
 Identify research opportunities

PP&R
TCSNA
PSU
WWRP
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GOAL – PROTECT WATER QUALITY AND HYDROLOGY IN RVNA STREAMS AND THEIR ADJACENT WILLAMETTE RIVER CONFLUENCE AREAS
Function based goal: Protect and restore stream processes (e.g. sediment transport, stream flows, energy movement) to improve watershed and stream health, channel functions and public health and safety.

Phase

Project

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions
 Baseline streambank erosion
inventory as part of the stream
assessment
 Prioritize streambanks for invasive
plant removal and native plant
enhancement
 Implement projects based on
prioritization
 Rehabilitate and replant closed trails
 Monitor projects to implement
adaptive management actions as
needed. Include a yearly walk
through of selective streams to map
new and continuing eroding banks
outside the natural range for that
stream type
 Expand PAWMAP data collection to
meet monitoring needs for RVNA
 Monitor as needed to assess
potential problem areas both on and
off site using three tools:
1. Stream condition surveys (to ID
sources of sediments), 2. Direct
water sampling in streams, 3.
Macroinvertebrate sampling
 Implement Trail BMP and monitoring
for erosion
 Work with adjacent land
managers/property owners to treat
stormwater or retain/infiltrate on
their property before discharging to
RVNA
 Continue to work on off‐site
stormwater treatment to remove
pollutants before entering RVNA
 Implement actions identified from
the baseline studies (see above
project)
 Develop an Adaptive Management
Plan that outlines monitoring and
feedback loops that will inform water
quality projects in the future

On‐going

19. Reduce stream bank
erosion for each stream

Erosion from
streambanks
covered by non‐
native invasive
plants with
shallow, weak
roots and demand
trails

 Diversity of native
vegetation that provides
streambank stability
 Properly functioning
stream according to the
Watershed Health Index
(WHI)

On‐going

20. Water quality information
and monitoring

Data Gap: Water
quality baseline
studies

Properly functioning
streams that comply with
established standards for
water quality based on the
WHI

Phase 1

21. Protect and improve water
quality

Untreated
stormwater
discharge to
streams from off‐
site sources

Reduction in untreated
stormwater entering the
site

Management
Area
Streams

Project
Lead/Partners
BES
PP&R

Streams

BES
ODOT

Streams

BES
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Phase

Project

Stress/Gap

Phase 1

22. Restore natural fluvial
processes

Impingement of
natural processes
from culverts, fill at
stream crossings,
skid roads, and
demand trails

Phase 1

23. Wetland protection and
enhancement

Data gaps:
 Wetland
function and
value
 Impaired
wetland
function

Measures of Success
Continuous functional
floodplain function that
includes conveyance of
in‐stream woody
material

 Selection of focal species
associated with RVNA
sloped wetlands
 Protected and enhanced
wetland functions

Key Components / Actions
 Identify failed culverts, demand trail
and roadway impacts to water
quality and fluvial function
 Develop priorities for
decommissioning culverts and
removing associated fill
 Use the information from the stream
assessment to identify impingements
 Conduct baseline assessment of
function and value using the
Hydrogeomorphic Approach for
Assessing Wetlands Functions (HGM)
 Develop and implement
protection/enhancement projects
based on assessment
 Encourage native herbaceous
diversity
 Determine and establish appropriate
wetland buffer area
 Develop an Adaptive Management
Plan that outlines monitoring and
feedback loops that will inform
wetland work in the future

Management
Area
Streams

Project
Lead/Partners
BES
PP&R
ODOT
Trolley Consortium

Wetland

BES
PP&R
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GOAL – IMPROVE FOREST HEALTH AND STRUCTURAL DIVERSITY
Function based goal: Increase the diversity of forest stand structure to support the Desired Future Condition and associated biological communities through monitoring and adaptive management to address invasive species,
forest diseases, and climate change.

Phase

Project

On‐going

24. Forest resilience

On‐going

25. Forest insect and disease
assessment

Phase 2

26. Stand trajectory
assessment (research
project)

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management

 Climate change
 Increase in
summer
temperatures
 Increase in
duration of
summer
drought
conditions
 Increase in
number of high
temperature
days
 Increase in EDRR
species
Data gap:
 Forest insects
and disease
presence/
absence
 Baseline data on
types and
infestation
levels

Resilient forest is managed
for diversity, appropriate
densities and control of
EDRR species

 Monitor regional impacts of climate
change and assess local impacts at
RVNA
 Continue to implement EDRR strategy
and modify as needed based on
monitoring
 Based on the stand assessment,
manage for a diversity of tree and
shrub species
 Modify the Desired Future Condition
to build in resiliency based on
monitoring information

Entire Site

Prioritized actions and
strategies to address levels
of infestation

 Conduct survey to establish baseline
information for presence and quantity
of forest disease/insect infestation
 Formulate treatment strategy and
treat diseased areas based on
information gathered in the baseline
survey and best management
practices.
 Coordinate efforts with Oregon
Department of Agriculture and Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS)
 Evaluate representative stands of each
alliance type to determine
successional trajectory
 Complete stand trajectory assessment
including diversity and density
 Sample geographic distribution
throughout alliances and evaluate
such variables as mortality,
regeneration, stem density, and the
presence of snags and large down
wood

Entire Site

 PP&R
 ODA
 APHIS

Entire Site

PSU
Lewis and Clark

Data gap: Forest
condition
assessment

Stand management plans
for all alliances that provide
a framework for achieving
the Desired Future
Condition

Project
Lead/Partners
PP&R
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Phase

1

Project

Stress/Gap

Measures of Success

Key Components / Actions

Management

 Assessment of wildfire risk with
mapped areas of wildfire risk, fire
hazard monitoring
 Inventory/characterize wildfire fuels
 Develop outreach program to Lewis
and Clark College to educate student
about fire hazards
 Increase PP&R rangers enforcement to
remove illegal campers
 Document existing conditions and
plant trees in opportune areas to
establish trajectory to CWD
 Identify target volume of CWD
appropriate for stand age and site
acreage size1 using TEES standards as a
reference
 Identify, protect and retain existing
standing snags; avoid removing or
disturbing CWD and snags
 Opportunistic recruitment of coarse
wood debris

Entire Site

Phase 2

27. Fire risk management

 Fire risk from
Illegal activities
such as camping
and parties
 Projected drier
summers due to
climate change

 Reduced fire risk
 Response protocols in
place
 Establish fire prevention
program and information
system

Phase 3

28. Coarse woody debris

Low occurrence of
coarse woody
debris (CWD, such
as nurse logs and
standing snags) in
relation to stand
age that provide
habitat and
structural diversity

Trajectory to increase
coarse woody debris
pieces/structures, and
standing snags

Habitat Preserve,
Riparian

Project
Lead/Partners
PP&R

PP&R

Spies, Thomas and Jerry Franklin, Ted Thomas. Coarse Woody Debris in Douglas‐Fir Forests of Western Oregon and Washington. Ecology, Vol. 69, No. 6, 1689‐1702. December 1988.
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River View Natural Area Desired Future Condition Summary
4/10/12
Introduction
The Desired Future Condition (DFC) is a term that is utilized by Portland Parks &
Recreation and other natural resource land managers and scientists to describe conditions
that land managers are attempting to achieve over a specified period of time in a given
geographic area. In some cases, the land may already be in the desired condition and land
managers would focus on maintaining those conditions. If the natural area is not currently
in the desired condition, managers may take actions to encourage a different pattern of
change over time in order to reach the desired conditions.
The DFC projects the plant community structure for the next 25 years; providing
guidance to staff for setting work priorities, making land management decisions, and
informing the public about park management plans. The DFC is the means for setting
goals for restoration activities. The term acknowledges that natural landscapes change
over time and that humans play a key role in determining the degree and direction of that
change. The DFC is a critical step in Portland Parks & Recreation’s Ecosystem
Management Program.

Ecosystem Management Program
Portland Parks and Recreation’s City Nature Group, utilizes an Ecosystem Management
Program (The Program) to manage Natural Area properties. The Program utilizes a
science-based approach to ecological management and includes six interrelated steps.
Applied over time, the sequence of steps informs management and provides the
feedback required to modify practices for the best intended outcome. This system is
referred to as adaptive management.
The six steps of the Ecosystem Management Program are:
1. Inventory: An assessment of existing conditions.
2. Desired Future Condition: A planning goal that describes conditions land managers
are attempting to achieve over a specified period of time in a defined area.
3. Assessment: A gap analysis that identifies the stressors contributing to the difference
between the outcomes articulated in the Desired Future Condition and the existing
conditions (Inventory).
4. Prescription: The development of project plans which include a project description,
measure of success, budget and timelines for specific interventions to address stressors
and achieve the Desired Future Condition.
5. Intervention: Implementation of the prescription.

6. Monitoring: Systematic observation and data collection utilizing established protocols
to determine the efficacy of the intervention and inform the need to modify the
prescription.

Methodology
The Desired Future Condition (DFC) is defined by the vegetative community
composition of the natural area. The natural area is subdivided into ecological units
defined by plant alliances. An alliance is a vegetation category used by the National
Vegetation Classification System (NVCS) that identifies a plant community type based
on the presence of dominant and/or diagnostic species in the predominant
or uppermost stratum. Typically, the alliance is named after the tree species that dominate
the canopy. For example, the Douglas-Fir-Western Hemlock Forest alliance (DF-WHF)
has an upper tree canopy that consists mainly of Douglas-fir and western hemlock.
Physical characteristics such as hydroperiod are also used to name some alliances,
e.g., Oregon Ash Seasonally Flooded Forest alliance (OASFF). Alliances are sourced
from Natureserve 2009 unless noted otherwise.
In a disturbed environment the benchmarks for achieving a later seral stage of succession
may be so distant that they exceed planning parameters. The DFC is designed to be a
planning document that forecasts conditions for 25 years. Long-term ecological
objectives for the site may exceed this planning interval and will be utilized as a target
for which to set interim benchmarks. The trajectory of management may be directed
toward a later successional stage that resembles historic conditions, but intermediate
goals may be defined based on the dynamic ecological conditions in the urban Portland
environment. The DFC planning period was determined to provide an opportunity for
review, a realistic timeframe for management activities, and the occasion to incorporate
new science and enhanced understanding of ecological conditions into the planning
process.

Current Vegetation Composition
River View is located along the eastern edge of the Western Hemlock Vegetation Zone
which is the most extensive vegetation zone in Western Oregon and Washington
(Franklin and Dryness, 1973). While western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) is
considered the climax species for this vegetation type, it is well documented that
Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), a sub-climax species, often dominates the landscape
in this zone throughout the Pacific Northwest, even in old-growth stands. River View
does have a greater composition of western hemlock and western red-cedar (Thuja
plicata) than other sites in the area which may be a reflection of the logging practices at
the time of extraction. It appears that more large diameter western red-cedar and western
hemlock were left on the site than Douglas-fir. These older trees provide a seed source
for the site and regeneration of both cedar and hemlock can be found in abundance
throughout the property.
Several Willamette Basin At-Risk Plant Communities were identified during the Portland
Parks & Recreation Vegetation Inventory (2011). Vegetation units that contain these
plant communities are reported below. In some cases, remnants of these plant

communities were found but due to disturbance not all components are present in the
percent cover representative of an intact community. Remnant versus intact populations
are noted in the table below. Acreage expresses the total acreage of the vegetation unit
these communities were found within, not the total acreage of the community.
At Risk Plant
Communities
Bigleaf maple-red
alder/sword fern-fringecup

Condition Location

Black cottonwood-red
alder/salmonberry

Intact

Black cottonwood-red
alder/salmonberry

Remnant

Oregon ash/Dewey sedgestinging nettle

Remnant

Intact

Grand fir-bigleaf
Intact
maple/vine maple hazelnut

Western edge and
riparian areas in
northeastern section
Riparian and wetland
areas throughout
property
Riparian and wetland
areas throughout
property
Southern portion of
property
Southern and western
edge

Associated
Acreage
26

30

23

22

23

Desired Future Condition
The Desired Future Condition for River View Natural Area is:
 a matrix of evergreen-dominated and mixed deciduous forest;
 pockets of seasonally-flooded ash forests at headwaters and depressional
wetlands;
 protected and enhanced riparian buffers;
 invasive species controlled to minimize impacts to the forest canopy and
ecosystem health.
Douglas-Fir-Bigleaf Maple Forest
(Pseudotsuga mensiezii-Acer macrophyllumForest Alliance)
This alliance is characterized by a diffuse canopy of deciduous and coniferous trees from
35-50 m high with over 60% cover. It is typical to have a two-tiered canopy with
Douglas-firs emerging through bigleaf maple. Shade-tolerant conifers, such as western
hemlock, western red-cedar, and grand fir (Abies grandis) may also be part of the stand
composition depending upon the location, land-use history, and age of the forest stand.
The shrub layer ranges in cover from 20-60%, is well-developed, and is comprised of a
diversity of species. Shrub species commonly associated with this alliance include
salmonberry (Rubus parviflorus), red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa), western hazelnut
(Corylus cornuta), vine maple (Acer circinatum), snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus),
and red huckleberry (Vaccinium parvifolium). The herbaceous layer includes redwood
sorrel (Oxalis oregana), sword fern, western trillium (Trillium ovatum), Pacific waterleaf

(Hydrophyllum tenuipes), and wild ginger (Asarum caudatum). This alliance is typically
found in areas of disturbance that have been impacted by logging or historic wildfires.
Over time these second-growth forests shift canopy dominance toward Douglas-fir. In the
wettest sites, bigleaf maple may continue to retain dominant canopy status.
Regionally, much of the land that this alliance comprises is composed of Douglas-fir
plantations and natural regeneration that followed logging operations. In River View this
community type is expected to develop or persist in areas that are currently occupied by
nearly pure stands of bigleaf maple or in areas that are currently dominated by bigleaf
maple with Douglas-fir present and approaching co-dominance.
OWEB Priority Ecological Systems
Riparian forests and shrublands
OWEB Priority at Risk Plant Communities
 Grand fir-bigleaf maple-western red cedar
 Bigleaf maple-red alder/sword-fern-fringecup
 Black cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry
Douglas-Fir-Western Hemlock Forest Alliance
(Pseudotsuga menziesii-Tsuga heterophylla Forest Alliance)
This alliance type is characterized by a mixed canopy of Douglas-fir and western
hemlock. Western red-cedar is present in this alliance and may co-dominate on valley
bottom sites with poorly drained soils. In the presence of disturbance, western red-cedar
and western hemlock may be missing from the canopy stratum. Grand fir is sometimes
found in association with this alliance and a subcanopy of bigleaf maple is typical.
Shrubs commonly associated with this alliance include vine maple, dull Oregon grape
(Mahonia nervosa), salal (Gaultheria shallon), red huckleberry, western hazelnut and
baldhip rose (Rosa gymnocarpa). In the presence of disturbance, such as logging or
landslides, red alder may regenerate abundantly when mineral soil is exposed. The
herbaceous layer is comprised of shade tolerant herbs and forbs such as brackenfern
(Pteridium aquilinum), swordfern (Polystichum munitum), redwood sorrel, vanilla leaf,
western starflower (Trientalis latifolia), inside-out flower (Vancouveria hexandra) and
western trillium.
Following disturbance, replacement of Douglas-fir by western hemlock is variable
dependant upon the moisture regime of the site. On very dry sites, western hemlock can
be completely absent from the forest composition while on wet to very wet sites western
red-cedar will be present. Western red-cedar is typically successionally intermediate
between Douglas-fir, an early successional species, and western hemlock, the climax
species. Depending upon disturbance intensity and available seed sources, hemlocks may
not make an appearance in a stand until the second century following disturbance (Van
Pelt, 2007). In a Douglas-fir forest, the presence of hemlocks of different sizes, including
canopy trees, can be an excellent indicator of old-growth conditions. In River View this
community is expected to develop in those areas where western hemlock is found as a
secondary dominant for conifer cover class in conjunction with Douglas-fir.
OWEB Priority Ecological Systems
Riparian forests and shrublands

Oregon Ash Seasonally Flooded Forest (OASFF)
(Fraxinus latifolia Seasonally Flooded Forest Alliance)
This habitat type is typically associated with low-elevation riparian areas and wetlands
that are seasonally flooded in the winter, spring and occasionally summer. Soils are
typically comprised of poorly drained silts or clays with evident gleying. Oregon ash
dominates the tree canopy of this alliance. Stands with active stream channels will
include red alder, black cottonwood and willow species. Shrubs present include ninebark
(Physocarpus capitatus), black hawthorn (Crataegus douglasii), and snowberry. The
herbaceous layer is dominated by slough sedge and may include other graminoids such as
Dewey sedge (formerly C. deweyana updated to Carex leptopoda), one-sided sedge
(Carex unilateralis), or needle spikerush (Eleocharis acicularis var. acicularis) .
In River View Natural Area the location of this habitat type is found at headwater
wetlands and at the base of scarps where depressional wetlands are present. In addition
to Oregon ash, Scouler’s willow (Salix scouleriana) and cascara (Rhamnus purshiana)
are present within this alliance. The herbaceous layer includes slough sedge (Carex
obnupta), hedge nettle (Stachys cooleyae), Pacific water parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa)
and Veronica species (Veronica spp.).
The DFC for the depressional wetlands of River View is Oregon Ash Seasonally Flooded
Forest; however central portions of the wetland will be managed to maintain a mosaic of
emergent and scrub shrub components. Wetland hydrology is supplied by a high water
table which creates areas dominated by herbaceous obligate wetland vegetation. These
areas have a much reduced composition of invasive species particularly compared to
surrounding vegetation units. To maintain this species diversity it will be critical to
monitor these areas for new introductions of invasive species and encroachment from
surrounding vegetation units.
OWEB Priority Ecological Systems
 Riparian forests and shrublands
 Depressional wetland broadleaf forest
OWEB Priority at Risk Plant Communities
 Black cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry
Western Red-Cedar Forest (WRCF)
(Thuja plicata Forest Alliance)
Western red-cedar is the dominant tree species in this forest type, with a canopy less than
50 m in height. Western red-cedar usually occurs in mixed-species stands and is found in
pioneer, seral and climax stages of forest succession. Other species that can be found in
the overstory include Douglas-fir, western hemlock and grand fir. Bigleaf maple and
black cottonwood may form a subcanopy in stands of this alliance. A few of the many
species found in the shrub layer include vine maple, dull Oregon grape and red
huckleberry. Sword fern, maidenhair fern (Adiantum pedatum) and trillium can be found
in the herbaceous layer.

In the DFC, this forest alliance will cover areas that are currently comprised of younger
stands dominated by Western red-cedar in multiple age classes and will replace
deciduous and mixed deciduous/coniferous habitat currently dominated by bigleaf maple
stands with regenerating conifers in the understory. This vegetation alliance covers more
than half of the natural area and is reflective of the extensive regeneration of both
Western red-cedar and Western hemlock. Regeneration of Douglas-fir within this
alliance is occurring minimally or not at all. Regeneration patterns may be a reflection of
the moisture regimes throughout the property and the history of forest extraction which
seems to suggest greater removal of Douglas-fir from the site.
OWEB Priority Ecological Systems
Riparian forests and shrublands
OWEB Priority at Risk Plant Communities
 Grand fir-bigleaf maple-western red cedar
 Bigleaf maple-red alder/sword-fern-fringecup
 Black cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry
Western Red-Cedar Seasonally Flooded Forest (WRCSFF)
(Thuja plicata Seasonally Flooded Forest Alliance)
Vegetation within this alliance is usually characterized by a dense to somewhat open
coniferous canopy (50-90% cover) dominated by western red-cedar (35-50 m). Trees
may be large diameter and widely spaced. Western hemlock is a typical associate in
these stands, but may be confined to higher microsites such as buttress roots, stumps and
nurse logs. Douglas-fir and grand fir may also share the upper tree canopy. Colddeciduous trees including red alder and bigleaf maple, often form a subcanopy layer.
Vine maple, salmonberry, trailing blackberry (Rubus ursinus), and red huckleberry are
common shrubs. The herbaceous layer is diverse and can be dominated by wetland and
moist forest species including yellow skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanum), deer fern
(Blechnum spicant), lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina), maidenhair fern, sword fern, wild
ginger, western trillium and vanilla leaf. Mosses and lichens are common on trees,
downed logs and the forest floor.
Riparian habitat will support Western Red-Cedar Seasonally Flooded Forest. In River
View, western red cedar is growing and regenerating abundantly, particularly along
streams (2 and 6) in steep canyons that have cooler, wetter moisture regimes. Large
populations of deer fern, slough sedge and pockets of foam flower (Tiarella trifoliata) are
found along riparian benches along both of these streams.
OWEB Priority Ecological Systems
Riparian forests and shrublands
OWEB Priority at Risk Plant Communities
 Grand fir-bigleaf maple-western red cedar
 Black cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry
 Oregon ash/Dewey sedge-stinging nettle

Franklin, J.F. and C.T. Dryness. 1973. Natural Vegetation of Oregon and Washington.
PNW Forest and Range Experiment Station. General Technical Report. PNW 8. Portland,
Oregon.
Natureserve. 2009. (http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/) Viewed March 2012.
Van Pelt, Robert. 2007. Identifying Mature and Old Forests. Washington Department of
Natural Resources.

River View Forest ‐ Potential and Observed Amphibians, Reptiles, Mammals and Birds

Common Name
Amphibians
Coastal (Pacific) giant salamander
Dunn's salamander
Ensatina
Long‐toed salamander
NorthWestern salamander
Pacific treefrog

Red‐legged frog
Rough‐skinned newt
Western red‐backed salamander
Reptiles
Common garter snake
NorthWestern garter snake
Mammals
Big brown bat
Black‐tailed deer
Brush rabbit
Bushy‐tailed woodrat
California myotis
Coast mole
Common raccoon
Coyote
Creeping vole
Deer mouse
Douglas' squirrel
Eastern fox squirrel
Hoary bat
House mouse
Little brown myotis
Long‐tailed vole
Long‐tailed weasel
Mountain beaver
Northern flying squirrel

Observed
/Known
River
View
Species

Scientific Name
Dicamptodon
tenebrosus
Plethodon dunni
Ensatina eschscholtzii
Ambystoma
macrodactylum
Ambystoma gracile
Pseudacris regilla

Potential
Species Not
Documented
on Site**

OCS
Special
Status
Species
(Ecoregion
CR9 and
WV3)

Johnson
and Oneil ‐
Wetland
and
Riparian
Wildlife
"Close"
Assoc.

X

X

X

City of
Portland
TEES
Special
Status
Species

X
X
X
X
X

Rana aurora
Taricha granulosa
Plethodon vehiculum

X

X

X

X (also a
Willamette
Basin
Priority
Species)

X
X

Thamnophis sirtalis
Thamnophis ordinoides

X

Eptesicus fuscus
Odocoileus hemionus
Sylvilagus bachmani
Neotoma cinerea
Myotis californicus
Scapanus orarius
Procyon lotor
Canis latrans
Microtus oregoni
Peromyscus
maniculatus
Tamiasciurus douglasii
Sciurus niger
Lasiurus cinereus
Mus musculus
Myotis lucifugus
Microtus longicaudus
Mustela frenata
Aplodontia rufa
Glaucomys sabrinus

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

1

Norway rat
Pacific water shrew
Raccoon
Red fox
Shrew‐mole
Silver‐haired bat
Striped skunk
Townsend's chipmunk
Trowbridge's shrew
Vagrant shrew
Virginia opossum
Western gray squirrel
Western red‐backed vole
Birds
American crow
American goldfinch
American robin
Anna's hummingbird
Bald eagle (nest near Cemetery)
Band‐tailed pigeon
Barred owl
Bewick's wren
Black‐capped chickadee
Black‐headed grosbeak
Black‐throated gray warbler
Brown creeper
Bushtit
Cackling Canada goose (fly over)
Cassin's vireo
Cedar waxwing
Chestnut‐backed chickadee
Cooper's hawk
Dark‐eyed junco
Downy woodpecker
European starling
Evening grosbeak
Fox sparrow
Golden‐crowned kinglet
Golden‐crowned sparrow
Great blue heron (Potentially nesting
in tree snags)
Great horned owl
Hairy woodpecker
Hammonds flycatcher
Hermit thrush
Hermit warbler

Rattus norvegicus
Sorex bendirii
Procyon lotor
Vulpes vulpes
Neurotrichus gibbsii
Lasionycteris
noctivagans
Mephitis mephitis
Tamias townsendii
Sorex trowbridgii
Sorex vagrans
Didelphis virginiana
Sciurus griseus
Clethrionomys
californicus

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Corvus brachyrhychos
Carduelis tristis
Turdus migratorius
Calypte anna
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus
Columba fasciata
Strix varia
Thryomanes bewickii
Poecile atricapilla
Pheucticus
melancephalus
Dendroica nigrescens
Certhia americana
Psaltriparus minimus
Branta hutchinsii
Vireo cassinii
Bombycilla cedrorum
Poecile rufescens
Accipiter cooperii
Junco hyemalis
Picoides pubescens
Sturnus vulgaris
Coccothraustes
vespertinus
Passerella iliaca
Regulus satrapa
Zonotrichia atricapilla

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Bubo virginianus
Picoides villosus
Empidonax hammondii
Catharus guttatus
Dendroica occidentalis

X
X
X
X
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X
X

House finch
House sparrow
House wren
Hutton's vireo
Lesser goldfinch
MacGillivrays warbler
Merlin
Northern flicker
Northern saw‐whet owl
Olive‐sided flycatcher
Orange‐crowned warbler
Osprey
Pacific‐slope flycatcher
Peregrine falcon (nest near Cemetery)
Pileated woodpecker(evidence of
pileated cavities)
Pine siskin
Purple finch
Pygmy owl
Red Crossbill
Red‐breasted nuthatch
Red‐breasted sapsucker
Red‐tailed hawk
Rock pigeon
Ruby‐crowned kinglet
Rufous hummingbird
Sharp‐shinned hawk
Song sparrow
Spotted towhee
Steller's jay
Swainson's thrush
Townsend's warbler
Varied thrush
Vaux's swift
Violet‐green swallow
Warbling vireo
Western screech‐owl
Western scrub‐jay
Western tanager
Western wood‐pewee
White‐crowned sparrow
Wilson's warbler
Winter wren
Yellow‐rumped warbler

Carpodacus mexicanus
Passer domesticus
Troglodytes aedon
Vireo huttoni
Carduelis psaltria
Oporornis tolmiei
Falco columbarius
Colaptes auratus
Aegolius acadicus
Contopus cooperi
Vermivora celeta
Pandion haliaetus
Empidonax difficilis
Falco peregrinus

X

Dryocopus pileatus
Carduleis pinus
Carpodacus purpureus
Glaucidium gnoma
Loxia curvirostra
Sitta canadensis
Sphyrapicus ruber
Buteo jamaicnesis
Columba livia
Regulus calendula
Selasphorus rufus
Accipiter striatus
Melospiza melodia
Pipilo maculatus
Cyanocitta stelleri
Catharus ustulatus
Dendroica townsendi
Lxoreus naevius
Chaetura vauxi
Tachycineta thalassina
Vireo gilvus
Otus kennicottii
Aphelocoma californica
Piranga ludoviciana
Contopus sordidulus
Zonotrichia leucophrys
Wilsonia pusilla
Troglodytes troglodytes
Dendroica coronata

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

Wildlife species appear on this list based on habitat associations or observations. Species / Habitat associations developed for River View
property by Northwest Habitat Institute (NWHI) 2009. **Potential species presence are based on habitat associations present at RVNA and
species known to occur in similar habitats within the Portland area. Wildlife observers Dave Helzer, Shannah Anderson, Mary Bushman, Claire
Puchy, Judy Simon, and Robert Lockett.
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River View Natural Area - 2015 Budget
PROJECT #:

P00000

Design Phase:

Pre-Design

SCOPE

CONTRACT CALCULATOR - Mark-ups and Escalation
DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST
Trail
Soft-Surface Trail Construction
Trail Decommissioning

22,000 lf
1 ls

Site Improvements / Furnishings
Portable Toilet Enclosure
Overlook (2 decks @ 500 sf each)
Trailhead Kiosk & Signage
Interpretive Signage

$26.00
$50,000.00
Sub-Total

$572,000
$50,000
$622,000

$8,000.00
$140.00
$10,000.00
$10,000.00
Sub-Total

$8,000
$140,000
$40,000
$80,000
$268,000

1 ls

$500,000.00

$500,000

7 ea

$60,000.00
Sub-Total

$420,000
$420,000

$900.00

$1,080,000

1
1,000
4
8

Wildlife Crossing Improvements
Stream 6 Culvert Stabilization and Restoration

ls
sf
ea
ea

Trail Bridges
Bridge (30' length x 5' width)
ROW / Half-Street Improvements
SW Palatine Hill Road
resurface one lane, ac paving (parking), concrete sidewalk, curb, landscaped
area (stormwater), street trees, bicycle parking, striping

1,200 lf

SUB -TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

$2,890,000

MOBILIZATION / DEMOBILIZATION / INSURANCE / BOND (9%)

$260,100

SUBTOTAL (BASE BID)

$3,150,100

CONTINGENCY (30%)

$945,030

TOTAL (BASE BID)

$4,095,130

Implementation of On-going and Phase 1 Ecological Prescriptions

GRAND TOTAL (BASE BID AND ECOLOGICAL PRESCRIPTIONS)

OPTIONAL: Highway 43 Pedestrian Crossing Improvements

$960,000

$5,055,130

$3,550,000

(Includes 9% Mobilization/Demobilization/Insurance/Bond and 30% Contingency)

PPR_Proj Man_ Const Escalation Calculator
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River View Natural Area Open House #1 Announcement

You’re Invited to the River View Natural Area Management Plan Open House!
When: Tuesday, November 12 – 5:30pm-7:30pm
Where: PDX Church, 125 SW Miles Pl, Portland, OR 97219
We will bring the natural area to you – come view displays and maps to better understand the
wildlife, watershed, and recreational opportunities at this unique 146-acre natural area. Discover
why this site was identified as a high priority for ecological preservation, and learn more about
the planning process.
Project staff and public advisory committee members will be on-hand to answer questions and
hear from you.
OPEN HOUSE LOCATION:
The PDX Church is located off of SW Barbur near the Fulton Park Community Center. Parking
is available in the Church’s lot. TriMet bus lines #1, 12, and 38 stop nearby, and the Church
entrance is accessible via a ramp. Please contact Maija Spencer at (503)823-7720 or
maija.spencer@portlandoregon.gov for additional accommodations or questions.
GET INVOLVED!
Riverview Natural Area Volunteer Event - Saturday November 16, 9:00 AM- noon
Join PP&R for a restoration event at Riverview Natural Area. Help restore this natural area by
planting native plants. Please dress for the weather, wear close-toed shoes, bring a water bottle,
and be ready to get dirty! Tools, gloves, and snacks will be provided. This event is family
friendly; however, children must be accompanied and supervised by an adult. Registration is
required: please contact Mary Verrilli at mary.verrilli@portlandoregon.gov or 503-823-9423 to
register and for more information about getting involved in ongoing maintenance and ecological
restoration of River View Natural Area.
PROJECT BACKGROUND
The River View Natural Area (RVNA) is a 146-acre forested parcel connecting Forest Park to
the north, Tryon State Natural Area to the south and the Willamette River to the east. It is nested
between SW Macadam Avenue and SW Terwilliger Boulevard in southwest Portland. The
RVNA has significant ecological value – 7 streams, 130 plant species, 31 mammal species, and
74 avian species have been documented at this site. It comprises about half of the forest canopy
in the 350-acre River View Subwatershed of the Lower Willamette Watershed.
Under private ownership until 2011, the RVNA was logged in the 1800’s and 1950’s and
subjected to vegetative neglect over the next 60 years. In July of 2011, the City of Portland, in
partnership with Metro and Trust for Public Land, acquired the property. It is one of the largest
single natural area acquisitions in the City’s history. PP&R is working with a consultant team, a
technical advisory committee, and a project advisory committee to create a Management Plan

that will protect and enhance the natural resources of the RVNA. More information at
www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/riverview
PROJECT SCHEDULE
November 12, 2013: Open House – 5:30-7:30pm – PDX Church, 125 SW Miles St
November 16, 2013: Volunteer Restoration Event – 9:00am-Noon - Registration is required:
please contact Mary Verrilli at mary.verrilli@portlandoregon.gov or 503-823-9423 to register
and for more information.
January 7, 2014: Public Advisory Committee meeting – 5:30-7:30pm, Gregg Pavilion, Lewis &
Clark College (Open to the public)
March 2014: Community Meeting / Review of Draft Plan
June 2014: Final Plan presented to City Council

River View Natural Area Management Plan – Open House #1
Comment Form Summary
Overview
The first open house for the River View Natural Area Management Plan was held on Tuesday, November 12,
2013 from 5:30-7:30pm at PDX Church at 125 SW Miles St. Outreach included: a postcard mailing to 650
nearby residents, SWNI newsletter article, emails to interested parties. BikePortland.org and Northwest Trails
Alliance posted online articles and announcements.
The goals of the Open House were to introduce the public to the project and the site and to receive preliminary
input and information from the community about opportunities and challenges regarding the site. The event
featured five stations:






General Project Information
Wildlife/Habitat/Corridors
Water and Wetlands/Stormwater
Trails and Access
Site Map Work Center

The stations included opportunities for one-on-one and small group discussions in order to collect suggestions
and knowledge regarding the site.
The Open House was attended by approximately 120 community members. A paper comment form was
provided at the Open House and a similar version was posted online for two weeks after the Open House. There
were 72 paper forms submitted at the Open House, and another 96 comments were submitted either by mail or
web after the event for a total of 168 comments.
The four main questions asked on the comment form were open-ended questions, so this report is an
interpretation of the general themes expressed. There were three main themes that emerged that should be
addressed in the Management Plan: 1) shared use of trails and potential conflicts; 2) parking and access to site;
and 3) protection of natural resources.
It should be noted that this report reflects the opinions of those who chose to participate. It is not generalizable
to the broader community. This information, in addition to information provided by the Project Advisory
Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, staff, stakeholders and others, will be used to inform the
development of the final Management Plan.
Summary of Stations Comments
The stations related to trails captured the most attention. Many participants commented about access and
connections to nearby areas including the Sellwood Bridge area, River View Cemetery, Lewis and Clark
College, and Highway 43. Others mentioned a desire for more extensive linkages to other trails and natural
areas including Tryon Creek State Park. A number of participants commented on the lack of parking and the
potential for cars to impact nearby neighbors.
River View Natural Area Management Plan – Open House #1 Comment Summary – December 2013
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Discussions about trail opportunities brought a wide variety of comments regarding trail style, slope, difficulty
level, and safety. Some participants suggested looking at other jurisdictions for examples of trail building and
layouts. The desire for users and stakeholders to be collaborators in this project was a frequently repeated
theme. Bike users noted the need for greater amenities throughout the system, especially facilities appropriate
for younger users.
Many participants also expressed a desire for more passive recreation tied into habitat protection and ensuring
minimal impact to the park’s most sensitive areas. Others environmental concerns expressed included: potential
erosion, negative impacts to streams and wetland areas, and disruption of habitat due to hiking and biking.
Regarding management, suggestions included: seasonal management (use limitations or closures during wet
seasons), safety in trail design, attention to maintenance, and the need to manage interactions between various
user groups.
What opportunities do you see for the site?
The most frequent answers mentioned:
 Mountain-biking – 74%
 Hiking/walking – 40%
 Wildlife habitat/ecosystem protection – 31%
 Stewardship/education/partnerships with Lewis & Clark, River View Cemetery, and others – 13%
 Watershed protection/fish habitat/culvert replacement – 11%
 Birding – 10%
Other responses: Connection to other parks, forest protection, horse riding, improved trails and safety, low
impacts on neighbors and site, overlooks and viewing platforms, parking improvements, picnic site, and
skate park or playground. One commenter noted that “bald eagles, Pileated Woodpeckers, and many species
of owls and raptors not noted on your inventory are all regularly seen here.” Regarding mountain biking,
multiple responses mentioned the benefit of having a location close-in that doesn’t require driving a car to
access, Duthie Hill in Issaquah as a model, having multi-skill level trails, trails that “flow” and having
separated biking/hiking trails to reduce conflicts.
What constraints or challenges do you see for the site?
The most frequent answers mentioned:
 Balancing shared uses / preventing user conflicts – 27%
 Traffic and parking – 27%
 Steep slopes – 24%
 Erosion and drainage – 23%
 Wildlife habitat protection/connectivity & restoration of site – 17%
 Access to site – 14%
 Impact of humans on site and neighbors, overuse – 13%
 Safety, trash/camps/parties, fires – 11%
 Streams/watershed protection – 11%
Other responses: Anti-mountain biker sentiments, mountain bikers behavior, environmental issues and
zoning, historic uses and damage, invasive plants/establishing natives, maintenance costs, signage, small
hydropower from streams to light trails, small size of site, sustainable trail design, wetland delineation credit
to sell to company/entity.
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Regarding traffic and parking, many responses mentioned issues on SW Palatine Hill Rd. Some park visitors
may be parking illegally. When park visitors park on both sides of SW Brugger Rd, it can block access to
school buses, mail delivery, fire hydrants, and emergency vehicles. Regarding access, responses specified
that access from Highway 43/Macadam is difficult (especially for cyclists or pedestrians). Responses also
noted that most of the neighborhood surrounding the site is lacking sidewalks and bike lanes.
What did you learn at the Open House (or from the Open House materials posted online)?
The most frequent answers question mentioned:
 Cyclists have enthusiasm – 14%
 Slope, soils, grade issues, topography, and trail conditions – 13%
 About site’s wildlife, habitat, flora/fauna – 10%
 Planning effort and timeline – 9%
 A lot, good or general info, maps – 9%
 Didn’t attend Open House – 8%
 Number and location of streams and wetlands – 7%
Other responses: Access or parking may be difficult; city has new natural area, conflicting ideas, easement,
and history of site, invasive plants, and long way to go.
Any other comments?
The most frequent answers to this open-ended question mentioned:
 Expressed support for mountain biking – 32%
 NWTA and other mountain biking groups will help – 9%
 Protect the site (habitat, watersheds) – 7%
 Traffic, parking, access issues – 6%
 Consider separated trails to reduce conflicts – 6%
 Site is asset to the neighborhood, drew me to live here – 6%
 Site can be accessed without having to drive – 5%
 No mountain biking – 4%
 Use science, acquisition rationale, and easement to guide development – 4%
 Safety – 4%
Other responses: Don’t let us love it to death, don’t make site only for mountain biking, improve
connections to the Willamette River, opportunity to partner with Lewis & Clark, Sandy Ridge trails,
restoration work so far is great
How did you hear about this event?
 Northwest Trails Alliance – 28%
 Bike Portland – 19%
 Collins View Neighborhood Association – 10%
 PP&R email – 8%
 Friend/neighbor/co-worker- 7%
 PP&R postcard – 5%
 PP&R website – 3%
 Other: IMBA, MTBR, OBRA, Oregon Birding, Oregonian, PP&R/City, SWNI.
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How often do you visit the River View Natural Area?
 Monthly or less – 48%
 Weekly – 26%
 Haven’t been yet 14%
 Daily – 8%
 No answer – 4%
How do you access the River View Natural Area? (Multiple answers were allowed)
 By bike – 54%
 On foot – 37%
 By car – 10%
 Haven’t been yet – 14%
I am age:
 15 & under – 2%
 16-24 – 0%
 25-34 – 17%
 35-44 – 42%
 45-59 – 24%
 60-79 – 11%
 80 & older – 0%
 No answer – 4%
I am:
 Male – 75%
 Female – 20%
 Other/No answer – 5%
How many children do you have living with you under the age of 18, and what are their ages?
 No children – 45%
 Age 2 & under – 12 children
 Age 3-5 – 17 children
 Age 6-9 – 27 children
 Age 10-13 – 17 children
 Age 14 & up – 14 children
Regarding residence, I:
 Own – 77.4%
 Rent – 17.3%
 No answer – 5.4%
Zip Code:
 97219 – 36%
 97202 – 11%
 97217 – 5%





97214 – 4%
97239 – 4%
Other / no answer – 40%

River View Natural Area Management Plan – Open House #1 Comment Summary – December 2013
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River View Natural Area Open House #2 Announcement
Reminder about River View Natural Area Open House:
Monday, May 4th, 5:30pm – 7:30pm
Multnomah Arts Center, 7688 SW Capitol Highway (at SW 31st )
 Open to all.
 Parking onsite or street.
 Bus service by #44.
Agenda & Materials posted
here: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/article/528405
 Please notify us in advance if you would like a copy of the color maps. Copies
of the agenda and a comment card will be available at the Open House. An
online comment form will be posted next Monday, May 4th, and comments will be
accepted for two weeks through Monday, May 18th, 5pm.
More info: www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/riverview
Maija Spencer
Property Management Specialist | Property, Contracts, & Acquisitions
Portland Parks & Recreation
1120 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 1302
Portland, OR 97204
503-823-7720 (direct line)
503-823-5105 (Parks SDC line)
503-827-5912 (fax)
maija.spencer@PortlandOregon.gov
www.PortlandParks.org
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of
Portland will reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services
to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests
or visit http://bit.ly/13EWaCg

River View Natural Area Management Plan – Open House #2
Comment Form Summary
Overview
The second open house for the River View Natural Area Management Plan was held on Monday, May 4, 2015
from 5:30-7:30pm at Multnomah Arts Center, 7688 SW Capitol Highway. Outreach included a SWNI
newsletter article, post on website, and emails to interested parties. The Open House was attended by
approximately 65 community members. A paper comment form was provided at the Open House, and a similar
version was posted online for two weeks after the Open House. A total of 84 comments were received.
The goals of the Open House were to share the Natural Area Resources and Access Concept maps and get
feedback from the community on the maps and management options. The presentation included an overview of
River View Natural Area (Watershed, Interior Forest, Natural Resources); Trails and Access; Park Management
Options; and Project Schedule. Questions and comments were taken from the audience.
It should be noted that this report reflects the opinions of those who chose to participate. It is not necessarily
representative of the broader community. This information, in addition to information provided by the Project
Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, staff, stakeholders and others, will be used to inform the
development of the final River View Natural Area Management Plan.
1. Watershed and Natural Resources:
Wildlife habitat, watersheds, forest stands, and other ecological values are protected and enhanced by
this plan.
 Agree – 48%
 Disagree – 13%
 Agree Somewhat – 17%
 Other – 3%
 Somewhat Disagree – 14%
 No answer – 5%
If Other, please specify: One person mentioned they would rather see no trails or very limited trail access
or. Other comments were mixed on the possibility of future bike use on trails. One person suggested a wide
gravel path instead of a sidewalk. The stormwater treatment in the parking strip was noted as a good benefit.
Concerns were expressed about having adequate budget for long-term maintenance and whether exclusion of
different user groups would lead to an increase in invasive species and illegal camping.
2. Access Concept Map (Trails and Parking):
I support the proposed access concept.
 Agree – 29%
 Agree Somewhat – 13%
 Somewhat Disagree – 4%





Disagree – 45%
Other – 8%
No answer – 1%

If Other, please specify: Many expressed that they would like to see mountain biking allowed, and others
expressed concerned about parking on Palatine and impacts on neighborhood. A few mentioned that the
port-a-potty might be unattractive for neighbors
River View Natural Area Management Plan – Open House #2 Comment Summary – June 2015
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The access and proposed parking provides a benefit to the neighborhood.
 Agree – 16%
 Disagree – 43%
 Agree Somewhat – 20%
 Other – 11%
 Somewhat Disagree – 7%
 No answer – 3%
If Other, please specify: Comments again mentioned that access should include mountain biking. Other
concerned comments were focused on the parking such as proposing angled parking between trees (like at
Lewis & Clark). Others were concerned about seeing an increase in traffic in the neighborhood especially if
more user groups were allowed onsite and whether parking would be properly enforced.
Recreational uses are compatible, sustainable, and innovative.
 Agree – 23%
 Disagree – 35%
 Agree Somewhat – 14%
 Other – 9%
 Somewhat Disagree – 8%
 No answer – 11%
If Other, please specify: Many stated that mountain bike use could be sustainable. Other stated that they
supported the emphasis on hiking as the primary use on trails. One person noted that even walkers can be in
conflict with wildlife values.
3. Management Options:
Dogs at River View Natural Area:
 Allowed on leash – 52%
 Not allowed – 29%
 No Opinion – 7%




Other – 8%
No answer – 4%

If Other, please specify: One person suggested allowing dogs on leash only in the upper section for
neighborhood walkers. Another noted that the trails are near the exterior, so they felt this is less impactful.
It was mentioned that dog walkers currently also use Greenwood Pioneer Cemetery and Tryon Creek.
Another comment mentioned having a dog with them makes them feel safer. Others felt that dog users could
use other sites rather than impacting wildlife & water quality and referenced the Parks dogs in natural areas
policy.
Should there be a port-a-potty onsite?
 Yes – 42%
 No – 36%
 No Opinion – 14%




Other –7 %
No answer – 1%

If Other, please specify: Some mentioned concerns about impacts on neighborhood and use by homeless
people. Others questioned if this is a necessary feature to include onsite. Some suggested screening the porta-potty in a wooden structure.
If yes, should be it be at the location shown (by SW Brugger & Palatine Hill Rd entrance)?
 Yes – 32%
 No – 31%
 No answer – 37%
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If no, the location should be: Three options were suggested: 1) Closer to Lewis & Clark, near Palater &
Palatine Hill; 2) Closer to Hwy 43/Macadam; and 3) Somewhere not viewable from road/neighborhood.
I support seasonal closure of trails to prevent erosion and other issues
 Agree – 48%
 Disagree – 13%
 Agree Somewhat – 25%
 Other – 7%
 Somewhat Disagree – 2%
 No answer – 5%
What else would you like to share with us?
Regarding the ecology and wildlife, some suggested closing the park to all users. Others questioned why the
stream buffer is so wide. Some commented on wanting to see interior of site protected and wanted more
information on how existing trails will be decommissioned. Some felt this plan does a good job at protecting
water quality and wildlife habitat. Many comments expressed support for recreational uses to include mountain
biking, with suggestions such as one-way trail use or allowed bikes on certain days of the week. Others said
they would prefer to see the site be only open to hikers for safety. One person mentioned that the trail near
Highway 43 may be noisy. Neighbors of the site mentioned concerns about parking on Palatine Hill Road and
the port-a-potty.
How did you hear about this event? (Multiple answers were allowed)
 PP&R email – 19%
 Bike Portland – 14%
 SWNI – 12%
 PP&R website – 2%
 Other – 44%: NWTA, neighbors/friends, Collins View NA, Friends of RVNA, Nextdoor.com, email,
Facebook.
How often do you visit the River View Natural Area?
 Monthly or less – 37%
 Weekly – 35%
 Haven’t been yet 11%




Daily – 7%
No answer – 11%

How do you access the River View Natural Area? (Multiple answers were allowed)
 On foot – 39%
 Haven’t been yet – 8%
 By bike – 29%
 No answer – 10%
 By car – 14%
I am age:
 15 & under – 0%
 16-24 – 1%
 25-34 – 14%
 5-44 – 19%






45-59 – 24%
60-79 – 31%
80 & older – 1%
No answer – 10%

I am:
 Male – 51%
 Female – 37%
 Other/No answer – 12%
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How many children do you have living with you under the age of 18, and what are their ages?
 1 child – 55%
 2 children – 38%
 3 children – 7%




Age 3 & under – 8 children
Age 4-6 – 5 children
Age 7-9 – 4 children




Age 10-12 – 10 children
Age 13 & up – 10 children




97217 – 2%
Other / no answer – 40%

Regarding residence, I:
 Own – 81%
 Rent – 8%
 No answer – 11%
I identify as: (Multiple answers allowed)
 Caucasian – 81%
 Latino – 1%
 Other / no answer – 18%
My most frequently used mode of transportation is:
 Car – 42%
 Bike – 19%
 Foot – 15%
 Bus – 5%
 Other – 8%
 No answer – 11%
Zip Code:
 97219 – 49%
 97206 – 5%
 97202 – 4%
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www.vigil-agrimis.com

819 SE Morrison Street
Suite 310
Portland, OR 97214
503.274.2010 phone
503.274.2024 fax

meeting notes
project

River View Natural Area Management Plan

date

9/26/2013

present

See below

subject

PAC Meeting #1 – Site Visit

time

5:30 pm – 7 pm

Attendees
Project Advisory Committee (PAC):

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC):

Brian Baumann

Shannah Anderson, BES

Adam Baylor

Mary Bushman, BES

Sarah Bice

Don Goldberg, TPL

Corrina Chase

Greg Hawley, PP&R

Michel George

Susie Mattke-Robinson, ESA VA

Michael Karnosh

Kendra Petersen-Morgan, PP&R

Marci Krass

Steve Roelof, ESA VA

Fran Laird

Emily Roth, PP&R

Chris Sautter

Maija Spencer, PP&R

Chad Sorber

Doug Zenn, Zenn Associates

Charlie Sponsel
Mauricio Villarreal
Jay Withgott
1. Welcome and Introductions
The Project Advisory Committee (hereafter PAC) meeting attendees gathered at River View Natural
Area for a site tour lead by members of the Technical Advisory Committee (hereafter TAC). Project
manager Emily Roth welcomed attendees, and both PAC and TAC members gave brief introductions.
2. Project Site Tour
The meeting attendees spent approximately an hour and a half touring the River View Natural Area
site. The tour gathered at key areas for TAC members (Kendra, Mary, and Greg) to present relevant
information focused on the site’s natural resources.

Stop 1 – Trail intersection at west edge of River View Natural Area
Kendra Petersen-Morgan gave an overview of the site, explaining the 146 acre site had been identified
for acquisition with the help of several agencies including Metro, TPL, and BES. She noted the
vegetation management work has been part of a collaborative effort of multiple agencies. The natural
area is part of the Westside Wildlife Corridor with intact forests. River View Natural Area is important as
a water quality site, and is an important site for cold clean water flowing to the Willamette River.
Stop 2 – Trail 3B, near delineated wetland
Kendra noted one wetland was formally delineated in this location at the headwaters of Stream 6. This
wetland is a critical area to protect and value. The wetland is seasonally inundated and contains rare
vegetation including false hellebore. River View Natural Area has an impervious layer of basalt bedrock
with thin soils that support wetlands. Some trail impacts are present at this wetland, and Kendra stated
the need for future protection. An attendee asked if the plan would change the existing trail system.
Kendra stated trails would change, as the site was acquired to protect natural resources. The future trail
system will be compatible with natural resources on site. A wetland determination is currently being
performed to locate additional wetlands through the natural area. An attendee asked if wetland
protection consists of only removing invasive vegetation. Kendra replied that protection includes both
removal of invasive species and ensuring no detrimental activity occurs on site.
Stop 3 – Trail 1
Greg Hawley showed the attendees an example of a fall-line trail and a trail with grade reversal on Trail
1. Greg stated the need to keep water off trails to prevent erosion, and the need to avoid fall-line trails.
Trails with grade reversals are preferred. Trails should be constructed with half the grade of their
natural grade. The desired slopes for trails are a maximum 10% grade. Greg noted that trails should
have some grades, so water doesn’t collect and erode soils. The RVNA site was logged before 1940,
and many existing trails were walk-in trails for logging. An attendee asked if the yellow trails on the map
were decommissioned. Kendra stated yes, that trails have been closed off by PP&R due to public
safety issues or the potential for detrimental water quality impacts. Emily stated the attendees should
consider the site a blank slate - the plan is looking to have the best trail placement that is sustainable
for natural resources and can be maintained.
Stop 4 – Stream 6 Crossing
The group stopped along Stream 6 to discuss stream water quality and note usage issues. Kendra
noted that 146 acres of undeveloped land in the city of Portland is a rare occurrence. Mary stated the
watershed was unique due to the subwatershed having less than ten percent impervious surface. BES
ranked the RVNA acquisition as a top priority for protecting natural resources. Stream surveys have
been completed at RVNA in 2009. The four perennial streams at RVNA were tested, and they were 5
degrees cooler than Willamette River. The site is the best shallow water habitat for fish in this section of
the Willamette. Mary stated the threat of development is a threat to the water quality resource. She
explained PAWMAP monitoring of the site, in which on-site streams are tested every four years, for four
times that year.
A meeting attendee asked if Highway 43 were not present, how much fish habitat would be on-site?
Mary stated Stream 6 has the best gradients and potential fish refugia locations. Kendra stated the site
has connectivity to Powers Marine Park through culverts that are currently limited, and the team is
looking at future upgrades.
Stop 5 – Trail 7
Kendra noted a forty year study at Portland State University found that 30 acres of relatively
undisturbed habitat would provide a more unique habitat for wildlife. She stated pileated woodpecker
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had been spotted at RVNA, and is a species associated with interior forest habitat (area with an
undisturbed edge).
Kendra stated the forest complex had a heavy invasive presence in the canopy and ground cover when
the site was first acquired. The dominant invasives are English ivy and clematis. Kendra explained
PP&R’s management techniques of monitoring the site, then chemical spraying for invasive vegetation,
and removal of invasive/weedy trees. She noted the site has had significant change from invasive
species removal. Chemical treatment has been performed by contractors. Kendra stated PP&R is
looking at shifting to manual invasive management performed by work or volunteer crews.
Kendra gave background on the vegetation of the site. Vegetation has been left unmanaged for
decades. The deciduous vegetation canopy includes bigleaf maple, cottonwood, and some Oregon
ash. The dominant conifer is Western redcedar, and other conifers on site include Douglas-fir and
Western hemlock. The Douglas-firs were historically logged. Pacific dogwood is located on the east by
the drier areas of the site. PP&R is replanting the understory that is largely bare ground. They will be
re-seeding with a forb mix. They have been performing vegetation inventory for the past three years.
Stop 6 – Trail 4, edge near River View Cemetery
The group looked at the edge near the River View cemetery to examine the cover of invasive species.
The site is currently unmanaged. English ivy and clematis dominate the canopy and the groundcover
layer. The invasive edges may encroach onto RVNA if left untreated.
3. Wrap-Up
Doug Zenn stated his role as public outreach facilitator, and the next PAC meeting will be October 8,
2013. Emily thanked the PAC members for volunteering and attending. Emily and Maija are available
to meet with any of the PAC team’s groups that have questions. Emily wrapped the meeting by
thanking Kendra, Mary, and Greg for their leadership in the site tour.
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1. Introductions
The Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #2 attendees met at the Gregg Pavilion on the campus
of Lewis & Clark. The meeting was attended by fourteen of the fifteen PAC members, members of the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the consultant team, and members of the public. Public
involvement facilitator Doug Zenn began the meeting by welcoming the group. Doug asked attendees
to provide brief introductions and share one opportunity and one concern they have for the River View
Natural Area (RVNA) site.
The PAC noted the following Opportunities and Concerns for RVNA:
Opportunities:




















Increase presence of fir trees (historically present), by replacing big-leaf maple w/fir on site
Create a diverse use site with more hiking and biking trails
A comparable natural area precedent could be Woods Memorial Natural Area in SW Portland
Preserve the unique large forest in an urban area
Wildlife corridor potential across Highway 43 – to connect wildlife to the Willamette River and
create a bridge for pedestrians to Powers Marine Park
Close part of the park to humans to provide wildlife habitat
The large parcel has a complete functioning ecosystem, enhance to establish connectivity
Enhance presence of native western hazelnut shrub, which has many Native American uses
(weaving, food, medicine)
Provide a recreation place that people don’t have to drive to access
Important place to bring children
Create balanced use for both active and passive recreation on site
Provide more sustainable uses on trails, consider a run and ride section and cross-grade trail
Provide a solution for mountain bikers, hikers, wildlife, and natural ecology
Protect very important existing bald eagle and chinook habitat and provide connectivity
Officially identify wetlands on-site for future protection
Protect water quality of streams – importance of naming streams
Collaborate with property neighbors, Lewis and Clark College (who currently plans to remove
ivy throughout their campus) and River View Cemetery on invasive removal
The site can be a living laboratory for nearby schools to engage students and neighbors
Maintaining the neighborhood site as natural area rather than developed for soccer fields

Concerns:













Stormwater management, with increased stormwater flows from site development
Recreation impacts on neighborhood and ecological services on site
Bicycle use – need to honor terms of the purchase agreement to protect natural resources
Highway 43 is a barrier to wildlife connectivity
Invasive species seed bank on adjacent properties (River View Cemetery and Lewis and Clark
College) encroaching back onto RVNA
Invasive management continuing success - assurance of budgeting in place for future success
Invasive plant treatments types trade-offs
Getting user groups to work together on site
Provide access to different areas while not damaging the ecosystem
Access will be limited, similar to other park properties with less recreation access
Losing investment of ivy & clematis invasive vine eradication with encroachment from
neighboring properties
Coming up with the best use for the site with access while preserving natural resources assets
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Members of the TAC and consultant team introduced themselves and project manager Emily Roth
noted the PAC meetings are an important opportunity for input on the project.

2. Ground Rules and Protocols:
Doug stated the ground rules and protocols for the PAC meetings. He clarified the role of the advisory
committee as a team to advise the city as they move forward with the plan. He noted the importance of
representing the views of all PAC members during the meetings.

3. Site and Work Plan Review:
Steve Roelof, RVNA Project Manager at ESA Vigil-Agrimis, reviewed the work plan schedule for the
RVNA including major meetings and deliverables. Emily Roth, Project Manager, noted that PP&R and
TAC solely review deliverable documents such as the Relevant Information Memo, and documents are
posted online when they are finalized. She encouraged the PAC members to attend upcoming RVNA
community events as representatives for the project. Emily responded to a question about capital
funding for the project, and noted operations and maintenance money is allocated by the city. Funding
for the management plan and invasive removal is funded by the Sellwood Bridge Project. Once the plan
is finalized, the team can seek financial support for capital to build trails.
Steve reviewed the handout site maps including: Corridor Analysis, Aerial Photograph, Waterways and
Wetlands, BES Tributary Conditions, Existing Vegetation, Soils, Topography & Slopes, Zoning, and
River View Natural Area trails map by PP&R.
Emily Roth asked if there is a known ideal temperature to maintain in streams, to determine whether
existing stream temperatures should be lowered or maintained. A BES TAC member stated that 16
degrees Celsius is considered cold, and 21 degrees Celsius is a temperature in which salmon start to
die. The stream temperatures are moderated at the confluences of the seven streams on-site with the
Willamette River. The Willamette can be warm during summer months, and keeping the RVNA streams
as cold as possible is optimal. Emily responded to questions regarding the nearby Sellwood bridge onsite protections, stating that on-site protections are being checked by Multnomah County.
A PAC member posed the question on the Waterways and Wetlands map about the presence of
several culverts being offset from the streams under Highway 43. Steve responded that some culverts
are offset from the natural channels and field verification will be required. Emily responded that RVNA
is in a natural slide area and culverts have potentially offset as a result of landslides. The PAC member
noted that correcting culvert offsets could improve water temperature and connectivity.
A PAC member asked if existing vegetation surveys were completed outside of RVNA, and a PP&R
TAC member responded that they are completed on PP&R lands, and not on adjacent properties
outside of the RVNA boundary. Another PAC member asked for clarification of soil types and slopes
and asked if certain soil types support wetlands. A member of the consultant team responded that soils
plus vegetation and topography were a complete indicator for wetland areas.
While reviewing the zoning map, Steve noted the RVNA is primarily zoned for open space with a
conservation zone or protection zone. Developing in these zones has different cost implications for
permitting. Emily noted that open space zoning designation is put over most park areas. Conservation
zones are associated with forest land and connectivity, while protection zones are associated with
creeks and streams. A PAC member asked why the southeast corner of RVNA is designated
Residential, and Emily responded the zoning is relic, and Parks will change the zoning in the future

3

when applying to implement the plan/construct trails. Emily added that Powers Marine Park may be
managed in the future together with RVNA.
Steve noted the consultant team’s task of overlaying site components including waterways, trails, and
slopes to provide the best concept that is compatible with protecting natural resources at RVNA. A PAC
member asked if the concept was determined yet. Steve responded that the concept had yet to be
determined (as the site analysis will take place next), and the concept will incorporate feedback
received from the PAC and TAC meetings. Emily noted that the consultant team is responsible for
providing one concept that is compatible for the site, and they are tasked with addressing access,
stormwater, trails (to be constructed to PP&R guidelines), hiking and mountain biking, all ecological
prescriptions (including stream restoration, etc), and interpretation and placement.
A PAC member asked for examples of possible difficulties in the planning process, and Steve
responded that slopes on the site were challenging, as well as providing for multiple activities on site.
An obvious area for recreation is not present, as streams are spread through the site. Steve also
mentioned complex connections with neighboring sites. Another PAC member asked about measured
examples of trail erosion, and a PP&R TAC member noted no quantified measurements are available,
only visual estimates.
A PAC Member explained that mountain bike trail design is nuanced, and noted existing PP&R trail
guidelines are good for hiking trails, and not for mountain biking. He stated the need to look at
innovative designs for mountain biking trails that are sustainable. Another PAC member noted the Cape
Alava trail in the Olympic Mountains as a good example for innovative boardwalk systems. A PAC
member also noted protection for RVNA and potential limited parking access from a new west side
parking lot and access to Powers Marine Park.

4. Development of Guiding Principles
Doug Zenn asked the PAC members to list guiding principles for RVNA.
Draft Guiding Principles will be developed from the following concepts:













Provide access to a diversity of populations and recreation opportunities
Innovate
Consider impacts on neighborhood
Look elsewhere (at studies or precedents on other sites)
Maximize the variety of uses while protecting habitat
Enhance habitat conservation and protection
Provide bike connectivity
Create a collaborative model
All users including wildlife are safe and welcome in the park
Educational goals to engage as learners and participants
Be an inclusive body
Protect existing natural resources

5. Wrap-Up
Doug thanked the group for attending, and noted the next PAC meeting will be January 7, 2014. Emily
thanked everyone for attending, and stated the project team will look to the guiding principles as a
measure of success for the plan. Emily reiterated that she and Maija are available to meet with any of
the PAC team’s groups that have questions, and handouts from this PAC #2 meeting will be posted
4

online to the PP&R website http://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/62001. She reminded the committee
about the community meeting in November to review the site analysis. She encouraged the group
members to consider how a compatible plan would look that addressed opportunities, concerns, and
guiding principles stated today.
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1. Introductions
Attendees of the Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #3 met at Smith Hall on the campus of
Lewis & Clark. The meeting was attended by twelve of the fifteen PAC members, members of the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the consultant team, and members of the public. Public
involvement facilitator Doug Zenn began the meeting by welcoming the group and attendees briefly
introduced themselves.

2. Updates: Community Event / Stakeholder Input
Maija Spencer provided an overview of the Community Event, and reviewed general findings from the
summary document. The Community Event/Open House Summary is posted online at the project
website: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/62001. City staff completed interviews with River View
Natural Area (RVNA) stakeholders, and the Stakeholder Interview Summary is available on the project
website.

3. Review of Project Goals
Emily Roth, Portland Parks & Recreation (PP&R) Project Manager, reviewed the Draft Project Goals
and Guiding Principles with the PAC. She noted the goals are not numbered, and ecological goals are
listed first because the property was purchased for ecological protection and water quality function. The
goals are listed in order of importance rather than in order of priority. A PAC member asked for
clarification of the Desired Future Condition, and a TAC member responded that it is the vegetation
trajectory of the site over the next 25 years. Emily then reviewed the Draft Guiding Principles, and
noted they are not prioritized or listed in any specific order. She confirmed the group’s consensus on
the draft goals and guidelines. A PAC member asked if a Friends of RVNA group had formed, and
PP&R staff responded the group has yet to form but they are gathering names and information at
volunteer events or contact Mary Verrilli, PP&R Stewardship Coordinator.

4. Site Ecology Discussion
Steve Roelof, Project Manager at ESA VA, briefly reviewed the Site Analysis document, noting key
figures of Aquatic Network, Site Transportation & Access, and Habitat Management Area. Steve noted
the edge zone in the Habitat Management Area figure as the first 200 feet within the property boundary.
This edge area should continue to be managed for the spread of invasive species from adjacent
properties.
Emily gave an overview presentation on water quality considerations for the streams and wetlands in
RVNA. She stated the site was purchased for the good quality streams that provide cold, clear water to
the Willamette River for fish habitat. The RVNA plan will aim to enhance the resiliency of the streams
and wetlands on the site. In adjacent Powers Marine Park, Streams 2 and 3 are currently being
enhanced for fish habitat. Important considerations for water quality protection in RVNA are shading
streams, developing a multi-layer canopy, and reducing erosion through streambank restoration.
Wetland areas will be maintained to support a diverse wetland plant community. The project team will
work with adjacent landowners to treat stormwater before it enters the site. Additionally, the team plans
to establish a robust water quality monitoring program and further refine trail Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to protect water quality.
Emily next gave an overview of Core Habitat, providing the TEES (Terrestrial Ecology Enhancement
Strategy) definition as a forest patch that is 30 acres or greater located 200 feet from the property edge.
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She mentioned that the larger core area the better for wildlife species. Emily listed results from TAC
discussions about habitat and water quality disturbances.
The top disturbances (identified by the TAC) in order are:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Dogs on and off-leash
Off- trail use by cyclists and pedestrians
Illegal camping/party spots that create wildfire risk
Climate change

Steve next reviewed the Draft Ecological Prescriptions, and he, Emily, and Doug led the group’s
discussion of the document and site ecology. PAC member questions and comments included:











Consider listing more specific timelines for prescription projects
Will the project team set priorities on projects, and are there more long-term versus short term
projects. Emily responded that projects listed are a combination of both, some have longer-term
planning.
Some of the projects listed may need to be completed before implementing trail plan (concern
that there is long-term study that would hold up work on the trail plan). Set a time frame to do
these projects before implementing the plan.
Consider partnering with other institutions/programs to complete research projects if resources
are not available to PP&R. It is better to do fewer projects well, rather than too many.
Baseline information being collected (by BES) is valuable – good to have preliminary data to set
our goal of improvement
Metro does not allow dogs in parks/natural areas, and RVNA is a good opportunity to have no
disturbance from dogs.
Have slope stability studies have been completed? Emily responded the Sellwood Bridge
project has done much of this work. The city’s geotech also completed a basic analysis and
recommendation for RVNA.
Importance of educating people about why dogs impact natural areas. Education is valuable tool
for successful enforcement of no-dog areas.
Since there are other parks to walk dogs (Marshall Park) nearby, the Collins View Neighborhood
would likely back a closure to dogs at RVNA
Agree that dogs are disturbing to wildlife and it is likely that park users with dogs will increase
(especially visitors from outside of the neighborhood) as the park becomes better known if dogs
on-leash are continued to be allowed.

5. Project Update: TAC / Project team progress
Emily provided a project update about the TAC and project team progress. The group is still discussing
and defining core habitat area and the buffer area around streams. The project schedule has pushed
out two months to accommodate getting the best information from the TAC, PAC, and the public. There
will be an additional PAC meeting at the end of February or beginning of March.
Emily also updated the group on working with adjacent landowners planning for invasive management
and trail connectivity. PAC member Michel George, representative of Lewis & Clark (L&C) stated that
L&C has plans to eliminate invasive ivy across their campus in the next three years. L&C is also
working with staff at Tryon Creek Natural Area to remove ivy near the law school, across SW Palatine
Hill Road. Emily met with David Noble, Executive Director of the River View Cemetery, and he will
consider a proposal from PP&R for connector trails in an undeveloped portion of cemetery property.
Emily noted that vandalism is an ongoing concern for RVNA (signs removal, etc.), and reiterated PP&R
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are committed to controlling vandalism. She asked that those who see vandalism should report it to
PP&R.

6. User Experience Discussion
Steve reviewed the Draft Trail Best Management Practices document. Doug led a discussion on User
Experience, asking primary questions:
1)
2)
3)
4)

What makes for a pleasant user experience?
What are distractions from that?
How can these be enhanced or reduced?
How can we ensure safety?

PAC members provided the following comments about what makes for a pleasant user experience:













Variety for hiking, running, and biking (slope variety and choice of loop variety)
Being in a healthy forest and habitat without ivy (rare experience)
Access for recreational activities (such as riding a bike locally to the site, rather than driving),
especially if there are no other local options
Safety and peacefulness
Sustainability in trail design
Intrinsic value of the site. Knowing there is an area that is protected for ecology (even if a
person can’t go there) is important.
Having wildlife present makes a good experience. Even people on a trail system constitute a
disturbance. Some bird species will be sensitive to disturbance (some woodpeckers, owls, and
hawks), and will not inhabit the area if disturbed
Shared use trails and some separate cycling-only trails
Being able to experience the changing seasons and different plants on site
Preserving wildlife interior habitat (trails should not bisect natural area)
Learning opportunities and providing year-round access to the site
Providing a good place to advance technical cycling skills

PAC members provided the following comments about what distracts from a good experience:









Monotony on trail slopes and lack of choice on loops
Mixed trail uses can be challenging. As a cyclist, concern about running into pedestrians if
difficult sight lines, and concern as a pedestrian about being passed too fast by cyclists.
Disturbances to wildlife by all users
Erosion concerns
Limited carrying capacity if there is an increase in use by future cyclists
Trails that are too short
The site is limited in size and it may not be realistic to have as many types of trails. It is hard to
categorize size needs for different levels of cyclist users.
Bicycles can be a weed / invasive carrier into and out of the park, and we need to educate the
public about this issue

PAC members provided the following comments about enhancing the plan for a good user experience:



Consider the opportunity to let RVNA be maintained for 3-5 years by PP&R and “friends of”
group to see what would happen to the ecology of the site
Making trails accessible / usable in the wet season
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Keep some challenging trails for hiking and biking
Separated trails can be good for all
One-directional trails that are separated from hiking (example in Lithia Park in Ashland) are a
good example
Wildlife / habitat value and creating core habitat areas
Trails with good drainage and built to fit use to reduce erosion. Steve noted the trail BMPs were
derived from input from multiple agencies, and a primary goal of these is to minimize erosion.
A PAC member noted it may be helpful for the bike community to prioritize trail level needs.
Emily responded that any trails built in RVNA will be designed to PP&R trail guidelines for a
cross-country experience (not downhill trails). There may be steeper trails, but they will be built
to standard. PP&R is also considering an ADA accessible trail in the natural area.
Connecting to other bike trails to get more mileage

Doug closed the user experience discussion.

7. Volunteer Opportunities
Kendra Petersen-Morgan stated that a RVNA plant restoration volunteer event will be held on February
15th. Interested parties should contact Mary Verrilli, Stewardship Coordinator. Information about this
volunteer event is also listed on the project website. Mary has also been collecting information from
volunteer events about people interested in joining a Friends of RVNA group. Also, planting crews will
begin to plant 50,000 trees and shrubs on-site, starting Tuesday, January 28.

8. Public Comment / Next Steps / Wrap-Up
Doug invited public attendees of the meeting to share comments. Public attendees provided the
following comments and questions:













If the next community event was held at Lewis & Clark, there may be more neighborhood
participation
Request for new meeting table layout to improve acoustics for the public audience
Want to have biking in RVNA, but route trails around a big core area for preservation. Sensitive
species won’t want to live near noisy Macadam Ave area, which is better location for trails.
Note that technical bicycle trails often require removing less vegetation (trails can be routed
around large species), and easier trails often require removing more vegetation.
A member of the public asked if Metro was involved in the project (as holder of the property),
and Emily stated a RVNA TAC member is a Metro ecologist
Request permit parking for residents near RVNA (parking in front of home is an issue)
A member of the public asked if parking needs to be provided, and Emily responded that there
is no requirement that PP&R must provide a parking lot for RVNA
People typically do not want their dogs to run off-leash in mountain biking area
Safety concerns about vehicle speeding and no sidewalks in the neighborhood
Short, compact trails such as Lost Lakes Park in Vancouver, B.C. could be a good model for the
site
Prefer not having multi-use trails, they are not a safe space to explore
Mixing transport types is challenging, and it is better to separate bikes and pedestrians

Emily reviewed next steps, noting the additional TAC meeting and upcoming PAC meeting that will be
scheduled for late February or March (per the revised schedule). She adjourned the meeting, thanking
the PAC for great input, and thanked the community attendees for providing comments.
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1. Introductions
Attendees of the Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #4 met at the Watershed’s Community
Room. The meeting was attended by eleven of the fifteen PAC members, members of the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC), city staff, the consultant team, and members of the public. Public
involvement facilitator Doug Zenn began the meeting by welcoming the group and attendees briefly
introduced themselves. Doug noted this meeting will provide the PAC the opportunity to review the
Access and Management Concept and make recommendations to the Directors on what will be
presented to the public at the Open House in May.

2. Introductory Comments
Portland Parks & Recreation (PP&R) Director Mike Abbaté and Bureau of Environmental Services
(BES) Interim Director Jim Hagerman welcomed the group and provided an update of the current
planning process. The 146 acre parcel at River View Natural Area (RVNA) was acquired by two city
bureaus, BES and PP&R, in partnership with the Trust for Public Land and Metro. The bureaus have
made a substantial investment in restoring the natural area. The Commissioners’ policy restricting
mountain biking on the site cannot be addressed at this time. Director Abbaté recognizes there is a
demand for mountain biking and funding for a city-wide off-road cycling Master Plan has been
requested by PP&R. During this meeting, PAC members will continue the planning process that
protects the natural resources of the site and identifies compatible recreational uses.

3. Overview and Updates
Emily Roth, PP&R Project Manager, reviewed the TAC’s progress since the PAC last met in January
2014. The TAC has continued to work on the Ecological Prescriptions and has drafted site-specific
Design Criteria. A parking concept has been developed for half-street improvements along SW Palatine
Hill Road. Parking will not be available at Lewis & Clark. An Access and Management Concept has
been developed and recommended by the TAC. This is the same concept that was developed before
mountain bikes were restricted on the site. If RVNA is selected in the city-wide off-road cycling plan, the
access concept would remain the same. The PAC is an advisory body, not a decision-making body.
This meeting provides the PAC with the opportunity to discuss the Access and Management Concept,
suggest changes for the PAC to discuss, and make recommendations to the Directors for the Open
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House. The PAC will also discuss management decisions (e.g. whether dogs will be allowed in the
natural area) and determine what will move forward to the Directors and the Open House. (Note:
Management recommendations were not discussed at the meeting due to time constraints). Emily also
thanked all staff and volunteers for restoration that has improved the ecological health of the site.

4. Natural Resource Presentation and Discussion
Emily next presented the Natural Resources Map. She reminded attendees that during the January
2014 PAC meeting, the PAC approved the goals and guiding principles for the Management Plan. The
Natural Resources Map includes two important ecological features, TEES (Terrestrial Ecological
Enhancement Strategy) Interior Forest Habitat and Aquatic Function Areas. The TEES Interior Forest
Habitat identified on the map fits the City of Portland definition for this special status habitat as
described in the TEES document. The habitat is described as an interior forest patch greater than 30
acres and more than 300’ from the nearest forest edge that is important for wildlife. The Natural
Resources Map also includes an Aquatic Function Area (buffers around the streams and wetlands) in
areas that influence the aquatic habitat of the site. The Aquatic Function Area filters water, shades
streams, and contributes cold water to the Willamette River in a key area for salmon. The city is
continuing to monitor streams through the Portland Area Watershed Monitoring and Assessment
Program (PAWMAP) at three locations near RVNA. The Ecology Group (within the TAC) will meet
again to finalize the RVNA Ecological Prescriptions document. The Ecological Prescriptions are a set of
steps to move the condition of the site toward the Desired Future Condition (DFC) over the next 25
years. Once the Ecology Group finalizes the Prescriptions document, it will be posted on the project
website.
PAC member questions and discussion about the Natural Resources Map included:











Would trail buffers be required in the TEES Interior Habitat? Emily clarified that per the TEES
document, a small trail does not constitute an edge condition, and mapping trail buffers would
not be required.
Are there specific species the Management Plan is being designed for? Emily clarified the
Ecology Group did not have enough information at this time to select specific focal species, and
an Ecological Prescription will recommend further study to determine focal species.
Are wetlands now officially defined on site? City staff clarified wetlands have been delineated
along Stream 6, and a technical determination has been completed in the rest of the site. At this
time, the technical determination has not been finalized and sent for review to the Department of
State Lands.
An Ecological Prescription will address developing an inventory of the wildlife at RVNA (request
to put this inventory on the website when completed). Although focal wildlife species have not
been selected for the site, the City has conducted multiple wildlife surveys to date and also prior
to acquisition. A list of approximately 75-100 species is continuing to be developed for wildlife
seen on the property.
Has there been progress on exploring whether River View and Powers Marine Park will be
managed together (connectivity to Willamette River; potential spread of ivy between sites).
Clarification that stream and wetland buffer size is 200 feet per City of Portland Natural
Resource Inventory maps.
Do areas that are covered by both TEES Interior Habitat and Aquatic Function Area receive
more protection/have higher value? City staff clarified the Ecology Group did not discuss one
ecological value as higher or lower; the entire 146 acre parcel is valuable habitat.
The Interior Forest Habitat should be the primary driver for planning, rather than the focal
species. The Ecological Prescriptions address the riparian and forest species as a whole.
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5. Access & Management Concept Presentation and Discussion
Steve Roelof, Project Manager with ESA Vigil-Agrimis, presented the Access and Management
Concept. The trail layout incorporates feedback from previous TAC meetings, and features one large
and one small loop trail. Trails include switchbacks to create shallow, sustainable grades of less than
10 percent. This planning-level concept will be influenced by existing natural features. The concept has
two phases. The first phase includes a trail at the accessible upper loop and a south trail to move
people through the south of the site (incorporating trail access points from Lewis & Clark). The second
phase includes the remaining trail to the north and east. The concept minimizes stream crossings, and
proposes bridges at crossings to allow the natural movement of energy and materials through the site.
Two overlook areas and a portable toilet at the west side of the site are shown. Parking is proposed for
the east side of SW Palatine Hill Road, and would be completed as part of half-street improvements
subject to PBOT requirements. The half-street improvements include parking for up to 35 cars,
stormwater management for existing and proposed features, sidewalk, bicycle parking, sharrows for
road bicycle traffic, and new street trees where needed.
PAC member comments/discussion included:









How long would half-street improvements take to construct, and would alternate parking be
available at Powers Marine Park during construction? City staff clarified that improvements
would likely take less than one year, and portions of the area would be closed off during
construction as required. The only parking at Powers Marine Park is at a small lot west of
Highway 43.
Location of the portable restroom should shift closer to Lewis & Clark, so it is not seen from SW
Brugger Street.
How would the proposed half-street improvements be funded? Emily clarified improvements
would be proposed as part of a funding package for the entire site.
Will new parking attract Lewis & Clark students to parking these spaces? Potential for two
competing interest groups that want these spaces. Response that L&C currently patrols the
neighborhood area and enforcement is effective with ticketing.
Why is the trail concept phased? Proposed phasing will provide more time to better understand
the uses at the site. The team will be able to gather more information at Streams 2 and 3, per a
TAC recommendation. The larger loop trail would not be connected until Phase 2.
Do cyclists and hikers have different needs? It would be difficult for hikers to give up nice trails
to accept bicycles later. Phase 2 could be completed after city-wide off-road biking assessment.
The layout significantly cuts down the length of time of trail and difficulty compared to existing
trails on site. Possibility of expanding trails after Phase 2?

Steve explained the Design Criteria that informed trail layout. He noted the intent to locate trails in the
outer 200 feet from the boundary of the property. Two exceptions are the top loop (to the west of the
site) that provides an accessible trail to a broad user group, and section of the trail at the southeast that
has switchbacks over a ridge due to steep terrain. Stream crossings were minimized, using short, direct
riparian crossings. Bridges will meet P-zone (Protection Zone) bridge requirements to protect stream
system functions. The layout avoids wetlands as much as possible, while balancing the need to stay
out of the Interior Preserve.
PAC member comments/discussion included:



Existing trails would be decommissioned once plan is adopted and funding is finalized.
Concern about people cutting across switchbacks. Response that good trail design will obscure
desire lines with boulders and vegetation, and desire lines are an ongoing management issue.
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Any suggested upgrades for stormwater management from two outfalls on site? Response that
Lewis & Clark College is working on upgrades for their outfall and BES is identifying best
treatment practices to improve quality of water before it reaches the outfall.
Homeless camps are a current issue, and concern with blocking off a large part of the site
without trails. How will this be patrolled? Response that camps are an ongoing maintenance
issue and there would be a ranger enforcement patrol. Rangers would be proposed with the
funding package that goes before City Council. Researchers and environmental education
groups would also access the interior of the site to perform studies.
There needs to be double the amount of rangers to patrol the site. Leaving volunteers to clean
up homeless camp debris is not appropriate.
Recommendation to include language in the Management Plan to have the possibility for more
trails in the future. If the document does not have this language, it will be very difficult to
consider additional trails.
The absence of trails in the interior of the natural area was discussed. A PAC member asked
why there were no trails in the interior of the site. Emily responded that it is important to have a
large block of habitat not affected by human use. This concept has approximately 87 acres that
will not have consistent human use. The TAC wants to keep a large interior area to preserve
stream quality and habitat value. Aquatic function is a high priority at this site, with streams
delivering cold water to the Willamette River.
Are natural resources and recreation equal in value? Response that natural resource protection
is the primary driver of the Management Plan, with compatible recreation.
In an era of infill development, this is an unprecedented opportunity to protect interior habitat.
Clarification that the City does not have permission to build any trails at River View Cemetery.
Discussions have been limited and the cemetery may allow a hiking trail in the northwest corner
adjacent to RVNA.
Metro and other agencies have also had access discussions about other natural areas.
Preference to avoid losing access to the site, and this concept is a decent compromise to get
the community to see and use the site.

Doug polled the PAC on approving the concept to go forward to the Directors. PAC members
provided the following comments and recommendations:











Planning document language needs to be developed stating at a future time there may be an
opportunity to design future trails. Several PAC members suggested this language needs to be
added. PAC member wants to review the language before approving the concept plan. A
member prefers to not add this language.
Preference for PAC member to talk to Collins View Neighborhood Association before approving
the parking concept.
Do different user groups need different management decisions? Emily responded that the TAC
examined techniques to share trails.
Were alternatives developed? Emily clarified this is the best trail plan suggested by the TAC that
meets most of the design criteria, and no alternatives were developed.
Recommendation to discuss adding one more trail.
One member noted there is a greater good of not putting a trail through the middle of the site,
and another member disagreed stating lack of mountain biking trail opportunities in the city.
Opportunity to link to more trails at Powers Marine Park and improve connectivity with other
Willamette Greenway trails.
Not comfortable endorsing a concept that does not include any mountain biking.
Would there be issues with one trail down the middle, meaning two core habitats of half the
size? Staff replied that there are concerns about disturbance from human use.
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6. Management Recommendations: There was not enough time to discuss this at the PAC meeting.

7. Public Comments (there was only time to take questions and comments and not for the Project
Team to respond)
Doug invited public attendees of the meeting to share comments in the remaining time. The public
provided the following comments and questions:













Under what authority are you operating to develop the Management Plan?
There is an abundance of information about trails and wildlife not being mutually exclusive.
More discussion about trail widths is required.
Do any other natural areas in PP&R’s portfolio allow biking? Response that Powell Butte is an
example.
Spending an hour to drive to a location where I can mountain bike is not appropriate when there
are 7 miles at this site. This is not sustainable.
Lack of use in the interior of the site will allow homeless camps to spring up.
If this is a natural area where no dogs are allowed, who will enforce this?
Thank you for planning efforts to protect urban wilderness and I hope that my family can hike
there in the future.
Thank you for presenting a positive and proactive support of watershed health.
Has Metro been involved in the process? Emily clarified that Kate Holleran of Metro is a TAC
member for the project.
Has the city examined the potential impacts of trail users on the site’s ecology?
If this area is off limits to mountain bikes, where is my daughter going to ride her bike?

8. Next Steps / Closing
Emily reviewed next steps for the project, noting that the group won’t have time to hold the Site
Management discussion tonight. The Open House will be held on May 4th at the Multnomah Arts
Center, with a 2 week public comment period. The intention for the next PAC meeting was to have a
draft of the plan for review, but there may be one more meeting needed. The draft plan is scheduled to
be done by July. The PAC will review and submit comments to staff, and the plan will be finalized at the
end of September. Project staff will write a recommendation to the Directors on the plan. The Directors
will then make a decision at the end of November and present it to City Council at the end of the year.
Emily and Doug adjourned the meeting, thanking the PAC for their participation and input, and thanked
the community attendees for providing comments.

* Meeting Notes capture the essential information of the meeting – basic information, decisions and
next steps. These notes are not an exact recording of everything that happened at the meeting.
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River View Natural Area Management Plan
Project Advisory Committee Meeting #5 Notes
Monday, June 22, 2015
5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.
Stamm West Dining Room, Templeton Campus Center, Lewis & Clark College

Committee Attendees
Sarah Bice, Sellwood resident
Sylvia Bogard, SW Neighborhoods
(Alternate for Jennifer Seamans)
John “Dabby” Campbell, Northwest Trail
Alliance (Alternative for Brian Baumann)
Michel George, Lewis & Clark College
Marci Krass, Willamette Riverkeeper

Fran Laird, Collins View Neighborhood
Association
Torrey Limbo, Tyron Creek Watershed
Council
Steve Manton, Park neighbor
Jay Withgott, Portland Audubon Board
Member
Chris Sautter, South Burlingame resident

Members Absent
Brian Baumann, Northwest Trail Alliance
Adam Clinton Baylor, Mazamas
Michael Karnosh, Confederated Tribes of
Grand Ronde
Jennifer Seamans, SW Watershed
Resource Center

Chad Sorber, Natural Area experience
Charlie Sponsel, Professional mountain
biker
Mauricio Villarreal, Portland Parks &
Recreation Parks Board member

Project Staff and Technical Advisory Committee Members
Shannah Anderson, Bureau of Environmental Services
Mary Bushman, Bureau of Environmental Services
Rachel Felice, Portland Parks & Recreation
Kate Holleran, Metro
Jeff Hough, Portland Parks & Recreation
Kristen Kibler, JLA Public Involvement
Kendra Peterson Morgan, Portland Parks & Recreation
Jessica Pickul, JLA Public Involvement
Steve Roelof, ESA VA
Emily Roth, Portland Parks & Recreation
Maija Spencer, Portland Parks &Recreation

Welcome and Introductions
Kristen Kibler, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed Project Advisory Committee (PAC) members
to meeting #5 for the River View Natural Area Management Plan. Kristen will be facilitating the
next two PAC meetings. She noted that the committee would be encouraged to provide
feedback on site management issues, as well as discuss any other issues that members think
should be considered in the plan.

Planning Schedule and Work Plan Update
Emily Roth, Portland Parks & Recreation, provided an update on the project schedule.
Throughout the summer, staff will be preparing a draft management plan, including the
feedback received from the Technical Advisory Committee and Project Advisory Committee. A
draft plan will be presented to the PAC in September, during which they will be asked for their
final feedback on whether to carry it forward. The committee will receive the draft plan at least
two weeks in advance of the meeting, in order to have enough time for review. The final steps
will be to draft the final plan, have it reviewed and approved by Directors at BES and PP&R, and
present the plan to City Council.
Emily added that if any members of the PAC do not support the final recommendations in the
plan, they are welcome to submit a minority report. In addition, members may also write a letter
of support or recommendation from your organization. The documents will be included in the
Public Involvement Appendix of the final Management Plan and included with the staff report to
the bureau directors.
Steve Roelof, ESA VA, explained what elements will be included in the final management plan
by walking the PAC through the table of contents. The main document is intended to be
approachable for people of all backgrounds; therefore detailed plan information will be provided
in the appendices.
PAC member questions and discussions about the contents of the draft Management Plan
included:






Do you have a database with the technical information that is considered in the plan (i.e.
stream inventory)? Steve responded that this information will be included in the Existing
Conditions section, with more detailed information in the Appendix. Much of this
information has already been published.
Does a baseline technical survey for the site exist? Yes, staff compiled all of the existing
information and summarized it into one report, which will be included in the Appendix as
background and technical information. New information for the site has not been
collected during this process.
If there were gaps in ecological information, was new information collected? No. Work
that was done for the Ecological Prescriptions for this site was summarized based on
information that already existed. The summary includes recommendations on the actions
that should take place, as well as where ecological information gaps exist and timelines
for filling those gaps. This summary was organized around the three project goals. The
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PAC is not being asked to provide feedback on the Ecological Prescriptions. It was
developed by the ecologists on the TAC. It is being finalized and will be sent out this
summer to PAC members.
Emily added that earlier in the process, the group discussed best practices for trail
design, construction, and management. Draft recommendations are being finalized for
this topic area and will be sent out at the same time as the Ecological Prescriptions
Summary.

Access and Management Concept
Kristen reminded the group that a draft Access Concept was presented at the last PAC meeting
and at a public open house. The project team has considered and incorporated feedback from
these meetings and is now prepared to carry the Access Concept forward.
Emily provided an overview of the Access Concept. It includes two loops - a larger loop at the
top and a smaller loop at the bottom. Lewis and Clark College has agreed to allow a portion of a
loop to be on their property. The concept includes an ADA accessible trail.
There are several areas that the project team received feedback on. Parking is recommended
along SW Palatine, but the number of parking spaces has not been solidified and will be
influenced by what is required by Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) during the
permitting process. The project team received feedback about including two viewing sites, to
allow for site users to view nature and get off the trail. The location of the porta potty was also
discussed.
Emily explained that there is a designated area for wildlife preservation, which will be renamed
as a habitat preserve. This area will eventually become trail-less and only accessed for
stewardship activities and research. There has been considerable work to reduce invasive
plants in this area. She reminded the group that the whole site, including where the trails are,
will work towards ecological restoration.
Emily emphasized that it takes a lot of time between when a plan is approved to when
recommendations are implemented or constructed. The plan provides an understanding of how
much recommendations will cost and then funding must be secured. The plan recommendations
are added to the Capital Improvement List. Once funding is secured, a design and construction
plan will be created. It could take up to 10 years before this plan gets implemented.
Maija provided an open house summary. A total of 84 comments were submitted at the event
and online. There was support for the resources that the plan sets out to protect. There were
also concerns around the lack of mountain bike access, location of the porta potty (view of it and
possibility of it attracting transients), parking locations, and traffic impacts in the neighborhoods.
Prior to the meeting, Kristen had spoken with many of the PAC members by phone and the
majority of members she spoke with were supportive of the proposed Access Concept. PAC
member Charlie Sponsel was not supportive of the plan without consideration of mountain bike
access. Steve Manton was also disappointed that more trail access was not available.
RVNA ‐ Project Advisory Committee Meeting #5 – Summary
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Member questions/comments about Access Concept included:



It would make sense to have the porta potty by the ADA entrance. Staff responded that
they are not sure exactly where the porta potty will be located but it will be ADA friendly.
Thank you Lewis and Clark for allowing the loop to route through the college’s property.
This solves a huge access issue.

Natural Area Management
City Nature Overview
Rachel Felice, Portland Parks & Recreation, highlighted how City Nature, a division of Portland
Parks & Recreation, manages natural areas and summarized the available resources. City
Nature West manages natural areas and soft surface trails on approximately 6,600 acres at
nearly 40 properties. They also manage several other programs including integrated pest
management, Youth Conservation Corp, and a stewardship program. They prioritize projects for
their division via a matrix for natural areas. Rachel highlighted the roles of each of the ten staff
members available to support the River View Natural Area and all the other natural area
properties on the west side of the Willamette River.
In addition, enforcement in Portland Parks and natural areas is managed by Parks rangers. The
ranger line (503-823-1637) is where calls should be directed when people are not following
rules, conducting illegal activity, vandalism, etc.
Several members had questions:







Steve asked if there is dedicated budget for the River View Natural Area. The total
budget for City Nature West is $1.2 million, excluding Washington Park. There are no
budget line items for specific properties. Operations and maintenance funding is
managed from a lump sum. Emily added that the estimated site cost estimate will be
added to the capital improvement plan.
How is the $250,000 from the Sellwood Bridge project being used? This money was
spent on restoration work, including the installation of 70,000 native plants and this
management planning process.
With so much effort that has gone into ecological restoration in this area, it is important
that enforcement can occur since it doesn’t take much to set back progress.
Is there a policy on fireworks? Yes, the policy states that no fireworks are permitted in
any park and natural area. As of July, no smoking will be allowed either. Rangers should
be contacted if fireworks are used.

Kendra Peterson Morgan, Portland Parks & Recreation, provided a brief overview on City
Nature’s restoration matrix, which helps to prioritize goals, strategies, and management
priorities based on each ecological area’s health and function. The matrix ranks each site into a
category. River View was inventoried to determine the site’s ecological health and was ranked
as Fair Health and High Function. They also conduct vegetation inventories for each of the sites
that they manage.
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The data that was collected for the vegetation inventory has informed the site’s adaptive
management strategy and ecological goals. One goal was to protect and enhance riparian
buffers at the site and actions have already taken place to do plantings to improve storm water
infiltration and more. There have been over 70,000 plantings and extensive invasive species
work on the site. In addition, their work also includes regular visits to track and measure site
usage, maintenance needs, vandalism, etc.
City Nature supports research in the natural areas and have partnered with Lewis & Clark to
allow students to do research at the River View Natural Area.
One member mentioned that the storm water outfall area needs some maintenance as a lot of
ivy and garlic mustard is located there. Kendra responded that that there has been extensive
work to the north and south, but this may be an instance where the land belongs to Lewis &
Clark. She will check on that location.
A member asked whether the wetlands that have been mapped have been added to the state
registry. Kendra responded that they have not been added. (note: The state does not maintain a
registry of wetland sites. The Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) reviews wetland
delineations, the process by which wetland boundaries are determined, and adds the
information to their database.) The process that was done for mapping these areas is an
approximation of the wetland boundaries, versus the more extensive process required for DSL
review. They most likely will not be reviewed since the mapping that was done meets
maintenance needs and the distinction won’t mean additional funding or protection by the state.
Jeff Hough, Portland Parks & Recreation, provided a background on the trails program and what
City Nature West plans to do to maintain the site’s trails. They currently maintain 180 miles of
soft surface trails. The primary function of the trails program is maintenance. Larger projects like
trail decommissioning at River View would fall under capitalized projects. In addition to
maintenance, they also manage a youth conservation crew and seasonal activities.
Jeff reminded the PAC that the trails in River View are an adopted system from old roads and
demand trails. In collaboration with BES, they identified which trails cross streams or have other
ecological impacts and closed them when the property was acquired. Going forward, City
Nature West will continue to maintain the adopted system and keep them safe by brushing back
the trails, removing downed trees, maintaining signs, and more. They will not be
decommissioning any trails on a large scale any time in the near future (note: if funding
becomes available and monitoring shows trail erosion is causing water quality issues, then
PP&R and BES will examine the possibility of closing other trails) . Emily added that depending
on conditions, this decision may change and there may be a need to close some trails. The trail
guidelines are operated according to the guidelines that were passed by City Council – which
addresses maintenance, design, and construction.
Member questions and discussion included:
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The existing trails that go through the property will not be decommissioned in any way?
Staff responded not at this time (note: there is not a plan to decommission any trails at
this time, see note above). If one of the trails is making a big impact on water quality in
the future, it may need to be closed earlier, but that will depend on future conditions.
Also, as new trails appear on site, staff works to close them down and they will continue
this effort.
One member commented that it shouldn’t be a problem if some of the trails are not
decommissioned because closed trails will gradually grow over.
There are a lot of activities and traffic on the trails currently. There are often bike skid
marks and compacted dirt. Signage may help foster trail management.

Management Options
Kristen explained that the comment form at the open house had sought feedback on several
management issues for River View. The PAC’s recommendations for these management
options will be included in the plan and in the presentation to agency Directors and the City
Council. The group discussed the following:
Dogs On-Site
One of the big issues discussed was whether dogs would be allowed on site. Emily explained
that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed this topic and had a lively discussion. In
the end, the TAC suggested that no dogs should be allowed on-site. Research shows that
having dogs even when on a leash, and their waste can make a big impact to the ecology and
wildlife of an area.
The majority of the PAC was in support of not allowing dogs on-site. The following is a summary
of PAC comments on this topic:





There are a lot of other dog-friendly options in the area.
One member stated that they were pro-dog. Anytime dogs are not allowed, it can lead to
irresponsible activity whereas when dogs are allowed, site users self-police each other.
This plan is focused on preservation, not recreation. If mountain biking will not be
allowed, then it doesn’t make sense to allow dogs if they have a negative impact on the
site’s ecology.
This is critical for wildlife preservation since dogs make a big impact.

Seasonal Trail Closures
Kristen mentioned that at the open house, the majority of people agreed that at times it would
be reasonable to close site trails. Emily explained that staff doesn’t want this management
option to be prescriptive. Instead, it should be an adaptive trail management practice.
The majority of the PAC was in support of occasional and seasonal trail closures. The following
is a summary of PAC comments on this topic:


During heavy rains, trail erosion can occur and cause damage.

RVNA ‐ Project Advisory Committee Meeting #5 – Summary

Page 6

















If there is nesting in the park, it might make sense to close a trail, especially for sensitive
species.
There was some discussion around how members support closures if the species are
truly sensitive, like bald eagles. Kristen asked if there is a list of which species this might
include. There are guidelines for what can occur off-trail during nesting, but not on the
trails. This list does not exist yet.
Technical information helps us to identify where streams exist and ecologists can make
recommendations on what would be best based on the data. Kendra responded that
there is very limited data on specific species studies as it relates to trails. Staff has
referred to Terrestrial Ecological Enhancement Strategy and are making their best
professional judgement on what would be best for the area.

Mary Bushman, Bureau of Environmental Services, shared a recent example of
sensitive bird protection that occurred at Forest Park, where an eagle’s nest was
near a culvert that was under construction. There were specific guidelines for that
work because of the nest. This is more than about trail activity; it is about all
activities that occur in the park like construction. One member shared that they hope
that closures would occur for truly sensitive birds, otherwise there could be many
closures. He warned not to close trails every time a nest is near a trail as too many
closures may encourage more public backlash. He believed many urban birds to be
fairly resilient.
Are there other animals to consider, like reptiles? Yes, there are. Other species like
amphibians would be more impacted by attempting to cross highway 43 than activities in
River View NA.
One member said he was recently chain sawing in a wooded area and was surprised to
see how unaffected and adaptive birds can be.
What did the TAC recommend for this? They wanted this to be an adaptive trail
management approach.
One member supports the addition of signs that say, “Avoid trails when muddy.”
It would make sense to close trails when they are at risk for getting wider.
Don’t look for excuses to close the trails.
One member is generally not in favor of closing trails, but realizes that at times in order
to meet plan goals it might be needed. Close trails for a good reason or a good cause.
How often does Powell Butte close? Not very often, but people tend to be pretty good
about following the guidelines.

Environmental Interpretation:
Emily explained that environmental interpretation is an opportunity to convey things about the
site to the community.
Most committee members provided thoughts on messaging and formats for future
environmental interpretation. Those thoughts include:




One member likes the imagery and signage that is used to point out salmon spawning
and juvenile salmon areas along the Willamette. The site could have something like this
by the creek.
Include signage that makes it clear why dogs are not allowed and explains the policy.
The interior portion of the site is important. It would be good to explain why it is critical to
not veer off trail and explore it.
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Emily added that there are a lot of different interpretation opportunities, not just signage.
For example, a video could be created or a particular story could be shared. This
information could be shared with more audiences than just regular trail users too, like
students. Several PAC members thought a video on the website would be great. It could
include how the salmon come to cool off by the Sellwood Bridge and discuss the
wetlands. It could also have data on temperature of water, etc. Something educational
on the website that would be good for students.
You can use QR (smart phoneweb) codes or other ways to allow people to easily
access the information from the site.
Include what went into preserving this site in an educational video.
It would be good to include information about the natural history of the area and overall
logging history.

Other Management Options:








When people feel like they have ownership of a place, they tend to take better care of it.
Make sure people know how they can get involved and be stewards.
Is there a concept in the plan to have a wildlife corridor? Stream 6 (the big creek) could
eventually become a wildlife corridor that is connected to Powers Marine Park. ODOT
may need to replace a culvert that could be improved to allow for better wildlife
connectivity. These ideas will be included in the plan.
Salmon are of particular interest to people and yet they may not connect salmon to this
area.
Geocaching should be considered as it can be destructive to nature areas. Emily
explained that she was been working on a geocaching policy that will be implemented
this July. Staff collaborated with geocache.com to create this policy. Staff has not
identified how many caches will be allowed in River View at this point.
Consider a composting toilet versus a traditional porta potty.

Stewardship
Rachel highlighted Portland Parks & Recreation Stewardship program. There are a lot of ways
for people to get engaged. They work with a variety of schools, organizations and community
groups to do trail maintenance, plantings, etc. Many of the meeting’s attendees and PAC
members have already been involved. They do not have an official friends group for River View
yet. This will be started in early 2016.
There are two upcoming stewardship opportunities, please contact Mary Verrilli at
mary.verilli@portlandoregon.gov to register:



Aug 29th a service event with Lewis & Clark College: 1 – 4:00 pm -- Limited to 10
community members, must sign up in advance
Oct 24th (9 – 12) No Ivy day -- Limited space, must sign up in advance

Rachel added that because people tend to feel a sense of ownership of the site, they do things
like placing logs on trails. She explained that visitors need to refrain from placing things on the
trail as it creates a safety hazard. If anyone sees trash, an illegal camp, etc., the rangers are
responsible for cleaning it up. This is a safety concern as these sites can have human waste
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and other health or safety issues. In addition, if someone is occupying the site, they must be
given 24 hours to vacate.
For upcoming stewardship events, people will be notified if they are signed up for the project
stakeholder list. Information is also available on the website. She encouraged everyone to sign
up in advance as these events fill up fast.

Public Comment (not verbatim comments)









There is concern about having mountain bikes on the trails. As a hiker, they feel it is a
safety concern because bikes are fast and they feel the riders can be confrontational.
They also use the park as a place to walk their dogs.
Dogs on leash have caused a lot of issues in other parks. There are five on-leash parks
within the area. They also shared concerns with geocaching. If something is found that is
not a part of the natural habitat, they pick it up and give it to the ranger. Lastly, in order
to comply with the American Disability Act, the trails have to be maintained and unless
there is a new and improved ways of maintaining these trails, it may not work at River
View.
One member of the public reminded the PAC that there is likely to be a lot of parking
needed. Nearby streets are narrow and have a lot of traffic. We still don’t know how
many cars will come to the site. Brugger St. is not wide enough for two cars on either
side. In addition, there is a lot of foot traffic that comes through the proposed parking
area.
Parking plans are not realistic. Also, there are a lot of good sized trees that need to be
protected. Don’t let this be like Mt. Tabor where trees are cut down. They would like
cedars to be protected. The site has had cedars in the past, as there is a cedar stump
near the number 3 stream. We should take measures to have a mature forest. Big fat
bike tires are destroying trees by making them more prone to root rot.
Drones are another thing to consider with site maintenance. They would like to see a
policy that prevents going off trail. Also, a running group called Hashers has been active
in the area. They throw down white powder at the base of trees and moss but it’s not
getting washed off. This shouldn’t happen in the natural areas.

Next Steps and Closing
PAC members had a few final thoughts for the project team:




A couple of members thanked the TAC and staff for all their hard work.
One member hoped that people would look at the big picture and do things right while
making sure that there is access available to everyone.
One member shared that his concerns about River View NA are personal because the
activities (biking, dog walking) he has used it for are no longer available to him.
However, he is more concerned about the new Macadam Ridge private development
and believes it will negatively impact quality of life in the area.

There will be some technical information available this summer (Ecological Prescriptions, best
management practices/trail guidelines) as well as the meeting summary. The next meeting will
be held in September 2015, with the draft plan being distributed two weeks in advance of that
meeting for review. Contact Emily if anyone has anything else to share or questions.
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River View Natural Area Management Plan
Project Advisory Committee Meeting #6 Summary
Tuesday, September 22, 2015
5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.
Smith Hall, Lewis & Clark College

Committee Attendees
Brian Baumann, Northwest Trail Alliance
Sarah Bice, Sellwood resident
Michel George, Lewis & Clark College
Fran Laird, Collins View Neighborhood
Association
Jennifer Seamans, SW Watershed
Resource Center

Torry Lindbo, Tyron Creek Watershed
Council
Steve Manton, Park neighbor
Chris Sautter, South Burlingame resident
Charlie Sponsel, Professional mountain
biker

Members Absent
Michael Karnosh, Confederated Tribes of
Grand Ronde
Marci Krass, Willamette Riverkeeper

Mauricio Villarreal, Parks Board member
Jay Withgott, Portland Audubon Board
Member (sent in written comments on plan)

Project Staff and Technical Advisory Committee Members
Mary Bushman, Bureau of Environmental
Services
Kate Holleran, Metro
Kendra Petersen Morgan, Portland Parks
& Recreation
Emily Roth, Project Manager, Portland
Parks and Recreation
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Maija Spencer, Portland Parks &
Recreation
Jessica Pickul, JLA Public Involvement
Kristen Kibler, JLA Public Involvement
Steve Roelof, Project Manager, ESA
Vigil/Agrimis

Page 1

Welcome and Introductions
Kristen Kibler, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed Project Advisory Committee (PAC)
members to the final meeting for the River View Natural Area Management Plan. She
led the committee through group introductions and reviewed the meeting agenda. At this
meeting, members would be able to share their thoughts, ask clarifying questions and
make final recommendations to project staff on the draft plan on forwarding it to the
bureau directors.

Work Plan Update
Emily Roth, Portland Parks and Recreation, provided an update on project next steps.
She explained that final comments from the PAC will be incorporated into the plan, as
possible. The plan document will be finished in September 2015. Next, a
recommendation (staff report along with the plan) will be given to the directors for review
in October. The plan will be presented to City Council this December. PAC members
and people included on the project stakeholder list will be notified of City Council
presentation date, which is open to the public. In addition, PAC members can speak
directly to City Council about the plan at that time. Once accepted by City Council,
implementation of the plan will begin.
A member of the public asked when they will be able to review the draft plan. Emily
responded that it will be available before it goes to City Council, which at a minimum will
be two weeks prior to the presentation. Council will hear all comments at that December
council date.

PAC Comments on Plan
Steve Roelof, ESA Vigil-Agrimis, reviewed the final draft plan sections with the PAC. He
explained that everything included in the plan has already been reviewed and talked
about with the committee. Since the last meeting, staff refined language and graphics
and added construction cost estimates. These estimates come to about $5 million
dollars, which just considers hard costs, design and project management costs. This
work can be done in phases, so that total is not needed up front in order to get started.
The Appendices have more detailed figures that also have meaning to the plan and
documents from the public process and public meetings.
Emily suggested that the group start by talking about the estimated construction costs
and then open it up to talk about the plan. The following is a summary of that discussion
– some points below represent individual comments, while some summarize group
discussion items:


Did you prioritize the construction costs? Emily responded that the construction
items were not prioritized, however typically PP&R would focus on trails, parking
and access first.
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Parking and access amenities are expensive. Emily explained that PP&R may
be required to do the parking improvements as a part of the permitting process to
do the trails.
On the Access and Management Concept Map, the purple dots represent
existing stormwater outfall into streams. Two are currently on the map – one on
the north side and one on the south side. There isn’t one to show water going
into the west side from the headwaters from stream 2. This area is surrounded by
housing. Where is that indicated in the budget? Staff responded that it is not
included because it is considered offsite, so it is not a part of this plan. Mary
Bushman, Bureau of Environmental Services, added that Lewis and Clark
College and the cemetery are private properties, so they wouldn’t be considered
in the larger BES budget. The area by Corbett is not considered as a part of this
project but BES is working to look at this property. Community members can
contact Mary directly to get more info. At this time, off-site treatment is not a part
of this project but BES is working with private land owners to treat stormwater.
Within the project area, stormwater solutions are accounted for with the
Ecological Prescriptions line item.
There is a data gap in the stream assessment. Is there a budget item to address
that? This is also accounted for with the Ecological Prescriptions line item.
Does the budget only consider the one culvert replacement for stream crossings?
No, it considers six streams crossings within the site. It does not include the
Highway 43 crossing since it is out of the project area. Emily later clarified that
the Stream 6 budget item is separate from the other culverts as it is a larger
restoration project and is a high priority.
There is a lot of money allocated toward trail improvements, especially the
culvert replacement. The member would rather see more emphasis focused on
ecological goals and improvement since that was the goal of the project. For
example, they would rather see more resources placed towards connecting
stream 6 to the Willamette River. Emily explained that the culvert needs to be
improved because it is failing and the ecologists have identified that as one of the
project’s top priorities. It is not all going towards trail improvements.
Jay Withgott submitted a letter that states that he thinks the plan should be
approved. In it he shared his thoughts on what he agrees with and disagrees
with in the plan. The group reviewed his letter.
The plan headings match most of the project goals with the exception of
Education and Interpretation. Can the headings be updated to reflect that that
goal? Staff will look into this.
Several PAC members brought up how mountain biking use should have been
discussed through this planning process. Those that brought this issue up didn’t
consider this a fault of the project team, but it could have been handled better.
One person shared that they felt the lack of discussion on mountain biking
undermined the process. Additional comments included that mountain bikers are
trail advocates and volunteers; off-road cyclists need a place to ride; this is an
equity issue because it restricts people from being able to access these trails if
they don’t have a car; The PAC was able to talk about dogs, but haven’t had the
opportunity to talk about mountain biking. It would have been nice to have made
a decision as a group and would have been nice to have known that it was off the
table from the beginning. Two written letters were submitted to staff that
addressed this issue of the discussion/process and will be included in the Public
Involvement Appendix of the final plan.
Within the PAC meeting, there was a difference of opinion on whether mountain
biking should have been discussed further with this process.
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Several members stated that they felt the project team did an overall good job
with the plan.
The plan proposal is not great for runners, hikers or bikers. A perimeter loop is
not a good recreational solution. People need advanced and challenging trails in
the Portland-area. Not just mountain bikers, even hikers want challenging hikes
with elevation. Emily responded that trails included in this plan need to meet
PP&R guidelines. Forest Park has more challenging trails and the majority were
built before PP&R trail guidelines were adopted.
Water and interior habitat are the two things that we are trying to improve with
this plan. We have heard from experts that have stated that interior trails don’t
impact water quality. Prohibiting interiors trails is unnecessary and creates a
recreation area that doesn’t meet needs or user desires.
If the focus is on water quality than that should be the priority over all. The plan
should be conservative to all other uses. Also, there is specific language about
slope grades (10 -15 %) however it is not specific with how long this can go for.
These are some of the details that should be specified in order to ensure that our
long-term goals of protecting water quality are maintained.
One member said that they support the plan as it is laid out, with the
understanding that there will be some adjustments in the field during design
based on trail standards.
The Collins View Neighborhood Association recognizes that some of its
neighbors are mountain bikers and responsible dog walkers. That said, the NA
supports what is in the plan as it is in accordance with Parks guidelines. The NA
has submitted a letter for consideration by plan staff. This will be included in the
Public Involvement Appendix of the plan
One of the members shared several thoughts. First, they would like to make sure
that all stormwater off puts are addressed with the plan. The City needs to
recognize the smaller streams and their impact on water quality throughout
Portland and on the Willamette River. They thanked the committee and staff and
said that they really liked the process. They added that they think the committee
adequately addressed mountain biking. The committee put water quality first,
over recreation. They think we need a comprehensive plan on mountain biking.
Additionally, partnerships will be important to implement the Ecological
Prescriptions in this plan. Staff should seek out more partnerships with more than
BES, but also with USGS Ecological Survey, EPA, PSU, etc. Lastly, dogs are
now prohibited but people are still bringing their dogs. Adding additional signs
will help build awareness and education of the new restriction.
A member voiced support for a 35 acre interior habitat, but was concerned that
there may not be enough park ranger resources.
In the case made for habitat connectivity only west side natural areas are
referenced in the plan as providing wildlife connectivity. Oaks Bottom Wildlife
Refuge should be added or referenced. The River View Natural Area is a part of
a greater wildlife corridor that includes connections and resources on both sides
of the river.
Collins View has a lot of walkers who no longer feel safe walking in RVNA.
Trail improvements should be prioritized. As we look at long-term operations and
maintenance, we should look for additional opportunities to decommission old
trails.
Additional signage should be used to help with education and habitat
management, especially near property boundaries.
Neighbors are the daily eyes and ears on the area. Look for opportunities to
partner with the neighborhood.
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One of the goals is to increase access to nature. Trail density affects habitat so
through this plan’s recommendation of a protected interior, it will help neighbors
to experience a natural habitat.

Kristen concluded this discussion by summarizing that it generally sounds like the PAC
is supportive of the plan. Fran, Jennifer, Steve, Michel, Torrey, and Sarah support the
plan, and a letter of support from Jay, with the exception of Brian, Chris and Charlie who
do not support the plan because of the exclusion of mountain biking from the plan and
the discussion. Their dissenting opinion letter will be included in the Public Involvement
Appendix of the plan.
Any additional thoughts should be emailed to Emily as soon as possible. They will be
included in the Appendix of the plan.

Public Comment (not verbatim comments)





Good job! Nothing is ever perfect but this will help move it along.
By looking at this project in such a narrow focus, we have forgotten the bigger
concept that this is a part of a much bigger natural area effort. This is a part of
Metro’s Title 13 compliance efforts and is a part of a much bigger wildlife corridor.
Many local agencies have been meeting to improve the water and wildlife
connections. Please take a look at the bigger picture at how this connects to
Tryon Creek.
A member of the public shared that they are in favor of the loop trail. It is not the
job of this plan to make the trails thrilling. There have been too many comments
dealing with a minority group that should be addressed with the Off Road Cycling
Plan.

Next Steps
Kendra Petersen-Morgan, Portland Parks and Recreation, has heard previous concerns
by the PAC on the activity and uses happening in the park. She provided an update that
since July 1st, the park rangers have received 3 calls total, which all related to illegal
camping. She reminded the group that there are 7 rangers total, who are divided among
the entire City (2 in Washington Park, 2 assigned to downtown sites and 1 assigned to
Forest Park) and as of Oct. 1 there will be no dedicated Rangers in natural areas except
Forest Park If PAC members are interested in the ranger program and funding, they
should raise their concerns as a member of the public with the City Council.
Someone asked where the camps were located? There is a spot above stream 6 and
one above Highway 43. Neighbors can address this by calling the rangers directly at
503-823-1637. Emails do not go into the log. Kendra encouraged people to call the
ranger line directly because that’s how they log data.
Kendra also brought up long-term stewardship opportunities of the site. A group will be
created that everyone who uses the site can join. This process will be initiated once the
plan is complete. Parks will be involved in this process since there is so much interest.
Information will be on the website, at events, and will be emailed out to the interested
parties list.
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She reminded the PAC that No Ivy Day is on October 24. School groups are welcome to
participate.
Emily addressed a concern that has been brought up to PP&R about how some
neighbors have stated that they don’t feel safe on the site. PP&R cannot directly affect
what is posted on online sites between neighbors but the Office Neighborhood
Involvement is able to mediate conflicts in the area via Resolution NW. She reminded
everyone to be mindful and respectful to their neighbors. She also reinforced that PP&R
stresses that members of the community should not take personal risks to enforce PP&R
rules. Staff is responsible for enforcement and outreach.
If there is a crime in process, call 911.
A final question was raised about how the $250,000 from the Sellwood Bridge project
will be applied towards this project. The money was used towards restoration of the site.
Separately, the Sellwood Bridge Project is doing restoration work on streams 2 and 3 in
Powers Marine Park.
Emily concluded the meeting by recognizing the hard work that the TAC and PAC put
into the plan and thanked the staff and consultants. She thanked everyone who put in so
much work to get the plan done.
Meeting adjourned.
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River View Natural Area Management Plan – Stakeholder Interviews

Dunthorpe Neighbor, James Alderman
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Mr. Alderman owns a house at 1001 SW Riverside Dr. which is located outside of the City
of Portland limits in the Dunthorpe neighborhood. The entrance to his home is off of Hwy
43, and his property is the first property directly to the south of River View and to the west
of Hwy 43. His family has owned the home since 1957 when he was nine years old. He
said the house was originally built as a summer home for the Failing daughters in the
early 1900s. The house was built in two twin parts - with two kitchens, two bathrooms,
two fireplaces in the living area, and so on, so the sisters had identical yet somewhat
separate homes.
He grew up exploring River View when it was still owned by River View Cemetery. He
and his friends built elaborate tree houses in the woods and used it as an extension of their
backyards. As a teenager, they even brought in electricity to one of their tree houses and
brewed beer. In June of 1963 when he was fifteen years old, he and a friend were walking
around the forest near where a logging crew was clearing some trees after the Columbus
Day storms. A tree fell and pinned them both down, crushing his leg and shoulder. He
luckily recovered and healed, but it was a very memorable experience and made the front
page of the Oregonian.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
Mr. Alderman moved back into the home as an adult about twenty years ago.
3. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
His concern as a neighbor is security. He and his neighbors all typically have larger lots,
so their homes are quite spread out along this side of the park. This end of the natural
area is somewhat more remote and secluded due to a large gully area that separates this
corner of the park from the rest of the site. He thinks it is more of a draw for homeless
camps and other illegal behavior.
He is curious about the current conditions and uses of the site, as he has not explored the
site as an adult. He would like to know if trails would come near his home and would like
to be updated as the plan progresses. He also pointed out several trees have fallen from
Parks property onto his own property. He is considering selling his property in the near
future and inquired if the City or Metro would be interested in it for use as a parking area
and visitor center or offices.
4. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Please add to contact list.
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Portland Parks & Recreation Disability Advisory Committee, Georgena Moran
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
A little – she knows where it is but has not visited.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
She sits on the Parks Disability Advisory Committee (DAC) and is the founder of Access
Recreation which works on accessibility issues with parks and recreation agencies.
3. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
She is always looking for new places to hike and explore. She would like to see
interpretive displays about natural resources. Trail design should address inclusion.
Permeable surfaces can still be accessed by a power chair. Signage at the beginning of
trails should describe slope and length to allow the user to determine their ability to use
the trail. Ideally trails are as long as possible to get that feeling of being out of the city.
4. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
She thinks it should stay at natural as possible and that the watershed is protected..
Signage and trail access could be improved to be more accessible.
5. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Bring the plan to a future DAC meeting and invite to events. She can provide advice on
trail signage and interpretation. She is certified in universal trail processes and is aware
of the obstacles that impact multiple disabilities.
6. Is there anyone else that we should talk to?
Patricia Kepler (patricia@ilr.org) is an outdoor recreation specialist. Katie Urey works
on GIS data at PSU (such a bird nesting habitats) and is a pedestrian advocate
(ksurey@gmail.com). Here is a resource for trail signage:
http://www.beneficialdesigns.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=43&
Itemid=167. More information access recreation at www.accessrecreation.org.
Portland Parks & Recreation Rangers, Dave Barrios, Field Supervisor
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Yes, he has visited the site as a Park Ranger when requested by City Nature staff.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
Mr. Barrios focuses on training and supervising rangers in PP&R natural areas and has
worked as a ranger with PP&R for six years.
3. How do you or your organization use the Natural Area? What types of users (age,
other demographics)? How often? What times of day?
The west side neighbors already have a relationship with this site and differing perceptions
(place for kids and dogs, place to dump yard debris, spooky/scary/not welcoming or safe,
bike jumps, party spots). This relationship may be redefined as the site is transformed or if
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it becomes more of a destination. He mentioned he is aware of one person who has lived
within the park for many years. Users seem to include dog walkers/runners, late-night
partiers (likely from Lewis &Clark College), not many moms & kids yet. Area is not
manicured and still gets some trash dumped.
4. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
He noted that this property is unique as there are no neighbors on the Macadam/Hwy 43
side and the Cemetery to the North side, so there aren’t eyes on all sides of the site.
Rangers need to understand the site’s amenities and its importance, what it looks like:
physically, features, foliage, wildlife. They can then translate this to park users and be
stewards. He sees this area as a long-term investment in the neighborhood.
5. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
 Off-leash dogs are always an issue of tension in natural areas.
 Better signage and trail names would help his staff. Having a ranger presence
and phone numbers posted can also help. Signage is a tool to notify users what
is not allowed, and it helps makes rangers’ jobs easier. Rangers like to use
education and personal contact. He has attended the visitor safety academy
(POST) that focuses on enforcement by rangers and giving tools to gain
voluntary compliance - explanation and encouragement, information, and
welcoming presence.
 He suggested working with the head of security at Lewis & Clark to educate
students. It is helpful for PP&R rangers to understand the relationship with
BES when properties have shared ownership.
 He said that when a natural area is delicate, there is a tendency to program
young people out. He thinks it is important to include young people, as it
educates and involves them in becoming future stewards and advocates for
natural areas.
 Seating areas or resting spots would be welcome especially by older users or
users with young children.
 People go to parks for many reasons, but a common theme is freedom. He
hopes PP&R can acknowledge that need for freedom and
welcome/acknowledge that, while still creating a safe place for all.
6. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
He would like to be kept informed about the project. Also, include Willow Ryan, another
ranger who works in many natural areas and is interested in hiking and communication
with parks users.
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River View Cemetery, David Noble, Director
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Yes, he was involved with the sale of the property to Trust for Public Land. He and the
Cemetery Board had a desire for the site to be publically owned as opposed to developed
for residential/commercial purposes. The demand for Cemetery use has gone down
dramatically, and the surplus sold to the City would not be used for Cemetery purposes for
~400 years. He has walked a lot of the trails. He used to do sweeps with crews for
camping sites every few weeks. The property looks better than it has in a long time.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
The Cemetery is coordinating with the City and West Multnomah Soil and Water
Conservation District to manage invasive species.
3. How do you or your organization use the Natural Area? What types of users (age,
other demographics)? How often? What times of day?
He observes bikers using RVNA for recreation on the weekends. Most of the users seem to
be Lewis and Clark students and staff and neighbors.
4. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
The boundaries between RVNA and the Cemetery need to be defined. Clients of the
Cemetery like to see an attractive border. He doesn’t want RVNA to be developed for
condos, housing, etc. The Cemetery will be doing a master plan to define new areas and
potentially create forested burial areas nearby.
5. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
RVNA should be kept as natural as possible. If the City is going to spend additional
monies, there should be some public benefit – trails, etc. RVNA belongs to the people.
6. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Keep Cemetery staff informed of the planning process and add to email list.
7. Is there anyone else that we should talk to?
Lewis & Clark, Neighborhood Associations
Riverdale High School, Paula Robinson, Principal, Rob Pridemore, Athletic Director,
and Kate Loggan, Teacher
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history? What relationship do you or your
organization have with River View Natural Area?
Riverdale is less than a mile from River View, so there are many opportunities to involve
students.
2. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site? What
could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
 Trails could be less steep.
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The cross country team currently uses Terwilliger and Tryon Creek for training
and meets. It would be great to have more off-road options for running closer
to campus. The team would love a 3-mile loop. Would be interested in holding
meets at this site if possible (300-400 kids at a meet).
It would nice to have better connections between Sellwood and SW Portland for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
Scientific educational opportunities – Riverdale’s H20 for Life project is
focused on water quality awareness and service projects. Won an award for
Water Leader of the Year. Study water quality and get involved in
volunteer/service projects. Geology class might also have interest ( John
Preacher is teacher).
The freshman class does volunteer service work every summer before school
starts as an ice breaker. Perhaps a project could happen at River View.

3. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Please update on future meetings and draft plan review.
4. Is there anyone else that we should talk to?
Suggested including the Riverdale grade school - Terry Brandon is the superintendent
(503) 262-4840. Cross-country coach - Rob Pridemore (rpridemore@riverdale.k12.or.us).

Sellwood Cycle, Erik Tonkin, Owner
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
He discovered the greenspace about 20 years ago while visiting Lewis & Clark. He mostly
visits the space by bicycle. It provides a sense of place, as he lives/works near there.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
He has been involved with some work parties on RVNA.
3. How do you or your organization use the Natural Area? What types of users (age,
other demographics)? How often? What times of day?
 There is a standing Wednesday evening bicycle ride.
 Some people live in SW and use the site regularly (original Portland mountain
bikers, mostly in their 60’s).
 There is a SE bicycle group affiliated with Sellwood Cycle that uses the site.
 There is a transient population that is building bicycle jumps.
 There are a number of people who run and hike there from Sellwood.
 Since acquisition, more people are using the site. Before acquisition, trails
were expert only. Now they are more intermediate and in better shape.
4. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
Trails should be open to bikes, with the Powell Butte model of self-management (e.g. don’t
ride when wet). They should be shared use. Directional signage should be included to
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point out where the traffic flow is going. RVNA is not going to be a “destination” spot, but
more for use by close-by users. Access from Lewis & Clark should be more formal.
5. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
There doesn’t need to be a new parking lot. There should be an easement along the
Westside of Highway 43 that connects to Sellwood Bridge. Include a tunnel under
Highway 43 so there is walk/bike connectivity from Sellwood. Include Lewis & Clark as a
partner for funding and resources.
6. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
He plans to attend meetings, and would like to continue being a stakeholder in the
planning process.

Travel Oregon, Harry Dalgaard III, Destination Development Specialist
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Yes, he has visited it.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
He works in destination development with Travel Oregon and focuses on creating niche
markets or communities that attract tourism, in particular recreation like hiking, biking,
and skiing.
3. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
It could be a great attraction for mountain biking and that has an economic impact on the
surrounding neighborhoods. There needs to be sustainable, accessible trails. He
mentioned sites like Sandy Ridge and Duthie Hill as examples. He is concerned that the
conservation voices overwhelm the request for multi-use trails.
4. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
Separate trails for mountain biking could help with conflicts. The existing trails are not
well-designed or very sustainable. Trail vision/sightlines need improvement. Signage,
parking, and impact on neighbors also needs to be looked at. Education can help manage
user conflicts.
5. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Keep updated on planning process. Travel Oregon can provide travel/tourism advice and
works closely with the Oregon Bicycling Alliance.

Tryon Creek State Natural Area, John Mullen, Oregon State Park Manager
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
He has been in his current professional position for three years. He knows there are
several watercourses on RVNA, but has only been on the property edges.
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2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
RVNA is a neighbor that does not directly abut Tryon State Natural Area. There is
potential for natural habitat and wildlife corridor connectivity.
3. How do you or your organization use the Natural Area? What types of users (age,
other demographics)? How often? What times of day?
N/A
4. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
Look at connectivity between Tryon Natural Area, Lewis & Clark, and RVNA. Look for
linkages between dirt trails. There are no bike paths at Tryon and they do not have plans
for bikes in future (comprehensive plan just completed). Natural resources and
interpretation should be major goals. Tryon is used heavily for research (water quality,
fish, etc), and that could be expanded to RVNA. There are area-wide ecological
restoration opportunities.
The property is called a Natural Area, which is different than a “Park,” so resource
enhancement should be the #1 priority. RVNA is a wildlife refuge. There should be some
reduction and specific planning for trails. Less trails = more wildlife. Future concern is
increased use of site for recreation. How will mountain biking use be addressed?
Wildlife gets pushed around in Tryon due to recreation.
5. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
Manage or reduce trails, disperse recreation, and continued emphasis on invasives.
Reduce water runoff and silt transport while managing invasives.
6. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
Notification of public meetings and plan updates. Partnerships with Lewis & Clark.
7. Is there anyone else that we should talk to?
Executive Director of Friends of Tryon Creek State Park – Monica Smiley; Fish and
Wildlife Service; Tryon Creek Watershed Council
Urban Greenspaces Institute, Mike Houck, Director
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Yes, he lived in the neighborhood.
2. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
Natural resources, green infrastructure, and climate adaptation are integral elements to
the City’s response to the Endangered Species Act and stormwater management
requirements – these tenets should be critical to the RVNA planning process. Public
access should be consistent with ecological functions. Recreational uses should be
subsidiary to natural resources.

7

He is concerned that the City is under fire about the use of stormwater fees for land
acquisition, so it is critical that RVNA be maintained for watershed health. All City’s
holdings of natural areas are on a continuum of all access to no recreation at all. Active
bike use can occur on the Cemetery property instead of RVNA. Passive uses can be
explored on RVNA.
3. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
The City should connect with Lewis & Clark for stewardship purposes. The entire site
should be preserved, restored, and enhanced. All undesired trails should disappear over
time. Connectivity to Powers Marine Park should be explored. Adjacent properties like
Lewis & Clark, River View Cemetery, and private lots should be managed to be
ecologically interconnected. All stakeholders should be involved so the site is not being
planned for in isolation.
4. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
He would like to see draft recommendations from the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) and Public Advisory Committee (PAC) with the opportunity to comment.
5. Is there anyone else that we should talk to?
 Bob Sallinger, Audubon Society
 Jim Labbe, Audubon Society
 Xerces Society
 Lewis & Clark herpetologist specialist

West Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District, Dick Springer, District
Manager and Michael Ahr, Forest Conservationist
1. Are you familiar with the site and its history?
Dick has walked RVNA with City staff.
2. What relationship do you or your organization have with River View Natural Area?
The District is working with River View Cemetery and Lewis & Clark to control ivy,
clematis, and holly. Mary Lagalbo has developed a revegetation plan for the area. The
District has also conducted vegetation management on Tryon State Natural Area.
3. What are your desired outcomes or concerns about the future use of the site?
The edges of the property should be managed for invasive species control. Consider the
impact of pets (sensitive topic). RVNA is locked in by busy roads, but is very valuable to
the neighborhood. Plan for responsible trail systems when crossing streams. Include
Powers Marine Park in planning efforts. What happens after management plan is
complete in terms of long-term management? Diversify the tree species – cedars, Douglas
fir, vine maple, hemlock, grand fir. Culvert design should accommodate wildlife crossings
(amphibians, salamanders).
4. What could be improved? What do you want to preserve?
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Sellwood Bridge funds should be dedicated to vegetation at waterfront.
5. How would you like to be involved going forward? How can we best involve you (and
your community) in the planning process?
There are opportunities to look at the site with District resource professionals; a lot of that
area has similar conditions (Lewis & Clark, River View Cemetery). Provide copies of
plans to District. District can provide letters of support for funding purposes. Time
restoration contract crews on RVNA in tandem with work on Lewis & Clark and River
View Cemetery to leverage resources.
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Comments	
  on	
  the	
  RVNA	
  Draft	
  Management	
  Plan	
  
Jennifer	
  Seamans	
  
9/22/2015	
  
	
  
Overall,	
  I	
  support	
  the	
  River	
  View	
  Natural	
  Area	
  draft	
  management	
  plan,	
  including	
  the	
  trail	
  
concept	
  driven	
  by	
  the	
  goals	
  of	
  protecting	
  interior	
  forest	
  habitat,	
  wildlife	
  and	
  water	
  quality,	
  
nature-‐oriented	
  recreation,	
  and	
  education	
  and	
  interpretation.	
  	
  I	
  feel	
  that	
  the	
  two-‐year	
  planning	
  
process,	
  while	
  imperfect	
  and	
  conflicted	
  as	
  to	
  be	
  expected	
  from	
  any	
  project	
  with	
  this	
  level	
  of	
  
complexity,	
  has	
  been	
  successful	
  in	
  designing	
  a	
  concept	
  for	
  managing	
  the	
  natural	
  area	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  
fiduciary	
  duty	
  and	
  accountability	
  to	
  BES	
  ratepayers	
  and	
  Metro	
  property	
  taxpayers.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  following	
  questions/comments	
  arose	
  as	
  I	
  read	
  the	
  document,	
  listed	
  roughly	
  in	
  order	
  of	
  
importance:	
  
	
  
• Phasing:	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  phasing	
  of	
  the	
  ecological	
  prescriptions,	
  I	
  would	
  also	
  like	
  to	
  see	
  
phased	
  actions	
  identified	
  for	
  implementation	
  of	
  trail	
  and	
  outreach	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  
management	
  plan,	
  prior	
  to	
  a	
  capital	
  construction	
  project.	
  	
  I	
  recognize	
  that	
  it	
  may	
  take	
  
10	
  years	
  to	
  fully	
  fund	
  and	
  construct	
  the	
  trails.	
  	
  If	
  no	
  interim	
  actions	
  were	
  taken	
  to	
  
educate	
  and	
  guide/redirect	
  park	
  user	
  behavior,	
  the	
  social	
  and	
  financial	
  costs	
  of	
  
successfully	
  changing	
  user	
  expectations	
  and	
  behavior	
  after	
  a	
  decade	
  of	
  inaction	
  would	
  
be	
  much,	
  much	
  higher.	
  	
  An	
  interim	
  action	
  plan	
  might	
  include:	
  
a. Identify	
  opportunities	
  within	
  staff	
  budgets/operations	
  and	
  maintenance	
  to	
  lay	
  
the	
  groundwork	
  for	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  trail	
  concept	
  and	
  other	
  management	
  
components.	
  	
  For	
  example:	
  rank	
  existing	
  social	
  trails	
  for	
  decommissioning	
  as	
  
capacity	
  allows,	
  according	
  to:	
  	
  
i. proximity	
  to	
  ecologically	
  sensitive	
  areas/center	
  of	
  interior	
  forest	
  habitat	
  
area,	
  	
  
ii. (in)compatibility	
  with	
  PP&R	
  trail	
  standards,	
  and/or	
  	
  
iii. distance	
  from	
  proposed	
  trails;	
  	
  
b. An	
  interim	
  (10	
  year	
  or	
  phase	
  I/II)	
  action	
  plan	
  will	
  require	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  
enforcement	
  during	
  a	
  transition	
  in	
  permitted	
  uses	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  be	
  successful.	
  	
  The	
  
PAC	
  should	
  recommend	
  to	
  City	
  Council	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  Park	
  Ranger	
  capacity	
  
during	
  this	
  time	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  support	
  and	
  achieve	
  management	
  goals.	
  
c. Prior	
  to	
  installation	
  of	
  permanent	
  interpretive	
  signage,	
  utilize	
  temporary	
  signage	
  
to	
  inform	
  users	
  of	
  upcoming	
  changes,	
  and	
  allowed	
  park	
  uses;	
  link	
  to	
  
management	
  goals,	
  public	
  obligations	
  and	
  benefits	
  of	
  the	
  acquisition.	
  	
  	
  
d. Identify	
  partnerships	
  to	
  assist	
  with	
  targeted	
  outreach	
  to	
  support	
  park	
  use	
  
modification.	
  	
  Consider	
  community	
  based	
  social	
  marketing	
  strategies	
  to	
  support	
  
desired	
  user	
  behaviors.	
  
	
  
• Property	
  Boundaries:	
  Install	
  signage	
  at	
  property	
  boundaries	
  to	
  notify	
  users	
  when	
  they	
  
are	
  leaving	
  PP&R	
  property.	
  	
  This	
  will	
  help	
  guide	
  appropriate	
  use;	
  it	
  will	
  also	
  support	
  a	
  
public	
  image	
  of	
  PP&R	
  as	
  an	
  active	
  land	
  manager,	
  since	
  adjacent	
  properties	
  are	
  currently	
  
not	
  maintaining	
  vegetation.	
  
	
  
• Partnerships:	
  	
  I’m	
  glad	
  to	
  see	
  community	
  partners	
  mentioned	
  within	
  several	
  ecological	
  
prescriptions,	
  and	
  encourage	
  PP&R	
  to	
  identify	
  other	
  partnership	
  opportunities	
  where	
  
feasible	
  on	
  tasks	
  such	
  as:	
  

a. Monitoring	
  (include	
  additional	
  education	
  groups,	
  both	
  K-‐12	
  and	
  L&C,	
  PSU	
  if	
  
appropriate)	
  
b. Volunteer	
  involvement	
  in	
  vegetation	
  management	
  within	
  the	
  park,	
  and	
  partner	
  
outreach	
  to	
  adjacent	
  private	
  landowners	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  habitat	
  connectivity	
  
across	
  the	
  landscape	
  
c. Add	
  SW	
  Watershed	
  Resource	
  Center	
  as	
  partner	
  on	
  Ecological	
  Prescription	
  
actions	
  #2,	
  4,	
  7	
  (through	
  private	
  landowner	
  projects)	
  and	
  21	
  (through	
  the	
  
Stormwater	
  for	
  Challenging	
  Sites	
  workshop	
  series,	
  which	
  could	
  be	
  offered	
  in	
  a	
  
location	
  that	
  targets	
  landowners	
  adjacent	
  to	
  RVNA)	
  –	
  please	
  also	
  add	
  SW	
  WRC	
  
and	
  this	
  workshop	
  series	
  to	
  the	
  list	
  on	
  p26	
  in	
  the	
  Water	
  Quality	
  BMP	
  section.	
  
d. Targeted	
  outreach	
  to	
  educate	
  park	
  users	
  (see	
  Phasing,	
  above).	
  In	
  particular,	
  the	
  
neighborhood	
  serves	
  as	
  the	
  daily	
  eyes	
  &	
  ears	
  of	
  the	
  park;	
  collaboration	
  and	
  
utilization	
  of	
  its	
  social	
  networks	
  can	
  help	
  extend	
  PP&R	
  capacity	
  and	
  behavior	
  
change	
  efforts,	
  e.g.	
  transitioning	
  to	
  the	
  no-‐dogs	
  policy	
  and	
  reinforcing	
  the	
  need	
  
to	
  stay	
  on	
  existing	
  trails	
  only.	
  	
  	
  
•

	
  
Education	
  &	
  Interpretation:	
  while	
  specifics	
  of	
  interpretation	
  will	
  be	
  completed	
  later	
  in	
  
project	
  design,	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  helpful	
  to	
  see	
  some	
  general	
  interpretive	
  goals	
  listed	
  in	
  the	
  
final	
  RVNA	
  management	
  plan.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  interpretation	
  could:	
  
a. Connect	
  park	
  users	
  to	
  place	
  and	
  geographic	
  context	
  of	
  RVNA	
  in	
  space	
  and	
  time	
  
b. Describe	
  how	
  designated	
  park	
  uses	
  support	
  ecological	
  goals	
  and	
  public	
  benefit	
  
c. Convey	
  “take	
  home”	
  messages	
  –	
  how	
  can	
  park	
  users	
  support	
  ecological	
  goals	
  in	
  
daily	
  life	
  
Examples	
  of	
  specific	
  themes	
  within	
  these	
  goals	
  might	
  look	
  like:	
  
a. Pre-‐	
  and	
  post-‐settler	
  history;	
  telling	
  the	
  stories/history	
  of	
  cultural	
  groups	
  at	
  
River	
  View	
  (esp.	
  Chinookan	
  and/or	
  Kalapuyan	
  tribal	
  groups,	
  as	
  the	
  original	
  RVNA	
  
land	
  managers	
  for	
  thousands	
  of	
  years)	
  
b. Moving	
  from	
  existing	
  to	
  desired	
  future	
  ecological	
  condition	
  (why	
  is	
  interior	
  
forest	
  a	
  Special	
  Status	
  habitat?	
  	
  What	
  else	
  makes	
  RVNA	
  unique?)	
  
c. How	
  dog	
  presence	
  affects	
  wildlife,	
  or	
  how	
  water	
  quality	
  impacts	
  salmon	
  
lifecycle	
  
d. What	
  park	
  users	
  can	
  do	
  at	
  home	
  to	
  manage	
  stormwater	
  and	
  support	
  water	
  
quality	
  and	
  wildlife	
  habitat	
  connectivity	
  at	
  RVNA	
  and	
  other	
  natural	
  areas	
  

	
  
•

Definitions:	
  it	
  may	
  be	
  helpful	
  to	
  readers	
  to	
  define	
  adaptive	
  management	
  (p7,	
  Protect	
  &	
  
Improve	
  Water	
  Quality,	
  and	
  elsewhere)	
  within	
  the	
  ecological	
  prescriptions	
  section	
  of	
  
the	
  document.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  changes	
  in	
  ecological	
  indicators/measures	
  will	
  guide	
  
specific	
  vegetation	
  management	
  practices	
  and	
  seasonal	
  trail	
  closures;	
  however,	
  a	
  
change	
  to	
  allowable	
  uses	
  (e.g.	
  mountain	
  biking)	
  will	
  not	
  justify	
  a	
  modification	
  to	
  the	
  trail	
  
concept	
  or	
  alignment.	
  	
  Also,	
  I	
  would	
  suggest	
  that	
  the	
  phrase	
  “demand	
  trails”	
  be	
  
replaced	
  with	
  “social	
  trails”	
  as	
  I	
  believe	
  “demand”	
  conveys	
  an	
  inaccurate	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  
process	
  and	
  standards	
  for	
  PP&R	
  trail	
  design.	
  

•

Chapter	
  Headings:	
  Chapter	
  V	
  reads	
  “Access	
  and	
  Recreation”	
  and	
  Chapter	
  VI	
  “Park	
  
Management”	
  –	
  however,	
  the	
  uses	
  identified	
  in	
  the	
  conservation	
  easement,	
  which	
  are	
  
used	
  to	
  inform	
  planning	
  process	
  goals,	
  include	
  “nature	
  based	
  recreation…environmental	
  
education	
  and	
  research.”	
  	
  Can	
  the	
  chapter	
  titles	
  reflect	
  this,	
  e.g.	
  insert	
  Education	
  and/or	
  
Interpretation?	
  

	
  

	
  
Generally,	
  I	
  support	
  the	
  longer	
  &	
  more	
  challenging	
  perimeter	
  trail	
  and	
  the	
  shorter	
  loop	
  location	
  
in	
  the	
  upland	
  area	
  of	
  the	
  site,	
  as	
  a	
  design	
  that	
  I	
  believe	
  to	
  be	
  compatible	
  with	
  protection	
  of	
  the	
  
interior	
  forest	
  as	
  a	
  Special	
  Status	
  Habitat,	
  and	
  one	
  that	
  will	
  potentially	
  provide	
  pedestrian	
  
nature-‐oriented	
  recreation	
  and	
  interpretive	
  opportunities	
  for	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  abilities.	
  	
  
	
  
Additionally,	
  I	
  support	
  the	
  Water	
  Quality	
  BMPs	
  in	
  the	
  plan,	
  and	
  concur	
  with	
  the	
  urgency	
  of	
  
addressing	
  the	
  failing	
  culvert	
  on	
  stream	
  6	
  to	
  support	
  water	
  quality	
  goals.	
  	
  Culvert	
  replacement	
  
should	
  support	
  wildlife	
  passage	
  and	
  natural	
  stream	
  bed	
  conditions	
  to	
  the	
  extent	
  practical.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  commend	
  PP&R	
  project	
  staff	
  and	
  contractors	
  for	
  taking	
  on	
  this	
  challenging	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  SW	
  
Watershed	
  Resource	
  Center	
  and	
  SWNI	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  working	
  with	
  PP&R	
  as	
  a	
  willing	
  partner	
  in	
  
supporting	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  RVNA	
  management	
  plan.	
  

Collins View Neighborhood Association recognizes that some of our members are avid off road
cyclists and responsible dog walkers. The following is a majority opinion of neighbors concerned
with RVNA:
Riverview Natural Area is situated in the Collins View neighborhood and, therefore, all aspects of
planning and management of the natural area will affect our neighborhood.
Collins View requests an answer to why Collins View Neighborhood Association Land Use chairperson
was denied access to the RVNA Draft Plan. We believe that the acquisition, preservation and
development of RVNA is a concern of the parks, land use and transportation chairpersons.
We support the plan for the efforts to protect the natural area and to remain in compliance with the
Conservation Easement Agreement issued at the purchase of the property. The protections in the
RVNAMP are consistent with CoP policies and regulations regarding special habitat protection status.
Collins View wishes to become a vital and useful ally of PPR, BES and Metro in all future plans and
we expect to be notified and included as we are with land use, transportation and other agencies when
they are planning significant improvements/changes to property that is in Collins View.
Collins View requests to be notified when PPR or BES is conducting chemical sprays. Many residents
who live nearby can be affected and knowing dates of spraying and chemicals used will determine
whether certain residents will use the natural area paths or choose to wait for a few days.
Collins View would like to know the water quality analysis schedule and requests to be informed of the
analytical results.
Collins View notes that geocaching is currently not allowed, but wonders how this will be enforced and
if this will invalidate the geocaching policy updated on July 23, 2015 and signed by Mike Abbate.
Collins View would like to have a more comprehensive definition of “habitat preserve.” We are
concerned about the lack of guidelines afforded to this nomenclature.
We appreciate PPR concerns over safety. This is a priority, especially because hikers have had many
near misses with off road cyclists recently. We support signage similar to Marshall Park that clearly
states that cycling is prohibited.
Collins View residents would be happy to help with work parties to decommission trails.
Collins View notes that off-road cycling is currently not allowed but this policy is not enforced. With
the lack of resources in City Nature West and the PPR Park Rangers there are concerns as to how this
will be enforced in the future. Collins View supports off road cycling in appropriate locations, but
believes it is an inappropriate activity in River View Natural Area due to the size, geology, its status as
a Special Habitat and the fragile ecosystems. How will PPR keep off road cyclists and other illegal
activities out of RVNA?
Who will speak for Collins View in the future if the Off Road Cycling Master Plan cites using RVNA?
Currently, there are 15 natural areas governed by PPR. None allow off road cycling. Why is River
View Natural Area being considered when it has been shown to be one of the last refuges for cold water

flow to the Willamette? Collins View is wary that the report leaves the Natural Area totally open to off
road cycling without qualifying the site's suitability. This seems irresponsible.
The ORMCP process is being driven solely by cycling interests and we fear that planning process will
trump all the good work done planning the protection and preservation of RVNA. We request that all
language relating to off road cycling and the ORCMP be stricken from the River View Natural Area
Master Plan.
James J. Diamond, Ph.D., Professor of Chemistry at Linfield College and Collins View Neighborhood
Association Chairperson has researched and provided an annotated bibliography on the impacts of
recreational use on the environment. Jim states: “The scholarly literature discussing the environmental
impacts of mountain biking, hiking and other recreational use is not extensive. This literature review is
a summary of recent publications – including online material – that have appeared between 2011 and
2015 and searchable via Google Scholar using “recreation” and “environmental impacts” as search
terms. A publication that is neither peer-reviewed nor a thesis publication should be viewed with
skepticism, although its own references might be useful.”
Collins View Neighborhood Association has believed since purchase of the natural area that it should
be protected and cherished as one of the last cold water sources into the Willamette River.

September 22, 2015

Comments on Sept 2015 Draft River View Natural Area Management Plan
Submitted by Torrey Lindbo, Tryon Creek Watershed Council
September 22, 2015
Firstly, let me say thank you for allowing me to take part in the PAC and provide comment on the draft
plan. Overall, I find it to be very thoughtfully written and accurately reflect the discussions and
agreements made by the PAC. I appreciate the fact that the environmental community, as well as the
adjacent neighborhoods, were included in this process; although I do feel that the overall makeup of the
PAC was skewed to a single user group versus being balanced with other users who ended up having
their use eliminated through this process (thinking specifically about the dog‐owning community, who I
would argue census stats would show outnumber the mountain bike owners in Portland).
As a representative of watershed health and the environment, my highest priority is ensuring that the
plan protects and enhances the resources provided by the site – particularly the riparian areas/aquatic
function zones. I am providing specific comments in 3 different areas I think the plan could be slightly
improved, although I feel that the existing plan is adequate and would support it even if these
suggestions cannot be incorporated.
Mountain Biking
In my opinion, this should be a prohibited use within RVNA. I think we had plenty of discussion on the
topic and the site does not appear to provide conditions that would support safe incorporation of
mountain biking as a trail use. And even if mountain bikes were allowed to use the proposed trail
system, the trails will not provide the “thrill” that mountain bikers have advocated for.
Page 8: Mountain biking is currently prohibited pending development of city‐wide Off‐Road Cycling
Master Plan. I think it could also be added that much (or all) of the illicit trail activity that occurred
historically was related to mountain bikes.
Page 29: Propose eliminating “interim prohibited” category and move biking to the “not allowed”
category
Page 26: Move to strike “or tires” from conditional closures segment.
Page 46: Don’t think we need to have the science related to RVNA be hostage to mountain bike plan. If
we are ok with banning dogs without some future city‐wide dog plan, why should the science related to
mountain bike impact on trails and wildlife still allow them to be considered as a future use? There are
numerous studies pointing to erosion and wildlife impacts, as well as impacts on safety of users meeting
the intent of Metro’s conservation easement language “nature based recreation such as hiking and
nature watching…” (page 31)
Stream Crossings and Natural Area Protection
Page 8: p overlay zone only allows development in certain circumstances. I think access to this parcel
should be secondary to environmental protection and think a trail that crosses 7 streams has the
potential to pose issues unless it can be designed extremely well.
Page 20: Within aquatic function zone, priority vegetation management will be implemented and
stringent trail design BMPs applied. Trail BMPs are good, but will not be without impact. Avoid impacts
in aquatic function zone
Page 22: Habitat Preserve not on Figure 4. Why try to change terms now – stick with Interior Forest
Habitat and Aquatic Function Areas, since those are both defined in other documents and maps within
this plan
Page 26: Drainage reserves act as no‐build areas. Avoid trail construction within p zone

Page 33: Like inclusion of wood in low‐impact stream crossing purpose. Might further specify size wood
(for example, LWD of a specific size) that should be able to pass under any bridge/culvert
Page 26: Like inclusion of language that tries to avoid or limit impacts of trails in riparian areas
Page 29: Stream crossing language could use more stringent guidance, similar to Table 3 on page 33
Trails
Page 28: Are fully‐accessible trails ADA? Is there really a plan to install an ADA‐compliant trail?
Page 29: Table 3 (Trails) includes making a more challenging trail from top to bottom. This doesn’t fit
with the trail BMPs
Page 30: Table 3 (stream crossings) no need for there to be visual access to streams. Detracts from
primary goal of site
Page 32: Trails will “mainly” be soft surface… no additional impervious should be added to this site.
Recommend removing word “mainly”
Page 34: The 10% and 15% guidelines need some max length added.
Page 27: Don’t know whether Trail Access Signage or Trail Safety Elements are needed. Trails currently
only proposed for pedestrian use and I would advocate remain that way.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to serve on the PAC and provide input on the management for this
important natural resource within the city. I understand that there is a need for PP&R to provide access
to this site, but I feel the highest priority ought to focus on protecting streams, interior habitat, and
providing a barrier‐free connection for fish and wildlife between the Willamette River and the habitat
offered within RVNA. Human access of any kind is going to impact the resource offered by this natural
area, so I would encourage PP&R and City Council to consider limiting the potential impacts related to
human use. I understand the decisions to prohibit dogs due to their impacts on wildlife, and to limit
group sizes visiting the site; but I take issue with this plan not expressly prohibit mountain bikes as a use.
I believe there is every bit as much scientific literature available showing impacts of mountain bikes on
erosion/water quality and wildlife impacts as there is related to dogs. I will be extremely disappointed if
the city considers allowing mountain biking within RVNA as part of the Off‐Road Cycling Master Plan
process.
Most importantly, thank you for all your hard work on putting together this plan. With the exception of
the minor concerns noted, there is a lot of great information and guidance in this document, and I think
it will go a long way to ensuring that RVNA becomes an increasingly key parcel for wildlife and water
quality in the Portland metro area.
Respectfully submitted,
Torrey Lindbo
Tryon Creek Watershed Council

Comments on the River View Natural Area Management Plan, Sept. 2015
From PAC member Jay Withgott representing the Audubon Society of Portland

General
The Plan is very well put‐together and presents a coherent, carefully considered, and well‐designed roadmap for
further progress and ultimate success at River View Natural Area. From my standpoint as a PAC member, I would
say the document also reflects and incorporates much of the input the City received from the Project Advisory
Committee.
The goal to “Provide recreation access that is compatible with the protection of natural resources” is an excellent
mission statement or guiding principle for decision‐making in general on all aspects of the area. RVNA is public land
under stewardship of PP&R, so there needs to be access for the public. At the same time, it has been accurately
identified as an area of strategic ecological importance, and it was acquired (in part using BES rate funds) with the
understanding that it would be managed as such, so natural resources must be protected accordingly.

IV. Plan Guidelines
A. Design Criteria
Vision ‐‐ I agree with all items, and think they are nicely stated.
Action ‐‐ I agree with all items. One tradeoff we are making is that by keeping the trails close to the perimeter, this
does sacrifice some of the “wilderness‐experience” that a person can achieve by walking some of the existing
demand trails in the interior of the property. However, I very strongly support the protection of interior forest
habitat and feel that this should take priority.
Trail Design ‐‐ I agree with all items.
However, I suspect it will be a challenge to decommission the demand trails and keep them closed. Some people
will always go off trail, but hopefully the area is large enough to dilute the impacts and demand trails will not form
too readily.
Additionally, I would warn that if there are too many switchbacks on steep areas, people will create shortcuts, so
we should be careful not to over‐minimize the slope of the trail itself and overdo the switchbacking.
Allowed Uses ‐‐ I agree with all items.
I’m glad to see the education group size bumped up to 18; that’s more appropriate for real class sizes than the 10
or 12 or whatever it had been before.
And I’ll urge PP&R to stay on top of geo‐caching activities and keep them on‐trail; if the geo‐caching policy is not
enforced and people wander off‐trail, then it would seem to me that this activity has the potential to degrade a
natural area pretty significantly.
Not Allowed – Speaking for myself, I agree with all items. I commend PP&R for the no‐dogs policy, and am happy
that our PAC was nearly unanimous in recommending this (without any solicitation or suggestion whatsoever from
PP&R). That said, we can expect that it will be tough to enforce and that PP&R will likely struggle with pushback. If
this policy is to be adopted, I would urge PP&R to be clear and strict with it right from the start, so that the
community understands it. Otherwise, dog‐walkers may quickly become used to using the area as they please—
and then trying to take this perceived right away from them later could spawn a larger and more divisive debate
than the one over mountain biking. … Speaking for Portland Audubon, I should, however, add that other voices at
Audubon are not necessarily in agreement with me on this item. Some feel a no‐dogs policy would result in
minimal ecological benefit, will not be enforced, and will increase tensions with the dog‐owner community. They
point out that PP&R is inconsistent with where it allows dogs in natural areas, and say they would prefer to see

PP&R require dogs on leash and increase education, fines, and enforcement for violations. Without these things
neither a ban nor a leash law will have much impact, they feel; with them, a leash law should be sufficient.
Interim Prohibited – Speaking for myself, I feel mixed about this. The PAC was never informed of the reasoning for
the interim ban, so it is difficult for us to judge whether it is well‐founded. I can certainly understand the
frustration of the mountain‐bikers, and I think we all wish we could have arrived at an outcome that was
satisfactory to everyone. I feel that those conducting the RVNA process did a remarkably good job handling this
delicate issue and showing respect to all sides, despite having their hands tied with constraints they did not create.
…. Speaking for Portland Audubon, I will mention that others at Audubon feel strongly that the issue of mountain
biking should have been addressed as part of a holistic management plan for this site at this time, and not
postponed pending a larger landscape scale review. They feel that there was sufficient information to have
decided this issue at Riverview as part of the current process and that there is a place for mountain biking at River
View.

V. RVNA Access & Recreation
A. Compatible Uses
Very appropriate to include exact wording of Metro easement here.
I would question whether geo‐caching is “nature‐based recreation.” If it is, then mountain biking (and probably
lots of other things) could be claimed to be, as well.
B. Trail System
See comments under IV.A, “Action” and “Trail Design,” above.
C. Access Improvements
Access Points – The first three points seem like good choices, as they are at locations where the existing trails are
already close to the perimeter, and thus would seem natural to users and cause minimal impact on the vegetation.
The access via Powers would be wonderful for connectivity, so hopefully that can happen in the future.
Parking – Conceptual plan looks good to me. I’m sure you’ll get much input from neighbors & users on the details,
and it would likely be wise to heed it.
Overlooks – These are a very nice touch, but seem unnecessary to me, so if you run into cost constraints, these
could be cut from the plan. 500 square feet also seems larger than needed, esp. given the small size of the
wetland. Are you thinking of accommodating entire school groups? If school groups are not an issue or will be rare,
then I’d consider scaling down the size. If you build them, definitely include informative interpretative signage.
Restroom – If it’s a port‐a‐potty, then yes, the enclosure will need to be very complete and attractive to satisfy the
neighbors. And I think that’s what the City and the general public will want here anyway; it’s human psychology:
the nicer the restroom and the entrance look, the more people will respect the site.
Pedestrian Connection to Powers – Because connectivity for wildlife is one of the goals in protecting this land, and
because a pedestrian connector is going to require a lot of money, time, planning, and bureaucracy anyway, I
would very strongly urge that the resulting structure or design offer a large, meaningful, effective corridor for
wildlife (mammals, herps, invertebrates) as well. That is, if we’re going to invest a huge amount in the connector,
let’s really do it right and accomplish several goals at once in an effective manner. If done well, this could capture
news attention and public interest in a very helpful way. It seems to me that wildlife bridges and underpasses
capture public interest well, and help people to intuitively understand corridors and connectivity needs.

VI. RVNA Management
A. Environmental Protection
Re: no‐dogs policy, see comments above under IV.A, “Not allowed”.

Seasonal trail closures will often be a good idea for the reasons stated, but let’s try not to be overly restrictive.
Informative signage is a must.
B. Environmental Interpretation and Education
I support all of this; it’s very important.

VII. Implementation and Schedule
Hopefully the Hwy 43 pedestrian crossing can be on a separate timeline and budgeting plan than the rest of the
work?? Given the uncertainties and constraints and extra hoops to jump with that crossing, I would NOT want to
see it hold up the rest of the project.
As discussed above, the sooner the dog policy can be established, the better.
Second, third, fourth… follow‐up ivy treatments should be kept up; otherwise the remaining bits of ivy will simply
spread and reclaim large areas, and prior investment will be lost.
I very much support acquisition of additional lands if good opportunities come up, even at the risk of delaying
implementation of parts of the main plan.

Appendix B‐3. Potential and Observed Amphibians, Reptiles, Mammals, & Birds
For future reference, note that I had an official hotspot established in eBird, the world’s largest citizen‐science
database, for RVNA. Its data can be found at:
http://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L3479872
Because this hotspot was newly created, it has very little data so far, but the amount will increase with time. eBird
provides many ways to visualize data, so once there is more data from birders at various times of year, this will
provide a detailed and accurate repository of avian occurrence at the site. E.g., a good summary view can be had
by clicking on “Bar Chart,” which will give a view of seasonal abundance of the site’s birds. Try this for other more
heavily birded sites in Portland (Mt. Tabor, Smith‐Bybee, Vanport, Sauvie island, etc.) to get a sense of its potential.
From the City’s perspective, the good thing about this is that the data is reliable and the service is completely free.

Again, you have my thanks for including me in the PAC process. I felt the process was very well‐run and that the
input of PAC members was solicited and thoughtfully considered in a very respectful, professional, and effective
manner. I think we are well on our way to excellent outcomes for the site and for the community at River View
Natural Area.

Jay Withgott, PAC member
Board member and Secretary, Audubon Society of Portland
Resident, Multnomah Village, SW Portland
withgott@comcast.net
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PP&R Vegetation Unit Summaries for River View Natural Area (RVNA)
Report date: 5/14/2013
Visit data as of: 5/14/2013

'*' = non-native invasive species

Unit RVNA*001
Size: 2.2 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: West
Visit date: 9/9/2011
Ecological Health: Good.
% Tree canopy: 80%
% Non-Native Cover: 40
General Note:
Unit is just east of Palatine Hill Road, east of Trail 3B

Management Note:
Address invasive species

Eco Note:
Unique wetland with species diversity but invasive are beginning to encroach

Wetland indicators: Hydrophilic Vegetation, Silt, Water Marks.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives.
Visit Species:
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Salix scouleriana (Scouler's willow)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Carex obnupta (slough sedge)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Elymus glaucus (blue Vancouver wildrye)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geranium robertianum (herb-Robert)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Betula pendula (European white birch)
Arctium minus (lesser burdock)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Epilobium ciliatum ssp. watsonii (fringed willow
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Galium triflorum (sweet-scented fragrant Bedstra

COVER CLASS
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
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1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y

DBH
20-30"

REGENERATING
Y

20-30"
10-20"

10-20"
5-10"

10-20"

Y

PLANTED

Geum macrophyllum (largeleaf avens)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Juncus effusus (common soft Pacific rush)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Lonicera ciliosa (western orange honeysuckle)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Oenanthe sarmentosa (Pacific water-parsely)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Phalaris arundinacea (reed canarygrass)
Plantago major (common plantain)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa pisocarpa (cluster wild peafruit swamp Rose
Rubus leucodermis (Western black-cap)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Solanum dulcamara (bittersweet nightshade)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Veronica L. (speedwell)

trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
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trace
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trace
trace
trace
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Unit RVNA*002
Size: 7.67 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Canyon bottom < 600'
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/12/2011
Ecological Health: Fair.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 70
General Note:
Unit is riparian corridor of Stream #6. Includes waterfall camp area and tree fort.

Management Note:
Camp is currently unoccupied and in the past has been kept tidy. Since signage "Closed for Restoration"
has been posted there has been no active camping. Address invasive species. Remove tree fort 75' up in
TSHE. Stream erosion is small and localized. Precipitate from Lewis and Clark historic (reported to DEQ
in 2009) pool discharge into Stream #6.

Eco Note:
Invasive species are present and entering from unit margin but overall the site has intact structure and
greater species diversity than found adjacent to this unit. Dominated by deciduous canopy, conifers line
unit edge. Deer trail near creek, barred owl observed on multiple occasions in this area.

Wetland indicators: Streams, Surface Water, Saturated Soils, Standing Flowing Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Erosion, Litter, Homeless Camp, Vandalism,
Stream Bank Erosion, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%

DOMINANT
10-20"
Y
Y

DBH

5-10"
Y
Y
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Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Alliaria petiolata (garlic mustard)
Blechnum spicant (deer fern)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Disporum smithii (Smith's fairybells)
Dryopteris arguta (coastal shield-fern)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geranium robertianum (herb-Robert)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Parthenocissus quinquefolia (Virginia creeper)
Poa species (bluegrass)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Streptopus amplexifolius (clasping-leaf twistedSymphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tiarella trifoliata (foamflower)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
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1% to
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1% to
1% to
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Unit RVNA*003
Size: 5.95 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: Southeast
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is along southern boundary and can be accessed by Trail #3. Stream #7 flows through the eastern
portion. Unit is on an extremely steep slope so it was not possible to walk all of the southern boundary,
walked as far as was passable.

Management Note:
Address invasives, SE boundary needs to be completely marked.
Failing culvert noted upstream of BES pump station on Hwy 43.
Trail #3 severely rutted from mountain biking in winter.

Eco Note:
Several large diameter (20" dbh) snags about 6 feet tall.
Large amounts of coarse wood, pileated sign.
60-70 dbh stump with TSHE regen.
Site becomes more degraded toward the east and presence of invasive vines increases in canopy. Some
deer browse.

Wetland indicators: Streams.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Aesculus species (Horshechestnut species)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum macrophyllum (largeleaf avens)
Glyceria elata (fowl tall Mannagrass)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Toxicodendron diversilobum (poison oak)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)

Unit RVNA*004
Size: 3.81 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Middle 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
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% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Trails 3, 2,1 and 3A, just west of bike jump area.

Management Note:
Address invasive species.

Eco Note:
Unit is inundated with ivy. 100% of trees have ivy growing into canopy, many have fallen down. Midstory is largely absent, very little diversity in understory.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)

COVER CLASS
over 75%
50% to 75%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

10-20"

10-20"
5-10"

Y

20-30"
5-10"
5-10"
5-10"
0-5"

Y
Y

Y

Unit RVNA*005
Size: 3.78 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Pacific Maritime-Wet-Mesic Douglas firWestern Hemlock Forest
Landform: Side-hill, Upper 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:

Unit is close to Lewis & Clark, demand trails at high densities through area and evidence of partying. "Art
Camp" in this unit, tiles epoxied and "art" nailed into trees. Research plots from L&C in this area.

Management Note:
Address invasive species. Outreach to Lewis & Clark about vandalism of trees and research plots.

Eco Note:
Down wood, lots of large pieces.
Less diversity than other units due to the high percentage of invasive species.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Vandalism, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)

COVER CLASS
DOMINANT
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
Y
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DBH

REGENERATING

20-30"
20-30"
10-20"
10-20"

10-20"
5-10"
5-10"

Unit RVNA*006
Size: 8.98 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Unit bounded by Trails 3, 3a and 2. Bike jumps run through central portion of unit.

Management Note:
Culverts, several are failing; above-ground culvert is not functional

PLANTED

Remove old concrete dam
Address failing section of Trail 2, downstream of tree fort
Remove bike jumps

Eco Note:
Red breasted nuthatch
Ivy work apparent on edge of property
Creek goes subsurface in some areas
Site has a higher percentage of invasives and is more degraded in the East and Central part of the unit
Large percent of tree ivy in canopy and understory
Snags present, covered in ivy

Wetland indicators: Streams, Hydrophilic Vegetation, Surface Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Litter, Hardscape
Infrastructure, Vandalism, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Epilobium ciliatum ssp. watsonii (fringed willow
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum macrophyllum (largeleaf avens)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Luzula parviflora (small-flowered millet Woodrus
Oenanthe sarmentosa (Pacific water-parsely)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus leucodermis (Western black-cap)
Rumex crispus (dock)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)

COVER CLASS
DOMINANT
over 75% Y
20-30"
over 75% Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DBH

REGENERATING
Y

10-20"

Y

10-20"
10-20"

>30"
>30"
10-20"
0-5"
0-5"

Unit RVNA*007
Size: 9.40 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural

Y
Y
Y

PLANTED

NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Pacific Maritime-Wet-Mesic Douglas firWestern hemlock
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 90
General Note:
Big leaf maple dominated forest with Douglas fir and Western red cedar coming up through the canopy.

Management Note:
Some large open areas, cleared of ground ivy-potentially former campsites.

Eco Note:
Pileated woodpecker seen.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Domestic Animals,
Litter, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Actaea rubra (red baneberry)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Galium aparine (cleavers)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Smilacina stellata (starry false-Solomon's seal)
Solanum dulcamara (bittersweet nightshade)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Viola glabella (stream violet)

COVER CLASS
DOMINANT
over 75% Y
10-20"
50% to 75%
Y
50% to 75%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DBH

REGENERATING
Y

10-20"
10-20"

Y

10-20"
5-10"
0-5"
0-5"

Y

20-30"
10-20"
0-5"
0-5"

Y

PLANTED

Unit RVNA*008
Size: 4.08 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.84 North Pacific Broadleaf Mesic Seral Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
Eco Note:
Canopy dominated by big leaf maple. Evidence of woodpeckers on trees.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Erosion, Soil Compaction, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex densa (dense sedge)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Lunaria annua (annual honesty)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y

DBH

REGENERATING

10-20"
10-20"

Y

Y
Y
20-30"
10-20"
10-20"
5-10"

10-20"
0-5"
0-5"

Unit RVNA*009
Size: 7.49 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Canyon bottom < 600'

Y

PLANTED

Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 85%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Large bike jump crossing creek bed.

Management Note:
Remove bike jumps. Address invasive species.

Eco Note:
Coyote scat. Large trees, TSHE, THPL in an ACMA3 dominated forest. One TSHE measured 39" dbh
near creek bed. Heavy, mature ivy infestation. Lack of midstory shrubs.

Wetland indicators: Streams, Hydrophilic Vegetation, Standing Flowing Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Litter, Large Refuse,
Stream Bank Erosion, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Equisetum hyemale (scouring-rush horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Solanum dulcamara (bittersweet nightshade)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)

COVER CLASS
DOMINANT
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
Y
20% to 50%
Y
20% to 50%
Y
10% to 20%
Y
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DBH

REGENERATING

10-20"
20-30"

Y
Y

20-30"
10-20"
20-30"
10-20"
10-20"

Y
Y

0-5"

Y

Unit RVNA*010
Size: 12.07 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural

PLANTED

NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Pacfic Maritime-Wet-Mesic Douglas fir-Western
hemlock Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 85%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
Management Note:
Remove dangerous bike jump across ravine and culverts that have been put in along informal trail.

Eco Note:
Deer scat noted

Wetland indicators: Streams.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Erosion, Litter, Mountain Bike Impact.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
over 75% Y
over 75% Y
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
20-30"
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Y

Y
20-30"
10-20"

Y

20-30"
5-10"

Y

Unit RVNA*011
Size: 5.59 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: East

PLANTED

Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
Management Note:
Remove bike jump along Trail #6.

Eco Note:
Bigleaf maple dominated canopy with severe ivy and clematis infestation. Limited shrub layer.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Phalaris arundinacea (reed canarygrass)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tellima grandiflora (fringecup)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y

DBH
10-20"

Y

20-30"
10-20"

Y

20-30"
Y
20-30"
10-20"
10-20"

0-5"

Unit RVNA*012
Size: 4.09 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/29/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:

REGENERATING

Y

PLANTED

This unit borders Macadam Avenue and has extremely steep slopes along the eastern edge. Streams 1 & 2
cross the property. There is a pipe running along Stream 1 that is a water extraction for River View
Cemetery.

Management Note:
Address invasive species.
Improve Stream 2 crossing, trash rack is failing and impedes any wildlife crossing.
Demand trail flagged by toilet paper leads to homeless camp in adjacent unit.

Eco Note:
This unit has good oversoty composition with several large PSME (37" dbh). Cooper's hawk heard in the
area and two occipiters flying over head were observed along the western edge of the property. Deer trails
and browse present. Knotweed present on site along road. Large TSHE (43" dbh).

Wetland indicators: Streams, Surface Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Utility Infrastructure, Hardscape Infrastructure,
Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Polygonum cuspidatum (Japanese knotweed)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Aesculus hippocastanum (horsechestnut)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Cornus sericea ssp. sericea (red-osier dogwood)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Salix sitchensis (Sitka willow)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

COVER CLASS
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y
Y

DBH
10-20"
>30"

20-30"
10-20"

Y
Y

10-20"
5-10"
0-5"

Y
Y

Unit RVNA*013
Size: 5.13 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Middle 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/29/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 85%

REGENERATING

PLANTED

% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Cemetery property and includes an inactive homeless camp

Management Note:
Address camp clean up and invasive species.

Eco Note:
Deer browse. Midstory more present than in some other units.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Litter, Homeless
Camp, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Agrostis sp. (bentgrass)
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Holcus lanatus (velvet grass)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

10-20"

Y
>30"
10-20"
5-10"

Y

20-30"
10-20"

Unit RVNA*014
Size: 1.44 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Canyon bottom < 600'
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/29/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
This unit is the riparian area of Stream #2. It has a few small informal trails running through it marked by
"flagging" from toilet paper.

Management Note:
Address invasive species

Eco Note:
The creek is flowing and has some nice wetland benches near the east end of the unit dominated by Carex
obnupta. Lots of very large stumps in this area with VAPA and THPL. One large THPL 30+ dbh near
west end of unit. Deer trails present near stream.

Wetland indicators: Streams, Hydrophilic Vegetation, Surface Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Stream Bank Erosion, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Aesculus hippocastanum (horsechestnut)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Carex obnupta (slough sedge)
Cornus nuttallii (Pacific dogwood)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
10-20"

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

Y
Y
Y
20-30"
10-20"

Y

10-20"
5-10"
0-5"

Y

Unit RVNA*015
Size: 3.96 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/20/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is bounded by Stream #3, Macadam and Trail #4.

Management Note:
Evidence of old homeless camp, marked with GPS, ~ 5 bags of trash. Address invasives.

Eco Note:
Deer sign. Small mammal burrows in ground under cedars, (~2" diameter). High diversity of trees, PSME
where present is large. Snags and large stumps.

Wetland indicators: Streams.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Homeless Camp.

Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Salix scouleriana (Scouler's willow)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Aesculus hippocastanum (horsechestnut)
Acer rubrum (red maple)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Cornus sericea ssp. sericea (red-osier dogwood)
Disporum smithii (Smith's fairybells)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Mitella caulescens (leafy slightstemmed star Mit
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Tellima grandiflora (fringecup)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

20-30"
20-30"

20-30"

Y

10-20"
10-20"

Y

10-20"
10-20"
10-20"
0-5"
0-5"
0-5"

Y

Unit RVNA*016
Size: 4.47 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Pacific Maritime-Wet-Mesic Douglas firWestern hemlock Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 75%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Unit includes Stream 2.

Management Note:
Very large ivy and clematis vines present.

Eco Note:

Large stumps present. Owl feather and deer scat found.

Wetland indicators: Streams, Surface Water, Standing Flowing Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Stream Bank Erosion, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)

COVER CLASS
over 75%
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

DOMINANT
Y
Y
Y

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

20-30"
20-30"

10-20"
10-20"

Y

Y
Y
10-20"

Unit RVNA*017
Size: 7.25 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: unknown
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: unknown
Visit date: 9/20/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Stream #3, Trail #4, CAT grade and Macadam Blvd.

Management Note:
Some trash, evidence of old camps, nothing active. Address invasives.

Eco Note:
Large PSME along eastern boundary. Lots of deer sign, brows and bedding. Red-breasted sapsucker,
scrub jay and chickadees observed. Large snage ~30" dbh, 75 ft high. Intermittent creek, water subsurface
at times.

Wetland indicators: Streams, Surface Water.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)

COVER CLASS
over 75%
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%

DOMINANT
Y

DBH
10-20"
>30"

REGENERATING

PLANTED

Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Aesculus hippocastanum (horsechestnut)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum smithii (Smith's fairybells)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Equisetum hyemale (scouring-rush horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Physocarpus capitatus (Pacific ninebark)
Poa species (bluegrass)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Sambucus mexicana (blue elderberry)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Spiraea douglasii (Douglas' spiraea)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Toxicodendron diversilobum (poison oak)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

20-30"
10-20"

Y

20-30"
10-20"
10-20"
0-5"
0-5"

Unit RVNA*018
Size: 2.70 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Middle 3rd
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 55%
% Non-Native Cover: 90
Management Note:
Lots of RUDI2 in open area in central portion of unit.

Eco Note:
Robust shrub layer, lots of large RHPU, PHCA11, HODI. Low lying open area with limited canopy
bordered by ACMA3 forest. One 32" dbh FRLA.

Wetland indicators: Hydrophilic Vegetation.
Visit Species:
COVER CLASS

DOMINANT

DBH

REGENERATING

PLANTED

Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Physocarpus capitatus (Pacific ninebark)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Crataegus douglasii (Douglas' black hawthorn)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Salix scouleriana (Scouler's willow)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Equisetum hyemale (scouring-rush horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Juncus effusus (common soft Pacific rush)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)

50% to 75%
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

20-30"

Y

20-30"

Y

20-30"

Y

10-20"
10-20"

Y

0-5"
0-5"
0-5"

Y

Unit RVNA*019
Size: 2.10 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.84 North Pacific Broadleaf Mesic Seral Forest
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 80%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Macadam to the east and Trail #3 to the west.

Management Note:
Culvert needed at Stream 6/Trail#3 crossing, creek flows directly over the trail. Debris dumped in creek
below trail.

Eco Note:
Stellar's jay, song sparrow in unit.
Unit is highly infested wth invasives; ivy growing into the canopy of 90% of trees. Some evidence of ivy
removal near the trail.

Wetland indicators: Streams.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Large Refuse, Stream Bank Erosion,
Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
over 75% Y

DOMINANT
10-20"

DBH

REGENERATING
Y

PLANTED

Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Prunus emarginata (bitter cherry)
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Convolvulus arvensis (morning glory)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rumex crispus (dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

20% to 50%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

Y
Y
Y
20-30"
20-30"
10-20"

>30"
20-30"
5-10"
0-5"

Y

Unit RVNA*020
Size: 6.54 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/20/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 80%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Bordered by Trail 6, 7 and CAT grade
Streams #4 and 5 flow through site, no water flowing during inventory.

Management Note:
Address invasive species.

Eco Note:
Deer path, browsing. Scrub jay and chickadees observed. Some large Douglas firs and cedars. More of a
mid-story present than on other plots.

Wetland indicators: Streams.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)

COVER CLASS
over 75% Y
50% to 75%
50% to 75%
20% to 50%

DOMINANT

DBH

Y
10-20"
>30"

REGENERATING

PLANTED

Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex densa (dense sedge)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Cirsium sp. (thistle)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Juncus effusus (common soft Pacific rush)
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Ulmus sp. (elm tree)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

10% to 20%
10% to 20%
10% to 20%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
1% to 10%
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

Y

Y

10-20"
10-20"
10-20"

Y
Y
Y

0-5"
5-10"

Y

Unit RVNA*021
Size: 5.58 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Pacific Maritime-Wet-Mesic-Douglas firWestern hemlock Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/9/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Adjacent to North Drive, south of wetland and stream #6

Management Note:
Address invasive species

Eco Note:
Pileated woodpecker sign
Good overstory structure, although tree ivy threatening 80% of trees
No dominant shrub species due to simplified structure

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Acer pseudoplatanus (Sycamore maple)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Equisetum hyemale (scouring-rush horsetail)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Vinca minor (common small-leaf periwinkle)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Alliaria petiolata (garlic mustard)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Daucus carota (Queen Anne's lace)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Lathyrus latifolius (perennial pea)
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus leucodermis (Western black-cap)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
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Unit RVNA*022
Size: 13.50 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.84 North Pacific Broadleaf Mesic Seral Forest
Landform: Side-hill, Upper 3rd
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/13/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 90
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Stream #6, headwaters and wetland.
Trails 7,1 and 3B bisect and border property.

Management Note:

PLANTED

Address invasive species and trail density. Evidence of old bike jumps with trail running through wetland,
not currently being used and are naturally recovering. Garlic mustard is present and currently patchy
throughout unit.

Eco Note:
Maple dominated overstory with some patches of conifer. Good conifer diveristy. English ivy present in
canopy of 80% of mature trees and blanketing understory. Heard black-capped chickadees, red breasted
nuthatch, pacific wren, crow and Stellar's jay.

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Vandalism, Mountain Bike Impact,
Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Alliaria petiolata (garlic mustard)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Prunus emarginata (bitter cherry)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Castanea species (Chestnut species)
Adiantum pedatum (maidenhair fern)
Agrostis sp. (bentgrass)
Amelanchier alnifolia (serviceberry)
Asarum caudatum (wild ginger)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Cardamine oligosperma (few-seeded little western
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Carex obnupta (slough sedge)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Elymus glaucus (blue Vancouver wildrye)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Galium triflorum (sweet-scented fragrant Bedstra
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geranium robertianum (herb-Robert)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Juncus effusus (common soft Pacific rush)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Lathyrus latifolius (perennial pea)
Ligustrum vulgare (European privet)
Lonicera ciliosa (western orange honeysuckle)
Luzula parviflora (small-flowered millet Woodrus
Melissa officinalis (lemon balm)
Montia sibirica (Siberian minerslettuce)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Prunus lusitanica (Portugal laurel)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stellaria media (common chickweed)
Tellima grandiflora (fringecup)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trientalis latifolia (western broad-leaf starflo
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)
Viola glabella (stream violet)
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Unit RVNA*023
Size: 4.94 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Middle 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/20/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 90
General Note:
Unit is bordered by Stream #6, Trails 1, 7 & 2.

Management Note:
Address invasives.
Remove camps and tree forts.

Eco Note:
Two camps found in area and recorded on GPS, lower camp accessed form waterfall area-plywood and ~1
bag of trash. Both camps have a bathroom and fire ring.

Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Lactuca muralis (wall lettuce)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum)
Prunus sp. (cultivated cherry tree)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
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Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Smilacina stellata (starry false-Solomon's seal)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Viola glabella (stream violet)
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Unit RVNA*024
Size: 3.91 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.84 North Pacific Broadleaf Mesic Seral Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/9/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
General Note:
Unit is east of "hub" (central network of trails) bounded by informal trails.
Homeless camp found just south of Trail #7 directly south of party spot. Party clearing with multiple
demand trails.

Management Note:
Address homeless camp, party clearing and invasive species

Eco Note:
Pileated woodpecker sign
Extreme ivy cover

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Domestic Animals,
Litter, Homeless Camp, Mountain Bike Impact, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Alliaria petiolata (garlic mustard)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Achlys triphylla (vanillaleaf)
Asarum caudatum (wild ginger)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Carex hendersonii (Henderson's wood sedge)
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Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Geranium robertianum (herb-Robert)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Lactuca muralis (wall lettuce)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Osmorhiza chilensis (mountain sweet-cicely)
Oxalis suksdorfii (Suksdorf Woodsorrel)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Polypodium glycyrrhiza (licorice fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Tellima grandiflora (fringecup)
Tiarella trifoliata (foamflower)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)

trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

Y

trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace
trace

Unit RVNA*025
Size: 3.59 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: CES204.002 North Parcific Maritime-Wet-Mesic-Douglas firWestern hemlock Forest
Landform: Broad flat > 600'
Slope: Gentle (10 to 20%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/9/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 90%
% Non-Native Cover: 100
General Note:
Unit is adjacent to SW Palatine Hill Road
Multiple informal trails running perpendicular to road

Management Note:
Address invasive species and informal trails

Eco Note:
Owl feather and coyote scat found
Unique plant and invasive community adjacent to roadway

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Litter, Informal Trails.
Visit Species:
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Abies grandis (grand fir)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
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Ilex aquafolium (English holly)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Acer platanoides (Norway maple)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Taxus brevifolia (Pacific yew)
Alliaria petiolata (garlic mustard)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Aucuba japonica (Japanese laurel)
Berberis nervosa (Oregon grape)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Convolvulus arvensis (morning glory)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Disporum hookeri (Hooker's fairybells)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Geranium robertianum (herb-Robert)
Geum urbanum (herb bennet)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Lonicera ciliosa (western orange honeysuckle)
Philadelphus lewisii (Lewis' mockorange)
Plantago major (common plantain)
Polygonatum biflorum (smooth Solomon's seal)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rosa (rose)
trace
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus mexicana (blue elderberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Solanum dulcamara (bittersweet nightshade)
Stellaria crispa (ruffled starwort)
Taraxacum officinale (common dandelion)
Trillium ovatum (trillium)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Vancouveria hexandra (white inside-out-flower)
Vitis L. (Grape)
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Unit RVNA*026
Size: 4.65 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Mixed evergreen-deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Mixed needle-leaved evergreen - cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Lower 3rd
Slope: Extremely Steep (over 30%)
Aspect: East
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Poor.
% Tree canopy: 95%
% Non-Native Cover: 95
Management Note:
Inlcudes large gathering/plant area with large tree fort. Garbage, litter, left tent/tarp/chairs at end of Trail
#7B.

Eco Note:
Bigleaf maple dominated forest with limited shrub layer
Large trees in parts of unit
Measured one POBAT (35" dbh) and an ACMA3 (30" dbh)
Large English holly in unit

Primary Management concerns: Invasives, Trampling, Soil Compaction, Domestic Animals,
Litter, Large Refuse, Hardscape Infrastructure, Vandalism, Informal Trails.

Visit Species:
Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Clematis vitalba (clematis)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Symphoricarpos albus (snowberry)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
Aesculus hippocastanum (horsechestnut)
Crataegus monogyna (European hawthorn)
Prunus avium (sweet pie cherry)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Bromus vulgaris (narrow-flowered Columbian Colum
Carex deweyana (Dewey sedge)
Carex obnupta (slough sedge)
Gaultheria shallon (salal)
Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Lapsana communis (common nipplewort)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)
Rhamnus purshiana (cascara)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Rumex obtusifolius (bitter dock)
Sambucus racemosa (red elderberry)
Smilacina racemosa (false Solomon's-seal)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
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Unit RVNA*027
Size: 1 Acres
NVCS Class: Forest
NVCS Subclass: Deciduous forest
NVCS Group: Cold-deciduous forest
NVCS SubGroup: Natural / Semi-natural
NVCS Ecological System: unknown
Landform: Side-hill, Middle 3rd
Slope: Steep (20 to 30%)
Aspect: Northeast
Visit date: 9/14/2011
Ecological Health: Fair.
% Tree canopy: 75%
% Non-Native Cover: 80
Management Note:
Address invasive species

Eco Note:
Song sparrow, flicker, barred owl (chasing flicker)
Vegetation suggests wetland conditions

Wetland indicators: Hydrophilic Vegetation.
Primary Management concerns: Invasives.
Visit Species:
COVER CLASS
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Acer macrophyllum (bigleaf maple)
Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry)
Hedera helix (English ivy)
Physocarpus capitatus (Pacific ninebark)
Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon ash)
Rubus spectabilis (salmonberry)
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa (black cott
Alnus rubra (red alder)
Thuja plicata (western red cedar)
Acer circinatum (vine maple)
Athyrium filix-femina (ladyfern)
Carex obnupta (slough sedge)
Corylus cornuta (western beaked hazelnut)
Equisetum arvense (field horsetail)
Oenanthe sarmentosa (Pacific water-parsely)
Polystichum munitum (sword fern)
Prunus laurocerasus (English laurel)
Rubus parviflorus (thimbleberry)
Rubus ursinus (trailing blackberry)
Stachys cooleyae (Cooley's hedgenettle)
Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock)
Betula pendula (European white birch)
Hydrophyllum tenuipes (Pacific waterleaf)
Malus fusca (Oregon crabapple)
Oemleria cerasiformis (Indian-plum)
Pteridium aquilinum (bracken fern)
Rosa gymnocarpa (dwarf wood rose)
Sorbus aucuparia (European mountain ash)
Tolmiea menziesii (piggy-back plant)
Vaccinium parvifolum (red huckleberry)
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