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Responses to Comments 
Introduction 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This appendix contains three sections. Section 1(1) is the introduction. Section 
1(2) contains a synopsis of comments about the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and our responses to those comments. Section 1(3) contains 
comment letters from federal, state and local agencies, county governments, 
communities and tribes. 

We received 4,171 comments regarding the DEIS for the Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area (Oregon Dunes NRA) Management Plan. A listing of commentors 
and comment letters is available for public review at the NRA headquarters in 
Reedsport. Each letter was read and considered as the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) was developed. Comment letters were, in part, a result of public 
involvement efforts associated with the planning process. A full discussion of 
public involvement is located in Appendix B. 

Most of the comment letters came from individuals and families. A large majority 
of them had first-hand knowledge of the Oregon Dunes NRA, having visited the 
area at some time in the past. Responses were also received from businesses, 
clubs and organizations, chambers of commerce, other federal agencies, state 
agencies, counties and local communities. Most commentors were from Oregon, 
but many comment letters also came from California and Washington. Residents 
of many other states and British Columbia also submitted comments. 

Comment letters varied from very brief, simple notes to several page, very detailed 
analyses. Comments addressed the full range of issues, concerns and opportunities 
discussed in the DEIS. Primary topics discussed in comment letters in approximate 
order of frequency include: off-road vehicles; encroaching vegetation/European 
beachgrass; non~ORV recreation; economics; wildlife, plants, and biodiversity; 
compliance; noise; research natural areas; Wild and Scenic rivers; and water. 
Many comments expressed strong emotional feelings toward the NRA, some 
specific aspect of the NRA and/or past experiences here. A minority of the comments 
were substantive, specifically addressing aspects of the DEIS. Every comment 
letter, regardless of form, content or length was read and cataloged. 
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Responses to COlnlnents 
Introduction 

Appendix 1(1) - 2 

Some substantive comments noted typographical, computational, grammatical or 
minor technical errors in the DEIS. We corrected many of those errors without 
mentioning the comments in this section. Some comments pertained to the Reader's 
Guide, an abbreviated version of the DEIS. Often the comment was addressed by 
information contained in the full DElS. A group of comments were beyond the 
scope of this decision and were not responded to in this section. Examples of 
such comments include, concerns regarding Sand Lake off-road vehicle (ORV) 
riding area which is managed by the Hebo Ranger District and concerns about 
transferring management of the Oregon Dunes NRA to the National Park Service. 

Other comments included requests for clarification, omissions in content, wrong 
information and suggestions. Those are listed by topic area in this section and 
each comment is followed with our response. In some cases we refer you to the 
portion of the FEIS that responds to the comment. In other cases, we respond 
directly to the comment. In many instances, we incorporated related comments 
from several letters into a single statement and responded to that "generic" 
comment. 
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Beachgrass 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Beachgrass 

The table on page II-IS ofthe DEIS shows 100 acres of vegetation control for 
the PrefelTed Alternative, while the table on page II-33 shows 60 acres for the 
same alternative. Why the difference? 

Management area objectives often overlap on the same piece of ground, but acres 
can be shown in only one management area in a given alternative. Even though 
100 acres is slated to be treated to control vegetation, only 60 acres might show 
up in MA 10(I), Vegetation Removal, meaning 40 acres ofland in other management 
areas would also be treated. In the FEIS, this situation now applies only to 
alternatives besides F. In Alternative F(PA), MA 10(1) was eliminated so that it 
is easier to refine the areas to be treated as more becomes known about methods 
and details of the control program. 

Include discussion of how the Forest Service's limited program of control was 
resolved with the county's expanded eradication efforts. 

The county's program is focused on finding ways to control beachgrass with 
herbicides. The Forest Service has limited opportunities to use herbicides, and 
thus is focused more on physical control until more is known about other potential 
methods (see "Developing Vegetation Management Methods", Chapter II of the 
FEIS). 

The amount of beachgrass control proposed is inadequate, and should at least 
equal the annual loss of open sand. Efforts should also include other plants like 
gorse and Scot's broom. 

Control methods are unproven (see "Developing Vegetation Management Methods", 
Chapter II, FEIS), so the Forest -Service's strategy is to proceed cautiously until 
more is known about them. A specialist position was established at the Oregon 
Dunes NRA to study methods and develop a more detailed plan for vegetation 
control. The effort includes non-native plants besides beachgrass (see Figure 
II-ll and "Scope of Program", Chapter II, FEIS). The Forest has initiated 
experimental treatments of small plots of gorse and is monitoring the results. 

Don't use herbicides to control beachgrass if it harms native plants. 

Herbicides is one possible method, but at present - as directed by the The Pacific 
Northwest Region's Plan for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation -
would not be considered for use unless no reasonable alternatives are available 
(see "Developing Vegetation Management Methods" and "Preparing a Strategy", 
Chapter II, FEIS). 
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Responses to Comments 
Beachgrass 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Appendix 1(2) - 4 

Report the overall cost of control and its impact on the federal deficit. 

Costs for other agencies to control European beachgrass have reached as high as 
$40,000 per acre (see "Developing Vegetation Management Methods", Chapter II, 
FEIS). Methods that will ultimately be used for control will depend on subsequent 
findings by the new vegetation management specialist (see "Preparing a Strategy", 
Chapter II, FEIS). The impact on the federal deficit is addressed annually by 
Congress when appropriating monies to the national forest system. 

Vegetation on the dunes is not natural and ORVs could keep the dunes in a more 
natural state. ORVs don't damage the environment and could be used to control 
European beachgrass. Areas closed to ORVs are being heavily overgrown with 
vegetation. Since the whole Oregon Dunes NRA has already been exposed to the 
beachgrass, its spread by ORVs is not important. It grows where it wants to. 

Although ORV riding eliminates beachgrass in some limited, heavily-used areas, 
it has not proved to control beachgrass on a larger scale. The Oregon Dunes 
NRA will address this issue during the next year. 

The Siltcoos breach was successful. Remove the foredune and concentrate on 
getting more sand into the dunes. 

This is one option that will be considered during the vegetation management 
effort. 

The Siltcoos breach was worthless, and other efforts to solve the problem in the 
past have not been serious. Other methods are waiting to be used or discovered -
including controlled burning, bounties on beachgrass, herbicides, heavy grading, 
biocontrols from Europe, and hand pulling by volunteers or inmates from a prison 
placed at the Oregon Dunes NRA for that purpose. The $40,000/acre estimate for 
control is too high considering these alternatives. 

The $40,000 per acre estimate was based on periodic pulling by hand by The 
Nature Conservancy in California, and does not apply to other methods. All these 
possible methods will be considered when refining the vegetation management 
control program (see "Developing a Strategy", Chapter II, FEIS). 

The DEIS does not fully disclose the extent of the problem. A more thorough 
impact study on control of beachgrass is needed, 

Such a study will be conducted during the next year on the Oregon Dunes NRA 
(see "Developing a Strategy", Chapter II, FEIS), 
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Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Beachgrass 

Cooperate with the state and stop all further planting of beachgrass. The Forest 
Service can be sued for continuing to plant it. 

\Vhen sand stabilization or revegetation is necessary the Oregon Dunes NRA will 
follow the Region 6 policy on the use of native plants. This new policy became 
effective in April 1994. 

Recommended areas in which to control European beachgrass include along the 
South Jetty Road opposite Goosepasture; the wetlands between Horsfall Beach, 
Tenmile Creek, the foredune, and the open dunes; the South Spit of the Siuslaw 
River; and the area between the Siltcoos River and Tahkenitch Creek. 

These areas were included in some alternatives (see Figure II-11, FEIS) and will 
be considered during the vegetation management effort. 

Breaching of the foredune could endanger Highway 101. 

The objective of breaching would be to allow more sand to be recruited to the 
inland dunes near Highway 101. There is no firm evidence, however, that 
recruitment would be so great that dune migration would endanger the highway 
more than it does no~r. 

At present, control methods are too temporary, expensive, and undefined to be 
used on a large scale, so work should be confined to research and trials. A foredune 
with native vegetation could be reestablished as a demonstration. 

These are some of the reasons why the vegetation management position was 
created to refine the proposed control program (see "Resource Objectives and 
Primary Treatment Areas" in the Vegetation Management portion of FEIS, 
ChapterII). A foredune with native vegetation was established by The Nature 
Conservancy on California dunes which are considerably smaller and more naturally 
vegetated than the foredunes at the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

There is no evidence that rapid succession with beachgrass is inevitable, and that 
sand intrusion is needed. Foredunes and stabilized dunes are natural. 

This is a position maintained by some dune ecologists. Others disagree. This 
controversy is one of the main reasons why the new vegetation management 
position at the Oregon Dunes NRA was created. Part of the position's work duties 
is to consider these differences in opinion as much as possible in developing a 
strategy, and perhaps convene a symposium that would further examine the 
basis of these differences. 
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Responses to Comments 
Biodiversity 

Comment 

Response 

Biodiversity 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Appendix 1(2) - 6 

Include a program that is funded by non-Forest Service monies to control vegetation 
south of Tenmile Creek and protect groundwater quality. Describe it in the table 
on page II-62 of the DEIS. 

The Forest Service would consider allowing such a program south of Tenmile 
Creek if: (1) the current study by the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board shows 
that pumping of groundwater is not damaging resources on the Oregon Dunes 
NRA; and (2) funding were provided by some group such as the county or Water 
Board. Some studies suggest that there is an inverse relationship between increases 
in vegetation and groundwater quality (see "Groundwater", Chapter II, FEIS), 
but this is not a great enough issue to justify including such a program in the 
alternatives at this time without a detailed proposal and firm commitment of 
funding. 

Wildlife management may not be a good practice; interference by humans can 
create worse results than no management. For example, beachgrass control may 
not be feasible and pulling shrubs in wetlands, but the shrubs could be good or 
bad. 

Potential adverse effects caused by wildlife management projects were addressed 
in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitat section of Chapter IV, FEIS. 
Further, specific projects will require an environmental assessment that will 
analyze consequences of the proposed projects. 

Manage for waterfowl to compensate for habitat loss in other parts of the country. 
Habitat on Oregon Dunes NRA is important to waterfowl. 

The Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitat section of Chapter II of the FEIS 
includes management options for wetland management that will maintain or 
enhance habitat for waterfowl. These types of projects will likely be accomplished 
through partnership programs that the Oregon Dunes NRA will actively pursue. 

Riparian habitats are important for ecosystem health. The DEIS is confusing in 
, its description of special management acreages between alternatives. Create a 

table showing how acreage on the Oregon Dunes NRA is divided among habitat 
types and then describe how you would manage under each alternative. 

This suggestion offers one method of performing an analysis. A different analysis 
method based on the data available is described in the Plant Communities and 
Wildlife Habitat Section, Chapter IV of the FEIS. Figure II-17 displays special 
habitat acres managed in each alternative. 
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Comment 
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Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Biodiversity 

Ephemeral ponds found in the open dunes are unique and have an associated 
unique melanic Daphnia. These ponds are threatened by ORVs and encroaching 
vegetation. The plan needs to consider maintenance of these unique systems in 
accordance with a biodiversity and ecosystem management approach. 

Refer to the discussion in Plant Communities and Wildlife Section in Chapter IV 
of the FEIS. Successful vegetation management and restoration of a more natural 
dunal ecosystem in localized areas on the NRA would help maintain these unique 
dunal features. 

Increasing the occurrence of an endemic wetland habitat does not in itself enhance 
diversity. Manipulating wetland communities to increase the area or numbers of 
a habitat may actually eliminate some biological species thus reducing species 
diversity. 

Emphasizing only one habitat type would indeed lead to decreased biological 
diversity. The discussion of diversity in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitat 
section of Chapter IV, FEIS, mentions that increased landscape diversity generally 
allows for increased species diversity. Implementation of the Management Plan 
will result in a high amount of habitat managed to maintain or increase diversity. 

Alternative A allows for the best ecosystem management method because it allows 
the space for innovative ideas. The ORV community is willing to help with strategies. 

The environmental analysis of Alternative A (Chapter IV of the FEIS) shows 
that implementing this alternative would result in an overall poor condition of 
various plant communities and wildlife habitats. In addition, the amount of habitat 
managed to maintain diversity is low. These effects are not in keeping with the 
best ecosystem management method. 

The dunes represents a unique and limited ecosystem with far fewer acres than 
other types making it critical to preserve what remains. In addition, native fisheries, 
wildlife and plant communities should be restored as well as maintained. 

Implementation of the Management Plan will result in maintaining the dunes 
ecosystem in an overall good condition while still allowing for recreational uses 
in keeping with Oregon Dunes NRA establishment. Restoration projects such as 
beachgrass removal and planting native species are described in Chapter II of the 
FEIS. 
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Comment 

Response 

Appendix 1(2) - 8 

Manage forested areas on the dunes for moderate fragmentation, high diversity 
and good forest health. Diversity may entail thinning to create clearings. Leave 
snags and wood debris in riparian areas. Maintain equal acres of various age 
classes to create the maximum vertical and horizontal diversity. 

The Management Plan does allow for moderate fragmentation and high diversity. 
Management options for manipulating forested stands to promote vertical and 
horizontal diversity are described in Chapter II of the FEIS. In addition, Standards 
and Guidelines in Chapter III of the Dunes Plan prescribe actions intended to 
protect and promote diversity in forested areas. 

Access roads through forested habitats creates fragmentation. Only allow foot 
trails through forest habitats. 

The Management Plan will allow trails through forested habitat. The Plant 
Communities and Wildlife Habitat section of Chapter IV, FEIS, acknowledges the 
moderate amount of fragmentation occurring when the management plan is 
implemented. 

Determine availability of ORV and non-ORV opportunities in order to determine 
realistic approach to biodiversity and PETS management so as not to create 
cumulative impacts from displacement of recreation users. 

Some development is aimed at meeting the needs of displaced recreational users. 
However, measures to maintain biodiversity and PETS protection will also be 
implemented. 

Analyze the alternatives' effects on habitat fragmentation, edge intrusion, corridor 
maintenance, protection of the integrity of unique sites such as bogs to determine 
cumulative effects on biodiversity. 

The Effects on Plant Community and Wildlife Habitat Arrangement and Diversity 
and Cumulative Effects discussions in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitats 
section of Chapter IV, FEIS, addresses the alternatives' effects on habitat 
fragmentation, arrangement and biodiversity. Isolation, edge intrusion and corridor 
maintenance are related. Standards and Guidelines (Dunes Plan, Chapter Ill) 
were modified to increase protection of unique sites. 
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Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Biodiversity 

Identify special wildlife habitats, threats to key wildlife habitats and a determination 
of a threshold of impacts within one year of plan approval. Specific biological 
survey information is critical for determining carrying capacities which are used 
to deterrrdne 1l1imits to acceptable changetf and for justifying statements such tlA 

in the DEIS, page N-41, that the proposed alternative is not expected to have 
any adverse direct or indirect cumulative impacts on redlegged frogs or western 
pond turtles. 

An ongoing study will address special plant communities, threats and thresholds. 
Results are expected in 1994. Biological survey information would be valuable to 
use in management impact analysis. However, surveys are completed for site 
specific analysis. The role of the Forest Service is to manage habitats not 
populations. The modified Preferred Alternative reflects a philosophy that if the 
Oregon Dunes NRA is managed for a "good" overall habitat diversity and plant 
communities in "good" condition, that wildlife populations will in turn be maintained 
within normal variations of an acceptable carrying capacity. Research to determine 
these levels would be accomplished in partnership with State and Federal Resource 
agencies as long as funding and interest is present. 

Coordinate special habitat planning with USFWS who has expertise in inventory 
methods for documenting special wildlife habitats and is available to assist in a 
determination of the criteria for defining special habitats. Include inventories 
and special management strategies in the Plan/EIS. 

Coordination with USFWS is described in Chapter II of the FEIS in the Plant 
Communities and Wildlife Habitats section, Chapter N in the Consistency Vlrith 
Other Plans and Policies Section under the Plant/Fish/Wildlife Habitats portion 
and in various Forest Wide Standards and Guidelines (Dunes Plan, Chapter III). 
Coordination with USFWS for the Dunes Plan involved their comments on the 
DEIS and their review of a Biological Assessment analyzing effects of Plan 
implementation on federally listed species. 

The DEIS lacks specificity regarding proposed management of Threatened and 
Endangered (TES) plant species and inventories in particular. Do a thorough 
inventory of Oregon Dunes NRA for TES plant and animal species. 

Proposed management ofTES plant species is addressed in the Protective Measures 
discussion in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitats Section of Chapter II, 
in the Vegetation Management Section of Chapters II and N, in the Plant 
Communities and Wildlife Habitat section of Chapter IV and under various 
Standards and Guidelines (Dunes Plan, Chapter III). The Modified Preferred 
Alternative, F(PA), now includes protection measures for globally significant 
plant communities. 
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Responses to Comments 
Cultural Resources 

Comment 

Response 

Comment· 

Response 

There is no real synthesis made of far-reaching effects of each alternative on 
biodiversity. The FE IS should include an alternative comparison on this issue 
along with a discussion on regional implications of the plan on the coastal strip 
arid broader coastal eeo-region. 

The Effects on Plant Community and Wildlife Habitat Arrangement and Diversity, 
and Cumulative Effects discussions in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitats 
section of Chapter N of the FEIS addresses the alternatives effects on biodiversity. 
See the Overview in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Section of Chapter III 
for a discussion of diversity on the Dunes compared to the broader eco-region. 

The FEIS should focus on promoting biodiversity conservation in keeping with 
current direction. This discussion needs to include a functional ecosystem approach 
with a discussion of interrelatedness integrated into the plan and a fully developed 
desired future condition promoting natural communities in a natural landscape 
pattern. Include a graphic portrayal of how the plan is intended to function with 
management areas and boundaries described. 

See sections described in the above response. A desired future condition has been 
added to the Standards and Guidelines in Dunes Plan, Chapter III. The Modified 
Preferred Alternative, F(PA),approaches ecosystem management through a 

&maintenance of a diversity of habitats in both large (where present) and small 
tracts interspersed throughout the Oregon Dunes NRA. As Ecosystem Management 
is a new direction for the Forest Service, opportunities for understanding more 
about interrelatedness of all components of the Dunes ecosystem and what 
represents a natural landscape pattern abound. 

Cultural Resources 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Appendix I(2) - 10 

Tribal members should have access to 1/4 mile on each side of all streams within 
dunes for access to historical and cultural sites in these areas. 

Tribal members may access these sites at anytime except during seasonal closures 
aimed at protecting federally listed species. NRA staff are willing to work with 
tribal members should aconflict arise. 

Make a greater effort to identify ancestral Native American camping grounds or 
villages to protect them from encroachment or vandalism. Certain areas such as 
Native American religious, cultural and historical sites need to be reserved for 
tribal members and closed to the general public. 
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Fish 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Fish 

No Native American religious sites were found on the Oregon Dunes NRA during 
a study conducted on the entire Siuslaw National Forest nor in discussions with 
the Confederated Tribes during this planning effort. We would conduct a cultural 
resource survey of the site before proceeding with any ground-disturbing actions 
related to futUre projects. 

Lake fishing should be included as a strategy component. 

Varying types and amounts of opportunities for fishing in lakes were provided in 
the alternatives by including different mixes of facilities, access trails, and fish 
habitat at certain lakes included in Management Area lO(F). The range of 
opportunities varies between alternatives depending on the overall objectives and 
resource emphases. Alternative E provides the least opportunities; Alternative D 
provides the most of these opportunities. See "Fish Populations in Lakes and 
Estuaries", Chapter N, FEIS. 

Stop stocking of predator fish. 

Most fish in the lakes at the Oregon Dunes NRA, like yellow perch, bluegills and 
trout, prey mainly on invertebrates. Larger, fish-eating predators such as 
largemouth bass will not be stocked in the few lakes managed to produce young 
anadromous salmonids ready to migrate to sea. Otherwise, stocking of fish-eating 
species will be used to benefit overall fish community structure and fishing 
opportunities. See "Fish Populations", Chapter III, FEIS. 

There is no disGussion of native versus exotic species, and the implications of 
management for exotics on the native fish fauna. 

This is now addressed in "Fish Populations", Chapter III, FEIS. 

Analyze impacts of stocked fish on anadromous fish, and reduce stocking if needed. 

This is now addressed in "Management Practices", Chapter III, FEIS. 

Overharvest of fish leading to reduced population viability is not acceptable. Include 
provisions to restrict harvest to avoid this. 

This is now addressed in "Fish Populations in Lakes and Estuaries", Chapter N, 
FEIS. 
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Responses to Comments 
Interpretation 

Comment 

Response 

Salmon and steelhead in Oregon Dunes NRA lakes are relatively pure genetic 
strains. These runs and water quality issues related to their habitats should be 
addressed, including cooperation with upstream landowners. 

This is now addressed in "Current Situation ", Chapter III and "Cumulative Effects", 
Chapter IV, FEIS. 

Interpretation and Education 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Appendix 1(2) - 12 

Signs are a necessary tool to educate and inform visitors. On the other hand, 
people who can own, operate, and maintain an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) don't 
need signs or classes to instruct them about riding or safety. In addition, a letter 
from the Forest Service to the two main ATV magazines would do a lot to speed 
up proposed changes such as lowering noise levels. 

Signs are valuable tools to inform people about the natural history of the area, 
regulations and upcoming events as well as safety concerns. We plan to include 
them as one of many interpretive methods in order to meet our management 
goals and the needs of visitors as described in the Interpretation Section in Chapter 
II (FEIS) A letter or article to ATV magazines from the Oregon Dunes NRA is a 
good idea. 

Ban ORVs except for ranger-guided tours as a way of educating the public. 

Allowing one type of group to ride ORVs within the Oregon Dunes is difficult to 
manage and unfair to the rest of the recreationists. However, it is feasible to 
consider using ORVs as one method in our interpretive program. 

More interpretive centers and a variety of trails into selected areas of interest 
would serve a growing population of recreationists by enhancing the education of 
visitors. Cover a wide range of subjects. Include interpretive trails with ORV 
opportunities, Don't hold instructional forest-led programs. 

We are developing an interpretive strategy that will include a range of interpretive 
methods from highly interactive opportunities to unstructured sites offering 
opportunities for self-guided discovery. 

Fort Umpqua site can be interpreted from the south side of the Umpqua River 
where the site is visible from the parking lot at the entrance to the harbor at 
Winchester Bay Marina next to the Umpqua River. 
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Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Law Enforcement 

The interpretive strategy (part of the Standards and Guidelines, Dunes Plan, 
Chapter III) will include methods for interpreting Fort Umpqua off-site. 

PI'ovide interpretive signing about yTY'lldlife and camera blinds on trails along 
Tenmile, Tahkenitch and Siltcoos rivers. 

These types of projects will get incorporated into the interpretive strategy and 
implemented when funding is available. 

Law Enforcement and Compliance 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Non-compliance with regulations is the result of inadequate law enforcement. If 
enforcement efforts and penalties were strengthened, the Forest Service would 
not need additional restrictions to address conflicts between recreation and other 
resources. The agency has a legal obligation to protect critical natural resources. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA currently has the largest law enforcement program 
(staffing and funding) of any Forest Service management unit in the Pacific 
Northwest (Oregon and Washington). Figure III-8 in Chapter III of the FEIS 
shows the amount of law enforcement activity on the Oregon Dunes NRA relative 
to other Forest Service units with similar visitation levels. The NPJ ... law 
enforcement program' accounts for approximately 20 percent of the entire NRA 
budget. In spite of this, non-compliance with regulations and unacceptable resource 
impacts continue to be concerns on the NRA. 

Increasing the law enforcement program is not likely as agency budgets decline. 
Improved compliance and a reduction in the need for additional restrictions will 
have tD come from increased self-policing by users and user groups as well as 
improved policies to minimize conflicts. If monitoring indicates that Forest Service 
enforcement and self-policing are not keeping resource impacts within acceptable 
limits, further changes in recreation uses may be necessary. 

ORVs should be banned from the Oregon Dunes NRA because of the cost and 
Forest Service inability to ensure full compliance by ORV users. 

While it is always the objective, the Forest Service cannot ensure 100 percent 
compliance with regulations for any user group recreating on national forest 
lands. There are individuals in every activity group, including hikers, birders, 
picnickers, sightseers, etc., who do not comply with regulations and thus cause 
unacceptable resource impacts. We are not aware of any data indicating that 
ORV recreationists violate regulations any more frequently than other recreation­
ists. 
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Responses to Comments 
Miscellaneous 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Less than 100 percent compliance with regulations is not a rationale for banning 
specific outdoor recreation activities from national forest lands. Decisions to restrict 
activities are made on the basis of compliance monitoring. Monitoring standards 
set threshholds of "acceptable" levels of resource impact. When non-compliance 
causes impacts at or above threshhold levels, additional actions (the ultimate 
being closure) must be implemented to improve compliance and bring impacts 
back within acceptable levels. Similarly, the agency has not historically managed 
only those recreation activities considered most economically efficient. 

J oint federal and state jurisdiction around estuaries and beaches complicates and 
hinders effective law enforcement. 

Thejurisdictional aspect of this issue is beyond the scope of Forest Service authority 
to resolve. Federal law has mandated which lands belong to the federal government 
versus the states. The Forest Service will continue to work cooperatively with the 
State of Oregon in enforcing beach and estuary regulations. Enforcement and 
education do not ensure 100 percent compliance with regulations. The monitoring 
strategy associated with the Oregon Dunes NRA Plan establishes threshholds of 
resource impact which will trigger additional management actions if enforcement 
and education cannot keep impacts within acceptable levels. 

The DEIS did not consider the use of citizen patrols to help monitor and enforce 
ORV regulations. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA has historically relied on volunteer groups, including 
ORVrecreationists, to help educate visitors and monitor activities. Use of volunteers 
is an administrative authority that we can use without specifically citing it in the 
FE1S. The Oregon Dunes NRA will continue to use such opportunities as 
self-:golicing by user groups becomes more important in ensuring compliance with 
regulations. Although volunteers have no authority to enforce federal regulations, 
they can assist in user education and monitoring efforts. 

Miscellaneous Comments and Responses 

Comment 

Response 
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The Plan does not incorporate any discussion of "grandfathered uses", specifically 
those lands administered by the Corps of Engineers or the Coast Guard at the 
time of enactment, that could continue to be used by such agencies to the extent 
required. 

The FEIS and Management Plan do not supersede any provisions of the NRA 
Act. No discussion of this is required in the Plan since it is already covered in the 
Act. 
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Comment 
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Responses to Comments 
Miscellaneous 

The FEIS should reference existing contingency emergency plans that would be 
implemented in the event of a potential toxic materials spill or a recreational 
mishap resulting in serious injury. 

Anyone interested can review the Siuslaw National Forest Spill Plan which is 
located in the law enforcement office at the Oregon Dunes NRA headquarters. In 
case of serious injuries, two out of the three ambulance services located near the 
Oregon Dunes NRA are able to travel on sand. Otherwise, our law enforcement 
vehicles are equipped for first-aid. 

One concern is the Forest Service acquiring lands adjacent to the Dunes without 
a clear and public knowledge of the sites' proposed use. How about including a 
scenario for re-acquiring private lands on the Umpqua Spit? 

The "Management of Lands and Special Uses" section in Chapter II of the FEIS 
describes our general policy regarding land acquisitions and re-acquiring the 
private lands on the Umpqua Spit fall within that policy. The final alternative in 
the FEIS equally emphasizes acquiring land with high recreation potential and/or 
high habitat and biodiversity value. 

Page III-31 of the DEIS is Historic Trends. Maps showing change in the habitats 
would help in the review of the document. 

We didn't have adequate information to do a good comparison on a map. 

The DEIS makes no mention of any type of mon~toring to follow the various 
proposed mitigation activities. Federal regulations also require that the Forest 
Service establish a program of monitoring off-road vehicle use. The cost of this 
monitoring should be in the budget before potentially damaging activities are 
allowed to proceed. 

A monitoring plan is included in Chapter IV of the Oregon Dunes Manageme~t 
Plan which accompanies the FEIS. 

The FEIS should provide a discussion about the feasibility of obtaining the funding 
required to fully implement the alternatives as well as the process for establishing 
the funding levels. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA will attempt to attract the funds needed to fully implement 
the management plan. Otherwise the FEIS will be implemented to the extent the 
available funds allow. 
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Please consider the family and the disabled when you make a choice. 

Disabled access is an important missions within the Forest Service. Disabled 
access was inadvertently left out of the DElS; however, it is included in the 
recreation portion of the FEIS. The interdisciplinary team recognized that for 
some people, the only way to experience the Oregon Dunes may be through ORV 
access. 

The small part of the thin strip of coastline that runs along the Pacific Ocean 
that is in public ownership should be managed very conservatively and in a way 
that protects the natural values that are concentrated along our coast. 

According to the Act establishing the Oregon Dunes NRA, the Forest Service is 
responsible for the " ... conservation of scenic, scientific, historic, and other values 
... " and that management will be " ... in accordance with the laws, rules, and 
regulations applicable to national forest ... " The Forest Service strives to protect 
natural values while also providing for recreation and the other values described 
in the Act. 

Congress intended and the Oregon Dunes NRA Act permits commercial uses. 
Therefore, the FEIS and plan must fully discuss which forms of commercial 
development are compatible with the Act and how they will be managed. 

The FEIS discusses commercial uses (special uses) in Chapters II and III. Neither 
Congress nor the Act speak specifically to the types of commercial uses that should 
be permitted nor how to manage them. As a result, commercial use/special use 
activities are assessed on a case-by-case basis. As a general policy, such uses are 
permitted in accordance with the guidance provided in Section 1 of the Act. That 
is, in locations and to the extent that they do not unacceptably impact NRA resources 
nor compromise the general public's opportunities for recreation and enjoyment 
of those resources. 

The DEIS lacked a discussion of fire hazard as it relates resource protection and 
public safety. 

The discussion of fire hazard and protection of Oregon Dunes NRA resources 
and public safety was increased and incorporated into the discussion of vegetation 
and vegetation management in Chapters II, III, and IV of the FEIS. 

It was incorrect to portray Alternative C as "No Action" because some elements 
discussed as part of "C", such as designated ORV routes through vegetated areas, 
do not exist on the ground. 
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Comment 

Response 

Noise 

Comment 

Responses to Comments 
Noise 

Alternative C is the "No Action" alternative in the sense that it would keep the 

current Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan in effect, even though some elements 

of that plan have not yet been fully implemented, such as designated routes through 

vegetated areas. "No Action" does not mean existing conditions on the ground, 

but rather that the current plan and all the elements it includes would be continued 

for the next planning period. 

'Why include three additional alternatives after the development of the five draft 

alternatives? 

The rationale, chronology and development of the eight alternatives analyzed is 

included in the "Alternatives Considered" section of Chapter II, FEIS, and in the 

Public Involvement Process, Appendix B of the FEIS. 

The mile-wide buffer of national forest land at the south end of the Oregon Dunes 

NRA should not be withdrawn from mineral entry because this would constitute 

a breach of the original intent of this land, which was to be a buffer between the 

Oregon Dunes NRA and adjacent industrial lands. 

In the 20 plus years since the Oregon Dunes NRA was created, the vast majority 

of the public has encouraged and supported additional recreational access and 

facility development within these national forest lands. There was little or no 

opposition to such development by local industries, communities nor Coos County. 

There are also important habitats, such as globally significant plant communities 

and wetlands mitigation areas, associated with these lands. In considering 

withdrawal of these lands from mineral entry, the Forest Service is acting to 

protect the public's significant financial investment as well as the resource and 

recreation opportunities represented on these lands. 

The Forest Service should be more active in the monitoring and enforcement of 

ORV noise standards on the NRA. 
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The noise issue is discussed in the "Recreation" section of Chapters II and Nof 
the FEIS. Under all of the alternatives that include ORV use, the Forest Service 
would monitor and enforce noise standards to the extent that time, staffing and 
equipment permit. There is no way the Oregon Dunes NRA can monitor every 
entrance onto the dunes 24-hours a day to ensure that all machines meet noise 
standards before entering the area. Knowledge of and compliance with existing 
regulations, including noise standards, is primarily a responsibility of individual 
users and the industry that manufactures off-road vehicles and after-stock mufflers. 
Forest Service monitoring and enforcement can encourage, but not ensure, 
compliance with noise standards. If monitoring finds noise levels above threshholds 
identified in the monitoring strategy, additional management action to alleviate 
unacceptable impacts is required. 

A variety of strategies including buffers, curfews, and stricter noise standards 
(lower decibel limits) were suggested for addressing concerns with ORV noise. 

A strategy for reducing noise impacts, including all of the suggestions above, is 
discussed in the "Alternatives Description" section in Chapter II and the "Recreation" 
section in Chapter N, FEIS. Monitoring will determine how effective the strategy 
is in in achieving the desired objectives and we will adjust the strategy if objectives 
are not met. 

ORV noise problems are the result of people moving too close to the Oregon Dunes 
NRA boundary. The Forest Service should discourage residential development in 
areas adjacent to ORV riding zones. 

Some, but not all, complaints about ORV noise do come from nearby residents. 
The Forest Service has in the past and will continue to advise local planning and 
zoning jurisdictions (cities and counties) of potential conflicts between residential 
development and activities on adjacent Oregon Dunes NRA lands. Beyond this, 
the Forest Service has no authority on private lands outside the Oregon Dunes 
NRA boundary. Landowners are bound only by local zoning and other ordinances. 

ORV noise from South Jetty adversely effects the quality of life for Florence 
residents living near the Siuslaw River. 

While acknowledging this position, the FEIS did consider alternatives that closed 
the South Jetty area to ORV use. The City of Florence and the Florence Chamber 
of Commerce did not advocate these alternatives and provided comments supporting 
the maintenance of ORV riding opportunities in this part of the NRA. 

ORV noise destroys the resources of quiet and serenity on the NRA. 
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Planning Process 

The Recreation Section of Chapter N, FEIS, acknowledges this impact from 
ORV use. The alternatives considered in the FEIS attempt to reduce or alleviate 
this impact by providing different areas and amounts of area that are closed to 
ORV use and the associated noise impact. 

Opening more area would spread ORVs over larger portions of the NRA and 
reduce noise impacts by drawing riders away from places where people live and 
camp. 

Past experience indicates that this is not likely to be the case. In areas that are 
currently open for ORV use, concentrations of riders tend to be much higher in 
areas adjacent to roads, staging areas and campgrounds than in the more remote 
portions. Opening more area would probably not change this distribution pattern. 
The same pattern is observed in other, very different recreation settings, such as 
around trailheads in wilderness areas. 

Planning Process 

Comment 

Response 

The DEIS failed to substantiate the need for the changes proposed in the preferred 
alternative. 

Need for change is a subjective judgement likely to vary from person to person. 
The Forest Service reviewed and updated the Oregon Dunes NRA Management 
Plan for two primary reasons. First, during the Siuslaw Forest planning process 
many people expressed concern with and interest in revising Oregon Dunes NRA 
management. Second, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) directs the 
Forest Service to periodically review and revise its plans. The existing NRA Plan _ 
was adopted in 1979. Public comments and analysis of the physical and biological 
resources at the Oregon Dunes NRA indicated the need for some changes from 
current management. 

Direction to prepare environmental impact statements (EIS) for significant federal 
actions comes from the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). According to 
NEP A, an EIS is a disclosure document that provides information to help a 
decision-maker make an informed decision and that explains to the public the 
options considered and the environmental impacts associated with proposed 
actions/changes. It is not intended to substantiate or justify the need for change. 
Rationale for changes being undertaken at the Oregon Dunes NRA is provided in 
the Record of Decision that accompanies this document. 
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The range of alternatives is inadequate because five of the seven (excluding 
Alternative C, the no-action alternative) propose severe restrictions on ORV 
opportunities, yet there are no correspondingly severe alternatives to balance the 
reader's view. 

We heard that the range of alternatives was adequate when we asked people that 
question in February 1992. 

Forest Service regulations state that in developing land and resource management 
plans, land officers shall meet with a designated state official and other representa­
tives of federal agencies, local governments, and Indian tribes at the beginning of 
the planning process to develop procedures. Since coordinate means equal and 
not subordinate, local government land use plans should have the same weight in 
the decision-making process. Please clarify how you've coordinated with the above. 

The interdisciplinary team and staff from the Oregon Dunes NRA consulted with 
all the officials and agencies mentioned above as described in the "Consistency 
with Other Plans and Policies" section in Chapter IV of the FEIS. All of the 
alternatives considered were found consistent with county comprehensive plans 
and no comments noting inconsistencies were received from the counties. 

The rules governing the planning procedure places responsibility upon the Forest 
Service for the protection of local economy and community stability by insuring 
that local community concerns are accepted as defined by those who are affected 
by the changes. 

Local community concerns were sought on numerous occasions and through 
numerous methods during the scopingphase of the planning process. Before 
beginning alternative development we verified planning issues with planning­
process participants, including many local residents, communities and counties. 
We incorporated many community, county and other participants' comments on 
the DEIS into the FEIS preferred alternative. We believe we have adequately 
addressed the responsibilities referenced. 

The maps were at an unusual scale of 1 inch equals 1.25 miles instead of a standard 
1:62500 like US Geological Survey maps. Changing the scale would make the 
maps more useable. In addition, maps should include more surface features in 
order to show the interaction of Oregon Dunes NRA activities with nearby residents. 
Also need to show trails, campgrounds, lakes and other places like Honeyman 
and Umpqua Lighthouse. 
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The scale of the maps was the product of fitting the long shape of the Oregon 

Dunes NRA to a standard paper size to make printing as cost-effective as possible. 

The scale made it difficult to create a clean map that accurately depicts other 

landmarks. We will generate a final alternative map to accompany the FEIS 

which will keep the management areas as clear as possible yet include some 

landmarks. 

An error in Alternatives E and H was the exclusion of motorized vehicles which 

was and is part of the legislation that created the Oregon Dunes NRA in the first 

place. 

Alternatives E and H represented the no-ORV portion of a range of motorized 

recreation on the Oregon Dunes NRA. The enabling Act of 1972 does not specify 

any particular recreation activity including motorized vehicles. 

'Where is the documentation on the analysis and evaluation used in the Reviewer's 

Guide? 

References used for the Reviewer's Guide and the DEIS are listed in the "Literature 

Cited" section in the back of the DEIS. Many of the references are available for 

review at either the Oregon Dunes NRA office of the Siuslaw National Forest 

Supervisor's Office in Corvallis. 

Develop new alternatives by recombining management areas from two or more 

of the existing alternatives and adjusting management area boundaries. 

There are many possibilities to create new alternatives by recombining management 

areas and adjusting boundaries of the existing alternatives. The final Preferred 

Alternative was partly created in that manner. The purpose of the alternatives is 

to provide a range of potential future conditions which can be analyzed to determine 

potential environmental effects. New alternatives are not developed unless they 

create a combination that is substantially different from any of the existing 

alternatives, or adds reasonable proposals that are outside the range of the existing 

alternatives, thereby giving the possibility of further meaningful analysis of effects. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA needs to develop and consider another alternative for 

the designation of all roadless lands within the boundaries as wilderness. 

A wilderness study for roadless areas within the Oregon Dunes NRA boundaries 

was completed in 1975. At that time, none of the lands within the boundaries 

were suitable for recommendation as wilderness. Refer to the section "Alternatives 

Not Considered in Detail" in Chapter II, FEIS 
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Specific plant species including Abronia latifolia, A. umbellata spp. breviflora, 

Carex lenticularis var. limnophila, Carex macrocephala, Carex oederi, and Ca,ex 

pansa are declining because of European beachgrass encroachment and destruction 

of their habitats by off-road vehicles. What will the Oregon Dunes NRA do to 

ensure their survival? 

As part of Monitoring Strategy outlined in the Dunes Management Plan, we will 

collect information on the location and status of the above populations, which 

will be the first step towards ensuring their survival. Mter collecting this baseline 

data, we will evaluate the populations and set management and monitoring goals 

and objectives. Also, one of the objectives of the vegetation management program 

in the preferred alternative, F(PA), is restoration of native plant habitats. 

Tree and shrub harvests should be prohibited or better managed. Natural plant 

succession is completely disrupted with indiscriminate digging, and most holes 

are not filled in. 

An interdisciplinary team is analyzing environmental impacts associated with the 

harvesting of Special Forest Products, which includes the commercial collecting 

of tree and shrub seedlings in dune deflation plains on the Oregon Dunes N'RA. 

- Local nurseries collect these seedlings to sell to people who are interested in 

landscaping with native plant species. The interdisciplinary team will consider 

this issue in their analyses. Standards and Guidelines (Dunes Plan, Chapter III) 

impose some restrictions on collection of special forest products, including live 

transplants. 

Commercial and personal mushroom harvesting should be allowed to continue. 

An Environmental Assessment of mushroom harvesting on the Oregon Dunes 

NRA was completed in September 1993. Based on this document, a mushroom 

harvest program was designed that will provide for public recreational enjoyment 

and conservation of the mushroom resources. The Forest Service's Pacific 

Northwest Research Station is working with the Oregon Dunes NRA to establish 

a mushroom monitoring program, which will allow us to better manage for 

sustainable mushroom harvesting. 

Tree islands, numerous types of wetlands and other special plant areas are 

vulnerable to destruction and long-tenn changes. Much flora and fauna has never 

been studied, although it is a living laboratory that has generated numerous class 

projects, studies and theses. All vegetation requires protection. 
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The public scoping process (described in Appendix B of the FEIS) identified that 

many people value the unique vegetation of the Oregon Dunes NRA and use the 

area to observe and enjoy plant species and communities which are limited to 

coastal ecosystems. Recognizing the uniqueness of this vegetation, we are allocating 

Tenmile Creek as a Research Natural Area and will manage for the protection of 

globally significant plant communities as described in Chapter III of the FEIS. 

Rare plant species such as sandverbena will perish if we continue to let off-road 

vehicles into the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

We are taking several steps, including the allocation of Tenmile Creek as a Research 

Natural Area and allocating globally significant plant communities in MA 10(F), 

to ensure that we do not lose any rare plant species. The number of acres open 

to off-road vehicles is reduced and we have a monitoring plan which addresses 

collecting information on the location and status of specific plant species that are 

declining due to European beachgrass encroachment and destruction of their 

habitats by off-road vehicles. In 1993, we entered into a Challenge Cost-Share 

Agreement with Oregon Department of Agriculture for botanists to survey 

foredunes for pink sandverbena and yellow sandverbena, in order to assess the 

status of these species. 

I was disappointed in your description in the DEIS of the plant communities of 

the Oregon Dunes NRA. Lists of habitats and plants in the Oregon Dunes NRA, 

or expected in the NRP., with their distributions and degree of protection elsewhere, 

could have been made and presented. You should address unusual species which 

are present and how Alternative F will protect them compared with other 

alternatives. 

New information on globally signifrcant plant communities was added to Chapter 

III of the FEIS, providing information on distribution and degree of protection 

elsewhere. The modified Preferred Alternative allocates globally significant plant 

communities to MA10(F), which provides for active monitoring and management 

of these communities to maintain them in good condition. Protection of these 

unique plant communities will also help protect some of the unusual species listed 

by Wiedemann (1984) that are listed in Chapter III of the FEIS (dune-maritime 

endemic and uncommon dune plant species). Habitats are given for these unusual 

plant species, which allows readers to compare the effects on them by the different 

alternatives. Figure II-18 of the FEIS discusses environmental effects of the 

different alternatives on quality of different habitat types and on globally significant 

plant communities. 

Biological evaluation should include field surveys. 
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They do. The first step of the Forest Service's Biological Evaluation process is to 
determine if potential habitat or documented occurrences of any threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species occur within a proposed project area. If potential 
habitat occurs, then a field survey is conducted. Field surveys are required to be 
conducted by a specialist and at the appropriate time of year. 

The FEIS should provide a clear process for Siuslaw National Forest botanists to 
continue coordinating with the Department of Agriculture to protect threatened 
and endangered plants, especially the pink sandverbena, and to identify the 
possibility of potential new sites for translocating the plant. 

As stated in Chapter I! of the FEIS, Siuslaw National Forest botanists will continue 
to coordinate and work closely with Oregon Department of Agriculture botanists, 
as well as other botanists working for federal and private agencies. During the 
summer of 1993, Oregon Department of Agriculture botanists surveyed the 
foredunes of the Oregon Dunes NRA for pink sandverbena as part of a Challenge 
Cost-Share Project with the Siuslaw National Forest. Information obtained from 
these types of plant surveys improves our understanding of sensitive plant 
distribution, ecology and management needs. . 

Siltcoos area should be considered for reintroduction of pink sandverbena (Abronia 
umbellata. spp. breviflora). 

Siltcoos area is one of the top priorities for removal of European beachgrass and 
reestablishment of native plant communities and snowy plover habitat. It is highly 
likely that pink sandverbena will be reintroduced into this area as part of that 
effort. 

You have a unique opportunity to prevent continued environmental disturbance 
and preserve species endemic to the dunes, such as pink sandverbena and yellow 
sandverbena. 

Globally significant plant communities (see Chapter II! of the FEIS), which have 
been identified since the DEIS was released in April 1993, are an important step 
towards preserving species endemic to Pacific Coast sand dunes. These communities 
have been designated Management Area 10(F). In addition, as part of the Oregon 
Dunes NRA Monitoring Plan, we will collect information on the location and 
status of species endemic to the dunes, such as yellow sandverbena, which will be 
the first step towards ensuring their survival. After collecting this baseline data, 
we will evaluate the populations and set management and monitoring goals and 
objectives. 
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Off-road vehicles damage or destroy threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants, 

and alter soil conditions so that plant-available moisture is decreased, thereby 

killing or severely impacting native vegetation and promoting the growth of 

undesirable plant species. 

The FE1S recognizes these effects in the portions of the NRA open to ORV use 

under the various alternatives. Every alternative closes some part of the NRA to 

such use, in part to mitigate these effects. Efforts we are malring to protect native 

plant species and communities include allocation of the Tenmile RNA and globally 

significant plant communities to Management Area lO(F) as well as allocation of 

wildlife and fish habitat areas to Management Area 10(F), which will also give 

protection to habitats important to coastal plant species. 

Much of the open sand and beach from Tenmile Creek south to the North Spit 

area was incorrectly classified as wetland. 

The vegetation and landforms of the Oregon Dunes NRA were mapped by Siuslaw 

National Forest ecologists using 1987 aerial photos and field surveys. Mapping of 

the management areas in this portion of the Oregon Dunes NRA was changed in 

response to this comment. 

You use number of acres open to off-road vehicles to evaluate effects on plants. 

It would be better to use geologic-biologic trend factors for each plant association 

to be used by off-road vehicles based on the last ten years experience of the use. 

There are different ways to approach analyzing environmental effects, and we 

will consider this option in future analyses. The vegetation of the Oregon Dunes 

NRA is being classified into plant communities as part of a Challenge Cost-Share 

Project between the Oregon Natural Heritage Program and the Siuslaw National 

Forest. This information will allow us to more accurately map the vegetation and 

this project has identified globally significant plant communities that need to be 

protected. 

We appreciate the emphasis in the DEIS on maintaining the quality, abundance 

and diversity of the Oregon Dunes NRA's plant communities and wildlife habitat. 

We support the preferred alternative's designation of specific management areas 

for plant, fish, and wildlife habitat and other protective measures. 

This designation allows us to better manage some of the unique species and 

communities, such as the globally significant plant communities as described in 

Chapter III of the FE1S. 
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The Forest Service should not allow permits for the collection of the native dune 
grass, Elymus mollis. This native species has become scarce on the Oregon Dunes 
NRA. 

An interdisciplinary team is evaluating the environmental effects of harvesting 
Special Forest Products on the Siuslaw National Forest and will address this 
issue. 

W~ expect that off-road vehicle recreation is already managed to protect resources 
that have a shown need to be segregated from direct ORV use. 

We are still learning information about Threatened and Endangered (TES) plants 
and globally sensitive plant communities. Some species such as yellow sandverbena, 
that may have been more abundant when the last management plan was written 
in 1974, are declining. 

We request that reference material (suggesting negative affects on vegetation 
due to off-road vehicle use) relate directly to the specific plants and animals that 
occur here (rather than citing references from studies done in other locations). 

Research related to specific plant species and communities is limited because of 
shortages in funding. It is valid to make assumptions based on research done in 
other coastal areas as well as to rely on the professional jUdgements of our resource 
staff. 

We request that "potential" habitats be removed from consideration (when 
comparing the effects of alternatives) unless specifically required by stipulations 
in the Endangered Species Act. 

The Forest Service is directed to manage for "sensitive" species, as well as for 
those species that are listed as threatened or endangered. A sensitive species is 
defined as "those plant and animal species identified by a Regional Forester for 
which viability is a concern." In line with this direction, Forest Service Manual 
2672.42 requires that biological evaluations include "an analysis of the effects of 
the proposed action on species or their occupied habitat or on any unoccupied 
habitat required for recovery." In summary, we need to consider potential habitat 
for other species in addition to those which are officially listed as threatened or 
endangered. 

The "Point/Counterpoint" comparisons are inadequate and appear to be biased 
toward non-off-road vehicle uses. For example, the DEIS states that species (plants 
and wildlife) could be lost. How, why and where is the scientific data? 
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A species that could be lost because of ORV use is the pink sandverbena. Both 

ORVs and encroachment by European beachgrass have significantly altered its 

habitat. TES plant surveys for pink sandverbena on the Oregon Dunes NRA in 

1993 did not locate any populations of this species. In fact, our two known 

populations no longer exist. The 1993 plant surveys raised serious concerns about 

the status of yellow sandverbena. This species, which was common on the Oregon 

Dunes NRA, may be declining from habitat alteration by ORVs and European 

beachgrass. Yellow sandverbena is now listed by the Oregon Natural Heritage 

Program on their List 3 (species for which more information is needed before 

status can be determined, but which may be threatened or endangered in Oregon 

or throughout their range). 

Concerns have been raised about other plant species which are endemic to Pacific 

Northwest Coast sand dunes. The Oregon Natural Heritage Program's global 

database tracks information on plant species and communities, and provides a 

method for documenting the status of plant and wildlife species that may be 

declining. 

Do not allow harvest of plants, flowers and mushrooms. 

Mushroom harvest management was evaluated under an environmental assess­

ment. This program will continue to be monitored to ensure sustainability of the 

resource and the ecosystem. The program will be modified if sustainability is not 

being met. Management of other special forest products will be addressed in a 

Forest-wide environmental assessment with a similiar monitoring program. 

Chapter II of the FEIS discusses the management of such special forest products 

in the "Lands and Special Uses" section. 

We recommend that the Forest Service thoroughly inventory the entire Dunes 

NRA for TES species occurrences so as to have a better basis to make decisions 

regarding proposed projects. Inventories should include TES animals and plants. 

Forest Service Manual regulations require us to survey any proposed project 

areas for populations of TES animals and plants. Usually, these surveys are done 

on a project-by-project basis, though systematic surveys of large areas have been 

done. In 1991, approximately 800 acres of dune deflation plains were surveyed 

for TES plant species. In 1993, Oregon Department of Oregon Botanists, as part 

of a Challenge Cost Share Project with the Siuslaw National Forest, conducted a 

systematic survey for pink sandverbena by searching foredune and beach habitats 

on the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

Species of concern are given relatively good coverage in much of the DEIS except 

in the section which describes the various alternatives. There is a lack of speciflCity 

regarding proposed management ofTES plant species and inventories in particular. 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Please read the above comment and response. Inventories for TES plant species 
are required before any ground-disturbing activity is allowed to proceed. It is 
difficult to give specific information regarding proposed management because it 
may vary based on the plant species' biology and the types of threats affecting a 
located TES plant population. In general, measures would be taken to protect 
TES plant populations, regardless of the alternatives. Types of protection measures 
might be to barricade off-road vehicle access or to reroute hiking trails. 

Wetland and aquatic habitats and open sand dune habitats should be targeted for 
protection for existing and potential plant populations, and should be the focus of 
any restoration activities undertaken. 

Many wetland, aquatic and open sand dune areas are protected through their 
inclusion in MA lO(F), Plants, Fish and Wildlife Habitat; MA lO(G), Wetlands 
Management; and MA lOCK), Research Natural Area. Restoration of open dune 
and wetland habitats are also included among several vegetation management 
objectives. 

Public Involvement 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 
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Several comments addressed the composition of the interdisciplinary team, 
questioning whether team members were biased against ORV use or that ORV 
concerns were properly addressed. 

The interdisciplinary team includes specialists trained in land and resource 
ll1l:l.l1J!gement planning with a variety of backgrounds. It works under the direction 
of the Forest Supervisor and the Dunes Area Ranger. Through public involvement, 
the team consulted with many people who are both "experts" and enthusiasts on 
the subject of ORVs. ORV supporters commented regularly, gave feedback and 
participated in planning workshops. Through our public involvement process, we 
developed issues, concerns and opportunities (ICOs--described in Chapter I, FEIS) 
affecting the Oregon Dunes NRA and then formulated alternatives addressing 
the ICOs. While people often have opposing views on the subject of ORVs, the 
team developed a full range of alternatives and incorporated DEIS comments to 
provide the deciding official with a reasonable set of alternatives from which to 
make a final decision. 

It is important to clearly state in the document how the Forest Service intends to 
involve the public when site-specific environmental analyses are prepared for 
projects following this EIS. 
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Forest Service direction for public involvement is outlined in a Forest Service 
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) handbook and is based on legal 
regulations. It is .available for public review at the NRA headquarters. 

Congress.recognized the need for a local citizen advisory council when establishing 
the Oregon Dunes NRA. Was the advisory council disbanded legally and since 
there isn't such a council, is the revised Management Plan in accord with statutory 
mandates? 

The Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) of 1972 gave direction that any 
advisory committee established by an Act of Congress prior to January 5, 1973, 
be automatically terminated two years after that date, unless its duration is 
otherwise provided by law. The Oregon Dunes NRAAct did not specify a termination 
date. Therefore, the advisory council for the Oregon Dunes NRA was disbanded 
in accordance with the provisions of F ACA. 

Making JUly 15, 1993, the cut-off date for input to the DEIS didn't allow for 
summer visitors to comment. It appears that input came from local communities 
and not from the large percentage of visitors from up and down the 1-5 corridor 
from Canada to California or surrounding states. 

The planning process began in March 1991 when the interdisciplinary team began 
identifying issues. The planning effort continued through two summer seasons 
with a constant invitation for people to add their names to our mailing list. More 
than 4,000 individuals and groups commented on the DEIS with enough variety 
to represent the different types of groups using the area. Other comment periods 
during different steps of the planning process brought in thousands of additional 
comments. 

You should have scheduled open houses in the middle of the comment period so 
the public would have a chance to obtain and study the DEIS and develop their 
questions before the open houses. 

The open houses held in April were designed and scheduled early in the comment 
period to help people understand how to make a substantive comment on the 
DEIS rather than as a place to make comments. We concentrated on receiving 
comments by mail and phone instead of scheduling another round of open houses 
in the middle of the comment period. Appendix B in the FEIS contains a full 
description of the public involvement process used during this planning effort. 
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When the DEIS was the released, the NRA's statement was: "We want people to 

tell us what is wrong with the DEIS, where we may have made mistakes." To 

expect the average NF.J.~ user to have the time and expertise to read such a thick 

document, understand it and all the government regulations, and tell you where 

you made mistakes is not realistic. When you refuse to give weight to 6,000 to 

8,000 individually signed letters, when you say the letters you are receiving are 

not telling you what is wrong with the DEIS, you need to remove yourself from 

your occupation and try to understand that each and every letter from a motorized 

user is letter that required a great deal of effort to compose. 

All the letters we received were read and entered into the final decision. Each 

letter was considered as we developed the FEIS and Management Plan. Although 

the 6,000 to 8,000 individually signed letters contained exactly the same informa­

tion, we did not discount that information in reaching a final decision. 
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Comment 

Responses to Comments 
Recreation 

Provide more day-use and overnight facilities to reduce perceived overuse and 

crowding on the Oregon Dunes NRA. Other commentors suggested that the Oregon 

Dunes NRA should not develop additional facilities, especially campgrounds, because 

they compete with private sector businesses in the surrounding area. Some people 

suggested upgrading campgrounds to accommodate larger vehicles, provide showers 

and full hook-ups. 

EIS alternatives as described in Chapter II considered a range of facility 

development levels for the Oregon Dunes NRA. Perceptions of crowding and 

overuse are time-dependent. While many Oregon Dunes NRA facilities are at 

capacity during summer holiday weekends, most are less-than-full the majority of 

the summer season and the balance of the year. FEIS, Figure III-6 displays 

year-round and summer occupancy rates for Oregon Dunes NRA campgrounds. 

The modified Preferred Alternative, F(PA), focuses on developing day-use facilities 

in order to encourage private sector development of additional overnight capacity. 

This strategy is in keeping with local community desires that the Oregon Dunes 

NRA create and promote private sector business opportunities. We will assess 

upgrades to specific facilities on an individual project basis and consider potential 

competition with the private sector. Planned facilities on the Oregon Dunes NRA 

are intended to mitigate resource impacts or meet anticipated demands in rapidly 

growing outdoor recreation activities as identified in SCORP (Statewide Compre­

hensive Outdoor Recreation Plan) and other sources. 

Since developed facilities such as roads, trails, day-use and overnight sites are 

conduits that introduce visitors into the Oregon Dunes NRA, we must examine 

their resource capability and capacity considerations. Perceptions 6f crowding 

and overuse are not the sole criteria in deciding if, when and where to provide 

additional facilities. Such an approach could lead ove time to resource and 

recreation-experience deterioration. For example, when an area is managed for 

low-density recreation, it becomes inappropriate to build more roads and trails 

into the area, more campgrounds around the edges of the area, or more day-use 

facilities in the area such that the end result is an area no longer providing the 

desired low-density recreation opportunities. This consideration is reflected in the 

range of facilities and access proposed in the different EIS alternatives. 

Reducing ORV riding areas, as some alternatives proposed, would increase crowding 

and safety hazards in the areas remaining open. 
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If alternatives just reduced riding area without taking capacity into consideration 
this assessment might be correct. However, every alternative except the "No 
Action" (Alternative C) includes determination of capacity for whatever area is 
open to riding. Capacity determinations apply to all recreation settings at the 
Oregon Dunes NRA, not just motorized settings. Safety is an important factor 
considered in determining the appropriate capacity for a given area. Capacity is 
described in Chapter II of the FEIS. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA is a unique riding experience not duplicated elsewhere 
and many positive benefits result from ORV use on the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

Use of ORVs on federal lands is recognized as a legitimate use. The final Preferred 
Alternative keeps portions of the Oregon Dunes NRA open to ORV use. Six of 
the 8 EIS alternatives recognize the benefits of ORV use and propose continuing 
it. The effects of ORV use are discussed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

Many people cited negative impacts that would result from totally closing the 
Oregon Dunes NRA to ORV use. 

Only 2 of the 8 EIS alternatives proposed a total closure of the Oregon Dunes 
NRA to ORV use. This is not part of the final Preferred Alternative. The effects 
of the alternatives on ORV opportunities is discussed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

Proportionally allocate Oregon Dunes NRA acreage to recreational activities 
based on use levels. 

Intuitively such a system sounds rational and fair, however Oregon Dunes NRA 
acres were not allocated based on use levels for several reasons. First, such a 
system does not recognize density dependent factors associated with different 
recreation activities. For example, wilderness hiking requires large acreages for 
relatively small numbers of visitors while car-camping requires relatively small 
acreages for large numbers of people. 

Second, such a system does not recognize time dependent factors associated with 
different recreation activities. Allocations made at one point in time may preclude 
opportunities for new recreation activities that develop after the allocations are 
~ade. For example, how much area would be available for windsurfing or ORV 
riding today if the allocations had been made in 1950 before the activities developed. 
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Third, such a system does not recognize population-dependent factors associated 
with different recreation activities. For example, should acres be allocated at the 
Oregon Dunes NRA based on the on-site population, or as a "national" recreation 
area based on the entire U.S. population. If allocations were based on the current 
on-site population, about 30 percent of the area would be allocated for ORV riding. 
If the allocations were based on the U.S. population, only about 10 percent of the 
area would be allocated to ORV riding. 

Fourth, such a system does not take into consideration resource impacts and 
land capabilities. For example, if current use by an activity is 50 percent of the 
total use, but it is causing significant resource damage, is it appropriate and 
sound management to allocate 50 percent of the acreage to such an activity. 
Because of considerations such as these, most recreation managers would not 
allocate acres based on use levels. 

Ban ORVs from the Oregon Dunes NRA because they are dangerous and people 
are killed riding them. 

Part of the attraction of wildlands is the element of risk and danger associated 
with the place and the things people can do in these places. To only allow what 
are perceived as safe activities in wildlands would reduce part of their unique 
value and attraction. People die every year in outdoor recreation related accidents 
such as mountain climbing, hunting, swimming and boating. Historically, this is 
not a rationale for banning such activities from national forest lands. Some statistics 
indicate that ORV use is less likely to result in fatality than other outdoor activities, 
such as swimming. 

ORV use is increasing nationally and locally and, because of this factor, the Forest 
Servi~e should expand riding areas on the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

Statistics provided to the Forest Service by the Motorcycle Industry Council (MIC) 
and the Specialty Vehicle Institute of America (SVIA) indicate that ORV use is 
not increasing. Both use and sale of ORVs has declined by about 35 percent since 
1976 in both the United States and the State of Oregon. For the counties that 
the Oregon Dunes NRA is located in, Department of Motor Vehicles data also 
shows a decline in all-terrain vehicle (ATV) registrations for Lane and Douglas 
counties between 1986 and 1991. Only Coos County showed increased ATV 
registrations for this period. The final Preferred Alternative allocates Oregon 
Dunes NRA lands to ORV use on the basis of environmental impact, past use, 
outdoor recreation trends, quality of recreation experience, and economic impact 
considerations. 

Ifwetlands and other sensitive areas are closed to ORV use, they should be "replaced" 
by opening additional sand areas to riding. 
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The alternatives considered do provide varying amounts of area open for ORV 

use. Limited use of wetlands and other sensitive areas applies to all recreation 

activities, not just ORV riding. (See management standards and guidelines for 

wetlands, habitats and other sensitive areas in Dunes Plan, Chapter III). All 

activity groups share the burden, in terms of reduced area and perhaps reduced 

opportunities, for protecting sensitive habitat areas. It is difficult to "replace" or 

offset areas lost by one group by further reducing the areas and opportunities of 

other groups. 

Managing wetlands, wildlife habitats, threatened and endangered species, and 

other "non-recreation" resources is inappropriate on a national recreation area. 

Appendix A of the FEIS contains the Oregon Dunes NRA Act. The Act prescribes 

the conservation of resource values and provision of outdoor recreation as the 

two primary reasons for the establishment of the Oregon Dunes NRA. Additionally, 

as national forest land, the Oregon Dunes NRA is subject to many federal laws 

such as the Endangered Species Act and National Forest Management Act as 

well as agency regulations which provide direction beyond managing the Oregon 

Dunes NRA solely for recreation. 

The DEIS was misleading because it did not clearly state that all the lands on 

the Oregon Dunes NRA are open for non-ORV use. 

The discussion of Motorized Undeveloped Settings in Chapter II of the DEIS 

states that ORV use areas are also open for non-motorized users. It also points 

out that while these areas are open to non-motorized users, they are in a "practical 

sense" closed because of management discouragement and self-sorting by most 

users to avoid inherent conflicts. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA should institute use fees as a way to improve compliance 

(people value something more when they have to pay for it) as well as to increase 

funding for law enforcement and operations and maintenance. 

The authority to charge user fees is an administrative authority that the Forest 

Service already possesses for national recreation areas. Thus, it was not discussed 

or further considered in the FEIS. Before a decision to charge user fees is 

implemented, we must consider several factors such as the cost of administering 

the fee collection system versus the amount of fees that would return to the site 

as opposed to going into the federal treasury. 

The lack of quiet hours in some ORV campgrounds implies that the Forest Service 

wants to perpetuate the "bad reputation" of ORV users so they can eventually 

shut them down. 
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In the draft preferred alternative several campgrounds did not have quiet hours 

because some ORV users want to ride late into the night and quiet hours would 

preclude this opportunity. Based on DEIS comments, we changed riding-area 

curfews and all Oregon Dunes NRA campgrounds will have quiet hours. Most 

will be 10 pm to 6 am, but Spinreel and Horsfall will be midnight to 6 am to 

allow riding later into the night at the south end. This is discussed in the Recreation 

section of Chapter II in the FEIS. 

Commentors presented widely varying opinions as to how the changes to the 

current situation proposed in the preferred alternative would affect the types and 

amounts of recreation use. Many people tied the economic consequences of their 

predictions into their discussions. 

Predicting these kinds of effects is extremely difficult because they are subject to 

many interacting factors. Factors could include, but would not be limited to: 

nationwide economic conditions, gasoline prices, annual population growth rates, 

supply of specific resource opportunities available, geographic distribution of that 

supply, amount of advertising and marketing done, and direct and indirect cost 

of the opportunity. Many of the factors and certainly many of the interactions 

between them are not well understood. As a result of this complexity, the FEIS 

analyzes the alternatives in terms of effects on recreation opportunities and setting 

capacities as opposed to trying to predict the absolute types and amounts recreation 

use (and economic impact) that would result. 

Include non-motorized areas for horseback riders and bicycle and walk-in camping 

opportunities at the Oregon Dunes NRA. 

The modified Preferred Alternative proposes two small bicycle/walk-in camps. It 

also closes the area south of Horsfall Road, accessed from Wild Mare Horse Camp, 

to ORV use. 

The preferred alternative limits facilities and use, especially in light of nationwide 

increases in recreation demand. 

The FEIS in Chapter III acknowledges that there is an upward statewide and 

nationwide trend for many outdoor recreation activities. In Chapter II, it also 

recognizes (in all the alternatives, not just the preferred) that the Oregon Dunes 

NRA has only limited capabilities to meet that trend. The essence of the FEIS is 

a disclosure that use causes impact and that at some point, there are limits to 

use if impacts are to be kept within acceptable levels. 

The preferred alternative would limit camping choices based on the type of 

recreation preferred. 
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Any person may camp in any Oregon Dunes NRA campground. Some activities, 
such as possessing a horse or operating an ORV are prohibited in some campgrounds. 
The intent of this policy is not to limit choices, but rather to separate incompatible 
uses and provide high quality camping opportunities for more people. This is not 
a change from the current policy. 

Riding ORVs on the sand dunes is one of the safer places to ride and is less an 
impact than riding on established trails in mountains. 

While true that less environmental damage occurs on sand than in most other 
riding areas, the interdisciplinary team considered other issues and concerns 
such as meeting current legislation for the protection of wetlands, the effect of 
noise on other recreation visitors and landowners, and the safety issue of mixing 
ORVs and non-motorized recreation. 

Increasing the amount of ORV riding area would reduce the number of accidents. 

Most ORV injury accidents on the Oregon Dunes NRA are single vehicle accidents. 
They result from operator errors, such as going too fast for the conditions or 
inadequate skill level for the riding situation. Providing more area would not 
alleviate this situation. Accidents between vehicles occur mostly in congested 
areas around staging facilities, campgrounds, or popular riding areas where people 
choose to congregate. Again, providing more riding area is not likely to change 
these distribution patterns. 

The DEIS did not consider cumulative effects on recreation at the Oregon Dunes 
NRA. 

The cumulative effects on recreation at the Oregon Dunes NRA are discussed in 
Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

ORVs do not adversely impact wetlands because the vegetation is so dense that 
ORVs cannot operate in wetlands. 

The effects of ORV use on wetlands and other vegetated areas is discussed in 
Chapters ill and IV of the FEIS. In some wetland areas the vegetation is too 
dense for ORV riding, but in others there has been a proliferation of ORV trails. 
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The Oregon Off-Highway Vehicle Association (OOHV A) provided a detailed analysis 

and critique of the visitor use studies that were referenced in the DEIS. Their 

comments addressed four primary areas of concern: 1) bias in the methods used 

to collect visitation information; 2) errors in the processing of the collected 

information; 3) perceived discrepancies in results between two referenced studies; 

4) under-representation of the percentage of Oregon Dunes NRA visitors who are 

ORV riders. 

The Forest Service began developing more detailed Oregon Dunes NRA visitor 

information in 1989 and 1990. Prior to undertaking this effort the agency contacted 

local communities, local chambers of commerce and NRA user groups, including 

the OOHV A, to determine what information existed on overall visitation, 

percentages of visitation by various activity groups (i.e. ORV users), other visitor 

demographic characteristics, and the contribution of NRA visitors to the local 

economy. The sources contacted were able to provide little information on any of 

the above subjects. 

As a result of this lack of information, the agency undertook three interconnected 

efforts with the following objectives: 

Refine the gross Oregon Dunes NRA traffic counter information going 

back to the early 1980s and, as part of this effort, determine rough 

percentages of visitation by primary recreation activity. 

Develop demographic, trip profile and use pattern information for current 

Oregon Dunes NRA visitors by primary recreation activity. 

Develop information regarding the contribution of the Oregon Dunes NRA 

to the local economy and roughly apportion this by primary recreation 

activity. 

The traffic counter refinement or validation effort was done with Forest Service 

funding by the Oregon Dunes NRA staff. The visitor demographic and economic 

impact studies were contracted to the Southeast Forest Experiment Station, 

because they had extensive visitor survey experience and well-tested and validated 

survey instruments available. The work done by the Southeast Station was jointly 

funded by the Forest Service and Oregon Department of Transportation funds 

allocated through the All Terrain Vehicle Accounts Allocation Committee. 

The agency intent in all three efforts was to improve the level of knowledge and 

understanding in these areas so that better (not perfect) information could be 

considered in assessing alternative effects and making decisions. It was not the 

intent to do a statistically rigorous study of Oregon Dunes NRA visitation and 

economic impact. That level of precision and accuracy was not necessary for the 

intended uses of the information (to help make planning and marketing decisions) 

nor was time, staffing or funding available for studies of that level or complexity. 

Oregon Dunes NRA - FEIS Appendix 1(2) - 37 



Responses to Comments 
Recreation 

Appendix 1(2) - 38 

Similarly, it was never the intent of the Forest Service to base decisions regarding 
the future management of the Oregon Dunes NRA solely, or even primarily, on 
recreation visitation or Oregon Dunes NRA economic impact information. This 
information is considered and contributes to a final decision, but it is not the 
only information used. 

Maintaining that a decision is incorrect or invalid because it may be based in 
part on "imperfect" or incomplete information is a matter of opinion. Few situations 
exists where decisions are based on complete and perfect information. While it's 
desirable to have "perfect" or "more accurate" or "better" information in making 
decisions, we must weigh that desire against the intended uses and the cost of 
getting such information. Law (NEP A) and Forest Service planning regulations 
(36 CFR, Part 219) recognize these situations and as a result direct that decisions 
be based on the best information currently available, recognizing that it may not 
be perfect and also that decisions can be amended as additional information becomes 
available. 

OOHV A concerns about bias in sampling methods may be valid. It is difficult to 
develop a sample design that eliminates all variables that could potentially "bias" 
the sample. Oregon Dunes NRA sampling was weighted and randomized to provide 
representative samples and to neutralize many variables that could bias the sample. 
While the intent was to collect objective, unbiased information, it is unlikely given 
constraints imposed by staffing levels, work schedules, funding and time that all 
sources of bias were totally accounted for. Indeed, OOHV A comments note several 
situations that "could" bias the sample. However, they offer no alternative data 
to indicate that samples are indeed seriously biased. While there is potential for 
bias in the sample design, sample sizes and randomization would theoreticaiiy 
"average out" much of that concern. To focus sampling at locations and days and 
times where ORV riders would be "better" represented would indeed bias the 
sample. Any additional information collected in an objective and systematic manner 
that could be added to and illlprove the current information would certainly be 
welcome and utilized to help make future decisions. 

Mathematical errors in the traffic counter analysis were corrected based on the 
OOHV A comments. Some of the perceived analysis errors were based on 
comparisons of information from the traffic counter analysis and the visitor 
demographic, trip profile, and activity pattern study. Direct comparison of 
information from these two sources is difficult because of differences in the way 
that information was gathered and reported. For example, the traffic counter 
survey relied on random sampling while the visitor survey relied on targeted 
sampling to ensure an adequate sample for each of the activity groups surveyed. 
The traffic counter survey focused on and reported data for individual vehicles 
while the visitor survey focused on and reported data for onsite groups. Onsite 
groups may consist of people from several individual vehicles. Traffic counter 
survey information reflects year-round information while visitor survey information 
is focused primarily on the peak summer season use (because there were too few 
visitors to efficiently carry on the visitor survey during off-season periods). 
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OOHV A concerns that methodological and analysis errors resulted in under­
representation of ORV use in the DEIS are difficult to assess without additional 
data to compare against. Part of this perception may result from the way 
information was collected and reported. The percentage of ORV use represents 
only those visitors that said ORV use was their "primary" reason for being at the 
Oregon Dunes NRA. It does not represent everyone who rides an ORV at some 
time during their visit to the Oregon Dunes NRA. For example, it does not include 
many of those who rent an ORV for an hour while they are in the area, because 
for many of these people ORV use is probably not their primary reason for being 
at the Oregon Dunes NRA. Part of the perception may also rise from the fact 
that some ORV users base their impressions of the entire Oregon Dunes NRA on 
those places they use and are most familiar with - the campgrounds and areas 
open to ORV use. Recent experience at entrance booths on holiday weekends 
indicates that a large proportion of visitors even in Horsfall and Siltcoos corridors 
are non-ORV recreationists. 

In the absence of alternative data, relevant questions become "What is the proper 
percentage to ascribe to ORV use at the NRA?" "Acknowledging possible bias in 
the sample design and errors in some of the traffic counter analysis, are they of 
such a magnitude that ORV use percentages would be significantly different?" 
The answer to this question is probably not. Finally, "Was the decision so based 
on ORV use percentages that a change in this one factor (even if it was a statistically 
significant change) change the final decision on the NRA Plan?" The answer to 
this question is no for the reasons discussed above. 

Some commentors suggested that spreading ORV use over larger areas would 
reduce environmental impacts. 

This may not be the case. Studies of non-ORV recreation have indicated that in 
some settings as little as the first 10 percent of total use Gan account for 90 percent 
of the total impact. In other words, most of the impact results from very low 
levels of use. If this pattern is also true of ORV use, spreading use over larger 
areas would mean more area impacted. 

Establish safety regulations in areas with mixed ORV and non-ORV use. 

Standards and guidelines (Dunes Plan, Chapter III) require clear signing at all 
access points into ORV riding areas. We will also clearly mark hiking trails in 
ORV areas so all recreationists can use proper caution. 

Alternatives that emphasize ORV use do not close the Oregon Dunes NRA to all 
other uses nor open the entire area to unrestricted ORV use. 
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Such an alternative would probably not meet minimum legal requirements found 
in the Organic Administration Act, Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, Oregon 
Dunes NRAAct, Clean Water Act (Section 404), Endangered Species Act, Executive 
Orders 11664, 11989, and 11990. Alternatives considered in detail must meet 
rrJnimum legal requirements under which we manage~ 

Reductions in acreage open to ORVs under the preferred alternative are unfair 
and excessive. 

Approximately 70 percent of the apparent reduction in ORV open acres in the 
DEIS occurs in wetlands and vegetated areas. Many of these acres, while 
theoretically "open" are in a practical sense closed by dense vegetation or wet 
conditions. The apparent reduction is more a function of changes in the way 
acres are counted than a closure of actual riding area. Acres available for ORV 
use changed in the FEIS Preferred Alternative, F(PA). 

The DEIS says nothing about compatible and incompatible uses within management 
areas. 

This information is presented in the Standards and Guidelines (Dunes Plan, 
Chapter III). 

There is a discrepancy in the DEISbecause the acres open for ORVs do not equal 
the total acres within the Rural, Roaded Natural, and Semi-Primitive Motorized 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classes. 

This is because only portions of the Rural and Roaded Natural ROS classes are 
open to ORVs. Refer to the Recreation Section of Chapter II (FEIS) for a detailed 
description of ROS classes. 

Research Natural Areas 

Comment 

Response 
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Existence of patented land in the potential Umpqua Spit RNA should not disqualify 
it from consideration. Manage the area around the patented land to maintain 
potential for an RNA in the future. 

Despite the private land, the Umpqua Spit RNA was considered and included in 
some alternatives. It was not included in the final Preferred Alternative, and the 
area was allocated to MA 10(G) where it would be managed to enhance wetlands 
resources there. 
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Not all RNAs are closed to ORVs; I know of one off the Oregon Dunes NRA that 
has an ORV trail through it. 

The Forest Service :Manual states that all roads in RNAs must contribute to the 
objectives of the RNA. The Forest Service is in the process of removing those 
roads that clearly do not meet the objectives. See "Current Situation", Chapter 
ill, FEIS. 

No additional RNAs are needed. They would duplicate the Sand Lake RNA where 
no research is being done, and are not justified without a list of proposed research 
projects. Vast areas of the Oregon Dunes NRA are presently maintained in ways 
that make them suitable for research that might be proposed for an RNA. Overlap 
RNAs with other Management Areas so more area is available for recreation. 

Sand Lake RNA contains an area where a huge parabola dune is encroaching on 
a forest, and the cells in it do not completely duplicate those in the potential 
RNAs at the Oregon Dunes NRA. Since RNAs also have objectives of maintaining 
gene pools and baseline environmental conditions (see "Overview", Chapter III, 
FEIS), research opportunities (as shown by a list of proposed research projects) 
are not the sole reason for their existence. In order to encourage research scientists 
to become involved in an area, there must be strong, long-term assurances that 
the area will remain intact. Overlapping of RNAs with other management areas 
is not usually possible, because they do not have compatible objectives and do not 
always occur in the same areas. 

It takes an act of Congress to remove an RNA designation. 

-Establishment of RNAsis anadministrath .. e.action. The O..rgardc Aclministration 
Act of 1897 authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to designate RNAs (see 
"Management", Chapter II, FEIS). It has recently been re-delegated to Regional 
Foresters. 

Public involvement has been inadequate. The decision on an RNA should be made 
in Oregon, not by some bureaucrat in Washington, D.C. The public has the right 
to review and comment on any research projects. 
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The issue of which areas at the Oregon Dunes NRA will be allocated for 
establishment as RNAs was identified early in the planning process through public 
involvement and listed as an "Issue/Concern/Opportunity" in Chapter I of the 
DEIS. Decision regarding establishment of RNAs has recently been delegated 
from the Clliefs Office in \Vasnington, D,C. to the PLBgional Forester's office in 
Portland. The Director of the Pacific Northwest Range and Experiment Station 
has the responsibility for approving research projects in RNAs, and for assuring 
that they meet objectives ofthe RNA. 

Has endemism of invertebrates in the tree islands on the NRA been studied? 

Not to our knowledge. 

Does the Forest Service need additional authority to accomplish the purposes of 
the proposed RNA? 

No additional authority is needed. The Regional Forester and Research Station 
directors are responsible for establishing a regional RNA committee to make 
recommendations and assist in preparing an establishment record. This determines 
if the RNA fits the proposed cells and meets National Heritage Program 
requirements (see "History", Chapter III, FEIS). 

Why is there no RNA in Alternative C, or in some other alternatives? 

There are no RNAs in Alternative C, since it is the management plan adopted in 
1979, or in alternatives that emphasize ORV use or other intensive recreational 
uses which are incompatible with RNAs. 

RNAs should be placed in pristine areas. The areas being considered are no longer 
natural, and have been modified by man to the point that they are no longer 
suitable as RNAs. 

Ideally RNAs are in pristine areas. Standards for RNAs were lowered, however, 
because human influence has become so pervasive. RNAs are now being established 
to include the best examples of ecosystems as identified by a Regional RNA 
Committee (see "History", Chapter III, FEIS). 

RNAs would lock out all users and are incompatible with an NRA. \Vhat are the 
gains for research and the public that offset the recreational losses? What has 
been learned so far at Sand Lake, and what are the costs to administer an RNA? 
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Standards and Guidelines allow light, dispersed recreational use (see Dunes Plan, 
Chapter III). The key is to monitor such activities, so that use levels and their 
effects are kept within acceptable limits. Sand Lake RNA serves as a valuable 
baseline of undisturbed forest ecosystems and wetlands. Costs to administer the 
Sand Lake RNA were less than $10,000 over the last year, including YV.l;'ting the 
Establishment Record, monitoring, and law enforcement. 

List the cells for each RNA. 

They are summarized in "Current Situation", Chapter III, FEIS. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA Act supports its use for scientific purposes. Areas like 
RNAs are needed in which to develop ways to control beachgrass. Beachgrass 
could be removed from an RNA and the area then monitored. The existence of 
RNAs would help address issues on non-native vegetation, special habitats, and 
biodiversity. 

Exotic species are usually not desirable in RNAs, and normally controlled or 
removed from an RNA. We will study and monitor efforts to control European 
beachgrass in other areas (see Management of Vegetation Removal, Chapter II, 
FEIS). RNAs can be a key to such efforts by serving as baselines from which to 
measure progress (see "Scope of Program" in Management of Vegetation Removal, 
Chapter II, FEIS). 

Is present recreation in the proposed RNA compatible with the objectives of an 
RNA, or will the NRA restrict recreation? Standards and Guidelines now conflict 
by saying "No human intervention, but some recreation is allowed". A clearer 
Standard and Guideline is needed. 

Yes, present use is probably compatible with an RNA. Monitoring will confirm or 
reject this. The desired condition for MA LOCK) (see Dunes Plan, Chapter III) is 
for no human intervention, which means no fundamental human-caused change 
in natural processes. This is consistent with allowing light, dispersed recreational 
use that does not cause such fundamental change. Thus, the desired condition 
also states that some recreational uses compatible with natural systems, such as 
hiking and birdwatching, may occur. 

A commitment is needed to do timely establishment records for any proposed 
RNAs. 

A Standard and Guideline requiring an establishment record within three years 
is in Dunes Plan, Chapter III. 
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More documentation is needed for the RNA boundaries. There should be a 1I4-mile 
buffer to ORVs north of Tenmile RNA. Is the northern boundary of Tenmile 
RNA buffered in Alternative F? If so, why not place the buffer south of the present 
boundary? Extend the Tenmile RNA to Tenmile Creek. Does the size of an RNA 
needed depend on the research project? 

Boundaries for RNAs are drawn so they are self-buffering. No additional allowances 
for buffers are intended or required. The larger the size of an RNA, the more 
options for research projects it provides. Nevertheless, RNA boundaries are 
determined on the basis of ecosystem boundaries, not with specific studies in 
mind. 

Include Umpqua Spit in the preferred alternative, since its cells (dunes grasslands 
are not available elsewhere. It is more remote from Highway 101 and ORVs, and 
has no tourist potential, unlike Tenmile RNA. The diversity provided by the two 
potential RNAs is important. A single RNA at Tenmile is inadequate to protect 
biological, scenic and geologic values. 

The two RNAs are different, and which appears in an alternative depends on the 
emphasis of that alternative. Umpqua Spit RNA includes private land and extensive 
wetlands that could be managed for waterfowl and other aquatic values. Tenmile 
RNA is open sand with more potential ror hiking and ORV use. 

One potential RNA at Tenmile would not protect all the values existing in other 
areas (see "Current Situation" in Chapter III of the FEIS). Grasslands with Paa 
and fescue are present in Sand Lake, Umpqua Spit and Tenmile. The grassland 
is dominated by red fescue only at Umpqua Spit. The other two are dominated 
by Paa. 

An even more complex RNA is needed, so include the Sutton area, which is isolated 
from recreation and closer to the universities. 

The Sutton Area, particularly Lily Lake, was considered for an RNA for many 
years. Mter thorough review by Forest Service ecologists and RNA specialists, it 
was not recommended as an RNA (page III-102 in the Siuslaw Forest Plan EIS). 

Tree islands and other sites of high intrinsic value should also be included in the 
RNAs, where only low-impact research would be allowed. 
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It is not feasible to include all the small special areas in an RNA because of their 
wide-spread, fragmented nature. One tree island is included within the recommend­
ed Tenmile Creek RNA. Special areas like tree islands are included in MA lO(F), 
and this recognition can be used to prioritize activities and protect them. In the 
short term, the best we can do is to monitor these areas. If substantial damage 
does occur over the long term, we would change their status to provide more 
protection. 

Designation of the Umpqua Spit as an RNA should include a special provision to 
manage water bird habitat. 

The final Preferred Alternative does not include the Umpqua Spit as an RNA 
because of the focus of the alternative. However, deflation plain wetlands in the 
area will be managed for waterfowl and shorebirds. 

The Forest Service should ensure protection of snowy plover habitats from all 
types of recreationists. 

Current and historic snowy plover nesting habitats were designated as snowy 
plover management areas, MA lO(E). Standards and Guidelines for MA lO(E) 
located in Dunes Plan, Chapter III outline actions designed to protect plovers 
and enhance their habitat. 

The snowy plover is not affected by ORVs and closing plover habitat to ORVs 
will allow the-further spread of beachgrass. 

Many human activities such as walking, jogging, running pets, horseback riding, 
beach raking, and ORV use are strongly believed to be major factors in the decline 
of snowy plover populations. The birds and their eggs are well camouflaged, leaving 
them vulnerable to trampling or being run over. 

The periodic migration of stream mouths has maintained current snowy plover 
nesting habitat in an open sand condition. These areas were closed to ORV use 
several years ago. We don't expect that beachgrass will spread into these areas if 
they remain closed to ORVs because of the streams. If plover habitat is successfully 
created away from the streams' mouths, it is inappropriate to make the area 
open for ORV use for the reasons cited above. 

The Forest Service should increase acres managed for snowy plover and enhance 
habitat through beachgrass management and predator control. 
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Acres with sno'WY plover management emphasis, MA lO(E), were increased in 
response to DEIS comments (See FEIS, Chapter II). Sno'WY plover habitat 
enhancement is the first priority for beachgrass removal. It is anticipated that 
beachgrass removal will increase available nesting habitat and dune habitat while 
reducing hiding cover (close to nests) for predator species. Predation "vvill be 
monitored and actions taken as needed to reduce loses to predators. 

Remove potential PETS habitat from protection unless specifically required by 
the Endangered Species Act. 

The Endangered Species Act requires managing agencies, such as the Forest 
Service, to protect Threatened and Endangered Species habitat. Also, the National 
Forest Management Act directs the Forest Service to manage wildlife habitat to 
maintain viable populations of all existing native vertebrate species. 

Sno'WY plovers use the beach about one mile north of Siltcoos outlet. It is open to 
ORV use and the birds are soon driven out. If it were protected, it could add to 
existing habitat. 

The area will be monitored and use restrictions instituted if human activities, 
including ORV use, are adversely affecting plover use in the area. 

The FEIS should discuss how proposed management of sno'WY plovers fits with 
critical habitat designation or recovery of the species and that plover management 
strategies should be developed as soon as there is a Recovery Plan. This is relevant 
since USFWS (which has authority for threatened and endangered species) has 
not completed their review of proposed critical habitat designation nor adopted a 
recovery plan. Without-proper USRWS-review-, including considar_atiQlHlJ eCQnomic, 
social and other impacts in accordance with Endangered Species Act provisions, 
the Forest Service cannot base its decision on designated critical habitat. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA Sno'WY Plover Management Area (lOE), as depicted on 
the map of the final Preferred Alternative, reflects both current and historic 
plover nesting areas. The management area was designated in consultation with 
USFWS but pre-dates their delineation of official critical habitat. Management 
direction provided in the FEIS is for lands within the Oregon Dunes NRA boundary 
because designing goals for sno'WY plovers on all lands is beyond the scope of the 
proposed action in the FEIS. Management of critical habitat (after designation) 
will be coordinated with USFWS and the Dunes Management Plan amended, if 
necessary, to comply with future Recovery Plan and critical habitat. 

Some commentors provided ideas concerning management of sno'WY plover nesting 
areas. 
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Standards and Guidelines were developed to ensure protection of snowy plovers. 
We will restrict recreational activities as needed based on input from the Oregon 
Dunes NRA biologist and through coordination with the interagency Snowy Plover 
Working Team. Decisions will be based on monitoring snowy plovers and 
effectiveness of restrictions. 

Priority of vegetation management on Oregon Dunes NRA should be the 
maintenance and creation of snowy plover habitat at river outlets and Umpqua 
North Spit in coordination with other agencies. Areas need to be large enough to 
restrict predator access. Develop monitoring process for success of vegetation 
removal and other enhancement work. 

The vegetation management strategy associated with the preferred alternative, 
F(P A), identifies snowy plover habitat enhancement as first priority for beachgrass 
removal. Site specific strategies will include maintenance and enhancement of 
existing snowy plover habitat (while looking at increasing size sufficient to deter 
predation). Potential habitat creation sites will also be planned for predator 
considerations. Monitoring will be an important part of this strategy since this is 
a new effort. 

The level of mitigation provided by the measures to partially reduce potential 
impacts to snowy plovers needs to be clarified. The extent of the unmitigated 
impacts needs additional detail to differentiate the relative merit ofthe alternatives. 

Refer to the Standards and Guidelines appendix in the FEIS. They outline 
management for snowy plovers. AW-ll,12 and 15 provide protection for nesting 
snowy plovers at any location on the Oregon Dunes and is applicable to all 
alternatives. Management Area 10(E) Standards and Guidelines outline manage­

-ment fol' these al'eas. 'I'he modified preferred alternative designates the most 
area in 10CE). 

The Preferred Alternative needs to incorporate flexibility to support recovery 
efforts for the snowy plover, including development of specific site plans for plover 
nesting areas. 

Standards and Guidelines do incorporate flexibility to support snowy plover recovery 
efforts. Management of plover nesting areas will be reviewed seasonally in 
consultation with the interagency Snowy Plover Working Team. 
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The DEIS fails to adequately disclose the effect of the Preferred Alternative on 
certain wildlife species and has not made a genuine attempt to protect and provide 
for the needs of the snowy plover. The Plan is inconsistent with other wildlife 
m~nagement protectiol1 attelTlpts in the P\.6gion. A'scientifically' derived conser7a= 
tion strategy must be developed prior to a new FEIS. This strategy must include 
providing for the viability of the snowy plover. 

The effects of the modified Preferred Alternative, F(P A), on wildlife 
species,including PETS, are addressed in the Plant Communities and Wildlife 
Habitat Section of Chapter N of the FEIS. We consulted with USFWS and ODFW 
biologists and used all information currently available as we evaluated the effects. 
A Biological Assessment of the Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan was 
submitted along with formal consultation to the USFWS. This assessment addresses 
effects of implementation of the Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan on PETS 
species. This process is consistent with PETS management in the Region. 

ODFW commented that we should protect snowy plover breeding and feeding 
areas and identify active restoration of habitat. Designate these areas as Snowy 
Plover Habitat Areas. Man~gement of these areas should include seasonal human 
restrictions in isolated nesting areas with passive use allowed. Coordinate between 
affected agencies during monitoring effort as outlined in the Standards and 
Guidelines Section 10(E), DUlles Plan, Chapter III. Protected areas should include 
1 mile north from Siltcoos outlet, Siltcoos outlet to 1 mile south of Tahkenitch 
outlet, North Jetty of Umpqua north along ocean and river for 1 mile, and 1 mile 
north and south of Tenmile outlet. 

Snowy plover management areas were modified to reflect this comment except 
for a 1 mile north of Siltcoos outlet. However, Area wide standards and guidelines 
provide for protection of nesting areas ionnQan)'Where on the NRA. Refer to 
Dunes Plan, Chapter III. The modified preferred alternative proposes much more 
area for restoration projects. 

Trespass by vehicles and vandalism of a nest structure at Tenmile Creek are 
endangering snowy plovers. This type of abuse shows a need for banning ORVs 
completely. 

We will monitor compliance with restrictions to determine future enforcement 
and other actions. 
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The DElS did not discuss the social and economic impacts of the proposed Oregon 
Dunes :N'RA alternatives. 

The DElS discussion of social and economic impacts appeared in the "Social and 
Economic Setting" section of Chapter IV. This section was revised based on DElS 
comments and appears again in Chapter IV of the FEIS with more citing of sources 
and analysis methods. Quantitative estimates of alternative effects on the 
surrounding area are summarized in Figure II-17 of the FElS. 

The economic importance of ORV users to the local economy was greatly 
undervalued in the DElS analysis due to: inadequate or flawed data on visitation 
and visitor expenditures by different types of Oregon Dunes NRA recreationists; 
faulty sampling techniques; incorrect assumptions used in estimating future 
recreation use and expenditures under the alternatives. 

Perceived shortcomings of the visitation data used in the DEIS is described in 
the Recreation section of this appendix. We didn't receive alternative visitation 
or economic impact data to support critiques of data used for this planning effort. 

NRA visitor expenditures were used to help determine economic impacts of 
alternatives. This information was collected through the use of a mailback 
questionnaire provided to sampled NRA activity groups. There was an overall 26 
percent return rate on mailback surveys with the following numbers of responses 
for each activity group: ORV - 83; Camping - 55; Fishing - 32; Non-beach Day 
Use - 62; Other Recreation - 42. Concerns that sample sizes are small are valid, 
but there is no information provided to support the concern that small samples 

-would somehow-skew-the-expenditure-infonnation-for-some activity groups more 
than others. Comparison of NRA visitor expenditures to those reported by the 
Oregon Travel and Tourism Report (Runyan and Associates, 1989) indicates that 
NRA trip-expenditure amounts may be low across the board (for all activity groups). 
But again, it is not clear that reported expenditures of any activity group relative 
to any other activity group are skewed by small sample sizes. 

Concerns that the sample instrument (the mailback questionnaire) did not provide 
opportunity for ORV users to adequately report their equipment-related expenses 
are unfounded. There is a section of the questionnaire (section d, page 16) which 
specifically addresses these types of expenditures. 
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Concerns about faulty assumptions used in predicting effects and future use could 
be valid. To predict future income flowing to the surrounding area from the Oregon 
Dunes NRA, several assumptions had to be made regarding future visitation (and 
therefore expenditures), links between visitor expenditures and local firms and 
industries (as built into the TIvfPLAl{ nwdel), and the influence of specific changes 
in the NRA's recreation opportunities on recreation demand for those opportunities. 
These assumptions were made with the best infonnation available at the time 
and relying on the judgment of resource specialists familiar with the area and its 
use. They are listed in the Social and Economic Setting section of Chapter N of 
the FEIS. As new information becomes available, the assumptions can be 
re-evaluated and the Plan adjustments made if appropriate. 

The fact that assumptions are necessary indicates that reliable information or 
knowledge is not available. Suggestions for alternative methods of predicting 
effects, such as the use of focus groups and willingness-to-pay assessments, have 
validity, but also are not foolproof. Similarly, alternate assumptions or predicted 
effects offered by some commentors mayor may not have any more validity than 
those used by the Forest Service. 

IMPLAN is the primary economic model used nationwide by the Forest Service. 
Concerns about tourism multipliers used in the IMPLAN model are perhaps valid 
and could result in the undervaluing or overvaluing the economic impact of tourism 
to the NRA. But again, it is not clear that incorrect multipliers for tourism in 
general would skew economic impact for anyone activity group more or less 
than for any other activity group. 

As with concerns about potentially faulty visitation data, there may be a 
misunderstanding of how activity groups were defined. This could in turn lead to 
misunderstanding of how the economic impact of ORV visitors was determined. 
Activity groups are based on user-reported primary reasons for visiting the NRA. 

--'I'hey do-not-necessarilyrepresenLe"leT,Y_personthatengages in_a.specific activity: _ 
during their time on the NRA. For example, people who rent an ORV for an hour 
as a part of their visit mayor may not indicate that ORV riding was their primary 
reason for visiting the NRA. Only those visitors who reported an activity, such as 
ORV riding, as their primary reason for visiting the NRA were included in the 
detennination of economic impact from that activity group. If somebody rented 
an ORV, but said their primary reason for visiting the NRA was sightseeing, 
their expenditures and thus their economic impact would not be attributed to 
ORVuse. 
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As with visitation data, there is dissatisfaction with methods and level of information 
used regarding economic impacts. The desire for better, more complete, more 
detailed information must be weighed against the intended uses of the information 
and the cost of gathering it. Economic impact is but one of several factors considered 
in evaluating alternatives and making decisions for the future management of 
the NRA. While commentors may disagree with methods and results, the Forest 
Service developed a level of information believed to be appropriate for the situation 
and consistent with the finite level of resources (time, staffing, funding) available 
for the effort. In the absence of any alternative data from commentors, it is the 
only and thus the best information currently available. This is what is required 
under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A). It does 
not preclude the consideration of alternative data (if offered) nor modification of 
decisions at a future date should new information become available. 

The economic imp~ct on local communities should have been given more weight 
as a factor in choosing the preferred alternative. 

Evaluation of economic impacts of the Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan is 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act and serves as a useful piece 
of information for the decisionmaker. However, it is only one of a large number 
of factors evaluated in deciding the management direction for the NRA for the 
anticipated life of this management plan. The National Forest Management Act 
requires the decisionmaker to select the alternative that provides the highest net 
public benefit (NPB). Net public benefit takes into account both market and 
non-market factors. Thus, the alternative that yields the highest NPB may not 
necessarily be the one with the highest net economic return. 

Thus, while economic impact was considered, it was not the most important 
factor used in comparing alternatives or selecting a preferred alternative. Section 
1 of the NRA Act describes the two primary purposes for which the NRA was 
~~tablished. -sta.ie-d -sImply, -they-aretc -prOVIde Qutdoor-recrEmtlon opportunities 
and to conserve resources. A combination of these two factors and legal mandates, 
such as minimizing impacts in wetlands and protecting threatened species, weighed 
more heavily than economics in selecting a preferred alternative. 

One critique of the DEIS economic impact analysis procedure is that relative 
differences among the alternatives would be better demonstrated by limiting 
analysis to only those recreationists for whom the Oregon Dunes NRA was a 
primary destination, and not including those with multiple destinations. 

Oregon Dunes NRA - FE1S Appendix 1(2) - 51 



Responses to Comments 
Water 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Water 

Comment 

Response 

Appendix 1(2) - 52 

The FEIS .analysis was modified in response to this comment. Visitor survey data 
contained the necessary information regarding the proportion of individuals in 
each of the five recreation use groups who considered the Oregon Dunes NRA 
their primary destination: 31 percent of non-beach day users, 49 percent of other 
users, 97 percent of ORV users, 82 percent of anglers, 51 percent of campers. 
These percentages were used to re-estimate current (1990) income from the five 
recreation use groups, and to recalculate future total income under the alternatives. 
This information is presented in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

The economic analysis did not include economic values directly associated with 
ORV use, such as injuries and medical expenses. 

We don't have quantitative information on ORV use at the Oregon Dunes associated 
with injuries and medical expenses. The FEIS analysis included the economic 
impacts to local communities from recreationists' expenditures, national forest 
payments to counties, and the quality of life (congestion, property values and 
employment opportunities.) 

Alternative F does not provide the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board reliable 
access to existing wells and those new wells necessary for both residential service 
and responsible industrial development. The Oregon Dunes NRA Act mentions 
withdrawal of water to benefit uses outside the NRA. Cooperate with the Water 
Board and Coos County water supply planning efforts. Include the results, and 
benefits of pumping and economic costs of not pumping in the FEIS. (Values 
exist for the water and collection systems.) In particular, consider effects on the 

_water supply ior Weyerhaeuser. Also protect WilJ;~X rights_in Tghk~llitc::b.;;llld 
Siltcoos lakes for the plants in Gardiner, and in Tenmile RNA for the Water 
Board. 

The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board recently contracted for a study of historical 
changes in water levels in the area affected by pumping of groundwater. The 
Forest Service was able to provide input on direction and design of the study. 
The consulting firm doing the study is now starting to gather data. As stated in 
"Streams" and "Groundwater", Chapter III of the FEIS, provisions in the Oregon 
Dunes NRA Act protect continuance of pumping by the Water Board (as well as 
diversion of water by International Paper from the Siltcoos River and Tahkenitch 
Creek) provided other resources are not significantly degraded by drawdown. 
Results of the study will be used to determine if this is the case. Water rights in 
Tenmile Creek and the Tenmile RNA are an issue with the State of Oregon. See 
"Groundwater" and "Management Practices", Chapter III of the FEIS for reference 
to the economic benefits of pumping. 
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The spread and increase of vegetation increases transpiration and loss of water, 
and its subsequent decay increases iron in the groundwater. The DEIS does not 
address quality of groundwater, so eliminate the word "surface" in most cases. 

This is now addressed in "Groundwater", Chapter III, FEIS. 

The Standard and Guideline for MA 1 O(C) (ORVs on designated routes) that requires 
a buffer between lakes and ORV areas should be added to MA lO(B)(ORV open). 

No such Standard and Guideline exists. Alternative C (the current management 
plan), however, does include closures to ORVs around lakes that have not been 
fully enforced. 

Threats to water quality from ORV spills need to be addressed further. Why is 
the risk of contamination of water greater in Alternative D than F, or H than E, 
when there would be more ORV use? Is is because more total visitors bring more 
disease? 

As stated in "Changes in Water Quality", Chapter N of the FEIS, threats to water 
quality from oil spills would be greater in alternatives that would encourage more 
ORV use, and least in Alternatiyes E and H, which would not allow ORV use. It 
was not stated that risk of contamination from oil or disease organisms would be 
greater in Alternative D than F. Risk of contamination of water from disease 
organisms would be greater in Alternative H than E because of greater visitor 
use. 

Th~~~ i~ 119 cli~ussion of consistell9' with the Sllfe Drinking Water Act . 

Standards and Guidelines and other measures are included in the alternatives to 
meet state water quality standards. As discussed in "Groundwater", Chapter III 
of the FEIS, it is possible that increases in vegetation may contribute to higher 
levels of iron in the water. Preventing the spread of vegetation in the southern 
part of the NRA where groundwater is withdrawn for municipal purposes, however, 
has not been considered feasible. 

The Forest Service should estimate future needs for water supplies from the 
Oregon Dunes NRA and develop a strategy to either secure those supplies or 
mitigate the reductions in flows and groundwater that will result from supplying 
that water. An Standard and Guideline is needed to do this. Desired conditions 
for roadless areas and MAs lO(A) and lO(G) should include pumping facilities 
and allow use of motor vehicles to maintain them. 
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Until the results of the current study financed by the Coos Bay-North Bend Water 
Board is completed, it is not clear that providing groundwater to the Board should 
be a desired activity since it could reduce lake levels and affect other resources. 
Motorized access to service existing wells is allowed by special use permits already 
issued by the Forest Service. This access is considered an administrative use, and 
is specifically allowed in the Standards and Guidelines. 

Pumping is lowering lake levels and the water table, as evidenced by previous 
studies and experience. 

This has not been shown conclusively. See "Management Practices", Chapter III, 
FEIS. 

Destruction of the foredune could contaminate the aquifer with salt water. 

To our knowledge, this has not been shown conclusively. 

Riparian buffers are not adequate to protect groundwater. "Very good" water 
quality in Alternative F only applies to surface water. 

True. Buffers primarily protect surface water. There is no conclusive e'vidence, 
however, that any activity other than pumping is affecting quality or quantity of 
groundwater. 

How effective will be designated ORV routes especially with the inevitable 
destruction caused by infractions and lack of adequate enforcement? Some wetland 
areas should not be accessible to the general public. 

The final Preferred Alternative will provide a moderate level of wetland protection 
from recreation disturbance. Overall, wetland habitat is predicted to be good 
condition under this regime. Designated routes will lessen current impacts while 
allowing ORV recreationists access to open sand riding areas. Large wetland 
areas including the Umpqua North Spit and between Tahkenitch Creek and Siltcoos 
River will be closed to vehicle access and made relatively inaccessible to the general 
public. See also the discussion in the law enforcement section of this appendix. 

The Management Plan should take a broad ecosystem approach in managing and 
providing for a diversity of habitats. Why manage for wetlands over open sand 
when deflation plain wetlands were created through human intervention? 
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Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Responses to Comments 
Wetlands 

An ecosystem approach aimed at maintaining biodiversity is incorporated into 
the modified preferred alternative. Wetlands are particularly valuable habitats 
regardless of how they were created. Certain areas will emphasize wetland 
management; other areas will focus on recreating an open sand condition through 
beachgrass removal on the foredune. 

Continue active management of deflation plain wetlands to maintain a range of 
seral stages and enhance habitat values for waterfowl, shorebirds and other species. 
These habitats, created by the stabilization of the foredune represent the most 
biologically diverse and productive habitats on the Oregon Dunes NRA. Left alone 
these areas will succeed to uplands that are already abundant on the NRA to the 
detriment of wetland species. Wetland management strategies should emphasize 
an ecosystem approach directed toward maintaining habitat for the full range of 
native wetland dependent species. Although enhancement efforts to benefit 
individual species are appropriate in many areas, they should not be undertaken 
at the expense of existing habitat diversity. 

Management strategies for wetlands and lakes were developed with goals and 
objectives described in the Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan. The importance 
and value of deflation plain wetlands is recognized as is the need to maintain a 
diversity of seral stages. Discussion of wetlands management is included in Chapters 
II and IV of the FEIS. 

European beachgrass is being allowed to grow without consideration of the effects 
on sand dunes, wetlands or plover habitat. Keep areas already closed to ORVs 
that way and allow environmental groups to study wetlands. Wetlands are being 
made out to be so valuable that no one except experienced personnel are allowed 
to set foot in them. 

A Vegetation Management strategy will address the control and removal of 
European beachgrass. To date, little data exists on how to control this species in 
a cost effective manner. Wetlands provide important habitat to many species. 
However, allowances have been made to provide ORV users access through wetlands 
in vehicle riding areas. Access, by foot, to many other wetlands is also possible. 

ORVs increase soil bulk density on finer wetland soils which will decrease 
groundwater recharge, increase erosion, runoff and sediment loads in runoff that 
can adversely impact wildlife, increase fugitive dust, decrease plant available 
moisture thereby killing or severely impacting native vegetation and promoting 
the growth of undesirable plant species and possibly increase soil temperatures 
that could have a variety of adverse impacts. 
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Responses to Comments 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment: 

Response 

These impacts were considered in the Environmental Consequences Section of 
Chapter N (FEIS) and led to the development of mitigation measures such as 
designated routes. 

Some commentors expressed concerns on managing specific areas, in particular 
managing wetlands for waterfowl species such as cackling and Aleutian geese. 

The modified Preferred Alternative, F(PA) , provides for additional potential 
waterfowl habitat through habitat enhancement projects. Comments concerning 
specific sites will be considered during project design. 

Recommend additional Standards and Guidelines for protection of wetlands and 
associated species including prohibiting overflow camping in wetlands and riparian 
areas, requirement for recreational facilities and roads to be set back from 
wetlands/riparian areas, provide buffer between lakes and motorized use areas, 
and provide buffer zones around wetlands and earlier plantings. 

Standards and guidelines outlined in Dunes Plan, Chapter III are expected to 
provide adequate protection. Monitoring of wetland condition and restriction 
compliance will be used to assess effectiveness of these measures. 

Wetlands management designation is particularly important in the deflation 
plain between the NRA's southern boundary and Tenmile Creek, and on the 
south spit of the Siuslaw River. 

These areas are designated as wetland management areas or ORV use on designated 
routes only in order to protect these important areas. 

Provide protection for wetlands and their inhabitants through habitat integrity 
preserves. 

Wetlands and other sensitive plant communities will be protected through Standards 
and Guidelines (see Dunes Plan, Chapter III) and a variety of mitigation measures 
listed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comment 
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Assure that existing domestic and industrial water rights are protected and that 
the International Paper Company's dam operations will not be adversely impacted. 
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Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act grants no special authority for the federal 
government to take or control water rights. Also, since the I.P. dams are located 
on private land upstream from the proposed boundaries, the Forest Service could 
not exercise direct control on the operation of those dams. The Wild and Scenic 
Riv"ers sections of FEIS chapters II, III and IV, and Appendi.-x E were revised to 
clarify this information. 

Tenmile Creek is a potential source of water for aquifer recharge. Nothing should 
be done through the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act which would restrict that potential, 
particularly the inclusion of restrictive standards on utilities, before the hydrogeolog­
ic study is completed. 

According to direction from the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (see Appendix E, 
FEIS), if Tenmile Creek were designated and a water withdrawal project which 
was not expected to adversely affect the streams values were proposed upstream 
from the boundary, the federal government would not attempt to prevent the 
project. However, if there was a proposal to remove enough water that the 
outstandingly remarkable values would be directly and adversely affected, or if 
recreation, fish and wildlife values would be unreasonably diminished, the federal 
government would be required to try to stop it. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers sections of Chapter IV and Appendix E of the FEIS 
were revised to clarify this information. 

Wild and scenic river designation on Tenmile Creek could drastically reduce the 
uses now enjoyed on that stream. Coos County does not want to limit (1) use of 
its road that goes all the way to the mouth of the creek; (2) use of its property 
along the creek; and (3) fishing, camping and other activities which currently 

. take. place inthe lirea. 

If Tenmile creek becomes designated a wild and scenic river, there would probably 
not be any substantial reduction of existing uses. The management planning 
process would determine acceptable uses unless specific provisions are included 
in the legislation. Developing a management plan would involve the county.plan. 

(1) Depending on final management area allocations, the road would probably be 
allowed to continue, unless it created serious noise problems for people on the 
stream or T&E species at the mouth. In that case, there would probably be an 
attempt to relocate it (it could stay in its present location on county land unless 
the county consented to move it). 
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Responses to Comments 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

. Comment 
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(2) Existing uses of the county's land would be allowed to continue if the county 
so desired. Ifsuch uses were causing serious adverse effects on stream users or 
T&E species, there would probably be an attempt to negotiate with the county to 
modify the uses. The county has some responsibilities under LCDC standards to 
pay special attention to such areas as a national recreation area and a nationtl1 

wild and scenic river and probably would not be proposing new uses which would 
be unacceptable. 

(3) Such uses as camping and fishing would be allowed to continue. ORV riding 
would probably be an important discussion item during development of the 
management plan. If the stream would be designated at the wild level, there 
would probably be pressure to at least provide a setback from the stream for 
ORVuse. 

The three "streams" or "creeks" should not be designated because they do not 
qualify for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system for various reasons 
including tidal, slack water, will not be used by kayakers, act as drainage ditches 
through the sand, regulated bydams, historic roads and homesites. 

The studies which were done to determine the eligibility of the three streams 
under consideration are summarized in Chapter III and described in some detail 
in Appendix E of the FEIS. Based on criteria in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
and federal regulations, all three streams 'were determined to be eligible. The 
presence of roads, homesites, or trails are acceptable in a designated wild and 
scenic river. 

The Siltcoos, Tahkenitch and Tenmile streams should not be designated because 
that would conflict with existing recreation uses and cause more regulations and 
restrictions. 

It is unlikely that wild and scenic river designation would conflict with existing 
uses in any significant way. This won't be known precisely until after a management 
plan would be developed for any stream that Congress may designate. Any new 
regulations or restrictions would be primarily aimed at preventing new incompatible 
uses . 

These streams should not be designated because there is no logical or compelling 
reason to designate them. Present management is acceptable so there is no need 
to designate. 
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Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Responses to Comments 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

In general, there are two main reasons for recommending any of these streams 
for designation: they exhibit unique characteristics, particularly in terms of 
hydrological/geological processes, which are not included any place else in the 
wild and scenic rivers system; and wild and scenic river designation provides 
some different types of protection of the streams' values (particularly their 
free-flowing condition) than is provided by the Oregon Dunes NRA legislation. 

See Appendix E, FEIS, for new, more detailed, information on the benefits and 
problems with designation of these streams as wild and scenic rivers. 

All three streams should be designated in order to protect several stream related 
values (sensitive ecosystems, riparian and aquatic habitats, fishing, hiking). 

While wild and scenic river designation can provide significant protection for 
ecosystems, riparian and aquatic habitats and recreation opportunities, these are 
not the values for which these streams are being considered for designation. 
Protection and management of these values can and will be provided by other 
management direction in the Oregon Dunes NRA management plan whether or 
not the streams are designated. 

Also, see the response to the previous comment. 

Tahkenitch and Tenmile creeks, and maybe even the Siltcoos River, should be 
designated at the wild classification for wildlife, ecosystem, solitude, and other 
recreation opportunity reasons. 

Portions of Tenmile Creek and nearly all of Tahkenitch Creek have been given a 
potential classification of "wild" based on their current conditions. Siltcoos River 

. _. has a :Roten:i;ial classification ()f '!~creational" due to the parallel roads and recreation 
developments along its shores. Proposed classification depends on-thesuitability 
of the different streams which is based on a comparison of the costs and benefits 
of designation and classification. Because of this, a stream may be recommended 
for designation at a classification lower than its potential classification. 

It is possible that a stream could be recommended for a classification higher than 
its potential classification. That action usually requires removal of roads and 
facilities as was proposed for the Siltcoos River in some of the alternatives. 

Also, see the response to the previous question. 

Are ORVs considered incompatible with a recreation desi~Hated river? 
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Responses to Comments 
Wildlife 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Wildlife 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 
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In each of the alternatives that recommends wild and scenic river designation, 
the Siltcoos River corridor would be closed to ORVs. This was a coincidental 
result of the alternative formation process rather than because ORVs were 
considered incompatible with wild and scenic river designation. Conversely, in 
Alternatives Band F(P ~h.~), both of'which recommend Tenmile Creek for designation, 
the south side of the stream is open to ORV use. 

The State of Oregon is in general concurrence with the findings for the recommenda­
tiohs for designations. Coordination will be necessary during the preparation of 
wild and scenic river management plans to ensure that they provide for active 
restoration and enhancement of snowy plover habitat at Siltcoos, Tahkenitch and 
Tenmile Creek estuaries. 

A management plan must be prepared for any stream which Congress designates 
and would be developed with the involvement of interested agencies, groups and 
individuals. We expect that the State would be heavily involved in the management 
planning process. Active restoration and enhancement of snowy plover habitat 
will be provided whether or not the streams are designated. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers section of Chapter II of the FEIS were expanded to 
describe the management planning process. 

Provide better forage in all areas. 

The management strategy outlined in the Oregon Dunes NRA Plan protects 
vegBtated-areas<Managing these areas in a natural condition win allow for support 
of a natural number of wildlife. 

Impact assessment needs to be done by clearly defining allowed use in a management 
area, listing known and probable impacts and assessing these impacts at a 
management area scale and then combining these to assess impacts over the 
entire Oregon Dunes NRA. 

The impacts to various resources are described in Chapter N of the FEIS. 
Cumulative impacts to these resources are also discussed in this chapter. Whether 
the evalauation is done by resource or management area the results are the same. 

Examine impacts from non-native predators. 

This type of information would be valuable. However, gaining this knowledge 
would require funding and partnership with ODFW. 
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Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Wildlife 

There should be no hunting or fire arms allowed anywhere on the NRA. 

The NRA Act specifies that hunting shall be allowed on the NRA, with some 
exceptions. Management of hunting regulations is outside the jurisdiction of the 
Forest Service. The Code of Federal Regulations allow people to have firearms in 
their possession on the Oregon Dunes NRA, but prohibits the discharge of a firearm 
within 150 yards of developed facilities, over a body of water, or where people 
may congregate. 

Outline the process for coordinated development of management techniques to be 
used within wildlife, riparian, lake and wetland management areas. Develop 
monitoring programs to evaluate success of management techniques. 

Information on management techniques for wildlife, riparian, lake and wetland 
management areas are described in Chapter II of the FEIS. Specific projects will 
require separate environmental documentation. The Oregon Dunes NRA Manage­
ment Plan, chapter IV includes a monitoring strategy. 

Provide discussion of monitoring for wetlands, fisheries, wildlife and water quality. 
Monitoring plan will demonstrate how well the Preferred Alternative identifies 
issues and concerns by measuring effectiveness of mitigation measures. Level of 
funding needs to be discussed. Include types of surveys, location, sampling 
frequency, parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budget, and procedures 
for using data or results in plan implementation. 

The Oregon Dunes NRA Management Plan, Chapter IV contains a monitoring 
strategy. 

Wildlife and Other Habitat Proteotion 

Comment 

Response 

Protect delicate areas by keeping ORY users out ofthem. ORY users are uneducated 
about and have little appreciation for the impacts of their sport to fragile 
environments. 

Mitigation listed in Chapter IV of the FEIS includes use of interpretive signs and 
information to inform visitors about sensitive plant and wildlife habitats. This 
measure would result in a slight reduction in adverse impacts. In addition, other 
active methods of limiting ORY damage to these areas, including buffer zones 
and designated travel routes, are expected to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments 
Wildlife 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Avoid trampling of undeveloped land by providing more plant and wildlife viewing 
areas. 

Several projects designed along these lines are included in the Implementation 
Schedule, Appendix G, FEIS. 

Provide habitat improvement and conservation for all wildlife within the area in 
order to make the area more aesthetically pleasing as well as giving people an 
opportunity to see wildlife in their natural habitat. 

Chapter II of the FEIS addresses protective measures and wildlife emphasis and 
developments that will provide for improvement and conservation. 

The Oregon Dunes is an area of international significance for migrating shorebirds 
as declared by the Hemispheric Shorebird Network and should be managed as 
such. This management will also benefit marine mammals. 

Shorebirds and marine mammals will benefit from a greater percentage of beaches 
closed to ORV use and no increased emphasis for other types of recreation as 
outlined in the Preferred Alternative, F(P A) (See Plant Communities and Wildlife 
Habitats Section in Chapter IV). 

Health of the ecosystem should be the main goal of any alternative and after 
meeting this goal, the Forest Service can then consider recreation. Alternative F 
doesn't meet this goal very well. The Forest Service must not consider human 
gratification over habitat destruction. 

The modified Preferred Altern_ativ§! js de~ignec.i tome~t_several g()a].s i~cl~Clin~ 
providing recreation opportunities in ways that ensures perpetuation of a healthy 
ecosystem. 

Wildlife and Recreation 

Comment 

Response 
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Many commentors expressed views on the compatibility or lack thereof between 
wildlife and ORVs. 

A discussion of this subject is in the Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitat 
section of Chapter IV, FEIS. The final Preferred Alternative, F(PA), takes into 
account impacts associated with ORVs. This alternative offers a blend of areas 
open and closed to ORV recreation. In addition, vegetated areas and sensitive 
species habitats will be managed with restrictions aimed at protecting these habitats. 
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Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Responses to Comments 
Wildlife 

Wildlife populations will become overcrowded in areas closed to ORVs, better to 
open the whole area to ORVs. 

ORV activity will displace some wildlife to areas with no or little activity. However, 
if these areas have a certain number of wildlife at the highest level the habitat 
can support, these animals will continue to move on or die. By opening the whole 
Oregon Dunes NRA to ORV use, those species which are sensitive to this use will 
be lost on the NRA. This action would be a significant adverse impact. 

Additional studies concerning ORV impacts to wildlife need to be added. Document 
studies showing adverse affects to wildlife. 

Information concerning ORV impacts to wildlife is included in the Plant Communi­
ties and Wildlife Habitats Section of Chapter IV, FEIS. This information is not 
all inclusive, however it substantiates the analysis. 

Further research is needed on the interaction of ORV recreation, wildlife and 
other human uses. Recent research indicates impacts are overstated. 

Additional research is always helpful in determining environmental consequences 
of management actions. Monitoring the interaction of ORVs with the environment 
will take place (see Monitoring Strategy in the NRA Management Plan) and can 
provide some information. However, research is generally beyond the scope of the 
Oregon Dunes NRA and would only be accomplished if partnership funding and 
interest from academia were available. 
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REPLY TO 

AnN OF, WD-126 

UNITED 5T ATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle. Washington 98101 

JUL 15 1993 

Michael Harvey, Project Leader 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
855 Highway Avenue 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

Re: Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), Siuslaw National Forest ' 

Dear Mr. Harvey: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the !bEIS for the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan located in I\he Siuslaw 
National Forest. Our review was conducted in accordance with the National 
Enyironmental Policy Act (NEPA) and our responsibilities under Sectio'n 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. I 

I 
The DEIS describes nine alternatives including the No-Action Alternative for 

managing the 3i,SOO-acre recreation area. The alternatives range frob, emphasis of 
off-road vehicle recreation to allowing natural succession to proceed Jnirhpeded with 
little management presence. Alternative F, the preferred alternative prbvides diverse 
recreation opportunities while emphasizing management of fish, wildnf~, plants and 
unique geological features. ' 

The DEIS is an informative, well prepared and comprehensive document. It 
addresses the management fssues and potential environmental impac~s that are 
identified. Although the information in the DEIS is generally sufficient, we have 
requested some additional information and clarification. 

Public Involvement 

The DEIS does a good job of describing the history of public involvement with 
this project. We commend your efforts with carrying out the extensive public 
involvement program. It is obvious you see the benefit of going beyohd the minifl)um 
legal requirements for public involvement. However, we believe it is i~portant to 
clearly state in the document how the Forest Service intends to involv~ the public 
when site-specific environmental analyses are prepared for projects f9"owing this EIS. 
For example, if an environmental assessment is prepared for a propo~ed action within 

Qprlnl~d ()n R(Jcyc~ P~~r 

2 

the National Recreation Area will the public be notified before or after a Finding of No­
Significant Impact is issued? Provide a discussion in the Public Involvement section 
(Appendix 8) on the process which is anticipated to be used. 

Monitoring 

The DEIS makes no mention of any type of monitoring to follow the various 
proposed mitigation activities. As the DE IS points out the effectiveness for most of the 
proposed habitat improvement projects is unknown. Therefore, it is particularly 
important that the DEIS include a general discussion of monitoring for wetlands. 
fisheries. wildlife and water quality. A properly designed monitoring plan will 
demonstrate how well the preferred alternative resolves the identified issues and 
concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation measures in controlling or 
minimizing adverse effects. The likely level of funding for monitoring should also be 
discussed. 

Generally, a monitoring plan should include types of surveys, location and 
frequency of sampling, parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budgEit, 
procedures for using data or results in plan implementation and availability of results to 
interested and affected groups. A helpful resource for the development of water 
quality and biological monitoring plans is: 

Rapid Bioassessment Protocols For Use in Streams and Rivers, 
EPA!444!4-89-001, May 1989. 

Priorities & Funding 

EPA is concerned that six of the action alternatives require additional funding 
and we also assume staff level increases in order to fully implement the management 
directives encompassed by each alternative. Presently the average annual cost is 
$1,500,000. The preferred alternative for example is estimated to cost $2.100,000. 
The final EIS should provide a discussion about the feasibility of obtaining the funding 
required to fully implement the alternatives as well as the process for establishing the 
funding levels; Will the funding levels be known before the Record of Decision or will 
the Record of Decision be signed before adequate funding is requested? The final EIS 
should discuss what will be done if adequate funding is not available. Would particular 
management directives and goals be followed or would all directives and goals suffer 
to some extent? What are the priority areas or issues for the Siuslaw National Forest 
in managing the recreation area? 

We have rated the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan 
DEIS EC-2 (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information). Our environmental 
concerns are primarily based on the need for greater funding and possibly staff 
support to implement six of the action alternatives including the preferred alternative. 
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Additional information is ·needed to describe the funding process and the contingency 
plans for each alternative if adequate funding is not available. An explanation of our 
rating system for DEISs is enclosed for your reference. This rating ard a summary of 
our comments will be published in the Federal Register. I 

I 
We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments on this DEIS. 11 

you have any questions about our review comments, please contact llarry Brockman 
at (206) 553-1750. 

Sincerely, 

~~l UfL! 
Kathy Veit, Chief , 
Program Coordination Branc,h 

Enclosure 

SU'1'\J\flY or lUE HA qArtNG SYSH:!1 
FOR DRAFT (NV!ROtHi!:IfTA,l IMPACT ST"TE~(HTS: 

O[C\HITIOf(S 06,/111 rOLlOIl-UP ACTIOH • 

• EnvlronmenUI Impact of the Action 

UJ--Ld(\I:; or ObjectIons 

The ::PA revle", ~H not Identified dny potential envlronmerltal 'mpdets requIring 
substantive c!Hlr1geS to the proposal. The review 'MY have 11~clo~ed opportunities for 
~ppllcHlon Of mitlg4tio!l me/lsures th,H could be accomplished with no more tMn minor 
change,; to the propos~ I. 

EC-_EnvlrO'lme'lta\ ':oncerns 

The fPA revle'" hll~ IdenUfle1 envlrO'lrneI'tU\ Impacts th/lt should be avoided In order 
to fu\1y protect the environment. Corrective meHures may require Change~ to th(;< 
preferre-:l alternative or appliotio'l of II1ltigatlon ml"aSurB that can rduce the 
envlro'lmental ilflpact. (I'll. illten1s to "lor\; .. ith tM lead AgenCY to reduce these Irnp~cts, 

[!l __ £nv\ ronmenta I ')bjectio"~ 

The ~p", review 'las IdentHled sh~niflca ... t e"vlronmental Impacts that should be 
avoided In order to provide adequate prote<::tlon for the environment. COl'recttve 
mellSu~es may require ~ubstanthl changes to the preferrd alternative or consideratiol'l 
o( ~O!>le ot"'el' project alterflatlve (Including the no-action alternlltlve 01' a new 
alternative). EP,6, Intends to 'for\; with the ledd agency to re1uce these Impacts. 

EU __ EnvlrOf\mentally Unsatisfactory 

The EP!\ review "as identified ~dverse en.,lrOl'lment~1 lmpact~ that are of sufficient 
magnitUde t"'at they al'l" Uflsat\sfo')ctory from the standpoint of public heal th or w!!l f~re 
01' el'! ... ironment~l quality. EI'A lfltends to worl: with the lead agency to reduce th('se 
imp~cts, If the potential unsatlsfactol'Y Impacts are not corrected at the (lMl EIS 
stage. thl~ proposal will be recommel'!dd for referral to the CEQ. 

A::Ieguacy of the Impact $toltement 

Category!*-MeQuate , 
[0,6, belle-.;es the draft EIS ad"quately ~ets forth the envirOnmental impact(s) of the 

preferred Idternative and those of the 1\lternatives reasonably availAble to the project 
Or ;1(;tl,,'I. No furt~el' lIMlysh of data collection Is I'Iecessary, but the re ... ie .... er may 
stlggest the addition of clarlfyl'lg language :'Ir Information, 

Category z--tn<:ufflclcflt t"form~tlon 

The draft EIS does not COl'!taln surr\ci~nt informatlofl for £I'A to fully assess 
env\l'onmental impacts that should be avoided In order to fully protect the environment, 
or the t:P,6, re ... ie .... er "'as ldentffled 1'11'''1 reasonably available 1Ilternatives that are withIn 
the spectrum of alternative'S analyzed 11'1 the draft £15, which could reduce the 
eflvironl1'lenUI Imoacts!)f the IIctlon. The Identlried lIddltiof\lll Inrormation, dolt!!, 
i!nalYH~s. or discussion should be Included In the finlll E1S, 

Category 3--Ina1eQuate 

EPA 10es not belll":ve that thl": drllft [IS lldequately HseSSeS potent1ally sl9ntrlcant 
environmental Impacts o( the action, or the EPA revie .... er has IdentIfied new·, re~sonably 
available alternatives th.'lt are oll-tsfde of the spectrum of altel'nHives IInlllyzed In the 
-lrart EIS. which should be analyzed In order to reduce the potentially slgnf(lcllnt 
envlronmentlll fmpllcts. EPA believes thllt t!1t" ldenttrled additional Informlltlofl, datil, 
~n81yses, or dhCuUIOn$ lire of ~uch a magnitude that they should have full publ1c 
r!!vfe"f lit II 1rllft stage. EPA doe~ /lOt believe that the draft E1~ is adequate (l)r the 
purpMe~ of the HE 1'", ~nd/or Section 309 review, .and thu~ should be formany revised and 
''1~1e ~valhble ror putolic com"'ent in a supplemental Dr revhed Iiraft els. 01'1 the bASts 
';f the potenthl SI9n!fic&nt IntMcts 'nvolved, thh propD5lIl could be a candidate for 
,. ... ferrl\l to tile ':(0 • 

• From EP'\, '1/1nual 1640 Policy ,,,<1 J>roce1ures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting 
tIle Environment 

,~tonMry, 1'387 
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(!f- DErARTMENT or HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Hea!th Service 

James R. Furnish 

Acting Forest Supervisor 

Center~ for Oise3~11 Contlol 

Altanl" GA 30333 

July 12. 1993 

~):,\~"'3 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 

855 Highway Ave. 
Reedsport, Oregon 97467 

Dear Ml~. Furnish: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Imp~ct Statement: 

(DEIS) for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Mlloage1ent Plan, Siuslnw 

National Forest. We are responding on behalf of the U,S. P~blic Health 

Service. 

We have reviewed the Draft EIS for poteottal adverse impact~ on human health. 

'Je believe our concerns have been adequately addressed, Wit~ one exception. 

Our review did not reveal a discussion or reference to exis I ing contingency 

emergency plans that would be implemented in the event of 41 potential toxic 

~::~~~~~; ~~i!!ri:~;' i~j~:~~id~:r fi~~~O~~~~h~~l~ :~~~::~lt~~! ~!:::p either 

by reference to existing plans, or provide a discussion on ~ow potential 

emergency situations would be handled in an effort to protept human health and 

safety and the environment. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this! document. Please 

ensun! that we are included on your mailing list to receive: a copy of the 

!!~a!1.":l~~v:~~p!~t~~~e~I!~: ;:!~~n:~Y E~~~!~::n~:~e~~i~!y Pi~!J.~N~;:~~h impact 

Sincerely yours, 

1('~ ,,1 1kd-
Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H. ' 
Special Progrruns Group (F~9) 
National Center for Environmental 

Health 

~ V 
United States Department of the Interior --

E~ n/lll 

OFFICE OF THE SEGllETARY 
O{tkr nfr.n\~rn""lrntlll Aff~lfJ 

!'IOI1Nr,Mullnrnll ... h~lrrl·I.!'I"j\l'llOO 

Pllrtbt>tI. Or-- .• \ v'71·:11·~1:16 

Jamee 1\. J'urnieh, Actlnq 70t' •• t .up.rvillor 

Siu.la,., )fational "ornt 
"077 I\ ••• aroh Way, ,.0. aox 1148 

Corv.Ui., Oreqon 91339 

o •• r Mr. rurniahl 

Jul~ 15, 1993 

The nepartm-ne of the tnt..d.or (Oepartment) h.t.. rev!.ewed. the orde 

Envirotu'!lental Impact. StatUlene (D"EU) fot the oregon Dun •• National 1\eereat:.ion 

"rea (ODNU) Wana9-.rnent Phn. Th. tollowing comment.. at. ,.rov1.ded for your 

u .. and infot1Dation. wh.n pnparinq the Und document •• 

QIHI'ML COlt)fIlC" 

Bv.n thou9h the n.partment .upport.. the coneept of roduolnsr motor depend.nt 

activitie. in the Ort90n Dun .. National l\ecru,tion Ar •• (Ot~NRA) .. nd IhiftinQ 

em.phaela to thh and. wildlife C\.na9amont· and. low impaet re(~r •• tlon aet.lv1.tl .. , 

'We do not boli .• Ve t.he prebrred "ltarnlltlve r adaq\lat.iy iu;ovld •• for th_ 

future n •• d. of fhh and wildlife tUO\lt'C •• on th. OONilA. W. ballove that 

Alt.rnativ. 0 be.t provide. fot!' th. tutur. ne.ds of fbh a.,\d wildU.!e 

r .. ouroe. on the ODNJtA. 

m¢ll!c COlilIINTII 

Plg. II - 6. Alt1t'n,tiyn Wlt~t.L1.d Impltm.ntlti'2n1 It Ie .,t>llt.d 

that addition.l .nvirontl'lentd andy.b will b. eonduet_d on a el.po-»y ... c .... 

bub .. d.obion. i"ltlpiem'ntinq project aetlvitie. are m_d.. If ... iqnUiclnt 

.dv.re •• ff'Clt, on the hum_a onvircntl\ent" .. re identlUed, a .it._ .paolfio 11_ 

would b. dlv.loped for th ••• proj.e~ act.ivities, Th.rafora, many of the 

futu~e ".trateql •• " for plan impltmlant.ation wlU b. rele91ted to tuk. whioh 

would b. aecomplhh.d. After pla.n completion. while the D.parttnant reoognh .. 

the difficultie. inh.rent in devdopln9 A mora detailed plln, ...... Hnd 1.t. 

diffioult. to evaluate impaet. with thb qen.rat l.vel o! lnforcnat1.on. ThuI, 

our comm.nt_ &r. aleo 9.n,ral fLnd lor. op.n to discu •• lon on .. c ... e-by-c ••• 

buh durin; future phnn1.nq .Uortl. 

rig. IU - 215. 'igur. IU-H. Th. Hnd rule to list th.~ Wutern ''00''''1 

plover (Ch"'''r1uI .It)(lndr1nu~) .. thrut.ned (!J!d..rat R.gipt.r Vol. 

58, Ho. 4lt12S&4-1:ZS74) wu publhhed on ~.rch 5, 1993. 

P.ge IV - .. , to 43 Cl1muhi:i~t The h ..... t of mit:iQ.tion prov$..d.d by 

the 1!I ... urlll, to p .. rUaUy reduc. potential impact. to .noW)' plovera nt~.d. to 
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i 
b. cl,t,rHi.d. The .xt.ent of th_ urunitiql!i.ted impact_I n."d. additiona.l det.d.l 
to dithrent.1H .• the reht.ivII merlt of the .. It.rnatir .... 

hg! IV - 5. Chapt,,' IYt Plant; ,nd wtldlih Habitatll Ded9'natLon of the 
Umpqua S.pit:. a ... R .... reh Na.tural At •• • hould inolud,. " ap6eial provhion to 
manaq. "".tar bird habitat. 

bpptocHx C _ 1. Ar .. -Widt St.ndtrd. and CuidlUnu! AW .. 2 I BipldlO 

~I ~lp • .t'l .. n ar ... should aho b. man.qed f~r habitat: protection. 

Appendix C - 2. "W-!i. Stat. coordLnatLoDf Ftotactl:on of environmentally 
•• nattLvII ar ••• on t.he oONn ne.d_ ... t::rlcter .tandAlrd for b.ach JOO ••• thin 
what the Itat. of Oraqon pr •• crib •• tor oH-road-vehicle (OlW) u •• on pubUc 
h.ach •• & ! 

I 
Appendix C - 2. Mf-O. phptrttd B.cr.,tionl Ra.tri'ctlonl are ne.ded to 
protect .peei .. l wll~llte or plant. a.r..... i 

~pp.Odtx c _ 4. 1I!f-2Q. J,gulUq bru. HlnAo:moot: st.n1teQXI The Oeparbl_nt. 
rleOt'NMnd. a management .tnt8goy tor dl aquatic ar.'u, IncludlnQ wetlandl, in 
the ODNM. Laktl t'hhlnq ehould b_ included u .. Itr: .. t.flqy eompon.nt. 

hpptndix C - i. &'ii-n. special H,bitat" Wa requnt tha.t th ••• planning 
!OHort.. b. coordinated with t.h. ri.h ."d wUdtit. service (rwS). The rw8 h ... 
Qxperth. in inventory method. for docmmantinq ".paolal" wildlife habHal:., 
and h avallabt.- t.o a.ebt; you 1n determinln9 t.he cr,itltrh. fo~ de!lning 
"epeelal habitat ... Horeovar, the inventor1.e. and variou. manlqemenl: 
.~r .. teQle •• hould both b. included 1n the ComprohQn.ivo ODNJV,. KanaQ~ent rlan 
a.nd documented ~n the fl.n.l environmental impact It.altamene. 

Thank you tor the Clpport.uJ')it.y to cOrMI_nt.. 

S!nc_r.ly, 
,._,.) 

Ie .... :,.,_ . !lcf'( 

t(.!t!.. Charlu s. pollt.yka 
~_9ional J:nvironm_nta1 !ot:Hc.r 

BARBARA ROBERTS 
GOVEnNOn 

Mr. Ed Becker, District Ranger 

Of'! ICt: or rHt: GQVnlNun 

';';TI\I( Cl\l'lTnl 

~f\U.: M. om {;llN ~) 13 1 {)-rL~ 70 

II I! ""0NI ,-_n H (!!! 1111 

July 13, 1993 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
855 Highway Avenue 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

Dear Mr. Becker: 

We have completed our review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Oregon 
Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan. Enclosed is the State of Oregon's 
coordinated response to that draft. All agencies found much to support in the preferred 
alternative. The state's comments include those issues that must be addressed and the minor text 
amendments or revisions that would strengthen the document. 

The state commends the EIS team for their efforts, including work sessions with state agencies 
and considerable public involvement, as well as substantial gains toward developing a plan that 
balances resource and recreational use. 

Your planning efforts reflect the rerognition that the Dunes National Recreation Area is a unique 
and wondrous environment that deserves very special care. The preferred alternative indicates 
sound guiding principles that should provide a strategy for such responsible management. 
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Mr. Becker 
July 13, 1993 
Page 2 

Continued coordination with state agencies and communities is crucial to the success of the 
management plan. We are looking forward to many more collaborative e;fforts to achieve the 
bal~lnccs outlined for resource and recreational use. 

Sincerely, 

~o/-
~ne W. Squier 

Senior Policy Advisor 
Natural Resources 

Enclosures 

STATE of OREGON'S COORDINATED RESPONSE TO THE 

DRAFf ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the 
OREGON DUNES NATIONAL RECREATION AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Introduction 

We find the analysis of issues and the proposal developed as a preferred ~lternative sensitive to 
the often conflicting resource demands on the ODNRA. It is also rdlective of a reasoned 
strategy to provide sustainable recreational use and long term protection to the ecological 
integrity of the dunes. It is important to note that these comments arl~ in addition to several 
work sessions that have occurred between agencies during the review period. This response 
reflects consolidated comments appropriate to specific issues. 

The overall goals that give rise to the guiding principles used for the preferred alternative are 
critical in the management of this unique area. Those goals inc1ude: 

1. Set the NRA on a course to meet future needs. 

2. Meet current laws and regulations including: the NRA Act, Wetland Protection 
Executive Order, the Endangered Species Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and OR V 
Management Executive Orders (Tille 36 CFR,Part 295) and State law. 

3. Reflect congressional intent for the NRA. 

4. Address current problems and interests. 

Managing lands and resources based on ecological principles is sound public policy. This 
practice is perceived to be not only biologically important, but also more in line with public 
expectations of doing a better job at managing our natural resource~;. It makes sense ror 
programs and organizations to manage under a systems concept which includes: people, 
animals, birds, plants, soils, water and climate, with the processes of nature working together 
as a whole. The NRA is faced with many significant challenges to achieve such managemcnt 
not least of which is a defined area of resource base that has been significantly altered by man. 

The state believes that the ODNRA has critically reviewed existing managemerll and is proposing 
a strategy that has the potential to assist in th~ creation of a more et~ologicany sustainable, 
healthy. and resilient natural ecosystem. Meeting this objective is a difficult goal for the NRA. 
which has a wide range of micro-environments that is overlayed by a diverse range of recreation 
users. The stale supports efforts to meet this challenge. We believe tha~ by incorporating these 
final recolllmcndations, the management plan will be able to continue 10 ftSSl1re pl1blic enjoyment 
of Oregon's bC:lches and the unique Oregon dUlles area while ensuring natural resource 
conservation and protection. 
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Gener31 Comments 

Two items are recommended for easier use of the document. 

1. The guiding principles should appear in the introductory chapter. 

2. The planning map should have identified landmarks similar to the fir~t draft altemative 
maps. 

Primary Planning Issues 

1. Mix of recreation settings and opportunities provided at the NRA 

The preferred alternative discusses and addresses the primary resource conflIcts for identifying 
the recreation resource base in a balanced and accurate manner. Crucial to the decisions for 
determining the recreation mix were the identification of adjacent residen~ial areas, wetland 
resources, snowy plover and wintering shorebird habitat and a review of the range of recreation 
settings and possible experiences that are available within the NRA. This alternative 
demonstrates a serious attempt to provide a diverse range of the recreation opPortunity spectrum 
(ROS). There is an identification of the quality and quantity available of the recreational 
experiences and the resource base for these settings and facilities. 

While the traffic study is adequate for determining existing use for the purpo~e of the DEIS; we 
recommend additional study, during the life of the management plan, to mo~itor visitation over 
time. Visitor surveys conducted at regular intervals and seasons should be ab~e to detect changes 
in use and provide information about the success of proposed management. This historical 
analysis could also assist in determining user patterns and implementation of a1 reservation system 
or incentive program to change these patterns, i.e. a campground reservatioM program that has 
cost savings for midweek and off season use. ! 

I 

A more inclusive study querying citizens from Oregon. Washingtoo t and ~orthern California 
could assist in possible marketing decisions or additional changes in marl~gement. We are 
encouraged by the commitment to continue gathering and updating naturaljresource inventory 
information. This will be invaluable in determining carrying capacity ca~bi1ilies for the area 
in the next 2 years. ! 

I 

The adjacent BLM. state and county facilities should be discllssed as part or.lhe available facility 
and resource base supply to more accurately represent what is available for the area. Handicap 
accessible facilities and opportunities should be discussed in greater detail. 

2. Recreation management in relation to resources, nearby residE:nts, and other 
recreationists 

Recreational development proposed in the preferred alternative for areas adjacent to snowy 
plover habitat should be modified as follows: 

A. If additional par1cing is needed when the parking lot on the north side of the Siltcoos 
outlet is closed, it should be relocated at least one mile to the north of the existing site. 

B. Horse use has been shown to negatively impact nesting snowy plovers by trampling eggs 
or young and by flushing incubating adults from nests. Drifwood II horse camping proposal is 
not compatible with the snowy plover habitat nearby. Instead, site horsecamps in locations that 
are not adjacent to significant snowy plover habitat areas. 

c. Direct human traffic away from snowy plover habitat by removing Waxmyrtle Road; 
closing the road from Spinreel to Tenmile and relocating this route to connect with the existing 
beach-access road approximately 1.5 miles south; and not designating the access area leading 
into Tenmile as a ttdeveloped corridor. tI 

South Jetty Area 

An adequate non-motorized buffer between residential areas and Honeyman State Park has been 
proposed. The development of a pedestrian corridor from the park to the ocean shore will assist 
in alleviating potentia11y hazardous situations in the identified motorized recreation area. We 
recommend a designated route from the residential area to the managed motorized area. Clear 
signage is the key. It is important to phase in development of new facilities as quickly as 
possible in this high use area. 

Lagoon Campground 

Recommend relocating campsites away from the water edge. 

Wax Myrtle 

Concur with relocation of trail that currently ends at snowy plover nesting site. There is 
excellent potential for viewing areas along a trail overlooking the wetlands. 

Butterfield Lake 

Support the reservation group campground and study facilities proposed for this area. This use 
should be monitored on a regular basis for adverse impacts. 

5 
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Horsfall 

I 
Mapping of motorized recreation corridors more accurately reflects t~e wetland resource and 
residential buffer needs. Every effort should be made to maintain the Horsfall ORV day use 
area and campground. The area should be scrutinized for the possibili~y of maintaining a loop 
ride for that user group. r 

Appropriate level of access and facility development 

We recommend that every effort should be made to relocate recreation! facilities in appropriate 
sites as critical habitat needs are identified t especially as part of the sno~y plover recovery plan. 
The identification of the carrying capacity of the area is critical to determine the feasibility of 
such relocation. Seasonal closures and essential recovery· time for many heavily used areas 
should be identified in this assessment. 

Beach and Dunes Access 

Beach and dunes access corridor trails for hikers should be establish~d from Honeyman and 
William Tugman Campground. These pedestrian trail corridor~ should be developed 
cooperatively between OPRD and the ODNRA to meet the needs of r~creationaI users in these 
areas. OPRD will also need the cooperation of the ODNRA to proyide a similar trail from 
Umpqua Lighthouse State Park. 

3. Special Habitat Management 

The preferred alternative (F) needs to increase the size of designated "Snowy Plover Habitat 
Areas" to provide an adequate land-base for species maintenance a~d recovery and provide 
additional standards for wetland-associated wildlife. 

Snowy Plover 

Effective April 6, 1993, the Pacific Coastal population of the Western S~owy Plover (Charadrius 
aleX<l.ndrinus nivosus) was listed as a threatened .species under the Endangered Species Act due 
to the coastal population's declining abundance and limited distributionj coupled with continuing 
threats to its habitat. The ODNRA provides habitat essential to the c~nservation and recovery 
of the snowy plover. Currently, three of six sites on the Oregon Coast occur within the 
ODNRA. Siltcoos t Tahkenitch and Tenmile Creek estuaries and adjace t beaches contain snowy 
plover breeding and feeding areas.: ! 

It is critical that the management plan contain specific provisions fO protect snowy plover 
breeding and feeding areas and identify areas for active reSloratiO"lJ:f snowy plover habitat. 
These aTeas should be designated as "Snowy Plover Habitat Areas." ,,(nagement of these areas 

may seasonally restrict human access in isolated identified sites to protect nesting, but the areaS 
will generally still remain open to passive recreation. Initial recommendations for the extent 
of "Snowy Plover Habitat Areas" are: 

A. Approximately 1.0 mile north from the outlet of the Siltcoos; 

B. From Siltcoos outlet south to approximately 1.0 mile south of Tahkenitch Creek. This 
area is remote relative to most other Oregon beaches and has the potential to provide 
extensive area for snowy plover habitat restoration. 

C. From the North Jetty of the Umpqua River north along ocean and river a distance of 1.0 
miles, or to the extent of state ownership. The combination of ODNRA lands and state 
lands presents opportunity for another extensive area for snowy plover habitat restoration 
and enhancement. It is important for snowy plovers nesting along the river to have 
access to the ocean beach to rear their young. In addition, this area is used by other 
threatened and sensitive species, including bald eagles, brown pelican:;, and peregrine 
falcons. This area also includes a haulO\lt area for harbor sealst a federally-protected 
species; 

D. Approximately 1.0 mile north and south of Tenmile outlet. 

These recommendations will need to be further refined and coordinated as the Snowy Plover 
Recovery Plan is established. 

Wetland, Riparian and L'lke associated wildIire management areas 

A process should be provided for the coordinated development of management techniques to be 
lISed within wildli fe, riparian, lake and wetland management areas. Monitoring programs to 
evaluate the success of these management techniques should also be developed. 

4. Maintaining/Enhancing biodiversity (diversity or plant I fish and animal communities) 

Specific Additions 

Page II1~36 There is no discussion of native versus exotic fish species or discussion on ·the 
implications of management for exotic species (bass, perch 1 crappie1 etc.) on the native rallna. 

Page IV-43 There shOUld be an analysis or the alternative's effects on habitat rragmentation t 

isolation, edge intrusion, corridor maintenance, refuge maintenance, protection of the integrity 
of unique sites (bogs, etc.) to determine cumulative effects on biodiversity. 

7 
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Vegetation Management to maintain or enhance unique scenic, ecological, and recreational 
Qualities associated with unvegetated sand dunes I 

Snowy Plover Habitat Restoration Techniques. The introduction of Eur~pean beachgrass to 
stabilize sandy coastal soils facilitated foredune development and eliminated the flat, open 
habitats preferred by snowy plover for nesting and f~ing. The priority for vegetation 
management in the ODNRA should be the maintenance and creation of habitat for snowy plover. 
The ODNRA should target selected locations including: Siltcoos Riv~r! Tenmile Creek, 
Tahkenitch Creek and Umpqua River spit. The location and extent of vegetation removal should 
be seJected in cooperation with the USFS and the State Parks and RecreatIon Department and 
other affected agencies. Vegetation management areas should be large, enough to restrict 
predator access. A process should be developed for monitoring the sutcess of vegetation 
removal and other snowy plover habitat restoration efforts. 

5. Research Natural Areas 

Providing areas where models can be developed to eradicate European beac~grass is critical for 
the Oregon Dunes. Also of great benefit are studies that provide informati;on about the micro­
environments of this dune system. While it is suggested that passive recreation will still be 
allowed in this area, the standards and guidelines (appendix C) specifically Jtate that the desired 
condition is an area "without human intervention and that recreation activitie's such as hiking and 
birdwatching may occur." There are no clearly defined reasons for the size of acreage 
recommended. The amount of acreage for research areas should be reviewed to determine if 
it is either feasible or desirable to commit over 2000 acres to such use. At the minimum, there 
should be a standard developed to maintain the resource for passive rec.reaHon (hiking and 
wildlife viewing) and as research projects are identified, determination of the location and 
acreage for a successful project should be driven by the requirements of the known project. 

6. Education and resource interpretation 

State stlpports the deVelopment of thc South Jetty as an interpre.tive area. 

7. \Vild and Scenic River Designations 

Thc stntc is in gener;ll concurrence with the IIndings ror the recommendations ror dcsign .. tiolls. 
Coordination will bc necessary during the preparation or Wild and Scenic River Managcmcnt 
plrtns to ensurc tlml Ihey provide ror .. ctive restoration and enhancement of snowy plover habitat 
at Sillcoos, Tahkcnitch and Tenmile Creek estuaries. 

H. Impact on Local Communities 

The discussion in Chapter III pages 7 & 8 demonstrate the strong economic interdependence 
between the ODNRA and the economic health of the surrounding communities. Careful 
monitoring of visitation oyer time should ensure the maintenance of this economy. Additionally, 
every reasonable effort should be made to maintain an adequate level of resouree available for 
ORV access and use. ORV enthusiasts provide an economic benefit for the community. There 
has been expressed concern particularly in the Coos Bay area. Maintaining the Horsfall ORV 
day use and campground should provide the resource to support this element of visitation to the 
Coos Bay area and business patronage. This does not mean however, that there is not economic 
viability in supporting the larger public by providing a greater range of available resource base 
for a diversity of recreational pursuits. The 1991 ODNRA economic impact analysis suggests 
that a balance of motorized and non-motorized recreation best suits the tourist base, but that the 
trend may be away from motorized and toward non-motorized recreation over the next several 
decades. 

The OEDD Film & Video Division has spent a significant amount of money on advertising 
promoting the Oregon Dunes as a place where film companies can find pristine S3.nd dunes, with 
tittle vegetation, and little indication of human presence that could simulate sand dunes in the 
Sahara, Kalahari or similar deserts. The film industry provides a good deal of economic 
viability in communities where they work. 

9. Surface Water Management 

The DEIS describes the streams, lakes and groundwater resources, refers to existing water rights 
and highlights some of the management considerations pertaining to the dunal aquifer. The 
DEIS also acknowledges that demand for water will continue to increase and notes the need 10 
manage water quaHty and quantity on a long- term basis. 

The DE1S needs to estimate the existing or future water supply needs on the NRA and suggest 
a strategy for either securing the needed supplies or for mitigating the impacts of diminished 
stream flows, lake or groundwater levels that may result. To address these concerns: 

The DEIS should acknowledge that managing many of the NRA resources can involve man~ging 
water. The fish habitat and wetlands resources, rely on adequate water supplies. DeVeloping 
a strategy to secure supplies is necessary for the success of these resources. 

The ODNRA should continue to work with the USGS and the Coos Bay/North Bend Water 
Board in sludies of the duo<l! aquifer. The ODNRA should also parlicip<llc in Coos County's 
water supply planning erfort. The water supply plan being developed for the county analyses 
a number or waler source options, many of which could have some impact on the resources and 
water supply needs of the NRA. 
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10. Enforcement 

i 
Implementation, monitoring and providing regular evaluations of the jnitial management steps 
should provide noticeable positive results in a very short length of tim:e. 111ese include: 
providing a clearer delineation between incompatible uses; setting and enforcing curfews for 
DRV use (10 pm - 6 am) in residential/campground zone of influence, maintclining and patrolling 
buffer areas; monitoring mufflers for legal decibel readings; and targeting tritical habitat areas 
for increased patrols. ' 

11. Ongoing Coordination with state agencies 

The success of the management of this area is highly dependent upon the continued coordination 
between the Forest Service, state agencies, local government, user groups 3!1d the communities. 
The final EIS should provide a clear process for coordination between the USFS, USFWS, 
BLM, and affected state agencies and interest groups. The following recorrmendations should 
be con,idered in addition to the listing of agencies in the Consistency Chapter IV. Issues that 
will require coordination include: ' 

A. Snowy Plover Habitat 

Restoration Techniques. The location and ex.tent of vegetation removal should be selected in 
cooperation with the USFS and the State Parks and Recreation Departme~t and other affected 
agencies. A process should be developed for monitoring the success of vegetation removal and 
other snowy plover habitat restoration efforts. I 

Access restrictions. Coordination between affected agencies will be necessa~I' during monitoring 
effort as outlined in Habitat Standard and Guideline E.6 (Appendix C-12) 

The management plan should acknowledge that snowy plover managem~nt strategies in the 
ODNRA will be developed once there is an adopted Recovery Plan for lhd species. OONRA, 
OPRD, ODFW and USFW will continue to cooperate with interim mana~ement activities for 
the NRA and the Oregon Ocean Shores Recreation Area which will protect Ithe bird and comply 
with the recovery plan once it is adopted. I 

B. Beach Closures 

~hile the state supports the philosophy and intent of consistency in mana~ement of motorized 
use of the upland areas and the ocean shore, proposed closure of currentt Yl

I 

open for motorized 
use beaches requires that the ODNRA work with OPRD through the mandatory process 
identified in ORS 390.668 and also provide findings as identified in OAR 736-22-005. 

10 

C. Wild and Scenic River Management Plan Development 

After designation, this process will necessitate coordination with all affected state agencies. 

O. Environmental Assessments for Proposed Recreation Developments 

Coordination with ODFW, DSL, and where applicable OPRD, WRD, and local governments. 

E. Page 1II-4 under Land Ownership, should include the substitution of the following 
paragraph for the last paragraph of that section: 

The State of Oregon is the owner of the beds and banks of navigable waters below the 
ordinary high water mark and all lands naturally subject to tidal influence that have not 
become .vested in any person. On the ocean shore this includes all submerged and 
submersible lands up to the Mean High Tide. In addition the Division of State Lands 
(DSL) has determined that there is likely sufficient evidence to support a claim of 
navigability and State ownership for the beds and banks of the non-tidal reaches of the 
SiItcoos River, Threemile Creek, Tenmile Creek, and Tahkenitch Creek. 

F. ODNRA should coordinate the development of a process with OEDD to ensure the 
maintenance ofa resource base for the film industry. Filming is usually a short term occurrence 
that should be allowed with known standards and guidelines for short term use of the resource 
base. 

G. Note continued coordination with the Department of Agriculture during their inventory 
and study of threatened and endangered plants for the Siuslaw National Forest. Of particular 
interest is the pink sand verbena and the possibility of potential new sites for translocating the 
plant. 

H. The department of agriculture should be contacted if issues regarding confined animal 
feeding operations and container nurseries on private land or commercial oyster plats on state 
estuary lands ever occur during the life of the management plan. 

I. Contimled coordination will be required between the ODNRA and ODOT. As OOOT and 
local jurisdictions finalize and adopt coastal corridor transportation plans and begin 
implementation of those plans. As the ODNRA begins management plan implementation, it·will 
be important to coordinate: 

. Sa rely or motorists at access points and along the highway, 

It 
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- compatibility of maintenance practices relative to landslides, erosio~ and dune 
encroachment (some of these activities may require going off the rig~t-of-way), and 

- compatibility with treatment of natural, historic and scenic resourc~. 
I 

A coordination process should be developed between ODOT and the ODNR~. 

J. Water Resources Department will be undertaking a major watershed restoration effort in the 
South Coast area in the coming biennium with the goal of avoiding the need to list additional 
species as threatened or endangered. This effort may include the Umpqua Riyer. Coordination 
and cooperation will be requested from the ODNRA at that time. 

K. Beach Enforcement Program 

The ODNRA and OPRD will continue to cooperate and coordinate law enforcement actions in 
the Ocean Shores Recreation Area which are consistent with the needs of both 'agencies. Vehicle 
closures, estuary closures, recreation and visitor activities will be regulated and enforced as 
necessary to protect the public and the natural resources in this area'l

l Monitoring for 
effectiveness of initial management steps including: increased presence in ta get areas, muffler 
readings and 10 pm to 6 am closures. 

OPRD will cooperate with the ODNRA to work towards legislation, education
l 
and other possible 

chal)gcs lh<l.l reduce the decibel levels over time. DEQ will provide techni?al assistance. 

L Fire Control and Abatement Program 

Controlled beach fires are allowed on the Ocean Shores Recreation Area ~s long as they are 
supervised and not placed in do ftwood. Controlled buming of beach grass: may be necessary 
in the futun~ for Snowy Plover habitat restoration. Such burning in the Ocean Shores Recreation 
Area should be coordinated with OPRD and other affected agencies. OPR]) and the ODNRA 
office should review the potential for forest fire as shore pine forest contint~e to infill adjacent 
to state park5. This wotlld include the development of <l.n emergency response plan. 

M. Oregon Coast Trail Development 

Specific ro\lte~ and ~igning 11{l,ve yet to be developed. 
coordinate <l.nd cooperate with QPRD on this issue. 

12 

ODNRA wilt need 10 continue to 

N. Cultural Resources 

ODNRA will continue to coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Office for projects that 
involve either prehistoric or historic resources . 

12. Other Coordination 

The method used to gain citizen participation in the planning process has provided greater access 
to organized ORV groups. We believe that this provides a potentia1!y significant key to the 
success of the management area. Continued communication and coordination with these groups 
for dispersal of guidelines for properly maintained machi!1es and development of safety classes 
for the user will assist in training responsible, safe users. 

13. Additions to Other Plans nnd Policies in Chapter IV 

Add a reference on page IV ·85. to the closure of Siltcoos, Tenmile Creek and Tahkenitch Creek 
estuaries from motor vehicle use per OAR 141·84·020,1414·84·030, and 1414·84·040 (enclosed) 

Note that the ODOT HWY 101 corridor plan is still in process and that it is the intent of the 
OONRA to continue to coordinate management for safety, scenic resources and the preservation 
and enhancement of recreational, cultural, hist01;C and archeological resources that support Hwy 
101 's designation as a scenic byway. 

Figure IV-18 State Land Use Goal 5 should also include: federal Wild and Scenic and State 
Scenic Waterways and designated state trails. 

14. ConsLo:;tency Chapter 

Preliminary review by the state of a federal consistency determination occurs as part of the 
review of the DEIS. The final consistency determination review by the State of Oregon is made 
following release of the final environmental impact statement. 

The description of federal consistency in Chapter IV will need to reflect the 1990 amendments 
adopted by Congress on federal consistency for federal activities. The "directly affecting" 
provision is no longer applicable. Federal agencies must noW determine whether an activity has 
the potential to affect any land or w<l.tcr use or natural resources of the coastal zone. "A ffecting" 
activities is to be interpreted to mean both direct, immediate impacts, cumulative impacts and 
indirect effects that occur later in time and at a dist<l.nce from the action, but ~re reasonably 
foreseeable. The text and consistency analysis on pages IV-87 to IV-89 should be amended to 
reflect these legislative changes. 

13 
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DLCD Consistency Conclusion 

Based upon DLCD analysis and a review of comments received in response t9 the state's notice, 
it appears that the draft management plan for the ODNRA would be consislen! with Oregon's 
coastal management program. 

Official DLCD concurrence with the Forest Service's determination of conlsistency cannot be 
made at this time due to lack of specific documentation in the DEIS to [justify a Goal 18 
exception, and clear language that would ensure compliance with the app1ica~le mandatory state 
authorities listed in the Oregon Coastal Management Program (OCMP). ' 

For the purposes of its final federal consistency determination, the Forest Service will need to 
document in the final EIS how the selected management alternative complies with the goat 
requirements, Of justify noncompliance according to the exceptions criteria, determine 
consistency with the enforceable policies of the acknowledged local plans, and clarify compliance 
with the statutory authorities and regulations of the OCMP. 

The Consistency Section should be able to comply by providing the informati~n needed for these 
recommendations: 

~)Ianning Goals 

I 
The Forest Service has generally characterized how the goals relate to the O:E>NRA management 
plan and their alternatives. Figure IV-18, entitled "LCDC Goals and Dis:cussion," identifies 
those goals believed applicable to the ODNRA management plan. A b1ef discussion then 
identifies whether the alternatives meet the particular goal issues in ~uestion. Several 
inconsistencies with the goals for different management alternatives are not~ in the table. The 
final EIS must clearly discuss the consistency of the final adopted manage~ent alternative with 
the goals. : 

I 
An apparent inconsistency with a goal requirement was not noted in Figure IV-18. Statewide 
Planning Goal 18 prohibits foredune breaching except where necessary to r~plenish sand supply 
in interdune areas on a temporary basis in an emergency. Vegetation removal methods discussed 
in the management plan identify foredune breaching as a feasible me4sure for removing 
European beachgrass. The state supports this objective, but as outlined, is not consistent with 
Goal 18. 

Vegetation removal projects which involve breaching or grading foredun:es for purposes not 
"Howed by the Goal witt require an "exception" to that Goal requiremenLi The Forest Service 
must demonstrate that the goal exception requirements can be met. The jtjstification would be 
similar to the current project proposed at Sutton Creek for Snowy Plover/Dune Breaching. 
DLeD will work with the ODNRA to prepare this goal exception justification for inclusion in 
Ihe final EIS. 

14 

Acknowledged Comprehensive Plans 

No inconsistencies with acknowledged land use plans and implementing regulations were 
identified by coastal city and county planning directors during the consistency review. However I 
in the section addressing consistency, the DEIS state that the uses and activities proposed in the 
alternatives were "generally consistent" with the county goals except for a minor inconsistency 
with a Coos County policy. 

The federal consistency standard of review is whether the proposed management plan is 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the coastal 
program, not whether it is ~ consistent. The referenced Coos County ordinance 
regarding the county's opposition to any new restrictions on the use of off-road vehicles should 
be considered an advisory policy, which states the position or preference of thl~ county to retain 
the amount of public lands available for ORV use. 

A decision regarding the allowable level of ORV use on public lands should not be made 
independent of the consideration of other resources, recreational needs or applicable law. The 
Forest Service should consider the county's position when analyzing the proposed management 
alternatives for the ODNRA but must also analyze the regional needs for ORV use, other 
recreational uses and needs, and SCQB£... The management plan should provide opportunities 
for recreational uses, but must also be balanced with protecting Goal 5, 17 and 18 resources, 
and must enable the Forest Service to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act and 
other federal law. 

Minor corrections include: 

Page IV-89, Parks and Recreation Department, ORS Chapter 390. Goal 8 - Recreation Needs, 
State Comorehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 

Water resources department description (p.IV-89) should be changed to read: 

Regulation of water use administered by the Water Resources Department (ORS Chapters 
536 through 543) 

Forest Service water use will comply with applicable WRD requirements. For example, 
water use permits may be required for recreation facilities and-wetland projects. 

15. Appendix C St:lndnrds and Guidelines 

AW-3. Water Strategy. Water withdrawal could adversely impact lakes, wetlttnds ttnd streams. 
Development of a strategy with the Coos Bay/North Bend W<lter Board while supported is not 

15 
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enough. A strategy for surface water management should also include an assessment of existing 
or future water needs within the ODNRA, and an analysis of the envirohrnental impacts of 
meeting these needs. A standard and guideline should be adopted which TMuires preparation 
of this assessment and analysis within two years of plan approval. I 

AW-5. This standard is also applicable for Alternative F. It should inc1Jde the addition of: 
... "where findings demonstrate warranted closure." : 

AW - 14. This standard should include: ... "and reflecting the ana1ysi1s of inventories to 
determine carrying capacities of the resources of the NRA. It ! 

A W Recreational Facilities and Roads. Wetlands and associated riparian areas provide key 
foraging, nesting and resting areas for wildlife. Wildlife use of wetlands and riparian areas is 
limited by adjacent recreational development and associated human use. Recommend additional 
standards: 

1. A standard which prohibits "overflow" camping in wetlands and assodiated riparian areas; 

d h· h' ... . Ib d 2. A stan ard W Ie reqUires that recreational faCIlities and roads be setl ack from wetlan s 
and associated riparian areas. 

Management Area lO(C) , ORV's Restricted to Designate Routes. Reco~mend standards be 
amended to inclUde: 

I. A standard which requires a buffer between motorized use areas andl wetlands, wherever 
possible. 

2. A standard which requires a buffer between lakes and motorized use areas. Equivalent 
standards should be added to the Standards for Management Area 10 (B)), Off-Road Vehicle 
Open. 

I 
AW-33 Special Habitats. This requires identification of special wildlife h,\bitats, threats to key 
wildlife habitats and determination of a threshold of impacts within one year of plan approval. 
Specific biological survey information is critical for determining the carryirtg capacities that are 
used to determine "limits of acceptable change" and for justifying sta~ements such as the 
statement on page IV-41 that the proposed alternative is not expected to have any adverse direct 
or indired cumulative impacts on red legged frogs or western pond turt1es~ 
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May 7, 1993 

Michael Harvey I Project Leader 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Siuslaw National Forest 
855 Highway Avenue 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

Dear Mr. Harvey: 

MAY 1 1 \~~j 

1JregOf 
DE1'l'dr! t-.1EN! (11 

1\(;I{tCULTU[(! 

We have reviewed the DEIS for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management 
Plan with regard to special status plant species (Le., rare, threatened, and end'Ulgered). The 
DEIS adequately addresses the protection of habitat and populations of special status plant 
species; however; we have the following comments. 

Appendix C, page 24, states that when habitat is present, a biological (field) evalu?tion will 
be performed for T&E and sensitive species. It is not clear if these evaluations include the 
use of botanical field surveys. We would like to stress the importance of such field surveys, 
and believe they should be included as part of the biological evaluation process. 

In addition, please note that the Oregon Department of Agriculture is responsible for listing 
special status plant species, as stated in Appendix C, page 24, and should be noted as such in 
Chapter JII, page 28. 

We support Alternatives D and F which preserve and manage the greatest amounts of habitat 
for plant populations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions or comments, 
please contact me, or Thomas Kaye, at the number listed below. 

Sincerely, 

- jJ~Ct !),~ 
Melissa J. Kirkland 
Conservation Biologist 
Plant Conservation Biology Program 
Natural Resources Division 
5031737-2346 

\1.n\!M,.1i,,\1c,tl, 
C"'",'rJ!"t 

fi;\S C;,pit\ll StH .... 'I.':E 
5;,tcrn, OR ':173\0-0\ 1!l 
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Hoy 27, 1993 

Hnrgucritp. Nnbetll 
Oregon Pal'ks r.. Recreation Dept. 

525 Trade St., SE 
Salem, OR 97310 

{)etlx Ha rguer i te: 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 8 1993 
STATE PARKS AND 

RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

DEI'A RTMENT 0 

I ACRICULTURE 

1 l.hou~hi:. l'ti {olIo"" up ntll" phone COIlVC,!;llt:ion Ul Hay 26, oh the du!.ift 
Oregon Dime:; Ntttionol Recreation Area Hanagement Plan EIS for the Siuslav 
National Forest, ..,ith fI letter. Our botanists have developed an ageelernent 
vith the USFS 1:0 do an inventory and study of threatened and endangered 
plants thRt might OCcur in the 27,000 acres of federal forestland. 0.£ 
particular intr.rest 1.1i11 be the pink sand verbena. At the present time 
little is known about vhat rare plant species occur in this 40 mile .strip 
from Coos Ba.y north to Florence. \1e are presently studying a pink sand 
verbena population on the beach at Port Orford but human vandalism is a 
serious problem. 'We'll be looking for potential ney sites in the Siusln~ 
National Forest land here for translocating the verbena. 

As the plan develops for this piece of the Oregon Dunes National Re1reation 
Are3 our agency can be of help in dealing .... ith issues that relate td 
confined animal feeding operations and container nurseries on priva~e land, 
and commercial oyster plats on state estuary land. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EIS, If I get sOllle feed~ack from 
the three soil and 'lJ'ater conservation districts in the area unper revie .... I 
.... ill pass that information on to you. : 

Sincerely, 

?it:!~~ 
Administrator 
Natural Resources Division 
378-3810 

July 6, 1993 

Ed Becker 
Area Ranger 

RE:CEIVED 

JUL 9 1993 
ST~TE P~RKS ANO 

RECREATION OEPARTMENT 

~ 
l)EPARTMI~N"1' 01 

1=1511 AND 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Siuslaw National Forest 

~ / WILDLIFE 

Dear Mr. Becker: 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Dunes National Recreation Area (ODNRA) 
Management Plan, and offers the following comments. 

The Department commends the ODNRA planning team for its efforts to develop a plan 
that balances resoUrce and recreational use. The Department supports many aspects of 
the Proposed Alternative F, including: 

Development of South Jetty Corridor as an interpretive area. 

Continued access for hunting and fishing at current levels; 

Designation of a Research Natural Area north of Tenmile Creek. This 
designation would complement future cffortc; for snowy plover habitat 
restoration in adjacent areas; 

Protection for wetland-associated wildlife, including closure of riverside 
campsites at Lodgepole Campground, maintenance of remote de:flation 
plain wetlands for wildlife at Siltcoos, Threemile and Tenmile Creeks, 
and the prohibition of overflow camping at Siltcoos; 

Limitations on recreational development adjacent to significant snowy 
plover habitat areas, Examples include the proposed closure of Siltcoos 
Beach parking lot, shortening of Siltcoos Road, conversion of Driftwood 
II to a RV campground, closure of Waxmyrtle and Lagoon campground 
to ORYs, closure of ORV staging areas at Driftwood 11, Siltcoos and 
Horsfall campgrounds, and rerouting Waxmyrtle and Tahkenitch trails; 

Proposed ORY use restrictions in and adjacent to significant habitat 
areas, including the proposed non-motorized buffers around Horsfall, 
Sand Point, Spirit and Beale Lakes. 

Although the Department supports many aspects of Alternative F, we are concerned 
that (as currently written) this alternative does not provide adequate protection for the 
federally threatened snowy plover. In addition, there is a need for additional standards 
and guidelines to protect sensitive habitat areas such as wetlands, riparian areas, and 
lakes. Our concerns are described below, with specific recommendations for 
modifications. 

25tll sw Fir.-I !\\'l'llut' 

PO Uox 59 
I'nrllnnd,01{972U7 
(5tn) 22'1·!HIlO 
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Snowy Plover 

Effective April 6, 1993, the Pacific Coastal population of the Western Showy Plover 
(Charadrius ale..xandrinus nivosus) Was listed as a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act due to the coastal population's declining ab~ndance and 
limited distribution, coupled with continuing threats to its habitat (Federal Register, 5 
March 1993: 12864-12874). 

\ , 
The ODNRA provides habitat essential to the conservation and recovery of the snowy 
plover. Currently, there are only six remaining sites on the Oregon coast used by 
breeding snowy plovers (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, unpublished survey 
data). Three of these sites occur within the ODNRA. SiItcoos, Tahkenitch and 
Tenmile Creek estuaries and adjacent beaches contain snowy plover Qreeding and 
feeding areas that are critically important to recovery of the species. I 

To facilitate recovery of the threatened snowy plover, it is critical that Ithe ODNRA 
management plan contain specific provisions to protect snowy plover breeding and 
feeding areas from human disturbance. It is also critical that the plan prov,de for active 
restoration of snowy plover habitat, particularly in the beach, areas between Tenmile 
Creek and the Siltcoos Estuary. ' 

In fummductive Ecology of Western Snowy Plover on the South Coast of Oregon 
(1992) Craig et. al. stated that: "We believe to establish and maintain a self 
perpetuating Snowy Plover popUlation comparable to the pre-1980 levels it will be 
necessary to create habitat areas large enough to disperse the present predation 
pressures and reduce the amount of human disturbance." (Page 18). I 

The Department recommends modifying Alternative F to increase the size ~f designated 
"Snowy Plover Habitat Areas" to provide an adequate land-base i for species 
maintenance and recovery, as well as a buffer between human-use aI1d plover-use 
areas. Our recommendations are based on documented historic and curre~t use patterns 
during breeding and wintering seasons (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
unpublished survey data): i 

I 
I. The extent of "Snowy Plover Habitat Areas" should be modified to include the 

following significant habitat areas for snowy plover: I 

a. A minimum distance of 1.0 mile north from the outlet of th~ Siltcoos; 
I 

b. From Siltcoos outlet south to La mile south of Tahkeoitch Creek. 
This beach is remote relative to most other Oregon beach~ and has the 
potential to provide extensive area for snowy plover habitat.restoration. 

c. From the North Jetty of the Umpqua River north along ocean and river a 
distance of 1.0 miles, or to the extent of state own~rship. The 
combination of ONDRA lands and state lands presents opportunity for 
another extensive area for snowy plover habitat restoration and 
enhancement. It is important for snowy plovers nesting along the river to 
have access to the ocean beach to rear their young. In addition, this area 
is used by other threatened and sensitive species, including bald eagles, 

2. 

brown pelicans, and peregrine falcons. This area also inc1tldes a haul­
out area for harbor seals, a federally-protected species; 

d. A distance of 1.0 mile north and south of Tenmile outlet. 

Recreational development proposed in the Preferred Alternative F for areas 
adjacent to snowy plover habitat should be modified as follows: 

a. The Department supports the pr~posed closure of the parking lot on the 
north side of the Siltcoos outlet as proposed in Alternative F. If 
additional parking is needc>..d, the lot should be relocated at least one mile 
to the north; 

b. Eliminate the proposed horse camping area at the Driftwood II 
campground. Horse use has been shown to negatively impact nesting 
snowy plovers by trampling eggs Or young and by flushing incubating 
adults from nests. If a horse camping area is needed~ alternative 
locations that are not adjacent to significant snowy plover habitat areas 
should be explored. The Department supports the proposed closure of 
Driftwood II Campground to ORVs; 

c. Direct human traffic away from snowy plover habitat by removing 
Waxmyrtle Road; 

d. Direct human traffic away from snowy plover habitat by dOlling the road 
from Spinreel to Tenmile. Relocate this route to conn(~t with the 
existing beach-access road approximately 1.5 miles south; 

e. Due its the proximity to snowy plover habitat, the access area leading 
into Tenmile should not be designated as a tldeveloped corridor. tI 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. Area-Wide Srandard and Guideline AW-3, Water Strategy (Appendix C-JJ. 
Water withdrawal could adversely impact lakes, wetlands and streams. The 
Department supports Standard and Guideline AW-3, which requires development of a 
surface water management strategy with the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board within 
two years of plan development. However, a strategy for surface water management 
should also include an assessment of existing or future water needs within the ODNRA, 
and an analysis of the environmental impacts of meeting these needs. A Standard and 
Guideline should be adopted which requires preparation of this assessment and analysis 
within two years of plan approval. 

2. Area-Wide Standards For Recreational Facilities and Roads (Appendix C-2). 
Wetlands and associated riparian areas provide key foraging, nesting and resting areas 
for wildlife. Wildlife use of wetlands and riparian areas is limited by adjacent 
recreational development and associated human use. The Department recommends that 
the Area Wide Standards for Recreational Facilities and Roads be amended to include 
the following additional standards: I) A standard which prohibits "overflow" camping 
in wetlands and associated riparian areas; and 2) A standard which requires that 
recreational facilities and roads be set back from wetlands and associated riparian areas. 
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.1. Stat/dotd.\' lor Maf1ttgenU'!/I An'll JO(C) , OHV's R('.wricu·d to Dc.,\;gff(1/l:'d Routes 
(API)(Uu/ix C-7). The Department recommends that these standards be am,ended to 
incltlde the following additional standards: 1) A standard which requires I a buffer 
between ORV use areas Rnd wetlands, wherever possible. 2) A standard which 
requires a buffer between lakes and ORY use areas. Equivalent standards should be 
added to the Standards for Management Area 10(8), Off-Road Vehicle Open. 

4. Area-Wide Standard and Guideline A~-33, Special Habitats (Appenrix C-2). 
Standard and Guideline AW-33 requires identificatlOn of special wildlife, habitats, 
threats to key wildlife habitats and determination of a threshold of impacts ~ithin one 
year of plan approval. Specific biological survey information is cr,iticaI for 
determining the carrying capacities that are used to determine "Limits of Acceptable 
Change" and for justifying statements such as the statement on Page IV-41 that the 
proposed allernative is not expecled to have My adverse direct Of indirect cumulative 
impacts on red legged frogs Of western pond tllrtles. 

Other 

Western Pond Turtles (/V-4J). Recent western pond turtle research (Holland, 1991 
data) suggests that the limiting factor for western pond turtles is nesting habitat in 
upland and riparian areas, not open water areas. 

Q.nf~ency Coordination 

The final EIS should provide a clear process fOf coordination between the U~S. Forest 
Service (USFS), Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Or~gon State 
Parks and Recreation, the Department of Land Conservation and Development and 
other affected agencies and interest groups. Issues that will require coordination 
include: I 

1. Snowy Plover Habicat Restoration Techniques. The introduction of.IEuropean 
beachgrass to stabilize sandy coastal soils facilitated foredune development and 
eliminated the flat, open habitats preferred by snowy plover for nesting. The 
top priority for vegetation management in the ODNRA should be the creation of 
habik1t for snowy plover. Under the Preferred Alternative, habitat restoration 
would include removal of non-native beach grass in selected locations; I including 
Siltcoos River t Tenmile Creek, Tahkenitch Creek and Umpqua River spit. The 
location and extent of vegetation removal should be selected in cooperation with 
the USFS and the State Parks and Recreation Department and other affected 
agencies. Vegetation management areas should be large enough to restrict 
predator access. A process should be developed for monitoring the Success of 
vegetation removal and other snowy plover habitat restoration efforts. 

2. Access Restrictions. Access restrictions/seasonal closures will be a critical 
component of snowy plover recovery. Management Area lO(E) Snowy Plover 
Habitat Standard and Guideline E-6 (Appendix C-l2) indicates that disturbance 
will be monitored and more stringent access restrictions will be established if 
necessary. These seasonal closures would also benefit migratory shorebirds by 
providing undisturbed resting and feeding areas. Coordination betwe¢n affected 
agencies wi11 be necessary during this monitoring effort. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

providing undisturhed resting a.nd r~cding areas. Coordination between afrected 
agencies will be necessary during this monitoring effort. 

Wetland and Wildlife Managemem Areas. A process should be developed for 
coordinated development of management techniques within wildlife and wetland 
management areas, and development of monitoring programs to evaluate the 
success of these management techniques. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers. The Preferr~ Alternative recommends thoe Siltcoos 
River and Tahkenitch and Tenmile Creeks for designation as wild and scenic 
rivers. The Draft Wild and Scenic Eligibility Studies in Appendix E of the 
DElS identify wildlife (especially threatened, endangered and sensitive species) 
as an "Outstandingly Remarkable Value" at these rivers (Appendix E-12 
(Siltcoos River); Appendix E-26 (fahkenitch Creek) and Appendix E-40 
(Tenmile Creek)]. The Department supports the identification of wildlife as an 
"Outstandingly Remarkable Value". Coordination will be necessary during 
preparation of Wild and Scenic River Management plans to ensure that the plans 
provide for active restoration and enhancement of snowy plover habitat at 
Sittcoos, Tahkenitch and Tenmile Creek estuaries and adjacent beaches. 

Environmental AssessmelUs. Coordination is important duting the preparation 
of Environmental Assessments for projects proposed in the management plan to 
ensure that recreational improvements are designed and located such that they 
reduce impacts to adjacent snowy plover habitat or other fish and wildlife 
habitat areas. 

The planning team has done an outstanding job in its attempt to balance recreational use 
with natural resource conservation. As natural areas dwindle and recreational demand 
increases, this assignment becomes increasingly challenging. Proposed Alternative F 
has many aspects that the Department can endorse. We hope that you will incorporate 
our recommended changes to ensure protection for Oregon's fish and wildlife and their 
habitat while assuring continued public enjoyment of Oregon's beaches and the unique 
Oregon dunes area. 

Sincerely, 

~l1.-t~~ 
Jill Zarnowitz 
Assistant Director 
Habitat Conservation Division 

c. Goggans, Collins, Brown, Van Dyke, Cottam, Beidler 
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May 13, 1993 

oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
855 Highway Ave. 
Reedsport. OR 
97467 

Gentlemen: 

We have received and reviewed the Draft EnvironmentAl 
Impact statement for the Oregon Dunes National 
Recreational Area Management Plan (DEIS). We have the 
foUowing comments concerning the forested areas. 

We favor forest practices which will maintain a heal thy 
forest habitat with moderate fragmentation and a hi~h 
diversity. Diversity may entail the creation by i 
noncommercial and commercial thinning to achieve small 
clearings in forests. Snags and woody debris should be 
left near waterways to provide habitat for the whit~-
footed vole and other special needs animals. I 

Maintaining approximately equal acres in all age 
classes, reproductive thru old growth in each of th~ 
three forest types would create the most vertical ak 
well as horizontal diversity. However, a different 
approach would be needed if attempting to achieve I 
historic acreage/diversity native vegetation patterns. 

Fragmentation by access roads open to the motorizedl 
public which cut the forest up into small areas is rot 
recommended. Foot traffic only trails are favored ,over 
roads. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your dr,aft 
plans. 

MAY 1 9 1993 oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF 

FORESTRY 

Sf ATE FORESfERS OFFICE 

"STEWARDSHIP IN 
FORESTRY" 

~ Davld H. stere, Director 
::; je,;;t;;) ([/",&1 "{}fcif: pe/1.t! (dE'') 7-1J' 

Forest Resource Planning 

DHS/BB 

S"lctn, 01\ <)7;1111 
(:i0:") :'\"70-2;;&1 
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In Oregon. state review of consistency determinations by federal agencies is carried out in 
accordance with Oregon Administrative Rule OAR 660, Division 35. Initially, preliminary 
review by the state of a federal consistency determination occurs as part of the review of the 
draft plan or project. The final consistency detennination review by the State of Oregon is made 
following release of the final environmental impact statement on the adopted plan or project. 

As part of the statets review process, notice of the federal agency's consistency detennination is 
provided to affected local governments and state agencies. 

To be considered valid, an objection to the federal agency's consistency detl=rmination must 
demonstrate that either: 

__ The federal agency has not provided sufficient or adequate infonnation in the plan or 
project to establish consistency; or 

There is a conflict between the plan or project and one or more enforceable policies of 
the Oregon Coastal Management Program. 

Federal Consistency and the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan 

The Oregon DUnes National Recreation Area is on federal lands within the state's coastal zone. 
Although federal lands are technically excluded from the state's coastal zone boundaries, all of 
the proposed alternatives would affect land and water use and natural resources of the coastal 
zone, and consequently, feder.tl consistency provisions apply. The Forest Service must 
demonstrate that the proposed management plan will meet the mandatory enforceable policies of 
the coastal program to the maximum ex.tent practicable. 

A discussion of federal consistency is included in the Environmental Consc~quences chapter 
(Chapter 4), of the Forest Service'$ draft EIS in the subsection on "Consistency with other 
agency plans and programs". 

The description of federal consistency in this chapter does not reflect the 1990 amendments 
adopted by Congress on federal consistency for federal activities. The "directly affecting" 
provision is no longer applicable. Federal agencies must now detennine whether an activity has 
the potential to affect any land or water use or natural resources of the coastal zone. "Affecting" 
activities is to be interpreted to mean both direct, immediate impacts, cumulative impacts and 
indirect effects that occur later in time and at a distance from the action, but are reasonably 
foreseeable. The text and consistency analysis on pages IV ·87 to IV -89 should be amended to 
reflect these legislative changes. (A copy of the amended Coastal Zone Management Act is 
enclOSed). 

In April, 1993. OLeo sent a notice to the coastal city and county planning directors in Douglas, 
Lane and Coos counties and to the directors of affected state agencies requesting comments on 
federal consistency of the Forest Service's draft E;lS for the ODNRA management plan. 

!2!£QA1llIbc>is 

DLeD anillysis of the man<lgement plan with the enforceable policies of the OCMP indicates the 
following. 
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Jun 3(3.19'33 01:55PM FROM Forest. Pr-~ctjces TO 93786447 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Oregon Dunes National Re~reation Area Plan 

TO: 

PROM: 

bATE: 

Mllrgueritc Nabet\, Oregon Paries and Rccl1:'.arion Dept. 

.Kevin Birch, Oregon DepL of Forestry 

June 30, 1993 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Dunes Plan and for keping 
us infotmed of about avenues for OW' input. We have no outstanding cOncerns 
with the Dunes Recreation Plan. 

P.02 

~I 
DEPARTMENT 0 

FORESTRY 

""STATE FORESTER'; OFI'/< 

0) 
·'STEWARDSt IfP It-: 

I'UIU!STRY" 

2600 State Stn-et 
~h:,m, OR 97310 
(SOJ) 378-2.%0 

July 7,1993 

TO: 

FROM: 

Marguerite Nabeta, Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation 

EmilYToby~ 
Glen Hale 

SUBJECf: Final DLeD Comments on U.S. Fore~H Service Draft EIS for the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan 

The purpose of this memo is to provide the Depamnent of Land Conservation and 
Development's (DLCD) comments on the U.S. Forest Service's proposed 
management plan for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area. 

DLCD has participated in the state's interagency Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area (ODNRA) Management Plan review team. These comments 
have been prepared with the understanding that they are to be combined with 
those of other state agencies to form the s13te1s coordinated response to the Forest 
Service ODNRA management plan. 

OUT Department's interest in the proposed management plan focuses on issues 
related to assuring the consistency of the management plan and subsequent 
management activities with Oregon's Coastal Zone Management Program 
(OCMP). We have focused most of our comments on the preferred alternative 
identified in the draft environmental impact statement (EIS). 

Federal Consistency in Oregon 

Under Section 307(c)(1 )(A) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, as 
amended, any federal activity, within or outside the coastal z~:me. that affects any 
land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone must be carned out in a 
manner which is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the 
enforceable policies of the state's federally approved coastal management 
program. 

The mandatory enforceable policies contained in the Oregon Coastal Program are: 

1. The Statewide Planning Goals as adopted by the Land ConseNation and 
Development Commission 

2. Acknowledged city and cou~ty comprehensive plans and land use 
regulations; and 

3. The statutory authorities and regulations of selected state agencies. 

~n 
DEPARTMENT OF 

LAND 

CONSERVATION 

AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

11,\.1 .... ,\ I:,'h·tt~ 
i~,,,,tI,,,, 

~4i~~~ 
I~~\~ 

117:' Cllllri 5!r~"'1 :"JE 
~'1!t'111,,(l1{ 97.1111·0:;"(' 
(:-(1.') .1;.1·(1\1:-1) 
1",\\ l,m)1/,::!·,,;-I\"; 
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, 
A discussion of how the county's policy was considered in the selection of the management 
alternative should be included in the Final EIS. Language regarding cdnsistency with the 
local plans should be amended as discussed above. I 

H the selected management alternative is inconsistent with an enforceable policy of the 
coastal program, it must be demonstrated that it is either not practicable, that is, it is an action 
otherwise precluded by federal law. Documentation supporting this determination should be 
specifically included in the final EIS. 

SJatutOry State Agency Authorities and Regulations 

The Forest Service has concluded that it will either meet or exceed the applicable statutory 
authorities in the coastal management program or has identified a proce;ss to ensure 
compliance. 

This approach is satisfactory for consistency purposes, provided, the st~te agencies 
responsible for administering those statutes concur with this detennina~on in their reviews of 
the proposed management plan. 

The Department does have several clarification questions regarding thellanguage used in the 
coordination section with state agencies (p.IV-88 to 89). For the programs administered by 
the Parks and Recreation Department it is stated that activities will be n~oordinated" with 
State Parks. How will coordination occur, and will permits be obtain~? Under the 
Removal/Fill section it is stated that any NRA fill and removal operations will "meet DSL 
permit requirements." Again, will the permits actualJy be obtained by the Forest Service? 
The Forest Service will "comply" with applicable Department of Wate~ Resources 
requirements through what process? The language of this section and the intent of the Forest 
Service should be clarified in the Final EIS. I 

.l2L...CILConsistency Conclusion 

Based upon DLCD analysis, and a review of comments received in respon~e to the state's notice, 
it appears that the draft management plan for the Oregon Dunes Nationall}ecreation Area would 
be consistent with Oregon's coastal management program. I 

, 

However, official DLCD concurrence with the Forest Service's detennination of consistency 
cannot be made at this time due to a lack of specific documentation in the fuaft plan· to justify a 
Goal 18 exception, and clear language that would ensure compliance with Ithe applicable 
mandatory state authorities listed in the OCMP. 

For the purposes of its final federal consistency determination, the Forest ~ervice will need to 
document in the final EIS how the selected management alternative complies with the goal 
requirements, or justify noncompliance according to the exceptions criteri~, determine 
consistency with the enforceable policies of the acknowledged local plansJ and clarify 
compliance with the statutory authorities and regulations of the OCMP. Until such an analysis is 
conducted and incorporated into the final management plan, full concurrerke by the slate of 
Oregon on the Forest Service's co'nsistency deterTnination with the OCMP! cannot be made. 

-5-

For More InfonnatioD 

Please feel free to contact either Glen Hale (265-8869) or Emily Toby (373-0096) if you need 
more infonnation or have questions concerning DLCD's comments on the draft management 
plan. 

ET:GH 
<per>odnra.fc.prelim 

Enclosures 

cc: Dick Benner, DLCD 
Eldon Hout, DLCD 
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Sttte...Yl.Lde Planning Goals 

The Forest Service has generaUy characterized how the goals relate tOil the ODNRA 
management plan and their alternatives. Figure IV -18, entitled "LCDC Goals and 
Discussion" identifies those goals believed applicable to the ODNRA 'management plan. A 
cursory discussion then identifies whether the alternatives meet the particular goal issues in 
question. Several inconsistencies with the goals for different managerhent alternatives are 
noted in the table. The Final EIS should clearly discuss the consistency of the final adopted 
management alternative with the goals. 

An apparent inconsistency with a goal requirement was not noted in F,igure IV-IS. Statewide 
Planning Goal 18 prohibits foredune breaching except where necessary to replenish sand 
stlpply in interdune areas or on a temporary basis in an emergency. Vegetation removal 
methods discussed in the management plan identify foredune breachi~g as a possible measure 
for removing European beach grass. While the Department supports the objectives of 
restoring natural ecosystem functions and encourages further research; into effective ways of 
removing beach grass, foredune breaching, unless for specific purposes is not consistent with 
Goal 18. 

Vegetation removal projects which involve breaching or grading foredunes for purposes not 
allowed by the Goal will require an "exception" to the Goal requirement. The Forest Service 
must demonstrate that it meets the goal exception requirements, which are mandatory 
enforceable policies of the coastal program. The justification would be similar to the one 
being prepared for the Sutton Creek Snowy Plover/Dune Breaching project currently being 
proposed by the Forest Service and the Oregon Department of Fish anld Wildlife, The 
Department would be willing to work with the Forest Service to prepa're the goal exception 
justification for inclusion in the Final EIS. (A copy of the goal exceptions requirements 
(OAR 660-04·020) are enclosed). 

Acl;nowledged ComRreh~-.ElM..s 

No inconsistencies with acknowledged land use plans and implementi,ng regulations were 
identified by coastal city and county planning directors during DLCDl's federal consistency 
review_ However, in the section addressing consistency with city and county plans, the draft 
EIS states that the uses and activities proposed in the alternatives were "generally consistent" 
wilh the county goals and further, specifically identifies a minor inconsistency with a Coos 
County policy. 

The federal consistency standard of review is whether the proposed management plan is 
consistent to the max.imum ex.tent practicable with the enforceable policies of the coastal 
program, not whether it is generally consistent. The referenced Coos ICounty ordinance 
regarding the county's opposition to any new restrictions on the use oT off-road vehicles 
should be considered an advisory policy, which states the position or preference of the county 
to retain Ihe amount of public lands available for ORV use. 

A decision regarding the allowable level of O~V use on public lands should not be made 
independent of the consideration of other resources. recreational needs or applicable law. The 
Forest Service ~hollid consider the coUnty's position when ilnalyzing the propo:>cd 
Ilwnagc11lellt altenlillives for the ODNRA hUI must :1150 :tnalyze the rtgioll:11 needs rorORY 
use, other rccrc:l1iona! uscs .111<1 nceds. and SCORp. The managemcnt plnn sh(Juld providc 
opportunities ror recrc:uiollal uses. but Inust nlso be bn1:lI\ccd with protecting Goal 5, 17 and 
I H resourccs, and must abm cnllble the Forest Service to meet the requiremcnts of the 
Endangered Specie!' Act and other rederallaws. 

l' ... -... "._. _______ ----1 

• DEPAi1TMENT OF 1A.NO CONSE~VATrON & DFV'[OPMENT 

~~'E6 ~ 11 :~97 

5.,.·\ 1. ~:1\4 

5-~1l2 

71:B001 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 197:[ 

(PL 92-583, 16 U.S.c. 1451 tI Stq., Octob .. 27, 1972; Am.nd."j by PL 93';;12, 
J.nuocy 2, 1975; PL 94-370. July 26. 1976; PL 9S-219, De«mb<r 28. 1977; PL 9S-372, 
September 18, 1978; PL 96-464, October 17, 1980; PL 98-620, NOTemlH!r 11. 1984; PL 
99-272, Aprll7, 1986; PL 99-626, No"mber 7. 1986; PL 101-508, N.Tember S, (990) 

SHORT TITLE 
SEC. 301. This title may be cited as the "Coastal Zone 

Malfagement Act of 1912'" 

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS 
SEC. )02. The Congress finds that -
(a) There is a national interest in the effective manage· 

menl, beneficial use. protection. and deveh)pment of the: 
coastal lone. 

(b) The coastal lone is rich in a variety of natural. 
commercial. recreationa1. et:ologkal. industria.!. and esthetic 
resources of immediate and potential value to the present' 
and future well-being of the Nation. - _ 

(cl The increasing and competing demands upon the 
lands and waters of our coastal zone occasioned by po?, 
ulation growth and economic development. including 
requirements for industry. commerce. residential' 
development. recreation. extraction of mineral resources 
and fossil fuels. tun!portation and navigation. waste dis· 
posal. and harvesting of lish. shellfish, and other living 
marine resources. have resulted in the loss o( living 
marine resources. wildlife. nutrient-rich areas. perma­
nent and adverse changes to ecological systems. dec:reas· 
ing open 3pace for public use. and-shoreline erosion. 

(d) The habitat uellS o( the coastal tone. and the fish. 
shellfish. other living marine resources, :1nd wildlife 
therein. are ecologically fragile and consequently ex­
tremely vulnerable to destructions by man's alteratioM. 
[302(a) .mended by PL 101-508) 

(e) Important ecological, cultunl. historic. and es­
thetic values in the coastal zone which are e~ential to the 
)Yell-being of all citi.rens are being irretrievably damaged 
ot lost. 
p02(O added by PL 96-464; amended by PL 101-5081 

(0 New and expanding dem2nds for (ood. energy. 
minerals. defense need,. recreation. w2~te disposal. 
tran!portation. and induslri21 activities in the Great 

Lakes, territorial sea, exclusive economic lone, and Out· 
er Continental Shelf ue placing stren on these area!> 
and are creating the need for resolution of serious 
confticts among important and competing use~ and val­
ues in c03Stal and oce:ln waten, 
(Former 302(O-(i) redc:signated as (g)-(j) by PL 
96-464). 

(g) Spe<:ial n2tural and K:enic characteristic:<! are being 
damaged by ill-planned development that thre:ltens these 
value'. 

(h) In light of eompetinn dem:tnru MId the urgent need 
to protect and to give high priority to natural sy~tem~ In 
the eoufal lone. present state and local institutional 
arrangements for planning and regulating land and water 
USd in such areas are inadequate. 

(i) The leey to more effective protection and use o( the 
htnd and water resources of the coastar lone is to en­
courage the state! to exercise their full authority over the 
lands and waters in the coastal zone by assisting the 
states, in cooperation with Federal and local 
governments and other vitally affected interesh. in 
developing land and water Use programs rOf the co uta I 
lone, including unified policies, criteria. standards. 
methods. and processes for dealing with land and water 
use decisions of mo're than local significance. 

(j) The national objcc:th-e o( attaining • SfUtet' degrtt 
of energy self·suHic:iency would be advanced by 
providing Federal financial nsist:tnce to meet 3Ute and 
local needs result in, from new or expanded energy activi­
ty in or arfecting the eoutal zone. 

(J02{\)-{m) .dded by.I'L 101-508) 
(k) L2nd uses in the coasul lone, and the USes of 

3djacent lands which dr:lin into the coutal .rone, m:ly 
slgnifk:1ntly affect the qU21ity or coastal .... 3lers and 
habitau. 3.nd effort!; to conuol cO:lstal wa\e:r pollution 
from land use activities Must be improved. 

(1) Be:cause global warming may' result in a sub~t:ln' 
tla\ sea level rise with serious adve:rse ef[e:CU in the 

,-8-" Publl~ by 11-IE !UflEAU Of H,I, nONAl MI'A1flS. !HC •• W11oI"'· • ..,9'.,..,. O.C. Xl031 
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COA~TAl ZONE ACT 

Federal regulation of land use practice$ affecting the 
coastal and ocean r~urces or the United Statd; and 

(6) to respond to changing circumst3nces affecting the 
coastal environment and coastal resource management 
by encouraging States to eonsider such iuue! as ocean 
Uses potentially affecting the coastal zone. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 304, For the purposes of this title -
(I) The term "coastal zone" means the coastal waters 

(including the lands therein and thereunder) and the adja· 
cent shorelands (including the waters therein and 
thereunder), strongly innuenced by each other and in 
proximity to the shorelines of the several coastal states. 
and includes islands. transitional and intertidal areas. salt 
marshes. wetlands. and beaches. The zone extends. in 
Great lakes waten. to the international boundary 
between the United States and Canada and. in other 
areas. seaward to the. outer limit of the outer limit of 
State title and ownership under the Submerged lands 
Act (43 U.S.C. DOt et seq.), the Act of March 2. 1917 
(48 U,S.C. 749), the Covenant to Establish a Common· 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands in Political 
Union with the United State$ of America, as approved 
by the Act of March 24. 1916 (48 U.s.c. 1681 note), or 
section I of the Act of November 20. 1963 (48 U.S.C. 
1705. as applicable. The zone extends inland from the 
shore!ine.$ only to the eil;tent net:e3.sary to control 
shordands, the uses of which have a direct and significant 
impact on the coastal waten. Exeluded from the coa5tal 
zone are lands the use or which is by law subjet:t solely to 
the discretion or or which is held in tr\1st by the Federal 
Government, its officen or agents and to control tbose 
geographical areas which are likely to be affected by or 
vulnerable to s(~a level rise. 
[J04(I) amended by PL 101-508) 

(2) The term "coastal ~OUrtt of national signiricancc" 
mean, any co:utal wetland. belch, dune. barrier island. 
reef, e:stuary. or fish and wildlife habitat. if any 
:such area is determined by I co.utal sute to be of 
substantial biological or natural storm protet:tive value. 
(New 304(2) added by PL 96-464 and tormer 304(2)­
(16) redesignated as (3)-(17) by PL 9~-464) 

(3) The term ··couu.! 'watm" moru (A) in the Great 
lakes are.3. the Walen within the territorial jurisdiction 
of the United States consisting or the' Great lakes. their 
connecting waters. harbOr!. roadsteads. and estuary~lype 
are:!.s such as bays. shallows. and manhes and (B) in 
other areas. those waten. adjacent to the shorelines. 
which contain a measurable quantity or.percentage of sea 
water. including. but not limited to. sounds. bays. 
lagoons, bayous. ponds. and C$tuaries. 

5+8112 

7i:SO03 

(4) The term "coasta.l 'Ute" md11S a state of the 
United States in. or bordering on. the Atlantic. Pacific. 
or Arctic Ocean. the Gulf of Me~ico. Long Island Sound. 
or one or more of the Great, Lakes. For the purposes of 
this title. the term al~o indu'des Puerto Rico. the Virgin 
Islands. GUam. the Com~onwealth or the Northern 
~ariana Islands. and thel Trust Territories of the 
Pacific fslands. and Americ,an Samoa. 

(J04{4) amended by PL 96J 464) 
(5) The tenn "coastal enJrgy activity" means any of 

the following activities if. a~d to the extent th'H (A) the 
conduct. support. or facilita~ion of such activity require.$ 
and involves the siting. construction. expansion. or 
operation or any equipment or racility; and (B) any 
t~hnical requirement exists: which. in the determination 
of the Secretary. necessitates that the siting. construc­
tion. expansion. or operation of such equipment or fadli~ 
ty be carried out in. on in close proximity to. the coastal 
zone of any coastal state; 

(i) Any outer Continental Shelf energy activity. 
(ii) Any transport:ttion. conversion. treatment. 

transfer. or .$torage of liqu~fied natural gas. 
(iii) Any tran!'lportation.: transrer. or storage or oil. 

natural gas. or coal (including. but not limited to. by 
means of an)' deep-water po'rt. as defined in section J(IO) 
of the Deepwater Port Act of 1974 (Jl U.S.C. 1502( 10»). 

For purpose!J of this parkgraph. the siting. construc~ 
tion. expansion. or operatio~ or any equipment or racility 
shall be 'in dose pro~imity to the coastal 20ne of any 
coastal state if such siting.1 construction. expansion. or 
operation has. or is likely to have. a signi(jcant efrett on 
such coutal zone. 1 

. (6) The term "energy facilities" mearu any equipment 
or facility which is or will ;be used primarily -

(A) in the exploration torI or the development. produc­
tion. co~version. storag~. transfer. processin8. or 
transportation of. any energy rC$ource: or 

(B) ror the manufacturei production. or assembly or 
equipment. machinery. products. or devices which are in­
volved in any activity desdib<ed in subparagraph (A). 

The term includes. but lis not limited to 0) c:iectric 
generating plants: (ii) petroleum refineries and associated 
facilities: (iii) gasification plants; (iv) facilities used for 
the transportation. conversion. treatment. transrer. or 
storage of liquefied naturallgas: (v) uranium enrichment 
or nuclea.r fuel processint racilitiC$; (vi) oil and ga!> 
facilities. including platrorms. a,sembly plants. storage 
depots. tank rarms. crew ahd supply b:ts.es. and refining 
comple.:c.es: (vii) facilities including deepwater ports. for 
the. transrer or petroleum: ,(viii) pipelines. and transmu· 
sian racilities: and (ix) te~minals which are associated 
with any of the foregoing. 

"",t>I!."~ I>y J1oI{ BUREAU 0'- N .... OON .... L ""'''1"5, INC .. w.~. D.C. 2QO:I1 

COASTALZONE ACT 

ADMINISTRATIVE GRANTS 
(306 revised by PL 101-508) 

SEC. 306. (a) The Secretary may make grants to any 
coastal state ror the purpose of administering that state's 
management program. II the state matches any such 
grant according to the rollowing r.3tio$ or Federal·to­
State contributions for the applicable fiscal year: 

(I) For those Statcs for which programs Were ap­
proved prior to enactment or the Coastal Zone Act 
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990. I to 1 for any 
fiscal year. 

(2) For programs approved after enactment or the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 
1990. 4 to 1 for the first fiscal year. 2.3 to t ror the 
second fiscal year. 1.5 to 1 for the third fiscal year, and I 
to 1 for each fiscal year thereafter. 

(b) The Secretary may make a gu.nt to a coastal state 
under subsection (a) only if the Secretary finds that the 
management program or the coastal state meets all 
applicable requirements of this title and has been ap-­
proved in accordance with .$ubsection (d); 

(c) Grants under thi~ section shall be allocated to 
coastal states with approved programs based on rules 
and regulations promulgated by the Secretary which 
shall take into account the e;'lttent and nature or the 
. '1horeline and area covered by the program, population or 
':'C :lrea. and other relevant factors. The Secretary shall 
establish, arter consulting with the c03.stal states. maxi~ 
mum and minimum grants ror any fiscal year to promote 
equity between coastal state!'l and effective coastal 
management. ~ 

(d) Before approving a management program submit­
ted by a coastal state. the Secretary shall find the 
rollowing: 

(I) The State has developed and adopted a manage~ 
ment program for its coastal zone in accordance with 
rules and regulations promUlgated by the Seeretary. 
arter notice. and with the opportunity of full participa~ 
tion by relevant Federal agencies. State agencies, local 
governments. regional organizations. port authorities. 
and other interested parties and individuals. public and 
private. which is adequate to carry out the purposeJ or 
this title and is consistent with the policy declared in 
section )0), 

(2) The management program indudes e:tch or the 
·rollowing required program elements: 

(A) An iden~ific:ation of the boundaries of the coastal 
zone subject to the management program. 

(B) A definition of what shall constitute permissible 
land uses and water USe!J within the coastal zone which 
have :I (Jirect and significant impact on the coast:il 
waters. 

(C) An inventory and designation of areas of particu, 
lar concern within the coastal zone. 
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(0) An identification of the means by which the State 
ptOJXISd to e~ert control over the land uses and water 
uses rderred to in subparagraph (8). including a list or 
relevant State constitutional provisions. laws. tegul:t~ 
lions. and judicial decisions. 

(E) Broad guidelines on priorities of uses in particular 
ateM. including specifically those uses of lowest priority. 

(F) A description of the organizational structure pro­
posed to implement such management program, indud· 
ing the responsibilities and interrelationships of local. 

.areawide, State. regional. and inten;tate agencies in the 
management process. 

(0) A definition of the term 'beach' and :t planning 
proces.s ror the protection of. and access to, public 
beaches and other public eoastal areas or environmental. 
recreational. historical. esthetic, ecological. or cultural 
."alue. 

(H) A planning proces.s for energy racilities likely to 
be located in. or which may significantly affect, the 
coastal rone. including 3 process ror anticipating the 
management or the impacts resulting rrom such 
facilities.. 

(I) A planning proceu ror assessing the effects or, and 
studying and evaluating way!> to control. or lessen the 
impact of. shoreline erosion. and to restore areas .ad­
versely affected by !'luch erosion . 

(3) The State has-
(A) coordinated its program with local. areawide. and 

interstate plans applicable to areas within the coastal 
zone-

(i) existing on January I or the year in which the 
State's management program is submitted to the Secre· 
tary; and 

(ii) which have been developed by a local government. 
an areawide agency, a regional agency. or an interstate 
agency; and 

(8) established an effective mechanism for continuing 
consultation and coordination between the management 
agency desigrated punuant '0 parl1graph (6) and with 
local governments. interstate :lgencies. regional agencies. 
and areawide agencies within the coastal zone to assure 
the rull participation of those local governments and 
agencies in carryins out the purpo$es or this title: except 
thal the Seeretary shall not lind any mechanism Ie) be 
effective ror pUfpo$es of this subparagraph unless it 
requiresth:tt-

(i) the management agency. before implementing any 
management program decision which would conflict 
with any 10C21 zonlnB ordina.nce. decision. or other ac· 
tion. shall send a notice of the management program 
decision to any local government whose zoning authority 
is affected: 

(ii) within Ihe lO-day ~riod commencing on the date 
of receipt of that notke. the local government may 
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in that period, then the amendment shall be conclusively 
presumed as approved. 

(3)(A) Except :u provided in subparagraph (B), a 
coastal state may not implement any amendment. modi. 
fication. or other change as part of its approved manage­
ment program unless the amendment, modification. or 
other change is approved by the Secretary under this 
subsection. 

(8) The Secretary, after determining on a preliminary 
basis. that an amendment. modification, or other change 
which hs been submitted (or approval under this sub­
section is likely to meet the program approval standards 
in this ~ection. may permit the State to expend fund! 
awarded under this section to begin implementing the 
proposed amendment. modification, or change. This pre­
liminary approval shall not extend (or more than 6 
months and may not be renewed, A propo$ed amend~ 
ment, modification, or change which has be!'!n given 
preliminary approval and is not finally approved under 
this paragraph shall not be consid!'!red an enforc!'!able 
policy for purposes of section 307, 

[Editor's nou: Sec. 6206(b) of PL lOI-50g provides: 
"(b) Additional Program Requirements.-Each State 

which submits a manag!'!ment program for approval 
under section 306 of the Coastal Zone Manag!'!m!'!nt Act 
of 1972. as amended by this subtitle (including a State 
which submitted a program before the date of enactment 
of this Act), shall demonstrate to the Secretary_ 

(I) that the program complies with section 306(d)(14) 
and (15) of t\lat Act, by not later than 3 years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(2) that the program complies with section 306(d)(t6) 
of that Act, by not later than 30 months after the date of 
pUblication of final guidanc!'! under ~tion 6211(8) of 
this Act."] 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
IMPROVEMENT GRANTS 

[J06A added by PL 96-464) 
S~c. J06A. (a) For purposes of this ,ection-
(I) The term 'eligible coa~tal ~tate' means a coastal 

state that ror any fiscal year for which It grant is 
applied for under thi~ section-

«(A) has n management program approved under 
section J06: nnd 

(8) in the judgment of the Secr.etary, is making 
s;tti.sfactory progress in activities de'igned to mult in 
Significant improvement in achieving the coastal manage­
ment objectives ~pecified in 5ection J03(2XA) through 
(I). 

(2) The term 'urban waterfront and port' means any 
developed. area that is densely populated and i5 being\ 
used for. or has been u.sed for, urban residential 
recreational, commercial. shipping or industrial pur. 
poses. 

5-882 
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{b} The Secretary may make grants 10 any eligible 
coastal state to assist I.hat state in meeting one or 
mote of the following objectives: 

(I) The preservation or restoration or s~cific areas 
of the .state that (A) arel designated under the manage. 
ment program procedures required by section 306 
(d)(9) because of their 9onservation 'recreational, eco­
logical, or esthetic values, or (8) contain one or more 
coastal reSOurces of natIonal significance. or for the 
purpose of restoring and enhancing shellfish produc,tion 
by the purchase and distHbution of clutch material on 
publicly owned reet tracts:. 
[J06A(b)(l) amended bYjPL 101-l08) 

(2) The redevelopmen of deteriorating and under_ 
utilized urban waterrront and ports Ihat are designated 
under section J05(b)(3)I in the state's management 
program as areas of particular concern. 

(3) The provision of access or public beaches and 
other public coastal are,as and to coastal waters in 
accordance with the plarning process required under 
section J05(b){7}. 

(c) (I) Each grant made by the Secretary under 
this section shall be sUlUect to such terms and con­
ditions as may be appropriate to enSUre that the grant 
is used ror purposes conslst!'!nt with this section. 

(2) Grants made under :this section may be used ror­
(A) the acquisition of ,fee simple and other interests 

in land: 
(8) low~cost constructi9n projects determined by the 

Secretary to be consistent with the purposes or this. 
section, including but not! limited to, paths. walkways. 
fences, parks, and the rehabilitation of historic buildings 
and structures: except tha~ not more than 50 per centum 
of any grant made underl this section may be used for 
such construction projects; 

(C) in the case of grants made ror objectives 
described in subsection (b)(2)-

(i) the rehabilitation lor acquisition of piers to 
provide increased publi~ usc, including compatible 
commercial aetivity, 

(ii) the establishment' of shoreline stabilization 
measures including the ill tallation or rehabilitation or 
bulkheads for the purpose of public safety or incre:uing 
public access and usc, an 

(iii) the removal or r~placement of pilings where 
such action wilt provide increased recreational Use of 
urban waterrront areas, 
but activities provided for under this paragraph shan 
not be treated as construbion projects subject to the 
limitations in paragraph (8): 

(D) engineering design's, specifications, and other 
appropriate reports: and 

an~;u~u~~t;~~~l~t:e:~:t~ti:'thaen~:~:~ede~~~~i:;: 
to be consi~tent with the purpo~1'!j of thi~ Jection, 
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certification. the state's concurrence with the certifica~ 
tion shall be conclusively presumed. No license or permit 
shall be granted by the Federal agency until the state or 
its designated age"cy has concurred with the applicant's 
certitkation or until, by the state's failure to act. the 
concurrence ;s conclusively presumed, unless the Secre. 

. tary, on his own initiative or upon appeal by the appli­
cant, finds. after providing It reasonable opportunity for 
detailed comments from the Federal agency involved 
and from the state, tbat the activity is consistent with 
the objectives of this title or is otherwise necessary in the 
interest of national security. 
[J07(e)(l)(A) amended by PL IOI-l08) 

(8) After. the management program of any coastaf 
state has been approved by the Secretary under section 
306, any person who submits to the Secretary of the 
Interior any plan for the exploration or deVelopment of. 
or production from. any area which has been leased un­
der the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.c. 
1 J] I et seq.) and regulations under such Act shall. with 
respect to any exploration. development. or production 
described in such plan and affecting any land USe or water 
USe or natural resource of the coastal zone of $uch state, 
attach to such plan a certification that each activity 
which is described in detail in such plan complies with the 
enforceable policies of such state's approved mana Bement 
program and will be carried out in a manner consistent 
with such program. No Federal offieia! or agency 
shall grant such person any license or permit for any ac. 
tivity de.scribed in detail in such plan unlil.such state or 
its designated agency receives a copy of such certification 
and plan. together with any other necessary data and in­
formation. and until _ 
(307(c)(3)(8) introductory text amended by PL 
101-l08) 

(i) such state or its designated agency. in accordance 
wilh the procedures required to be established by such 
slate pursuant to $ubpar:1gra"h (A), concurs with such 
person's certification and notifies t~e Secretary and the 
Secretary of the Interior of such concurrence: 

(ii) concurrence by such state with such eertific3~ 
tion is conclusively pre.sumed as provided for in subpara. 
graph (Al. except ir such state fails to concur with or 
object 10 such cerlific:ation within three months after 
receipt of its copy of ,uch certincation !lnd supporting 
infOtrnntion. such state ,hall provide the Secretary, the 
:Ippropnate federal agency, and such person with a 
wriHen statement describing the status of review and the 
basis for funher delay in issuing a final decision. and if 
!luch statement is not so provided. concurrence by such 
state with such certification shalf be conclUSively pre. 
sumed: or 

rno revised by PL 95-312. September 18. 19781 

S-Mt 
71:8009 

(iii) the Secretary finds. pUrsuant to subparagraph fA). 
that each activity which is described in detail in such plan 
IS consIstent with the Objectives or this title or is 

othl~:~t:t:e~~~c!l:;s '~r \~e,;~:t~l~e:i~:r~ ~~~:Un;~elC:~I~~~ 
cur, or if the Secretary makes such a finding. the 
provisions of subparagraph fA) Olte not applicable with 
respect to such person, such state. and any Federal 
license or permit which is requited to conduct any activi_ 
ty afrecting land uses or Water USeS in the coastal lone of 
such slate which is described in det<lil in the plan to which 
such concurrence or findin:~ applies. If such state objects 
to such certification and if the Secretary fails to make a 
!inding under clause (iii) \vith respect to such certirica~ 
tion. or if such person fail~, substantially to comply with 
such plan as submitted. :;uch person shall submit an 
amendment to such plan. Or a new plan. to the Secretary 
of the Interior. With. respect to any amendment or new 
plan submilted to the Secretary of the Interior pursuant 
to the preceding sentence. t,he applicable lime period for 
purpOses of concurrenCe by conclusive presumption un~ 
det subpar.:1grllph (A) is J months. 

(d) Slate and local governments submitting 
applications ror Federal assisttlOce under other Federal 
programs, in or outside of the coastal zone. affecting any 
land or water use of natural resource of the coastal zone 
shall indicate the vieWS of the appropriate state or Icc::!1 
agency as to the relationsnip of such activities to the 
approved management program for the coastal zone. 
Such applications shall be submitted and coordinated in 
accordance with the provisions of title IV of the Inter­
governmental Cootdination Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 1098). 
Federal agencies shall nol approVe proposed projects 
that are inconsistent with the enforceable policies of a 
coastal state's management program, except upon a 
finding by the Secretary that such project in consistent 
with the purposes of this title or necessary in the interest 
of national seeurity. 
(307(d) amended by PL 101-5081 

(c) Nothing in this lille .~hall be construed _ 
(I) to diminish either Federal or Slllie jurisdietion. 

responsibility, or rights in the field of plllnning. develop. 
ment. or control of water rC.10urces. submerged lands. or 
navigable waters! nor to displace. supersede. limit. or 
modify any interstate compact or the jurisdiction or 
responsibility of any legally est:tblished joint or common 
agency of two or more stales or ortwo or more sfatesand 
the Federal Government: nor to limit the authority of 
Congress to authorize and rund projeca: 

(2) as superseding. modifying, or repealing e.'dsting 
taws applicable to the Yllrious Feder:.!1 agendes: nor to 
arrect the jUrisdiction. po .... 'ers. or preroBl1tives or the 
Intern:tlional Joint Commission. United States and 
Canada. the Permanent Engineering Soard. and the 
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(vi) to provide fin:tncb.1 ~Upport to coast!!.1 States for 
Use for inve~,tigating and applying the public tntst doc­
ttine to implement State management programs ap­
proved under section 306. 

(3) On Dc:cember I of each year, the Secretary shan 
transmit to the CongresJ an annual report on the fund, 
including the balance of the Fund and an itemization of 
all deposits into and disbursements from the Fund in the 
preceding fiscal year. 

COASTAL ZONE ENHANCEMENT GRANTS 
[309 revised by PL 96-464: PL 101-5081 

SEC. 309. (a) For pUrpo$d: of this section. the term 
'coastal lone enhancement objective' means any of the 
following objectives! 

(I) Protection, restoration. or enhancement of the 
existing coastal wetlands base, Or creation of new coastal 
wetlands. 

(2) Preventing or significantly reducing threau to life 
and destruction of property by eliminating development 
and redevelopment in high-hazard areas, managing de­
velopment in other hazard area.5, and anticipating and 
managing the effects of potential sea level rise and Great 
Lakes level rise. 

(3) Attaining increased opportunities for pUblic ac­
cess. taking into account current and future public ac­
CesS needs, to coastal an~aS of recreational. historical. 
aesthetic, ecological, or cultural value. 

(4) RedUcing marine debris entering the Nation's 
coastal and ocean environment by managing uses and 
llctivities that contribute to the entry of such debris. 

(.5) Devel()pment and adoption of procedurC'J to as.~ess. 
consider. and control cumulative and secondary impacts 
of coastal growth and development, including the collec­
tive effect on various individual Uses or activities on 
coastal resources. such as coastal wetlands and Ihhery 
resources. 

(6) Preparing and implementing specld area manage­
ment plans for important eoastal areas. 

(7) Planning for the use of ocean r~urces. 
(g) Adoption of procedures a.nd enforceable policies to 

help fadlitate the siting of energy facilities a.nd Govern~ 
ment facilities and energy·related activities and Govern­
ment activities which may be of greater than local 
signific:lnce. 

(b) Subject to the Iimit.1tions and goals establisbed in 
this section, tbe Secretary may make grants to coastal 
stAles to provide funding for development and submis· 
sian for Federal approval of program chAnges that sup­
port att:linment of one or more coastal lone enhance~ 
mcnt objectives. 

(c) The Secretary shall evaluate :l.nd rank State pro­
posals for funding under this section. and make funding 
awards based on those proposals, taking into account the 
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criteria established by the Secretary under subsection 
(d), The Secretary shan I ensure that funding decisions 
under. this section take i~to consideration the fiscal and 
techmcal needs of proposing States and the overall merit 
of each proposal in terms,1 of benefits to the public. 

(d) Within 12 months following the da.te of ena.ctment 
of this seetion. and consistent with the notice and partici· 
pation requirements esta~1ished in section] 17, the Sec­
retllry shall promulgate ;regulations concerning coastal 
zone enhancement granu that establish-

(I) specific and detailed criteria that must be: ad­
dressed by a coastal stat~ (including the State's priority 
needs for improvement as identified by the Secretary 
after careful consultatio~ with the State) as part of the 
State's development and implementation of coastal zone 
enhancement objectives; , 

(2) administrative or procedural rules or requiremenu 
as necessary to facilitate the development and implemen­
tation of such objectives by costal states; and 

(3) other funding award criteria as are necessary or 
appropriate to ensure th*t evaluations of proposals, and 
decisions to award funding. under this section are based 
on objective standards :ipplied fairly and equitably to 

th~:) ~O~~~\hall notl be: required to contribute any 
portion of the e05t of any proposal for which fuoding is 
awarded under this section, 

(f) Beginning in 6s91 year 1991. not less than 10 
percent and not more than 20 percent of the amounts 
appropriated to imPlemett sections 306 and :)06A of this 
title shall be: retained by the Secretary for me in imple­
menting this section. up to a maximum of $10,000,000 
annually, 

(g) 1f the Secretary fihd! that the State 15 not under­
taking the actions eom~itted to under the terms of the 
grant, the Secretary shall suspend the State's eligibility 
(or further funding und:er this section for at least one 
year. 

TECHNIC~L ASSISTANCE 
[liO ,dd,d by PL 101-5081 

SEC. :)10. (a) The Setretary shall conduct a program 
of technical assistance and mlln3.gment-odented research 
necessary to support the' development and implementa­
tion of State coastal martagement program amendments 
under section 309. and appropriate to the furtherance of 
international cooperative. efforts and techniC31 assistance 
in coastal lone management. Each department. agency, 
and instrumentlllity o( the executive braneh of the Fed· 
era! Government may assist the Secretary, on 3. reim­
bursable basis or otherwise. in C3rrying out the purpo:ses 
of this section. including the furnishing of information to 
the extent permitted by: !.aw. the transfer of personnel 
with their consent and without prejudice to their position 

3-&-91 P\!bll~ try THE BUREAU OF NAnOKAl AFFAIM. INC .• w.~. P.C. 200:11 

COASTAL ZONE ACT 

tn (R'p<al,d) 
(J12(f) rer-ealed by PL 101-508J 

[Editor I nOIe; Section 9(b) of PL 96 ..... 64 provides: 
"{bJ \\":1010 two hundred and seventy days after 

the date cf the enactment of, Ihis Act. the Seer·etary of 
(ommerc: shan issue such regulations as may be 
necessary or appropriate to administer section 312 of 
the C\.lastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (as 
amended by subsection (3)· of this section).") 

RECORDS AND AUDIT 

SEC. : I J. (a) Each recipient of a grant under this 
title or of finolncial assistance under Sec. JOB shall 
keep such records as the Secretary shall prescribe, 
induding: records which fully disclose the amount llnd 
disposition of the funds received under the grant and of 
the proceeds of such assistance. the total cost of the pro­
ject or undertaking supplied by other sources. and such 
other records as will facilitate an effective audit. 

(b) The Secreta.ry and the Comptroller General o( the 
United States. or any of their duly authorized represen­
tatives. shall-

(I) arter any grant is made under this title or any finan­
cial assistance is provided under section JOB(d): and 

(2) until the expiration of 3 years afler _ 
(A) completion of the project. program. or other un~ 

dertaking (or which such grant was made or used. or 
(8) repa) ment of tbe loan or guarantet=d indebtedness 

ror which such financial assistance was provided. 
have access for purposc:s of audit and examination to any 
record. book. document. and paper which belongs to or is 
u~ed or controlled by. any recipient oflhe grant funds or 
:lny person who entered into any transaction relating to 
such financial assistance and which is pertinent for pur­
poses of determining i(·the grant funds or the proceeds of 
$O\:h tlnanctal assislllnce ;lre being, or were, used in ac­
\!'ordance "'lth the provisions or. this title. 

[The second 31J was 3.dded by PlIOl-S08J 

WALTER B. JONES EXCELLENCE IN COASTAL 
ZONE MANAGEMENT AWARDS 

SEC. ] 13. (a) The Secretary shall. using sums in the 
Coastal Zone Manasement Fund established under sec­
tion ]08. implement a program to promote eJl:ceUence in 
coastal lOne management by identifying and acknowl­
edging outstanding accomplishments in the field. 

(b) The Secretary shall select 3.nnually-
(I) one· individual. other than an employee or officer', 

or the Federal Government. whose contribution to the 
field of coastal zone mMagement has been the most 
significant: 

'S"b<~qt"n IJI) ft"m:d S~lIon Jl ~ "r tlllt Act. 
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(2) 5 local governments which have made the m\.l~[ 
progress in developing and implementing the co:atal 
zone management principle, embodied in this title: and 

(3) up to 10 graduate students whose academic study 
promises to contribute materially to development of new 
or improved appro~ches to COUfal zone management. 

(e) tn making s~lecdons under subsection (b)(2) the 
Secretary shall solicit nominations from the coastal 
state$. and shall consult with experts in local government 
planning and land use. 

(d) In making selections under subsection (b){3) the 
-Secretary shall solicit nominations from coastal statt=.'; 
and the National Sea Grant College Program. 

(e) Using sums in the Coastal Zone Management 
Fund established under section J08, the Secretary ~ha!1 
establish and execute appropriate awards. to be known 
as the 'Walter B. Jones Awltrds', including-

(I) cash awards in 3.1'1 amount not to exceed 55.000 
each: 

(2) research grants~ and 
(J) public ceremonies to a:cknowledge such aWards. 

ADVISORY COMMIITEE 

SEC.lI4. (R,p,aled) 

(314 repealed. by PL 99-2721 

NATIONAL ESTUARINE RESEARCH 
RESERVE SYSTEM 

(315 head amended by PllOl-5081 

SEC. J 15. (a) Establi.~hm,cnt of the System.-Th~re is 
established the National Estuarine Reserve Research 
System (herein3.fter referred to in this ~ection as the 
'System') that consists of-

(I) each estuarine sanctuary designated under thIS 
section as in effect before the date of the ertactmc-nl of 
the Coastal Zone Management Reauthorization Act of 
198.5: and 

(2) each estuarine area designtted as a national es· 
tuarine reserve under subsection (b). 
Each estuarine sanctuary referred to in paragraph (I) is 
hereby design::lted as a national estuarine reserve. 

(b) Designation of National Estuarine Reserves.­
After the date of the enactment of the Coast3! Zone 
Management Reauthorizatinn Act o( 1985, the Secre:­
tary may designate an estuarine area as a national 
estuarine rc:servf: if-

(I) the Governor of the coastal State in which the 
area is located nominates the area ror tha.t design:HlOn: 
and 

(2) the Secretary finds th:lt-
(A) the area is a representative es~uarine ecos~stern 

Ihnt is suitable ror long-term research and contribuui 10 

the biogeographical and typological balance of the 
System: 
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tion under paragraph (1) reveals that-
(A) the basis fot anyone or more of the findings made 

under subsection (b)(2) regarding that area no longer 
exists; or 

(B) 3. substantial portion of the rese3tch conducted 
within the aren. Over 3. period of yeaTS, has not been 
consistent with the research guidelines developed under 
subseCtion (e). 

(&) Rcport.--The Secretary shall include in the report 
required under section 316 information regarding-

(I) neW designations of national estuarine reserves; 
(2) any expansion of existing national estuarine 

reserves; 
(3) the status of the research program being conduct­

ed within the System: and 
(4) a summary of the evaluations made under subsec­

tion (f). 

p 15 amended by PL 96-464; revised by PL 99-272} 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT REPORT 
[316 hend revised by PL 96-464) 

SEC. 316. (a) The Secretary shall eonsult with the 
Congress on a regular basis concerning the administra­
tion or this title and shall prepare and submit to 
the President ror transmittal to the Congress a report 
summarizing the administration of this title during each 
period of two consecutive fiscal yean. Each report, which 
shall be transmitted to the Congress not later than 
April I of the year following the dose of the 
biennial period to which it pertains, shall include. but 
not be restricted to (I) an identification of the state 
programs approved pursuant to this title during the 
preceding Federal fiscal year and a description of those 
programs; (2) a listing of the states participating in 
the provision~ of this title and a description of the 
slntus of each state's programs and its accomplishments 
during the preceding Federal fiscal year; (3) an itemiza­
tion of the allocation of funds to the various coastal 
states 3nd a bre3kdown of the major projects and areas 
on which these funds were e~pended: (4) an identifi­
cation of any state program5 which have been reviewed 
and disapproved and a statement of the rel1!On5 for 5uch 
action; (5) a summary of evaluation findings prepared 
in accordance with subsection (a) of section 312, and a 
description of any s.anctions imposed under subsections 
(c) and (d) of this section: (6) a listing of all aetivitks 
and projects which. pursuant to the provisions of sub­
section (<=) or subsection (d) of section 307. are not 
consistent with an applicable approved ,tate manage­
ment program: (7) a summary of the regulations iS5Ued· 
by the Secretary or in effect duting. the preceding 
Federal fi~cal year; (8) It summary of a coordinated 
nalional strategy and program for the Nation's coastal 
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zone including identificatiop and discussion of Federal. 
regional. state, and local responsibilities and functions 
therein; (9) a summary of 6utstanding problems arising 

~~o;h: ~~;:f~::~~ti:~ t~! !j~sn~~fc.i:n~;~~~;~~~\~r~~~ 
social consequences of ertergy activity affecting the 
coastal zone and an evalu~tion of the effectiveness of 
financial assistance under Isection 308 in dealing with 
such consequences: (II) a! description and evaluation 
of applicable interstate and regional planning and 
coordioation mechanisms I developed by the coastal 
states: (12) a·summary and evaluation or the research, 
studies. and training condu~ted in support of coa~talzone 
management; and (L~) such other information as may 
be appropriate. 
[316(a) amended by PL 961-464) 

(b) The report required by subsection (a) shall contain 
such recommendations for I additional legislation as the 
Secretary deems nece$Sary I to achieve the objectives or 
this title and enhance its e:rrective operation. . 

(c) (I) The Secretary Ishall conduct a systematIc 
review of Federal programs. other than this title. that 
afrect coastal resources 'for purposes or identHying 
conOicts between the objectives and administration of 
such programs and the ~urposes and policks of this 
title. Not later than I ye~r after the date of the enaet­
ment of this subsection, t~e Secretary shall notify each 
Federal agenc):, having appropriate jurisdiction or any 
connict between its program and the purposes and 
policies of this title identified as a result of such review. 

(2) The Secretary shaUlpromptly submit a report to 
the Congress consisting 'of the information required 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection. Such report 
shall include recommendation:l for ehanges necessary to 
resolve existing conflicts among Federal laws and 
programs that affect the ~ses of coastal resources. 
[316(e) ,dd<d by PL 96-464J 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

SEC 317. The Secretary ~hall develop and promulgate, 
pursuant to section 553 o~ title 5, United States Code. 

:~t;; :~i~:a:~~eo:c~;:.t:t~i:l !;:~~:~al:~if:~~o;;~~~~~~ 
regional organizations. port authorities. and other in­
terested parties. both public and private. such rules and 
regulations as may be 'necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC, 31S. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary -

[J 18(,) rev;,<d by PL 96-464: PL 99-212: PL 101-l08) 
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of the Senate and to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries of the House. respectively. 

(2) Any such final rule shall become efrective in 
accordance with its terms unless. before the end of the 
period of sixty calendar days of continuous session. 
after the date such final rule is submitted to the Congress. 
both Houses of the Congren adopt a concurrent resolu­
tIon disapproving such final 'rule. 

(b) (I) The provisions of this subsection are 
enacted by the Congress-

(A) as an e;.:ereise in the rolemaking power or the 
House of Representatives and liS such they are deemed 
a part of the Rub of the House of Representatives 
but applicable only with respect to the procedure to be 
followed in the House or Representatives in the case of 
concurrent resolutions which are subject to this section . 
and such provisions supersede other rules only to the 
extent that they are inconsistent with such other rules: 
and 

(B) with fun recognition of the constitutional right 
of either House to chanse the rules (so far as relating 
to the procedure or that House) at any time in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 

(2) Any concurrent resolution disapproving a final 
rule or the Secretary shall. upon introduction or receipt 
from the other House of the Congress. be rderred 
immediately by the presiding onicer of such House to 
the Committee on Commerce, Seience. and Transporta­
tion or the Senate or to the Commiltee on Merehant 
Marine and Fisheries of the House. as the case may be. 

(3) (A) When a committee has reported a eon­
current resolution. it shall be at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been'disagreed to) to move to proceed to the con­
sideration of the concurrent resolution. The motion 
shall be highly privileged in the House of Representa­
tives. and shall nol be debatable. An amendment to 
such motion shall not be in order, and it shall not be 
in order to move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to or disagreed to. 

(B) Debate in the House of Representatives on the 
concurrent resolution shall be limited to not more than 
ten hours which shall be divided equally between those 
ravoring and those opposing such concurrent resolution 
and a motion further to limit debate sh311 not be 
debatable. In the House of Representatives. an amend­
ment to. or motion to recommit. the concurrent 
resolution shall not be: in order, and it ~hal1 not be 
in order to move to reconsider the vote by which such 
concurrent resolution was agreed to or disasreed to. 

(4) Appeals from the decision of the Chair relating 
to the application of the rules of the House or Repre-
5entatives to the procedure relating to a concurrent 
resolution shaH be decided without debate. 
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(5) Notwithstanding any other provision or this 
subsection. ir a House has approved a concurrent 
resolution with respect to any !lna! rule or the 
Secretary, then it 5ha1l not be in order to consider in 
such House any other concurrent resolution with respect 
to the same final rule. 

(c) (I) If a final rute of the Secretary is disapproved 
by the Congress under stlbsectioli (a)(2). then the 
$ecret:1ry m:1y promulgate a final rule which relates 
(o the same acU or practices as the final rule disapproved 
by the Congress in accordance with this subsection. 
Such linal rule-

{A} shall be based upon-· 
(i) the rulemaking record of the linal rule dis­

approved by the Congress: or 
(ii) such rulemaldng reel)rd and the record estab­

lished in supplemental rulemaking proeeedings con· 
ducted by the SeCretary in accordance with section 55) of, 
title 5. United Statd Code. m any case itt which the 
Seeretary determines that it is nec~ssary to supplement 
the' existing rulemaking record: and 

(9) may contain such changes as the Secretary 
considers necessary or appmpriate. 

(2) The Secretary arter promulgating a finnl rule 
under this suDsection. shall submit the final rule to the 
Congress in accordance with subsection (a)(I). 

(d) Congressional inaction on. or rejection of ;t 

concurrent resolution of disapproval under this section 
shall not be eonstroed as an expression or approval 
of the !lnal rule involved. and shall not be construed 
to create any presumption or validity with respect to 
such final rule. 

(e) (I) Any interested party may institute such 
aClions in the appropriate district court or the United 
States. including actions ror dedatatory judgment. :IS 

may be appropriate to construe the constitutionality 
of any prOVision of this section. The ,district cou rt 
immediately shall certify :lU questions or the consti­
tutionality of this section to the United Stales court 
of appeals ror the circuit involved. which shall hear 
the matter sitting en banco 

{2} Notwithstanding any other provision or law. any 
decision on a matter certiried under paragraph (I) 
shall be reviewable by appeal directly to the Supreme 
Court of the United Stales. Such appeal shall be brought 
not later than twenty days after the decision or the 
court of :lppeals. 

(l) [Repe.led) 

(l2(e)(3) repealed by Pl 't8-610J 
(f) (I) For purposes of this sectlOn-
(A) continuity of session is broken only by an ad· 

journment sine die: and 
(9) days on which the House of Representatives i~ 

not in session ~cause of an adjournment of more 
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(6) Administrative coordination.-The establishment 
of mechanisnu to improve coordination among State 
agencies and between State and locaJ officials responsi­
ble for land use programs and permitting. water quality 
permitting and enforcement, habitat protection. and 
public health and safety, through the use of joint project 
review, memoranda of agreement, or other mechanisms. 

(7) State coastal ;tone boundary modifieation.-A 
proposal to modify the boundaries of the State co;:l.Stal 
zone as the coastal management agency of the State 
determines is necessary to implement the recommenda~ 
tions made pursuant to subsection (e). If the coastal 
management agency does not have tbe authority to 
modify such boundarie~, the program shall include rec­
ommendations for such modification~ to the appropriate 
State a.uthority. 

(c) Program Submission, Approval, and Implement3.­
tion.-(I) Review and approva1.-Within 6 months 
after the date of submission by a State of a program 
pursuant to this section, the Secretary and the Adminis-­
trator shall jointly review the program. The program 
shall be approved if-

(A) the Secretary determines that the portions of the 
program under the authority of the Secretary meet the 
requirements of this section and the Administrator con­
cUrs with the determination; and 

(B) the Administrator determin~ that the portions of 
the program under tbe authority of the Administrator 
mt.::et the requiremenu of this ~ection and the Secretary 
concurs with that determination. 

(2) Implementation of approved program.-Jf the 
program of a State i~ approved in accordance with 
paragraph (0. the State shall implement the program. 
including the management measures included in the 
program pursuant to subsection (b), througb-

(A) changes to the Stale plan for control of nonpoint 
s.oUrce poltution approved under seetion 319 of the Fed. 
era! Water Pollution Control Act;: and 

(B) changes to the State coastal lone management 
program developed under section 306 of the Coastal 
Zone Management Act ot 1972. as amended by this Act. 

(3) Withholding coastal management assistance.­
If the Seeretary finds that a coastal State bas failed to 
submit an :tpptovable program as required by this sec­
tion. the Secretary shall withhold (or each fiscal year 
until such a program is submitted a portion of grants 
otherwise available to tbe State for the fi!C3.1 year under 
section )06 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972, as follows: 

(A) to.percent for fiscal year 1996., 
tB) 15 percent for fiscal year 1997. 
(C) 20 percent for fiscal year 1998. 
(D) ]0 percent for fisca.l year 1999 and each fiscal 

year thereafter. 
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The Secretary shall make amounts withheld under this 
paragraph available tol coastal States having programs 
.approved under this se~tion. 

(4) Withholding Water pollution control assist· 
ance.-If the Adminis'trator finds that a coastal State 
has failed to submit an: approvabJe program as required 
by this section. the Administrator shall withhold from 
grants available to the State under section 319 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. for each thcal 
year until such a progr4m is submitted. an amount equal 
to a percentage of the grants awarded to the State for 
the preceding fiscal year under that section, as follows! 

(A) For Ii~cal year 1996, 10 percent of the amount 
awarded for fiscal year, 1995. 

(8) For fiscal year '1997, 15 percent of the amount 
awarded. for fiscal year 1996. 

(C) For fiscal year ,1998, 20 percent of the amount 
awarded for fi~cal year 1997. 

(O) For fiscal year 1999 and each fiscal year there­
after. 30 percent of the amount awarded for fiscal year 
J 998 or other preceding fiscal year. 
The Administrator shall make amounts withheld under 
this paragraph available to States having programs ap­
proved pursuant to this subsection. 

(d) Technical Assi~tance.-The Secretary and the 
Administra.tor shall provide technical assistance to coast­
al States and local gov~rnments in deVeloping and imple­
menting programs. under this section. Such assistance 
shall inelude-

(I) methods for a5Ses!ing water quality impacts a~so­
dated with coa5talland USd; 

(2) methods for aS$~ssing the cumulative water qual­
ity effects of eoastal dcvelop1;nent: 

(3) maintaining and from time to time revising an 
inventory or model or~inances, and providing other as­
sistance to coastal Statd and local governments in ideo· 
tifying. developing, an(J implementing pollution control 
measures; and 

(4) methods to predi·cl and ~ the effects of CQ:1stal 
land use management tne:a.sufd on cO:lsu.l water quality 
and designated uses. 

(e) Inland Coastal Zone Boundaries.-(1) Review.­
The Secretary, in consultation witb the Admininrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, shall, within 18 
months after tbe effective date of this title. review the 
inland coastal zone boundary of each Coast3\ Stale 
program which has b:een approved or u proposed for 
approval under section! 306 or the Coastal Zone Manage­
ment Act of 1972, and evAluate whether the State's 
coastal zone boundar)y extends inland to the e~tent 
necessary to control t11;e land and water uses that have a 
significant impact on Coasu.1 waters of the Slate. 

(2) Recommendation.-lf the Secrettr)', in con~ult;l· 
tion with the Administrator, finds that modifications to 
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DIVISION 4 

INTERPRETATION OF GOAL 2 
EXCEITION PROCESS 

Pts°d'.o...-ooo (1) The purpose of this Tule is to 

bxta\a~ MtenJhGes~ t~r:nsnj~:xpiriiI?,s i;~e~ti~~si~ 
?A;;Fi~a~isog~(\~dee~t~~~d~~~~~~g D~~f!o:;, th~ 
Incorporation of New Cities" tois Division 
interprets the exception process 8S it applies to 
statewide Goals 3 to 19. . 

(2) An exeeption i, a decision to f!xc1ude certain 
land from the nQuirements of one or more 
applicable .statewide goals in accordance with the 
~roces.s .specified in GOal 2, Part II, Exceptions. The 
documentation for an exception must be set forth in 
a local government's comprehensin plnn. Such 
documentation must support a conclusion that the 
standards for an exception have been met, The 
conclusion shall be based on findings of fact. 

~h~)~~idp~!c:~d~~~~~dlb~viad;~:~:::e~~l!o(~~~rs~~~ 
~::c~p~W~:~leW~~a\h;~:~r3s~~ ~~~vidtedl1fo~.e~~~ 
exceptions process is not to be used to indicate that 

a jU~)'¥b~o~~~~aofili: ;;~';:;rrs~Toce~ is to permit 
necessary ne:cibilit)' in the application of the Statev.ide 
Planning Goals, The procedural and substantive 
objectives of the exceptiOl1s process are: to: 

(a) Assure that citizens and governmental units 

~::ni~~s ~hR~~h~t~x~gti~~cl~~~~ d!~~I\~egl~~ 
reviewed: and 

(b) Assure that findings of fact and a statement 
of reasons supported by substantiall!vidence justify 
an exception to a statewide Goal. 

ov~~~~\:~~n mt:;i~~ly8"onexi~efo~i~~ti~n l~c:d 
~ocumentation prepared by other groups or 
a~encies for the purgos!!: of the exception or fOT 

it~ n~Si~~so~ff~:t~ ~~chtw~~~:~o~e~~s~°b!u~fh!~ 
induded or properlYj 

incorporated by reference into 

~~fo:~~~r:n °l~~~u~edcb' ~:ff!~~~ico;:n~;~b~e~~l; 
available to intereste~ persons for their review 
prior to the last evidentiary hearing on the 
exception. 

St .. t. AUlh.: ORS Ch. un 
m.t.: LCDC 5·1982. r. &. .. r. 7·'21-82: LCDC 9·t983. (. & ~r. 
1'2.30-8::1: LCDC 1·19~. (," ~(. 2·10-8-4 

Definitions 
660·04·005 For the purpose of this Division. the 

definitions in ORS 197.015 and the Statewide 
Planning Goals shall Apply. In Addition the 
following oelinitions shall apply: 

(1) An "Exception'" is a comprehensive plan 
provision. inc:luding an amendment to an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan, that: 

situ~:lt~o~Ss ~~~liJ:~l~:~ e5!t:b1f!h ~r~fae;~l~~ ~~ 
zoning polkv or general applicability; . 

(01 Doe's not comply with some or all goal 
reqUIrements applicablt to the subject propertIes or 

situations; and 
(c) Complies with the provisions of thIS 

Division. 
(2) "Resource land" is. hnd subject to the 

statewide Goals listed in OAR 660-04.010{lHa) 

thro(~~~;;ecs~r~~~:~ii~ ~~d not subject to the 
statewide Gool, listed in OAR 66(>04-{)11X1Xal through In 
e.:r.:cept5l.Jbs.ection (e). Nothing in these definiooos is meant 
to imply that other goals, part;culaTly Goal 5. do no< apply 
to nonresource land: 

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 197 
Hin.: LCDC 5-198'2, f. It. ~r 7.21-8'2; LCnc 9·1983. r. &. d 
12·30-83 

trc~~~~(;~lsthe (ri:lAl 2 Exception Pro<:e~5 
660·04·010 (l) The exceptions process i~ not 

applicable to Statewide Goal 1 ~Citizen 
Involvement" and GtlaI 2 "Land Use Planning.~ The 
exceptions process is renerally a~plicable to all or 

~:~~r~~ tt~~~~:{~ t~:!~e ofo:~: o:r~c: l~~eJ.cr+~ee~; 
statewide goals include but an~ not limited to: 

exc!~~i~~~lo 3G:~r1c~l:~i~~~~~~f'~:~d~~vf;' na~ 
required for any of t.he (arm or nonfarm uses 
permitted in an exclusive farm Use (EFt.:) zone 

und(b)~~I~h~Bfo~:s~i~dS~; 
(c) ~al 14 "Urbanization" except as provided 

for in paragraphs (1)(e)(A) and (B) of this rule. and 
OAR 660·14·000 thro\lj'h 660·14-040: 

appl(i~~bl~~o:I(~)efo~i~hne ~:ta~fi;h~~uti~f~n ~Orb!g 
fn~~~~~dc~~ !:"h~~e°:o~~~~uf;g§s~~~ii~~I~~!~ 
withIn that boundary. Adequate findings on the 
seven Goal 14 factors, accompnniea b,' an 
Hplanation of how they were considered" and 
applied during boundary establishment, prOVIde 
the same information a,S requiTed by the exceptions 
process findings. 

eSl3hYi~h~;~~b:nl~:~vt\o~~~:ra~\tC~halFr;\I~~ 
the procedures and requirements set forth in Goal 2 
"Land Use Planning", Part II Eueptions, An 
established urban £:owth boundary is one which 

tiiS~g~ .~c;r.oR~evi~;~ Wn~1~is°~nn:r:!~~0~~d~~ 
support of an amendment to an established t!-rban 
growth boundary shall demonstrate comphanee 
with the seven factors of Goal 14. and demonStr8t~ 
that the following standards aTe met: 

0) Reasons justify why the state policy 
embodied in the applicable goals should not apply 
(This factor ean be satisfied by compliance v.ith thl.' 
seven faetors of Goal 14); 

(ii) Areas which do not require 1\ tleW exceptl0n 
cannot reasonably aco:ommodate the us.e: 

(iii) Th~ long·term !!:nvironmental, economic, 

;~~i~lt ~h~ ;~oe;fsedo~i;~~~c~e:~~~let~nle!r~~t'~ 
reduce adverse impnct.s are not significantl\' morl.' 
adverse than would typically re!.u]t from the same 
proposal being located in lITea! r~quiring 8 g081 
exo:eption other than tht proposed SIte: and . 

\iv) The proposed uses are o:ompatlble v,lth 
other adjacent uses or .... ill be so rendered throus;h 

I· DJ\".t l~larch. 19~1 
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or intensltles of uses within an exception area 

~W~ars~~:~ e:c~ ~iO~~:~:~~i~:d.excePtion, a new 
(~) Applicability of OAR 660-04·018. This rule 

appbes onl".. to plan and zoning designations and 
f':(Ceptlons -adopted by local government follo .... ;ng 
toe effect!':e date oftnlS rule. 

StH Auth. ORS ell, 197 
HrH. LCDC 9.;983. r &. ~f 12·30-83: LCDC 1.1986, r. &. I!r. 
3·20·86 

Goal 2. Part lI{e), Exception Requirement, 
660·04·0200) If a jurisdicllon determines 

there are reasons consistent with OAR 660-04-022 
to use resource lands fOT uses not allowed by the 
applicable Goal, the justification shall be set forth 

tn t7il 1l,~~~~f~~ ~1~~s2 apa::fiCc)t~rOO to be 
addressed when taking an exception to a GooJ are: 

emb~dl,e'll~athOen:p~Yi~~gr; ~~rs ;~;urJ~~~ f;~i;~ 
The eJ(ceptlOn shall set forth the (acts and 
assumptions used as the basis for determining that 
a state policy embodied in a goal should not apply 

~~~~~~i~( 1~~dt:rtithSe o~s:iG~int~o~I~~~~~u~~n! ~~; 
the USe requires a location on resource land 

,b, "Areas which do not require 2. new exception 
cannot. reasonablv accommodate the use": 

'AJ The exce'ption shall indicate on a map, or 
otherWIse describe the location of poss1ble 
alternatIve areas considered for the use, which do 

~~~:et1~~r~s ~ankee~ ~h~W~~~dJ';tifl;~a for which the 
/8,1 To show ..... hy the particular site is justified, 

It IS necessary to discuss why other areas which do 
not reqUIre a ne .... exception cannot reasonably 
accommodate the proposed use. Economic factors 
.:an be consIdered along with other relevant factors 
In dl'termlnmg that tlie use cannot reasonably be 
accommodated In other areas. Linder the 
alternatIve factor the following: questions shall be 
addressed: 

I,i} Can the I?ro~sed use be reasonably accommodated 
on nonresource land that wouJd not reqUlTe an excepoon, 
;~~~P;o~~~~n~~ the density of uses on nonresource 

'11· Can \he proposed use be reasonably 
accommodated on resource land that is already 
Irrevocably committed to nonresouree uses, not 
allowed bv the applicable G<lal, induding resource 
land to eX1stmg rural centers, or by increasing the 
denSity of uses on committed lands? If not, why 
not? 

(iin Can the proposed use be reasonably 
accommodated inside an urban growth boundary? 

Ir n(~tF~,~~~iernative areas standard can be met 
by a hroad review of similar types o( areas rather 
than a revIew of-specific alternative sites. Initially, 
a local government adopting: an exception neea 
assess on Iv whether those SImIlar types of areas in 
the \;Clnltv could not reasonablv accommodate the 
propos!>d -us!>. Site specific comparisons are not 

~enl~ ~!~e~ ~~ lh ~orc~la ~~~e[~~he~ 1~ ~lin:r~~e!~i~~t~~~ 
df;.cnbe \\h\' there a-re specific SItes that can more 
rf,l'dlrHlbh' accommodate the proposed use. A 
tl!:tad~d f'\:~dual1on or spetdic alternatIve sites IS 

thus not requiredjunless sueh sites are specificalh 
described WIth fa ts to suppon the assertIon thn-~ 
the sites are more reasonable b .. · another part:. 

durirc~ t;phell~a~:.i~ei~io~~\~~~~e~~i~ral, economic. 

~~~ia~t ~h~ ;~oe;~e~o~~~~hc~e~;~~~;~e~r~~J~~ 
~d~~~~e8&v:;;s!~~sactsi~:liyn~:s;IFtI~~~~{ ~~: 
~0p'os81 being 10c:at~ in other areas requm0fi, a 

chaar'll~te~~tVc~n~f~~~he~f~~~~v!h:~!a~e~~~~~de~ed 
by the jurisdiction] for which an exception might be 
taken. the typical advantages and disadvantages or 
using the area fo~ a Use not Illlowed by the Goal, 
Md the typical positive and negatIve consequences 
resulting from th'e use at the proposed sIte with 
measures designeld to reduce adverse impacts. A 
detailed evaluation of specific alternative sites IS 

d~;C;it~di ::i~h uFa~~~ \~~~~;~;:~h ~r:s!~:t~~~c ~~; ~ 
the sites have si~ifjcantly fewer adverse Impnct,; 

~~:!~fi;~eS~~Wli;~{~ef:i~~: !'eraosc:~~i!i:~~. ~g: 
conseguences of tlle use at the chosen site are not 
significantly morlle adverse than would ty?ically 
result from the same proposal being located in 

~~~~~s~dq~A~.ngjhg~:~s~~cse~~i~n i~~~d:hbau~ ;~! 
not limited to. the faets used to determine which 
resource land is jleast productIve: the abdity to 
sustain resource uses near the proposed use: and 

~~~;~~t~ei~~e":~~~bl!i~::~~~lt :ft~~elf~df~~~a~h: 
~ffe~~~c;f ~h~e·p~~oe;edo;:~b ~~ i~ ~a~.~st;~=t:~;l~, t~~ 
~~:ci~IS;!;~c~"'l~frl!~s~ roads and on the CC5tS to 

(d) "The proJ:1osed uses are compatibie with 
other adjacent uses Or ',\;1\ be so rendered throueh 

~~~~~r;~ ~~~\rle~c\~b:dh~~ ~~~e;;~~:~dc~~~ ~.~{j 
be rendered compatible with adjacent. land uses 
The exception shall demonstrate that the proposed 
use is situatedl in such a manner as to be 
tompat,ble with surrounding natural resources. and 
resource management or production practlC:es. 
~Compatible" is not intended as an absolute t!>rm 
~~~n..:Rfh naodJ~;:~e~~~~~ or adverse impacts of any 

(3) If the exception involves more than one area 
for which the reasons and circumstances are thr 

~f~h~ t:r~:~e:halt:a6ebid~~~fA~dr~~ a; ~rp~u;r fh3ecl~ 
location otherwise described. and keyed to the 
appropriate findings. 

Stat. Auth.: DRS Ch. 197 
Hill.: t.cDC 5.1982, r. & ~f 7·'21-82: LCDC 9·1951 [ l.: d 
12·30-83 

5~d~~tt,~{i.ep~b~g) Justify an Exception 
660·04·022 An exception Cnder Goal 2, Pan 

Il(c) can be taken for any use not allowed by the 

~:iii~~~I~eg~~~(J)~;rues:r&e:e~ai~a~~;!st~r~~~:~~~ 
al10wed on resource lands are set ror:~ :r: ::;f. 

rollo\~t~::c~~o;ss:~~~h;~~,l~:call:' pro\'lce:! :::- :;' 

3· D\\ -l !\brc~. :~'-:ll 

OREGO:-; AD~nSISTRAm'E RCLES 
CHAPTER 660. DlVISlOi'i 4 -LA. ...... D CO:iSERYATIO:i A."'D DE'.'ELOPME:iT CO~l'nSSlb:-; 

U01t for a boat ramp or to allow piling and shoreline· -

sta~i~i:a~l~~J~~ ao~u~nl ~srh~nt\~irer~lteration (or 
e:<panslon of an existing public nonwater· 
dependent use or a non substantial fill for a private 
nonwater.dependent use (as provided for in ORS 
54 1.625) where: 

(Ai A Count\-..... ide Economic Analysis based on ~e 
raeters IT1 (]Qal 9 demonstrates that additional land \S 

4B1toAn~~~s~epTti~;~~rational 
~~~:~~i~e;iJ!~~n~~r~t!se~~s:~n&:~~ti~~ !;~ia°ti~~ 
or the proposed expansion cannot be r~asonably 
relocat.ed: and 

(C) That the site and design of the proposed use 
and the extent of the proposed activity are the 
minimum amount necessary to ~rovide for the use. 

(f) In each of the situatIons set fort.h in 
subsections (6i(a) to (e) of this rule, the exeeption 

1~~c11~~~~;.n!~:;~ t;:~,f~~Cl:,e~i~~~~,d ofl;r;:J~~nd 
materials) will be earri~d out in n manner whIch 

~ql~~~i!~~ :hdo\~:r:~di::'~:se~~d~~~it~~:' affected 
1.7, Goal 17 - IncompatIble Uses in Coastal 

~~r~~~~a~~e~~~<g~a~~~i~~~~:l:~d ;~i~~~ed to allow 
',al These Coastal ShoreJand Areas indude: 
(Al ~1ajor marshes. sisnificant ..-.ildlife habitat, 

~~ds~~~t~~~cd!~dd:;ch~~~Y~~~:1 si~:;~etic resources 
1.81 Shore lands in urban and urbanitable areas 

espeeiallv suited for water dependent Uses; 
tel designated dredged material disposal sites; 

:~/ ~oe~~~~e~ ~si!i~~i~h i~t~~'compatible with 
Goal 17 requirements for coastal shoreland areas 
listed in subsection (1 J(a) of thIS rule the exceptIon 
must demonstrate: 

!AJ A need. based on the factors in Goal 9, for 
additional land to accommodate the proposed use; 

be l~~~;~:r~;h:hr~~~;:~te~esi~~ ~~~~i~e~i~e:iht~ 
unique characteristIcs of the Use or the site which 
requIre use of the protected site: and 

IC) That the project cannot be reduced in si'l~ or 
redHlgned to be consistent with protection of the 
51lE:- and where applicabl~ consIstent With 
protectlon of natural values. 

disp~c;af:i~:P;;O~iti~OatCi~~vsei~; ~o ~r;:tt~~ :s:t~~~~ 
also either not reduce the inventory of designated 
and protected sites in the affected area below the 
level identified in the estuary plan or b<:! replac~d 
through deslgnation and proteetion of a site WIth 
comparable capacity in th~ same area; 

(d) Uses which would convert a portion of B 
major marsh. coastal headland, signilica.nt wildlife 
harlltat, exceptional aesthetic resource, or histonc 

~~ ~r~~s~~y!~~~a~:~\e "!~s~~rl::B~i:~lea~~,t.h:hs:;: 
appropriate. bUfferefto protect natural values of 
th~ remainder of the site. 

(S) Goal lS-Foredune Breaching: A foredune 
may be breached when the exception demonstrates 
an e:dsting dwelling located on the foredune 15 
e:'(penenclOg sand inundation and the grading or 
remo\'ol of sand IS: 

'n! Only to the grade of the dwell1ng, 

(hJ Limited to the immediate area 10 which ~r. .. 
dwel~r~~snldcfst.e:!;tainr.d in the dune system bv 
placement on the beach in front or the dwelhr.i: 
and 

(d) The provisions of Goal 18 lmplementat:on 
Requirement 1 are met. 

(9; Goal lS-Fori!dune Dev~lopment: An 
excel.'tion may be taken to the foredune use 
proh1bition in Goal 18 ~Beaches and Dune~~. 
Implementation requirement (2). Reasons willCn 

{hsot~7d ~~t ;~i;l;t:~~Ro~i:~~~s~~~~~d c~"m~lta!n~~ 
with the followmg: 

(a) The use will be adequately protected frem 

~~lJe~~~~i~~a:~Jd:to~n~:~~::oonr' i~no1e~~\~na1 
value: and 

(b) The use is designed to minimi:z:e ad¥erse 
environmental effects: 

(c) The provisions of OAR 660-04·020 sh3!1 also 
be met. 

SUt. AUlh.: ORS Ch. 19·, 
Hln.: LCPC 9.1983, r. & d, 12.30-83: LCOC t·198~. t &: ef 
2.10~. LCDC 3·198-4, r. & ef. 3·'21../l.(; LCDC ~·19ii5. r. i 
d.8-3·83 

5~~~f~~~d ~o~~7r~j$~~ for Land PhysicaHy 
660.04-025 (1) A local government mav adc::n 

an exception to a goal when the land subjec't to t::~ 
exception is physically developed to the extent that 
it is no longer available (or uses allowed bv the 
applicable goal. -

(2) Whether land ha5 been phvsical1v de\'eloped 
with uses not allowed by an applicable Goal, w::! 
depend on the situation at the site of the excep:iorl 
The exact nature and extent of the areas four.d ~~ 
be physically developed shall be clear!v set fonh In 
the justification for the exception. The speC1!ic 
arears) must be shown on a map or otherwlS<: 
described and keved to the aprrOPriate findings of 
fact, The findings of fact shal identifa the extent 

~~d tho~alt~~nd o~ ~~e ce;~sV~~ ~~~s~~a;or~:li~~e;~ 
structures

t 
roads, sewer and water facilities, and 

~~~\i(tl, ~C~~\jch'a~s:;c:;~i:ne?s ~i~hge t!k~;icsahb3\i 
not be uSl'!d to justify a physically developed 
exception, 

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 197 
HIlt.; LCOC 3-1982. r. & rf. 7·'2.1-82: LCDC 9·1983, f .!: ,,: 
12.30../ll 

Exception RequireIDent~ for Land lrre .... oc3bh­
Committed to Oth~r Uses . 

660.04.028 (O A local gov~mment may adopt 
an exception to a goal when the land subject to tne 
exception is irrevocably committed to uses net 
allowed by the applicable goal because existlrlr; 

!~i:~!Jtb~s~ea~p~fi~~lbl:~~e~ai~::~~{csab1:~e uses 

tak~~)i~ :~~07l~~tctee~iSleg'~0~9~\j~( le)rb~p~~l 
2, Part IHb), and with the provisions of thIS ruie. 

(b) For the purposes of this rule. an Mexeep::.:~ 
area- is that area of land for whIch a "comrr,::!~:: 
e)(cl'ptlon~ 1<; taken. 

- Dtv " t:>larch. I??: 
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OREGON AD:.u;,UTRAm"E RULES 
CHAPTER 660, DfYlSION 4 - LA."iIl CONSERVATION AND DEYELOP~tENT CO~L'USSIO:< 

Ap1'ff6J_~~~3~(hr~ij6~ to acknowledgment, an 
e;tception, or the fllilure to take a required 

~(eA~~~~1~iu~u~~te~!e~~st19h3i.~sre t~~h~ 
Commission as an objection to the local 
government's request for aeknowledgment, 
pursuant to DRS 197.251 and OAR 660.03-000. 

(2) After Bcknowledgment, an exception taken 

I 
as part of 8 plan Ilmendment.lor the fgjlure to take 
a required exception when amending a plan, rna\" 
be IIp''peaied to the BoardS pudu.aJlt to DRS 197.620 
and OAR 660, Division 1. I 

Stat. A\Jth.! DRS Ch, 191 ! 
Hilt.: LCDC ~·1982. r. &. f(. 7·21..82; LCDC 9·1963, r &. er. 
11-30-83 I 

JLL 09 '93 07: 48 DIV OF STATE LANDS 503 

JUly 9. 1993 

Hr. Ed Becker 
District Ranger 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Siuslaw National Forest 
855 IIwy Ave. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

P.2 

oregon 
DIVISION OF 

STATll LANDS 

STATE LAND WARD 

BARBARA ROBERTS 
Govffllot 

PHf(.KEISUN'G 
~~~fSt1lte 

JIM lUlL 
SblteTreul.lftt 

Re: Draft EIS for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation 
Area management Plan 

Dear Mr. Becker: 

The Division of state Lands has reviewed the Draft EIS for the 
oregon Dunes National Recreation Area (ODNRA) Management Plan. 
We find the analysis of issues and the proposal developed as a 
preferred alternative sensitive to the often confli.cting 
resource demands on the ODNRA and reflective of a reasoned 
strategy to provide sustainable recreational use and lontJ term 
protection to the ecological integrity of the dunell 
ecosystems. The only recommendation to enhance tho preferred 
alternative would be measures to increase the sand dune 
habitat. These efforts could be in conjunction wil:h efforts to 
enhance the habita~ for western snowy plover. Minor changes to 
the preferred alternative by changing the designation of 
Off-Road Vehicle Open around the southern lake (S8t! attached). 
We are particularly supportive of the emphasis on balanced use, 
wetland and snowy plover management, increased payrnents to the 
counties and increased investments in the local eCt)nomy. The 
public involvement process and use of issues, COnCH-rns and 
opportunities to frame the management options is effective and 
useful. 

The following specific comments should be consider~~d in 
developing the formal EIS. 

1. In Chapter III (Affected Environment). Page l1I-4 under 
Land Ownership. we suggest you substitute th13 following 
paragraph for the last paragraph on the draft: 

775 Stlmm~t Street NE 
Salem, OR 97310-1337 
(~03) 378·3805 
FAX (50.1) 37M!l44 
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2. 

3. 

i 
The State of Oregon is the owner of the beds and banks 
of navigable waters below .the ordinary high water mark 
and all lands naturally subject to tidal influence 
that have not become vested in any pe~son. On the 
ocean shore this includes all submerged and 
submersible lands up to Mean High Tige. In addition, 
the Division of state Lands (DSL) has determined that 
there is likely sUfficient evidence ~o support a claim 
of navigability and State ownership for the beds and 
bank. of the non-tid.l reaches of th~ Siltcoos River, 
Threemile Creek l Tenmile Creek, and tahkenitch Creek. 

Page 111-7 Employment and Income. We W~Uld suggest you 
cita the coastal economic figures from Radke and Davis 
(1988) to more ~ccurately porttay the cqastal economic 
contributions of Lane and Douglas Count~es. 

Page 111-31 Historic Trends. Maps showing chang.es in 
habitats would help in the review. 

4. Page 111-36 Yish Populations. There is 'no discussion Of 
native versus exotic fish species or "discussion on the 
implications of management for exotic species (bass, 
perch, crappie, etc.) On the native fautia. 

5. Page 111-46 Tahkenitch Land Acquisition. The numbers on 
the figure not explained. 

~. Page IV-43 Cumulative Effects. You shoUld analyze the 
alternatives effects on habitat fragmentation, isolation, 
edge intrusion, corridor maintenance~ r~fuge maintenance

f 
protection of' the integrity of unique sites (bogs, etc.) 
to determine cumulative effects on biodiversity. 

7. Page IV-8S Other Plans and Policies, 
reference to the closure of Slltcoos, 
Tahkenitch Creek estuaries from motor 
attached) . 

Please add a 
T~.nmile Creek and 
vehicle use (see 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the ODNRA 
Management Plan. If you have any questions cqncerning Our 
comments,. please f~el free to call. 

Very I::ruly yours, 

~f.~~ 
,Mf: ' \J 
P- John E. Lilly 

Assistant Direc~or 
Policy and Planning 

JEL/dsh 
ken;469 

F,nclosure 

cc: Marguarite N~be~a, State Perks 
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The 
Economic 
Landscape 

of 
the 

Oregon 
Coast 

Pnpar~dby 

Hans D. Radtke. Ecooormst 
Shannon W. Davis, Planner 

Puparw far tnt 

Oregon Coastal Zone Management Association. Inc. (OCZMA) 

FlU1tl1ng provickd by rIlL 

Oregon Economic Development Department 
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OREOON ADMlNlSTRA TIVE RULES 
CHAPTER 141. DtvlSION S4 - DIVISION OF STAT£ LANOS 

PlVlSlON84 

MAN",GING ST"'TE-()WNtD 
SUBMERGED ... NO SUBMERSIBLE 

LANDS 

Closure of Sand u:k~ E.$ttWY 
141-84-010 (1) All !ubmc'led and submersible l2Ind 

below l-Iead of Tide within the Sand Lake estU11')' js e10std to i 
iny Jlnd J!;1t use by motor vehicles. Exceplcd (rom the estuary 
c1¢,ure fI(t Oovernment...owned vehicles 01\ official busines:J, 
rnotol' or tlon~motorized boats. vehicles u,ed in the l:tunch­
in, otbo!l(s at desi,nllted launcbins shn, public 2nd ~riV:ate . ~ 
utility vchieles pcrrotmin& company business. vehkles. 

'll\volved in rescue Of cmersenC)' ACtivities,. and vehicles : 
: (:ns.nled in fep!.il' of reneesand pb.eement Orbllnk J)l'otectiOr'l \ 
materi.l "'" 

(1) Head orTide mean~ the inlatld-mosl extent o(ticbt,~ 
innuence as measuted by DO increase in ......:atet ,urfll.ce level al . 
MeDn Hi~h Tide (Mean Lower Low Water ~lum). ':': 

(3) Tlie cle"'atlon oCMt2n Hi,h TidecofTcspOnds to a': 
tide stase of 7.S feet (M~n tower Low' Water DAtum). The 

. Head orTide in the Sand Lake tsUl1ty extend~ to the upper 
limit orthclal:;e. (Scctions 19.20,29.30,31 and 32 of Town­
ship 3 South. ~n&e 10 West, Willamette Meridian.) 

SI~I.AI"h.tOp'sCh..U4 
Htu.:t.D)..198o. tAc( ~S.I&.LB 1·1'''. ta.ct "1,"1 

....... ) CJosur~ orSihcOO$ RiTer ucu:try " 
- 141~84=OlV (I) Ali !lUbiUdgC6 and su.bme~'ble land' 

below He~d of iide within the Siltt'.:oos River estuary is 
closed to any ~,"d alll1$C by motor vehicles. Exeepted (torn 
the estuary dO$ure ate Go"'ernment..()wned vehicles on om­
dal business. rnotot'ornon-molorized boats. Vehicles used in 
the la~nehin, or boat$ at d~i&l'l2tted.launehin, sites, public 
2nd private utithy vehicles pt;rfonnitl!: eomp3ny busines:t.. 
vehicles invol\'ed in fescue 01' emefgeocy aelivities, and 
vehiclt$ tnp.&ed in repair of (enees and placement orbank 
protectiofl m:t1cnal. 

(l) Head of Tide meal'ls the inland-most extent ortidaJ 
influence as meusured byan increase in WJ.lct surf;lee level at 
Mean High Tide (MeAn Lower Low WOlter Datum). 

(3) The elevation of Man Hith Tide corre-s:ponrl1 to a 
tide 1tate of about 6.5 reei (Mean tower Low Watel' Datum). 
The 10t1tion ofHud of Tide il'l the $ih('oo$ River estU;lry is 
approxim:l.tely Rivet' Mile J, at the SiltcOO! Lake Oudel (Se~ 
etions 32. 3J, 2.nd 34 otTownshlp 19 South. Ran&.1!: 12 WC$t, 
Willamcne Meridi:m). 

5111. ""I".: ORS Ct!, l1l.t !74 
HIli.! LB Il-l!Jtl. f,&cf.12-:zo.U;U 1-19a1.tJ"etA-1H7 

Closure at T I:nmile Cr~ek E,s;tu"a 
I4HI4::OjO. (t) All submerted and submersible JMd 

~Io\V Head of Tide within the Tenmile Creek eS\ul1ry is 
dQ$t!:d to any and :111 u~ by' motor vehicles. Exce~ted from 
the e~luary closure are Go,":ernmenl-owned vehie:1C!1 on om­
dOli busineH, motor or non-rnotonl':ed bc»ttt. vehidesused in 
the launehint of boals at designaled lauochin, sitcl, public 
lind privatc utilily vehicle, petfotm:ng comp!"), business. 
'-'chid.::s invoh'ed in rUctle or emertency activities, ~nd 

vehidt:$ en,;.a&ed in repait or fences .-and placement of b!tl'1k 
protection mAterial. 

(2) He2d of Tide me:lns (he: in1:and-most extent Qrtld:1II 
inl1uenee u melSured by in toerea.se in WIller surfate: le"'e:1 at 
Mt:\n Hitb Tide (Mexn Lowef tow W1ter ~tUm). 

(3) The eleV1.tiol'l of Mean HiJln Tide Q)rrdpOnds 10;t . 
tide sttte orlbou1 6.S feet (Mean Lower Low Waler ~tum) .. 
The location of Head o(Tide in the "enmilt Cl'ed: est~ry i1 
approximltely River mile 1.1, 1t the Tenmile 131ce Outlet 
($ection$12, n. t;nd 1.( orTowoship 23 South, Rlnte 13 
Wes4 Wtllamettc Meridian). 

SCo.l. Adlll,tOftSo. Zll.t 114 
Hkt.:lB 1 l-19U:. ( &ri'.ll-lO-ll:, Ull~ln1.t &,n. A..zt_t1 

C1~$~~l;~z~:en(iijhA~~~!=l-ana-;Ubtntr$ible land 
below fkad orTide within the Tahkeniteh Creek estu,tty is 
closed to .I.n), and all use by motor'vehit.:les.. Excepted ttorn' 
the ~tuaty c\o,ure 2ft Oovemment-Qwned vebie1es on om­
c;21 business, motor or flon-motori:tr.d boats, vehiele~ u~d in 
the lalJl'lchlflg, of boats at design1t¢1 launching $i1t:s.. public 
.and private utililY vehides performinp; company business. 
vehicles involved in rcsc;ue or emelT,ency activities and '-'ehi. 
des enpged in repair of renc;cs and ph1cc;:ment ofb:mk pro­
lectionmftttnalo 

(2) He2d of Tide meAns. the inland-most extent 0(11dal 
innuence u measured by an increa,e in ~Iet sunace level at 
Mean High Tide (Mean Lower Low Water [)atum), 

(3) The elevation of MI;3J\ Hit~h Tide corresponds to a 
tide sate of about 6.5 feet (Mean Lowet low Water Datum), 
The location ot Head of Tide in ~h'= Tahkenitch C~k estU­
ary.is 2.pproxim:ttely River Mile IJ! al the Tah}i;enitCh Creek 
Outlet (Sections 19 and 20. TOWl'l1hip 20 s<'uth, Ran~e t1 
West. Will.amette Meridian). 

SbI.AI1IJ1.:0RSCh.11JA::Z14 
Hht.:LI11-19n. r •. ~cr.4-lO-8):u ,·19!lT.tA: cr. "~.17 

Clo~utt of Berl)' Crttlc Estv.rr 
141.84..oSO (I) An submergr:d and submerSible land 

~I~;y Ha
e
:: ~iti~ ~!%~:!: ~~lcl~e~~::~~:7';rSo~0~~ 

estul'.ty c1os~re ftrt &.oYerTImenl-ow-ned vehicles on offici:!1 
bu~inC$~. motor Of nOR-motonted boa\;$., vehides u~t<I in the 
launching of boats II desi,nftted l:tunching sites. publTe and 
pnvtltl!: utility vehicles pcrforminr. <»mpany business. vehi­
cles involv!:d in rescu!: or emergency activities, lod vehicles 
entaged in repajl'orfcnees lind pl;l-::t:men\ orb~nk prolect ion 
materi.al. ' 

(2) He:ld of Tide rne:tns thc inl:.nd.mon uten! oftidl1l 
influence 21$ measured by an incrd15e in Wl1\tf $utrace level at 
Me:l\n High Tide (lVieDn Lowet tow Watet D~tum), 

(J) The elevation of the M~n Hith Tide corresponds to 
" II tide state of about 6,.3 fcet (Mean Lowet Low Water 

Dlltum). The Io<::Illon of Heid of Tide on B~rry Creek is 
approximlltely the s.ameat the linnotMean H;gh Tide on the 
beach. 

SI~,."~I"': ORS o. ln, 17<410:. j'<) 
H!.I.: 1.8 5.\956, t. ~.r. 3.10-86: til t.tUJ.!;"" d. 4·1'/.11 

CloSurt of Sutton Creek £stullry 
14t-M--060 (I) All submuicd ~nd submcr$ibl~ land 

I - Div, a4 (Stpternber. 1987) 

~ 
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June 30, 1993 

M:trguerite Nabeta 
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
525 Trade Street S.E. 
Salem, Orogon 97310 

Dear Marguerite: 

RECI:IVI:D 

JUl' 2 \993 
STATE PARKS AND 

nCREATIOK DEPARTMENT 

oregon 
ECONOMIC 

UEVEI.OPMEN! 

DEI'ARTMEN'I 

This letter is to communicate the Oregon Economic Development Departmentis comments on 
the Siuslaw National Forest's DE'S for the Oregon DUnes NRA Management Plan, OEDD 
is concerned that the reduction of ORV access to the Dunes NRA south of Tehmile Creek 
will have a detrimental impact on the economy of the coastal communities adj~cent to the 
Dunes. particularly the Coos Bay area. OEOD is concerned that ORV use m~y have a 
greater impact on the economy and recreational opportUnities of the Coos Bayl area than is 
estimated by the Forest Service. Under the Forest Service's preferred alterna~ive (alternative 
P), visitors and residents would have to drive to the mouth of the pmpqua Ri~er, near 
Reedsport, to gain access to an "ORV on Designated Routes" area in which there is 
surrounding vegetation. Visitors who fonnerly patronized Coos Bay business~s might shift 
their purchases to Reedsport. Residents may dislike the additional drive to th¢ mouth of the 
Umpqua, 

It would make sense to DEDD to maintain DRV access from the DRV campground in the 
Horsfall area to allow for a loop ride in the Horsfall area. This would proVide a good reason 
for ORV users to visit the south end of the Dunes NRA and to patronize busipesses in the 
Coos Bay area. This would also allow Coos Bay area residents to have reasonably 
convenient access to ORV use in areas with surrounding vegetation. 

The OEDD Film & Video Division expects the Siuslaw National Forest to maintain in the 
Dunes a setting conducive to film and video uses. The Film & Video Divisiqn has just 
recently spent a significant amount of money on advertising that includes promotion of the 
Dunes as a place where film companies can find pristine sand dunes, with iitt,le vegetation 
and with no indication of human presence, for filming that could simulate sand dunes in the 
Sahara, Kalahari, or similar deserts. The Film & Video Division also expects that the Dunes 
will retain automobile access to film crews. 

Sincerely, 

11,,/ ~" 
Arthur Ayre, Economist 
Policy, Planning & Evaluation 

c: Bob Warren 

OEDD is illl AAjEEOE ilnd complies with Section 504 of Ih(' Rl'hnh, A('I ot 1973 

tl, .. r,m! 'f"bt"rl~ 
C"'·,·,,,"r 

775 SUmmer 51. NE 
Sl1lem, OR 97310 
(503) 373-1200 
FAX (5tn) 581-5113 

July 6, 1993 

Ed Becker, District Ranger 
oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Office 
Siuslaw National Forest 
855 Highway Avenue 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

-cJregor 
I' c\ It I< S :\:\ j 

RECRC .. \TI(l' 

DE PAR T 1\1 E :' 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact statement for the OJ~egon DUnes 
National Recreation Area Management Plan 

Dear Ed: 

ODNRA staff have consistently inclUded state agencies. from start to 
finish in the extensive planning process that resulted in this 
document. We are looking forward to continuing this open dialogue 
and coordination while staff complete the next phase of carrying 
capacity studies. 

Several of the proposed alternatives in this document reveal a 
commitment to responsible management that follows sound guiding 
principles. There are several management techniqu€~s that should 
provide noticeable positive results in a very short length of time. 
These include: providing a clearer delineation between 
incompatible uses; setting and enforcing off road vehicle closures 
(10 pm to 6 am) in residential/campground zone of influence; 
providing non-motorized trail corridors to the ocean shore from 
Honeyman and Umpqua state Parksi maintaining adequate noise buffers 
for residential and campground areas; and targeting critical 
habitat areas for closer management. 

Crucial to the SUccess of management of this area is the continued 
coordination between the Forest Service, state agencies, local 
government, USer groups and the communities. We are looking 
forward to strong collaborative management of the areas adjacent to 
oregon state parks and the ocean shore in the years to come. 

I also urge the Siuslaw National Forest and the Region Forest 
Service Office to support and work with the state on an overall 
state ORV recreation resource plan. Appropriate 8.reas for this 
recreation activity must be identified, supported and managed. 

52:; Trl1d~ Stred SE 
5.lkm. OR 9iJ!t) 
j5l\~1 37/)-E-:;03 
F.\ \ (501) ~;-H·O·I-l:-
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Page 2 
Oregon state park~ and Recreation 

Our dE~partment is generally supportive of the preferred alternative 
with minor modifications, Enclosed are detailed department 
comments. Ron Hjort; Region ,Supervisor, 269-~410, shou:ld be 
contacted if there are any quest'ions. ' 

Thank you again for the very good coordination effdrts. Also, many 
thanks for our field trip and briefing session ab~ut NRA planning 
activities and coordination last Thursday. 

Sincerely, 

12ktf(~ 
Bob Meinen 
Director 

c: department staff 
Anne Squier 
Bob Warren 

QPRO Response to 1993 OEIS for ODNR~ Management plan 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The department is now known as: the oregon state parks and 
Recreation Department (OPRP)~ Please incl~de our department (and 
all other agencies on the lstate r,esponse team) in the appendi~' that 
identifies planning document rec'ipients~ , 

As a department, We are supportive of every effort made to maintain 
and enhance this very unique national recreation area. 

The guiding congressional acts, executive orders, and management 
principles should appear in the introductory chapter in:;tead of in 
the following chapters~ This will ensure that the user of the 
document will more clearly understand the basis for the final 
preferred alternative~ The plan map should have identified 
landmarks such as towns, parks, lakes and rivers for easier use. 

There should be a section, in addition to the Consistency Review, 
that lists the agencies with which continued coordination will be 
needed during the life of the plan. 

We are encouraged by the commitment to continue gathering natural 
resource inventory information. This will be invaluable in 
determining carrying capacity capabilities for the area. 

Response to Alternative F 

Recreation Resources 

This alternative demonstrates a serious attempt to provide a 
diverse range of the recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS). There 
is an identification of the quality and quantity available of the 
recreational experiences and the resource base for these s~ttings 
and facilities. While the traffic study is ad~quate for 
determining existing use; we recommend additional study to monitor 
visitation over time. A visitor survey conducted at regular 
intervals and seasons will be able to detect changes in use and 
provide information about the success of proposed management 
changes. This historical analysis could also assist in determining 
user patterns and implementation of a reservation system or 
incentive program to change these patterns i~e. campground 
reservation program that has cost savings for mid week or off 
season use. 

A more expansive study querying citizens from oregon, Washinqton, 
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and northern 
decisions or 
include: 

california could assist in possible marketing 
facility augmentation. Possible questions could 

What do you know about the Dunes? 

Do you or your family vi~i~ the Dunes? Frequency? 
If not , why not? 

What activities do you participate in when visiting? 

What is expectation of quality and quantity of a diYerse range of 
recreation settings? I 

The adjacent BLM, state and county facilities ShOUl~~ be discussed 
as part of the aVailable facility and resource base supply to more 
accurately represent what is available for the a ea. Handicap 
accessible facilities and opportunities should be di 9cussed in more 
detail. 

The preferred alternative discusses and addresses the primary 
resourCe conflicts in a balanced and accurate manne'r. crucial to 
the decisions were the identification of adjacenf,1 t residential 
areas, wetland resources, snowy plover and winte ing shorebird 
habitat. and a review of the range of recreation settings and 
possible experiences that are available within the iINRA. 

We recommend that every effort should be mad~ to relocate 
recreation facilities in appropriate sites as critical habitat 
needs are identified, especially as part of the snowy plover 
recovel~y plan. The identification of the carrying capacity of the 
area is critical for determining the feasibility of such 
relocation. Seasonal closures and essential recovery time for many 
heavily used areas should be identified in this assessment. 

The method used to gain citizen participation in the planning 
process has provided greater access to organized ORV groups. We 
believe that this provides a potentially significant key to the 
success of the management of the area. continued c01p.IDunication and 
coordination with these groups for dispersal of guidelines for 
properly maintained machines and development of safety classes for 
the User will assist in training responsible, safe;users. 

Beach and Dunes Access 

Beach and dUnes access corridor trails for hikers should be 
established from Honeyman and William Tugman Campground. These 
pedestrian trail corridors should be developed! cooperatively 

between OPRO and the ODNRA to meet the needs of recreational USers 
in these areas. A trail corridor should be established from the 
campground at William Tugman. to Eel Creek campground into the 
dunes, eventually providing access to the ocean shore. The beach 
access trail at Honeyman should be defined, signed and have formal 
ORV crossings established to protect both riders and hikers. User 
groups should be involved ~n the development of these corridors to 
insure needs are addressed anq the trail can be !:;ucces;;fully 
managed. " 

OPRO would like to develop a beach access trail at Umpqua 
Lighthouse state parle It is essential for the ODNRA to work 
cooperatively with the department for this project to be a SUccess. 
The area is motorized crossings from the north and south between 
windy Cove county campground and the ORV area south of Umpqua 
Lighthouse. 

OPRD is mandated to encourage and support public access and Use of 
the Ocean Shores Recreation Area. The department wants to continue 
to coordinate with and cooperate with your agency in 1:his effort. 
We will continue to encourage the Dunes NRA to support public 
access I recognizing that access issues are affected by reSOurce 
considerations such as: protecting sensitive habitat, conflicting 
uses and the other guiding principles of the management plan. 

south Jetty Area 

An adequate non-motorized buffer between Honeyman state Park has 
been proposed. The development of a pedestrian corridor (trail) 
from the park to the ocean shore will assist in alleviating 
potentially hazardous situations in the identified motorized 
recreation area, while safely providing a designated route for 
public access to the ocean shore. We recommend a designated route 
from the residential area to the managed motorized 2lrea. Clear 
signage is the key. 

Recommend phasing in, as quickly as possible, additional facilities 
for motorized recreation campers as other sites need to be 
relocated because of hahi tat concerns. Horse group information 
should include the availability of beach access from the S. Jetty 
parking lot. 

Lagoon Campground 

Recommend relocating campsites away from the water edge. We are 
interested in continued literature reviews and assessments within 
the NRA that will assist in the determination of adequate buffers. 
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Wax Myrtle 

Concur with relocation of trail that ends at snowy I plover nests. 
There is very good potential for viewing areas alen? a trail that 
overlooks the wetlands. 

Tenmile 

Our department expects continued close coordinationi in management 
of this area. Further scrutiny will be needed when the recovery 
plan for the snowy plover is established. I 

Butterfield Lake 

Support the reservation group campground and study facilities 
proposed for this area. 

Horsfall 

Mapping of motorized recreation corridors more accurately reflects 
the wetland resource and residential buffer needs., Every effort 
should be made to maintain the Horsfall ORV day use area and 
campgr.ound. The area should be scrutinized for the ,possibility of 
maintaining a loop ride for that user group. 

Wild and scenic River Designations 

aPRO is in general concurrence with the find:ings for the 
recommendations of designations.. such designationsl often afford 
a greater level of protection and enhancement for ~he resource. 

Research Natural Areas 

aPRD is very much interested in models for European beach grass 
eradication, determination of carrying capacitKes for dune 
complexes, and water quality assessments. However~ there are no 
clearly defined reasons for the size of acreage recommended. Our 
departnfent concurs that the area should continue to provide a large 
resource base for dispersed passive recreation. l As research 
projects are identified, determination of the are~ needed for a 
successful project should be driven by the requiremtnts of a known 
project. until such projects come forward, the ~rea should be 
managed for passive recreation. I 

consistency with Other plans and Policies 

Figure IV-18. state Goal 5 also includes: federal Wild and Scenic 
and state Scenic waterways and designated state trails. 

This section would be strengthened by a statement in the Oregon 
Coastal Management prograJn, introduction that includes, th.ese i terns: 

1. USPS will acquire necessary\ permits from state agencie~. 

2. USFS will demonstrate that state standards have been met. 

Minor corrections on IV-89 include: Parks and Recreation 
Department, ORS Chapter 390. Goal g' - Recreation Ne",eds, state 
Comprehensive outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 

Appendix C standards and Guidelines 

AW - 5. This standard is also applicable for Alterna1:ive F. It 
should include the addition of: ... l'where findings demonstrate 
warranted closure." 

AW -14. This standard should include: ... 1Iand reflecting the 
analysis of inventories to determine carrying capacities of the 
resources of the NRA." 

continued coordination with OPRD will be required 'for th.e duration 
of the management plan for the following: 

Snowy Plover Habitat Management 

The management plan should acknowledge t.hat snowy plover management 
strategies in the ODNRA will be developed once there is an adopted 
Recovery Plan for the species.. ODNRA, OPRD, ODFW and USFW will 
continue to cooperate with interim management activities for the 
NRA and the Oregon Ocean Shores Recreation Area which will protect 
the bird and comply with the recovery plan once it is adopted. 

Beach Enforcement Program 

The ODNRA and OPRD will continue to cooperate and coordinate law 
enforcement actions in the Ocean Shores Recreation Area which are 
consistent with the needs of both agencies. Vehicle closures, 
estuary closures, recreation and visitor activities will be 
regulated and enforced as necessary to protect the public and the 
natural resources in this area .. 

Monitoring of initial management steps which include: increased 
presence in target areas, mUffler readings and 10 pm to 6 am 
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I 
closures for effectiveness, should be regularly Ireviewed for 
effectiveness. 

The department will cooperate with the ODNRA to Iwork towards 
legislation, education and other possible changes that reduce the 
decibel levels over time. This should reduce thb noise that 
affects nearby residentiall,areas and recreation users lof the dunes. 

Fire control and Abatement \proqram 

controlled beach fires are allowed on the Ocean Shor~s Recreation 
Area as long as they are supervised and not placed Qn driftwood. 
Controlled burning of beach grass may be necessary ~n the future 
for Sno ... ry Plover habitat restoration. such burning I in the Ocean 
shores Recreation Area shOUld be coordinated with OPRD and other 
affected state and federal agencies. aPRO and the; ODNRA should 
review the potential for forest fire as more or dens,er shore pine 
forest are established within the ODNRA adjacent tOI state parks. 
This could include establishing such precautionarj\" measures as 
firebreaks, controlled burns and the development of l an emergency 
response plan. 

Beach Closures 

Proposed closure of currently open for motorized use beaches 
requires that the ODNRA work with OPRD through the mandatory 
process identified in ORS 390.668, providing findingslas identified 
in OAR 736-22-005 -(enclosed). Closing additional beaches is an 
involved public policy issue with public hearings and·much scrutiny 
by the Parks and Recreation commission. The department will make 
every effort to assist in this public process to ensure consistent 
ORV use of the beach and uplands where findings i support such 
consistency is warranted. 

oregon coast Trail 

OPRD and the ODNRA have discussed this issue over the past 10 
years. In general the route is along the beach throu~hout the NRA. 
Specific routes and signing have yet to be develop~d, but should 
continue to be considered in the preparation of the management 
plan. 

Coordination with state Historic Preservation Offic~ 

continue to coordinate with the state archaeologist oh all projects 
proposed for the ODNRA as identified. please list this office in 
the recommended new section of all state agencies coordinated with 
on a regular basis throughout the life of the managem'ent plan. The 
SHPO should be contacted for both prehistoric I and historic 
resources; I.e. archaeological sites and/or proj1cts ,that may 
impact such historic resources as the coast stageco~ch trail. 

PARKS; RECREATION; WATERWAYS; TRAILS 390.725 

390.660 Regulation of use of lands ad· 
joining ocean shores. The State Parks and 
Recreation Department is hereby directed to 
protect, to malnt~ and to promulgate rules 
governing use of the public of property that 

~~ sU:~li~ ~gh~~oi-3geO~:~eE~Pd~a:~jjbc: 
ORS 390.610 and property abutting, adjacent 
or contiguous to those lands described by 
ORS 390.615 that is available for public use, 
whether such public right or easement to use 
is obtained by dedication, prescription, grant, 
state..ownersbip, permission of a private 
owner or otherwise. 1I967 diOl f7; 1969 c.601 H6) 

3!l()...G&S fForm~r1y 274.100 I.nd then 390.740; rrpeal~d 
by 1971 e.74.3 §432] 

390.668 Motor vehicles and aircraft 
use regulated in certain zones; zone 
markers; proceedings to establish zones. 
(1) The State Parks and Recreation Depart· 
ment may establish zones on the ocean shore 

::;r~;~~~ ~i~tt0Eorv~c:~::g!~~~Jf 
be restricted or prohibited. After the estab. 
lishment of a zone and the erection of signs 
or markers thereon, no such use shall be 
made of such areas except in conformity with 
the rules of the department. 

(2) Proceedings to establish a zone: 
(a) May he initiated by the department 

on its own motion; or 
(b) Shall be initiated upon the request of 

20 or more landowners or residents or upon 
request of the governing body of a county or 
city contiguous to. the proposed zone. 

(3) A zone shall not be established unless 
the department first holds a public hearing 
in the vicinity of the proposed zone. The 
department shall cause notice of the hearing 

;~v~: £;=;jlr f~~~a~~~~\;e~~ i~~ 
one insertion in a newspaper of general dr· 
culation in the vicinity of the zone. 

(4) Before establishing a zone, the de­
partment shall seek the approval of the local 
government whose lands are adjacent or 
i~r~~~~e!0395~;Olproposed :zone. rFcnn~riy 

390£70 [l967 e.601 ~: 1969 c.601 U3; rrpeal~d by 
1971 dao §7J 

390..680 ll.967 e.601 §9: 1969 0:.601 §I1: ntpe.s.l~ by 
1973 e.732 §5J 

390.685 Effect of ORS 390.605, 390.615, 

~:J:~. ~:a~~S:dNg~15inis O~U!~~iO:~ 
~r~en ~~7~6.510 to 836.525. [Fcrm~!y zrol110 

390.690 Title and rights of state unim· 

~=. ~;~J::d ~:7g~O~lgfJO~~~06~~ 
be construed to relinquish. impair or limit 
the sovereign title or rights of the State of 

Oregon in the shores of the Pacific Ocean as 
th-e same may e!cist before or after July 6, 
1967. 11967 c.601 §Io} 

(Special Permits) 

390.705 Prohibition against placing 
certain conduits across recreaf:ion area 
and against removal of natural products. 
Nb person shall: ' " 

cond~t~~~~s:n~t~~~;'tb:b~~a~~e~~e~~:~ 
areas described by ORS 390.635 ot" the sub-

:~~~~d~a;r~~d~ab;~iS i~g,715~an shore, 

oce~~) ~h:~~e oili~t~~al E~hdu~; fr:nmcnife~ 
O'k~e~98.;~~U~~~:601e~2~~pt as provided by 

!l9O.710 fFcrmer\y 274.065; 1969 0:.601 §2: f'1!nwnb..n-d 
390.SOS) 

390.715 Permits for pipe, cable or 
conduit across ocean shore and. sub­
merged lands. (1) The State Parks and Re­
creation Department may issmi permits 
under ORS 390.650 to 390.658 for pipelines. 
cable lines and other conduits across and 
under the ocean shore and the !lubmerged 
lands adjacent to the ocean shore, upon pa.y-

S:~{ ;!~; i~o:!te~ssa;j~~rbfe!~e o~~r:~d 
overflow lands within the scope, of ORS 
274.040. 

(2) Whenever the issuance of a pennit 
under subsection (1) hereof will affect lands 
owned privately. the State Parks and Rec.re­
ation Department shall withhold the issuance 
of such pennit until such time as the 

fi~::~e:r s~~r h::ri~~~~~orix~lfr::~~ 
the private owner, which easemellt, license 
or other written authority must meet the 
approval of the State Parks and Recreation 

~eb~d~ ~h~e~~vS:te ~!:r.compeDSation 
(3) All permits issued under this section 

are subject to conwtioJJ.S that will assure 
saIety of the public and the preservation of 
economic, scenic and recreational values and 
to rules promulgated by state agen.cies hay· 
ing jurisdiction over the activities of the 
grantee or permittee. (1969 ('..£01 §22] 

39O.72D (Fcrrneriy 2704.070; f'ttlumbe~ :!90.615] 

390.725 Permits for removal of pro· 

~~al~O~g:ufu:~~he. ~;) ~th~:-n~'a~~ 
product of the ocean shore, other than fish 
or wildlife, agates or souvenirs, shall be 
taken from the state recreation areas de­
scribed by ORS a90.635, except in compliance 

:~h Re~~~ti~:r n:;:A~~~~ ~e ~:::d:dar~ 
31·197 
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OREGON ADMINIS'ntA:rlVE RULES 
CHAPTElt 730, IJlVISION 22 - STATE PARKS AND RECREATION iDI~PAIlTMEN:r 

DIVISION 22 (B) Clnmbeds - Prot~ct.ion will be nfforded to 

OCEAN SHORE VEHICLE c\n(C)o\~ifd~:r~ rtae~il:~:i~i~~~~~:lto~; will be 
USE ZONES POLICY arCorded t.o significant ~onstnl wildlife hnbilnls 

where protection (rom vehicles is requhed; 

pol~C16_.22_005 (1) Th assure safe publie use, protect 
scenic nnd recreation values, and conserve marine 
life and intertidal resources of the ocean shore, 
zones shall be established on the ocenn benches 
where vehicle use will be restricted or prohibited. 

(2) EslnbHshment of z.ones on b~aches where 

d~r~~j~:d :n~ ~~al~~tti~~lh~~e~~l!~~~\~iR!~~~: 
of public and agency concerns for safety. nccess, 
scenic nnd recreation values, seashore resourccs, 
nnd bench management: 

(a.) Safety - The following concerns will be 
considered to promote snfcty for all bench users: 

use;~) ~dd~~ ~os~c;nT~vflisb~eg1~:~~~tli~~~e:~~ 
locations ofhenvy use by the general public; 

limi\~~ Y~~;n~fcn~~n~ ygas~~va:b~lhthr~~~~rrit~~ 
nnd vehiculnr uses mfly be dosed to vehicles: 

(C) HU7.nnlou$ Conditions - Dcnch nrens with 
reslricted visibilily or hu:r.ordous conditions [or 
vehicular use may be closed to vehicles; 

(0) On-Shore Residents - Vehicular use on 
benches may be restricted or prohibiled at times 
nnd locations where the safety of on-shore residenl"i 
or properly has been significantly nffected by such 
bench use. 

(b) Access Concerns - The public need for 
vehicular access onlo the beaches will be evaluated 
for each beach and region ofthe coast: 

(A) Need - The need for vehicular use on 
individual benches will be considered. The 
nvnibbility nnd convenience of exjsting on-shore 

~nf:~t;r f\nn
d s~t::~f~in~Ctl~: ~~~Jaf~~t~e:h~~I~~ 

parking or recreational travel on the beach itself; 
(B) Wood Gathering - Adequnte opportunities 

need to be nssured for non-commercial gathering of 
wood consistent with the S13le Be<lch Log Removal 

PoJj(b~ Disl1bled Persons - Adequate opportunities 
need to be assured for disabled persons to have 
reasonable beach access and USc_ 

(c) Scenic nod Recreation Values - Zones will 
be established to best utilize and protect the 
outstanding scenic nnd recreation resources of the 
coast: 

(A) Scenic Values - Consideration will be given 
to retaining t.he natural attraction of outstanding 
scenic fealures. Vehicle use on beaches immediately 
adjoining outstanding public viewpoints or sccmc 
£lreas roay be restrided; 

(B) Recreation Interests - Evaluation will be 
made of the public's recreation interests aod 
~riorit;es al ench beach and region of the const. 

o~~~aV;~~~!i~~e~~s~~c;~heo~n;!~;o~~~l~~c;~i~~~: 
(d) Natural Resources - Adequate protection 

~;~r~e rl!i~r~~e;on~ifl~~~ti~~~atural resources at 
(A) Intert.idal Marinc Life - Prolection will be 

nfforded lo significant marine garden areas and 
other marine hfe which would be vulnerable due to 
vchiculur access; 

(D) Coast..nl Vegelntiort - Protection needs will 
be evalua.ted where signi(icnnt vegetation requires 

spec(i:)l ~re~~htk1'!.:nageme~t _ The public services 
involved in manngemeoJt of the beaches wi11 be 
considered: 

(A) Management: Ace ,59 - Adequate vehicular 
access will be required at some benches for ocean 

~~~:ch P8~lJo;:;c~nc~v p~~~~~~n;~~t~cri~~;r:d~~~;~t 
arlitteT end snnitnbon; I 

enro~~! ~cl!"lc~~e:s:n;~~lrt7~n~b~iiihetbe~~hq~ie~~ 
considered. Where reasonnble control would not be 

feas1&\ep~\ii~eC~~l~:: ~~~~id~~;li:~~~li~e &lven 
to the costs involved for government to effectively 
manage nnd enforce the beach proposal being 
evaluated. 

(3) Esl:.nblishmcnt of zones on the ocenn shore 
where vehicle use is resll1icted or prohibited will be 
determined by the Depart.ment of Parks and 
Recreation afler consideration of public inputt 
consultation with local governments and arrected 
slale and federal agene,ies, consideration of the 
Om~:J~6i~rds. nnd tile provisions set forth in 

(4) The above standards shall not npply to 

~~e~~re ~ffes~~~dhn~:~trht~~l~~re commenred 

Stat. Aulh.: ons 183.S-iS 4 390.6GB 
Hi~l.: 1 OTC 1-1979. r. 8. cr_ 2.-8-10;PR 9_1992, f. t.. o::rl. t'f. 
11·12-92 

Oregon Shore Vehicle 
Permit Provisions 

Provisions (or Obtnini-ngVchicle Permit 
736·22-010 (1) Permits will be issued only from 

the offices listed below! and only during normnl 

wortJ)'),~~~ilS will be limited to daylight hours 

onlY(3) Permits will be i~sued for a specific person, 

veh~~)'p:;;n~~c*::~si1;;~:T;~it in possession 

durin$) tb~;~~r:e~Te not valid for commereial 
removal of driftwood. 

(6) Granting or a permit. by the State Parks 
Director for use of a veHicle on the ocean shore in 
no way authorizes the 'permiUee to trespass on 
~~~t.~~l:db~e~th'e~~. to rfmove materials owned or 

(7) Permittee agrees to hold the State of 
Oregon, it's Parks and' Recreation Commission, 
officers, agents and employees harmless for any 
damages, claims and suits or aelion in law or in 

equitS) Th~Si!~P:rl!s %~r~~~e:ti~~r d~~~i~~~ 
may, at its discrelion~ require a certificate o( 
insurance to cover any claims resulting from the 
activities of the permittee. 

1· Div. 22 (March, 1993) 
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STATE OF OREGON 

OOOT - TDB 378-2940 

TO: Marguerite Nabeta 
Parks and Recreation Department 

PROM: June Carlson 
Coast Corridor !'Ian Project Manager 
OOOT 

SUBJEcr: Ort:gon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Review of Management Plan DBIS 

KINKOS~ 503 378 6447;# 21 3 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

July 8, 1993 

I have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Are. 
Management Phm and submit the following comments for consideration as the Forest 
Service proceeds with ODNRA planning. 

The Oregon Department ofTran'l'ortation (000T) bas begun a transportation facility 
plan for US 101 from Astoria 10 Brookings. Components of the plan include a curridor 
master plan which is cu.rrently underway, system plan.,; for urban areas, and retmement 
plans fOt' other specific-issue highwuy segments. 

OOOT is mandated to conduct planning activities for tran~ortation corridors 1hroughout 
the .tate by ORS 184,618. This statute requires the Ort:gun Transportation Commi.,ion 
to develop and maintain a state trnnsportation policy and a comprehensive long·range plan 
for a multi-modal tmn5p~rtation system for the state. 

The State Agency Program identifies three types of transportation plans: the overall 
policy plan is the Oregon Transportation Plan: systems plans for eBCh transportation mode 
sucb as the Ort:gon Highway Plan presents strntegies for providing highway tnlnsponatton 
services throughout the stDte; and facility plans which describe how statewide Jlolicies are 
implemented on a particular facility. The latter includes corrldor plan, an example of 
which is in-process for the coastal US-lOt corridor. 

The Transportation Planning Rule is a compoqcnt of the statewide planning program 
which identifie& the three-part planning as the state component Qf transportation planning. 
'Jhe statew.ide planning program is pact of the Oregon Coastal Management Program. 
The Coastal Zone Management Act n:quircs coordination of fedr:ra1 planning ,'ofith ~tate 
coastal zone management progtam~. 

The corridor master plan for the coastW corridor is halfway through its two~yeaf proce!;~. 
lbus far we have establi~hed a AO-year vision (or the corridor with goals and objective!;, 



o 
"' CD 

CO 
o 
::J 

o 
C 
::J 
CD 
(f) 

Z 
JJ 
;t> 

11 
m 
Ci5 

;t> 
D 
D 
CD 
::J 
0.. 
x' 

~ 

0J 
01 

3:m' BY:BEAV KINK03 627-8975 
5036279975 

7- 8-83: 22:28: KINKOS~ 503 378 6447:# 31 3 

and evaluation criterIa. Simultaneously we have completed the research and inventory 
tasks, and analysis of opportunities and con~tra.ints. We are t."lUl'cntly corlducting an 
analysis of alternatives, with a draft of alternative scenarios scheduled fot Fall 1993. 

This corridor master plan is emphasizing both constraints to providing transportation 
services and opportunities OOOT can develop to preserve or enhance sce'nle, recreational, 
historic, L'1lltural and archeological resources. The entire corridor h.., be"n designated a 
scenic byway by the Oregon TransjXJrtation Commission and tnInsportation projects are 
eJigible for federal funding through the National Scenic Byways Prognun 'established in the 
Intermodal Surface Trnnsportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). ' 

ODOT's planning hn.\i not yet progressed far enough to determine jncomp~tibilities with 
the ODNRA alternatives. Because of this, continued interagency COOr'dination is 
especially important as decisions are made on key issues: I 

Safety is the prirruuy concern of ODOT and coordination is needtd to 

establish Of maintain safety of existing/future access points or mat<: and 
trails. Safety is also a concern in providing for growth in tnIvel on the 
highway_ Widening the highway, adding passing lanes, or other : 
improvements may require right-of-way acquisition from adjacen~ property 
owners. 

Preserving and enhancing scenic resources is a theme common tet most 
segments cfUS 101 including views to and from the highway, ' 
improvement and development of waysides and pull-outs, and ver!:etation 
management. I 

Highway maint<:nance of US 101 is the resjXJn,ibility of ODOTiaod on 
occasion maintenance activities may require going off the right-04way. 
Landslides. ocean erosion. and dune encroachment are all potential issues: 
of concern for long-term highway mwntenance. Erosion of the drlnes is 
also due in part, by m~e of a1J-~.rrain vehlc1eR: the need for remedial 
measures can be minimized by discouraging A TV use near US IOJ and 
other roadways. ODOT administers ao ATY graot prognun within UlC 
Technical Servkes Branch serving public agencies and non-profit! 
organizations; and will continue to coordinate with the ODNRA on 
projects within the recreation area. 

Prc~crving and cnhnncing recreational, cultunl, hiRtol"ic and 
~.rdu,·Hlu&kal rl'S(JUrCl'S are important themes in the corridor plnl'} hecause 
they we ttUllliLie~ fur which Ille highwny wa:l: desigmlleu n scenic byway. 

July 6,1993 

RECEIVED 

JUL 9 1993 

~.c 

V1t1S0n 
STATE PARKS AND 

RECREATION DEPARTMENT W t\ T E r~ 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Marguerite Nabeta, Parks and Recreation Dept. 

pa~omer, Resource Management Division 

RI!SOURCI~S 

DEPARTMENT 

From: 

Subj: Comments on the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Draft Management Plan imd EIS 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft EIS for the Dunes National 
Recreation Area Management Plan. 

Two years ago we identified some municipal water use and water suppl.y 
issues that we felt the plan should address. We appreciate that the plan 
describes the streams, lakes and groundwater resources, refers to existing 
water rights, and highlights some of the management considerations 
pertaining especially to the dunal aquifer. The plan also acknowledges that 
demand for water wiIl continue to increase and notes the need to mana.ge 
water quality and quantity on a long-term basis. 

The plan does not attempt, however, to estimate the existing or future water 
supply needs on the NRA. Nor does it suggest a strategy for either securing 
the needed supplies or for mitigating the impacts of diminished streamflows, 
lake or groundwater levels that may result from efforts to meet growing 
water demands in the surrounding area. To address these concerns, we­
suggest the following: 

The plan should acknowledge that managing many of the Dunes NRA 
resources can involve managing water. The fish habitat and wetlands 
resources, in particular, rely on adequate water supplies, yet the plan does 
not estimate the need, nor propose any strategy for securing supplies. 

In addition to continuing to work with the USGS and the Coos Bay /North 
Bend Water Board in studies of the dunal aquifer, the Dunes NRA should 
also be involved in Coos County's wilter supply planning effort- The 
water supply plan bring developed for til(' cQunty annlyzes n number of 
w .. ter source options, mnny of which n~uld hnve some impact on the 
resources and water supply needs of the' NRA. 

The St<lle of Oregon plans to underl<lke a hlttjor watershed rl:'stor<llion 
d(ort in lhl' SOllth Cnasl arpa ill ill{' c(lming bienniulll with Ihl' goal (l( 

,\voiding Ihl' Ilcl'd 10 list ,tddition.,! ~pl'cil's ,\S thrp,lIt'lll,d or 
l'ndnngered. This effort 11\rty extend north to the Umpqu<1 River. To be 

,.l/£~~+~~ 
1~\~.I\/f.~'!~': 
~'rf!L) 

lS'i!l I'{,rll.md Rd NE 
S,'!<'lll, ()1{ 'lill!1 
t;;O.\) 17~·.171'1 
r\\ t":;(\\) .l;-~.,'q~() 
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Marguerite Nabeta 
July 6, 1993 
p.2 

successful, partnerships and cooperation with a broad range of agencies, land 
managers, and interests will be essential. If the effort extends to so~e portion of the 
NRA, we hope that management of the NRA will reflect a wi11ingn~ss to cooperate 
and participate fully with the state and other parties in watershed r~storation. 

We have one specific wording change to suggest. In the section on Consistency with 
Other Plans and Policies on p. 89: 

Regulation of waler ;{itJ:\cira'Hals use administered by the Walter Resources 
Department ef-¥",Ier Reseurees (ORS Chapters 536 and thro+gh 543) 

Forest Service water use will comply with applicable WRD rhuirements. For 
eX<:1mpleJ water use: permits may be required for recreation facilities and 
wetland projects. : 

I 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to offer comments and hope they will be 
helpful. If you or any of the NRA planning team have questions 40ut our 
comments, I can be reached at 378-8455, ext. 217. I 

cc: Al Cook, Southwest Region Manager 
John Drolet, District 19 Watermaster 

).~/(.\ll~"'.'t/l(-1"'<t.() 

{~~ 
~~~ 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF 

o " l., -~ 

COOS, LOWER UMPQUA & SIUSLAW INDIANS 
455 S 4th • (''2'::' r_, .. -:"'k v7420 • (503) 2.tl?-<:~54 

o~ ~ ,{, 
lRlJM'QQ~ 

July 15, 1993 

Mr. Ed Becker, Area Ranger 
Oregon Dunes NRA 
USDA Forest Service 
855 Hiohway Ave. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 

Dear Ed: 

OOL 15 1993 

As you are aware, the Confederated Tribes have never relinquished claim to oUr 
homelands and we still consider ourselves as co·managers with the Forest Service. 
We have some ideas on how the Forest Service might better menage the resources 
In the future. 

The dunes have to be managed equally for all people. This mean;, not bowing .or 
catering to anyone group', wishes or whims. The best plan would be to divide the 
dunes equally among nature and ATV's. How it Is equally divided Into specific usage 
areas are not really an Issue to the Tribes. 

'rhe designated wetlands area between Horsfall Beach, Tenmile Creek, the sea wall 
and the open dunes needs to be restored to a natural condition which will allow new 
sand In from the ocean. Additionally, the same shOuld be done for the South Spit of 
the Siusiaw River. 

The beach grass and vegetation introduced by man rather than by nature must be 
removed as this Is not natural and Is fouling up the ecosystem. If the public agency 
had listened to the elders, this problem would not exist today. We realize this Is a 

~ large expense and burden on your budget but with the efforts of eilYlronmentai, ATV 
groups, and volunteer iabor all working together, this could be accomplished. 

To manage the Impact of ATV's, the Forest Service needs to control their access. 
Three suggestions are as follows: (1) cut back the number of ATV access pOints, (2) 
enact an 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. riding curfew to enable neighbors and wildlife to 
sleep, and (3) set an 80 decibel daytime noise limit which could be tested at a 50' 
range with very stiff penalties for non-compliance. Penelties couid Include: a written 
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THU 13:: 4 8 coos TRIBAL OFFICiE p _ ~:;:1::; 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF I 
COOS, LOWER UMPQUA & SIUSLAW INDIANS 

455 S. 4th • Coos B.y. OR 97420 • (5()3) 267.54$4 

Oij'.r1lUM.fQu 
warning for the first offense .. .$150 fine tor the second offense, and confiscation of 
the vehicle for the thIrd offense. 

The total area of the dunes is 31 1 500 acres of which 26,000 Is managed by the 
Forest Service. 21,000 acres Is set aside lor nature and environ!"ental issues, thus 
leaving '10,500 acres for ATV's. As lor the nature side of this pl~n, we would like to 
see 8 1/4 mile on each side of all streams end creeks leading throGgh the dunes with 
tribal member. still having access to historical and cultural sites In these areas. 

One quick glance of the management plan shows 8n estimated 2,500 campsites; 
1,500 would be ample for this area. 

In regards to cultural resources, certain areas need to be reserved lor tribal members 
and closed to the general public. This includes Identified Native iAmerlcan religious, 
cultural, and historical sites, I.e. I'ort Umpqua. Allowance would reed to be made for 
motor transportat1on for tribal members. A similar agreement currently exists between 
tne Umpqua National Forest and the Cow Creek Band of UmpQu~ Indians. 
Last but not least, we do not like to see the Forest ServIce datering to anyone 
group's liesire or wishes Just because of the spotted owl or timbej Issues. The Forest 
Service must not bow to every self Interest group. The NRA was Iset aside for use by 
all people: 4~whee'ers, ATV's, sand buggies, horses, hikers, camp1ers, sightseers, bird 
watchers, and other related activities dealing with racreation. , 

With the impact of the forest issues, this area mUSt have a diverJe economy. We do 
not wish to turn away anything that could cause a hardship for o~r tribal members or 
their neighbors. 

Until such time as there Is an Environmental Impact Statement dare on the restriction 
of acreage lor ATV's, we leel that any plan that does not <leal e~ually to allinteres! 
groups would set the scene for a lengthy court battle, cau~ing tax payers an 
unnecessary expense. I 

Sincerely, 

SkIp Brainnrd 
Council ChnirmDn 

SO:e" 

~~lM~~· [ ·1.~:~~t BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

JUIi 2 Ii 1993 

--COOS JACK L BEEBE SR. BEV OWEN GORDON ROSS 

~Ol1tttj~~~::=='~:;n:;=oo:;.~~===";~====.~====.=,,=,,=,=,.=,,=),= .. =.,=,,=,=,,=,.=,,= .. =,=,"=.)=~=':=I'="=)="="='="="='~oo="='=M="~"="~" 

COMMENTS TO TilE FORgS'l' SEHVICE HEGARDING THEIH 
l'HEFEHHED ALTERNATIVE mR MANAGltlG 11!E OREGON DUNES 

We, the Board ot Commissioners, have a few concerns about your preferred 
alternative 'IF". TIle Board feels that the following concerns at-c valid and 
need to be answered before we can endorse your plan: 

t. There is no corridor to allow motorized vehIcles to travel from 
Horsefall Beach to the BLM lands. This would make the Horsefall 
area less desirable and increase the congestion on Transpacific 
Parkway where there is already a problem. The Horsefall area 
was built at considerable expense and should be maintained for 
ORV users. 

II. The Wild and scenic designation on Tenmile Creek could 
drastically reduce the uses now enjoyed on that stream: 

a. The County has a t'oad that goes all the way to the mouth 
of Tenmile and we are not at all interested in limiting 
the use of that road. 

b. The County owns property on the dunes by Tenmile and we 
do not wish to limit the use of that land. 

We wish to be sure that fishing, camping and other 
activities are allowed to continue in that area. 

d. The County also owns two other parcels on which it 
appears you have restricted ORV use. We do not wish 
ei t.her of these parcels to be included in a limited use 
designation. 

III. Changing the set backs for camping from 200 to 500 feet 
would mean more intrusion into the area used by ORV's or, 
worse yet, into sensitive areas~ 

IV. The cost of building the facilities such as at Horsefall and 
Bluebird will have been wasted if they are abandoned by the 
ORV users. Their use by backpackers and others would be 
mlnim<3L 
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We feel ~hat the preferred alternative is too restrictive:to ORV uses and 
tha.t if any changes are to be made to what now exists that:. those changes be 
to alJ.ow more areas to be used by ORV I S preferably in the I area just north 
of Tenmile. 

'rbank you for the privilege of presenting our comments. 

~'~ 
Gordon Ross, Chairman 

/14 / dZe()~ 
l;?cfaeC~~sioncr 

(j-eJ \k1~ 
Bev OWen ( Connnissioner 

BOARD OF COMMISSIOl', ~S 

flOUG ROBERTSON DORIS WADSWORTH JOY(~ fJRGAN 

James R. Furnish 
Acting Forest Supervisor 
Siuslaw National Forest 
4077 Research Way 
P.O, Box 1148 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

Courthouse • Roseburg, Oregon 97470 • (503) 440-4201 

&'!>. 
/w '--1:<,~' , 

",,- , 

6 "'M, 
".... IllJ,>,S/usI> //11!;~// 

%l1.i'Iv/'Jy ........... 
FOff:l7-

July 14, 1993 

'-, 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Furnish: 

The Board of Commissioners for Douglas County r appreciates 
this opportunity to comment upon the "Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area Management 
Plan". The Board has carefully reviewed the draft document and 
offers the comments attached hereto. 

We have closely monitored the Reedsport/Gardiner/Winchester 
Bay community Response Team's efforts on this issue and endorse 
their recommendations. We encourage you to coordinate closely with 
them to resolve the local communities' concerns. 

Respect fully submi ttecl 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON 
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COMMENTS OF THE 

BOARD OF COMmSSIONERS 

of 

DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON 

on the 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
for the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 

Management Plan 

The Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area represents one of 
the most scenic ocean shoreline areas in the na~ion. An 

.outstanding feature of this area is the presence 0lf one of the 
largest areas of active coastal dunes in the world.1 It is this 
unique feature that led Congress to designate this ania for special 
management and it is also this feature that the ma~agement plan 
should seek to maintain. 

Recognizing the unique nature of this asset, the Board of 
cornmiss:ioners of Douglas County has enacted as Ipart of its 
comprehensive Plan specific provisions relating to t~is resource. 
It is our understanding that the siuslaw National Forest has been 
in contact with Dave Cates of the Douglas Cou'nty Planning 
Department to ensure coordination with the Dohglas County 
Comprehensive Plan. ' 

In addition to this comprehensive plan coordination the Board 
offers the following comments: 

1. In 1972 when special protection was enacted for this area, the 
outstanding feature of the Oregon Dunes National Re~reation Area 
was the presence of open sand dunes that were constantly moving. 
While this was the condition in 1972 , the current invasion of 
introduced beach grass has radically changed this en,vironment. 

Unfortunately the proposed management plan/EIS fails to fully 
discuss the extent of this problem or the severe ecological change 
occurring. 

Therefore the Board of Commissioners recommend tthat the draft 
ETS be 0xp,)nded to fully discuss the Current condiltion, desired 
fll\.l!re condition, ecologicat chanqes occurring, and Lhe reasons for 
t.l1e (!tl~n(lc. This ~iscussion is mandated by the pr1visions of 36 

Pi1(]€ 1 DOUGL.'\S COUNTY I S COMMENTS ON THE OREGON DU~ES RECREATION 
I\IH~A ;'~.'\NAGF:1'iEfJ'I' PI,AN 

CPR 219.12 and 36 CFR 219.27. 

Until these items are fully discussed and the impacts of the 
various management programs fully revealed, the public can not 
knowingly comment upon the proposed actions. 

2. Based upon the information currently available to the Board of 
commissioners f we recommend a greatly expanded eradicat.ion program 
for the non~native plant species. 

In the final EIS. the Forest Service must include a 
discussion of the proposed action of limited eradication efforts 
and the county's emphasis on an expanded eradication effort. The 
Forest service must seek to resolve the conflict and explain how it 
'~as resolved the conflict. (40 CFR 1502.16) 

3. The Oregon Dunes National Recreation·Area legislation included 
a reference that lands administered by the Corps of Engineers or 
the Coast Guard at the time of enactment. could continue to be 
used by such agencies to the extent required. (P. L. 92-259 (5)) 

The legislative history reveals that the committee recognized 
the importance of the Corps of Engineers maintaining the jetties 
and navigation channels on the Siuslaw and Umpqua Rivers in or 
adjacent to the Dunes Recreation Area (1972 U.S. Code Cong Adm 
News 2108, 2124) 

However notwithstanding this clear legislative intent and the 
importance of these navigation aids, the proposed management plan 
does not incorporate any discussion of these Itgrandfathered uses ll • 

We recommend that the management plan be amended to 
incorporate a full discussion of these "grandfathered uses" and any 
other uses which received "grandfather" treatment in the enabling 
act. This discussion must include a clea~ statement of the Forest 
service role relative to these lands. 

4. In reviewing the managemef!t plan ',,;e fail to find any reference 
that commercial uses are compatible with the purposes of the Oregon 
Dunes National Recreation Area, 

Our review of the original legislation reveals a clear 
Congressional intent that commercial uses were considered to be 
compatible with the purposes of the Act. Given this Congressional 
intent, the Nanagement Plan must fully discuss which forms of 
commercial development is compatible with the purposes of the act 
iJno how these developments will be rnan<lqed. 

~). i<Je note Lhat lhe ot iqinill M;t crcatilllJ the Oreyon Dunes 

page 2 - DOUGiJAS COUNTY' S CO:-::.:r·;NTS ON 1'H!~ OP.F:GON DUNt·:S RECREATION 
ARt·;/\ ]\1ANAGl'::':J-:NT PLAN 
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Na t j ana 1 Recrea t ion Ii rea des igna ted certa in I lands as II Inland 
Sector" and "Dunes Sector", with differing management for each. 

Notwithstanding this legislative directi~e we do not find 
these designations on any of the proposed mapshnor do we find any 
discuss of why they are not included in the Mal agement Plan. 

6. In adopting the Oregon Dunes National Recrea1tion Area, Congress 
recognized the need for a local citizen advisqry council (P.L. 
92~260 (12)). HoweVer the Management P]an and the public 
involvement process are devoid of any reference, that this advisory 
council was ever formed or consulted relative'to this management 
plan. 

Among the purposes for which the advisory council was created 
was to consult with the Secretary relative to matters relating to 
management and development of the recreation :area. Given this 
mandate to consult with the local advisory council we question 
whether the management plan has been promUlg~ted in accord with 
the statutory mandates. 

7. We are unable to find where in the EIS thatl the Forest Service 
analyzed the socio-economic impact of this proposed action. 
While the original Act was accompanied by an :EIS that discussed 
these issues, the proposed document totally fails to discuss the 
social and economic impacts of the proposed actions. 

In this case the socio-economic effects $re interrelated to 
the physical and natural environment effects r therefore all of 
these effects must be discussed in the Ers (40 CFR 1508.14) 

The absence of this information greatly in:hibits the public' 5 

opportunities to review the proposed action and knowingly comment. 

8. We note tha t under the provi sions of 36 CFIR 295.6, the Fores t 
Supervisor is to annually review the off-road vehicle management 
plans and afford the public the opportunity to comment if the plan 
needs revision. Like:dse.we find in 36 CFR .29

J
D.2 the require'!lent 

that the Forest SerVIce IS to develop specIfIc off -road vehIcle 
management plans. Unfortunately we find no r~ference tha t these 
plans have ever been developed or the requisite reviews ever 
conduct.ed. 

9. Federal regulations also require that the Forest Service 
cst;Jblish a proqram of monitoring off-road v;ehicle use (36 CFR 
7.~)~).5). NOLwithstanding this monitoring requi~ement we are unable 
t"_O find any reference in the ~anagement Planl that a monitoring 
program was ever established. This informatiop would be valuable 
in ascertaining the need for the proposed actions. wi thout this 
information it is difficult if not impossible tq have knowledgeable 
public comment. 

Page 3 DOUGLAS COUNTY' S CO~:(ENTS ON THE OREG,QN DUNES RECREATION 
AREl\ HM1AGEMENT PLAN 

We strongly recommend that the Management Plan be revised to 
incorporate a monitoring program with specific items to be 
monitored clearly set forth_ As part of the monitoring program a 
credible set of base line data must be developed. 

10. While the management plan indicates that the review of off~ 
road vehicle use is required by regulation, we find the management 
plan devoid of any discussion of the impacts of these activities. 
The plan merely sets forth a program to reduce these recreation 
levels. -

The proposed reduction in recreational use is clearly 
arbitrary and capricious without a thorough discussion of the 
justification for the change (which discussion will require 
discussion of the established base line data, objectives, and an 
evaluation of the annual monitoring reports). 

11. We are very disappointed in the failure to discuss the 
economic effects of the proposed plan. While the Outputs & Effects 
Section, Figure 3, contains a chart reference to "Effects on Local 
Communities", the chart does not discuss the local communities at 
all. The chart merely references payments to counties and total 
income - nei ther reference contains any detail or discussion-. 

12. We have been advised that the policies on camping within the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area conflicts with the private 
and local government supplied camping facilities. Prior to adding 
any campgrounds a careful analysis must be conducted relative to 
the demand upon existing services and the availability of private 
enterprise to supply these expanded services. 

If new facilities are needed, the Forest Service should work 
with local parties to privately develop these facilities. The 
Forest Service should not compete with the private sector in 
providing ser':ices. 

The Forest Service should carefully revie' .... its camping 
programs to determine if it is competing with State, County or 
private activities. We understand that the Forest Service has not 
competitively priced its camping facilities in this area. Not only 
docs this deprive local business of opportunities it deprives the 
county o[ Forest Service receipts. 

13. We are unable to interpret your recreational demand 
projections due to the failure to incorporate a site specific 
analysis. We find that the demographics relied upon by the Forest 

Page 4 DOUGLAS COUNTY'S COMMENTS ON THE OREGON DUNES RECREATION 
AREA MANAGEt--:lENT PLAN 
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service in developing the management plan represent1ed a statewide 
analysis and as a result were to general to provide a meaningful 
analysis for this area. The management plan shoUldl be revised to 
incorporate an analysis of the demand for recreation locally. 

14. We are also concerned that the Forest Servicel's proposal to 
concentrate recreational parking and unloading (erytry) in a few 
limited areas will result in increased user conflicts and 
concentrated environmental darnage~ 

15. We are unable to determine how the management plan for the 
western snoWjl plover fits with the recovery or crlitical habitat 
designation for this species. The Management Plah should fully 
discuss these issues. 

This is especially relevant in that the Fish and wildlife 
service has failed to a) conduct a NEPA review o~ its proposed 
designation of critical habitat and b} adopt a recqvery plan. 

We note that absent a proper F&W NEPA reYlJew the Forest 
Service can not tier its decisions to the critical habitat 
dGsignation. 

We! .tlno note th;)t the F&W Service is stLiU gatherinq 
inlormaUon 1.0 identify areas that should be desigl'nated as snowy 
plover critical habitat. Once this information isl gathered then 
the Service plans on analyzing the economic,· social and other 
impacts of designating these areas as critical habit:at. It is only 
i.f the Service finds that the biological benefits outweigh economic 
and other impacts will these areas be designated as critical 
habitat. 

We are concerned that the management plan may be inadvertently 
eliminating one of the important Checks and balances incorporated 
into the Endangered species Act. 

16. We are unable to find any justification for the expansion of 
the Resea reh Na tural Areas. Gi Yen the fact tha t large tracts of 
the recreation area are off-limits to most activiti~s it seems that 
these research areas could have been overlapped and more areas made 
available for recreation usage. 
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bo pro\"!ded. Members serve for 2 year 
term~, 

Suggt!stion~ for the list of eo:ndidatD! 
should bg submitted no laler than 
August 30, 1993, 

Dated 1'.JyZJ,199J. 

.... bbyJ.PI.rn.iI'. 
Di~ror, Office ofCoopl'rotf~ Environmental 
.\fdno8err'!'nl. 

IfR Doc g)-t8B1 Filed 1-29-93: 8:"5 utll 
IIllU/>ICee04!:~ 

(ER-FRl--4623-2] 

Er.vlronmentlllimpact Statement. and 
Regulallon.; Avallablllty of EPA 
Comm&n\. 

AvailabilHy of EPA comments 
prepaN'd July 12, 1993 through July 16, 
199J pu:-suant 10 the Em'itonmentlli 
RovitJ\" Proc!!ss (ERP), under $()ction 
309 of th~ Clean Air Act and 56cHon 
tOZ(2)(C) orthe National Environmentll.l 
Polic\' .<\ct as amended, Requests for 
copias orEPA common!! can be diroctad 
to the Of5co of Fedaral Activities Ilt 
(202) 26Q-5076. 

An explanation of tha ratings assigned 
to draft e,wironrnental impact 
statements IEISs) was published in FR 
dated April 10. 1993 (58 FR 18392). 

Dnft E15.4 
ERI' So O-.<\FS-JijlO~ll..{)O Rnling 

~C:l. Conlinan!1l1 Dividl) Nlltionlll Scuoic 
Trtlli Comprtlhanslve rIM. (ffl.'lignolion. 
Construction lind Reconstruction, 
Implementation, Medicine Bow 
National Forest. Hilyden Ranger District. 
WY to Rio Grande National Forest. 
Conejos Peak Ranger District. CO. 

Summory: EPA expressed 
onyironmanlal concerns for potential 
impads:o water quu1ity and wetlands. 
EPA felt that the DEIS does not contaIn 
sufficient information to fully aSSBSS 
Ilnvironmanlal impacts tho'll should be 
avoided In order 10 fully protect the 
environ;nenL 

ERP :-':0. D-AFS-165204-/'..IT Rating 
EC2. Tolan Cr~k Timoor Salfl. HlI.rvest 
Timoor and Roed Construction. Tolan 
Creek. BWenool Notional Forest, Sula 
Ranger District. Ravalli County, MT. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
onvironmental concems reg;uding the 
adequacy o( the monitoring progtnm to 
maOSUTll adverse affect.!' to aqu!llit 
habitd\, EP .. \ 01.'10 recommended 
uxpnnding tha wet1!l.nd$ impact nnolysi.!' 
/tnd tlir quolity Malysis. 

ERP :-':0. D-AFS-l60198-0R Rating 
Eel. Oregon Dunes National Recreation 
Area, Land and Resource Mlmagament 
rlnn Amendmcni. Suislaw NntioOftI 
rore~t. (1)05, Douglas and Lome 
Cot1nti,,~. OR. 

Summory:EPA hed environmeotal 
concern. prlm.uily be..sed on the Deed 
for greeter funding B.Od pos.aible 5lAff 
5Upport to implaooa:nt six of tha &etlon 
eltemalives lnduding the prefelTtld 
ahamative. AdditiOnAl inform3tion wu 
nemied to da:5OiboJ monitoring pM', 

~:n~::~~~~e~~~ethJ ac:~~~:ncy 
~~~~. ':a~~:;~;eiOl-MT ~ting 
Ee2. Big Dry Land I!Jld itB80u.tee 
MlUlllS9ment Plan, Implementation. 
MilM City District. ~v9ral Countias, 
Mr. 

Sttmmary:EPA !lXP~ 
environmental conc!lms with tha 
Burnau of lArld Management'. (BlM) 
BIg Dry Rew\lIC(I Arae Management 
Plan draft. EIS. ThD~ concerns regarded: 
the genllnllIud di5C1H5ion 01 
environmental impact': the InodE'quacy 
of Iha CtlmullllivlI !lffocts aOftlysiJ: the 
inadequlICY of ilia lIir qudity f\l)alysis: 
inadequllte IdenUfieat!on and 
description ot livestocl: gn.zing best 
management pt1lctices: and Inadequate 

w~ ~~~iitnI~r~~l~~tWW~J:g 
EO, NY -9A Reconstruction Project, 
Battery Placo to 59th Stroot dong the 
western edge ofMlUlhattl1ll, Funding 
and Approvtll orParmits, New York: 
County. NY. 

Summary: EPA (J:'(pressod 
IInvironmllntlll concem, IIbout th(l 
proposed project becau,e of an 
inad~uftte .rocondary Impacts Il.naiy,l!l; 
lack of contingency ml'la$~ for 
ftcddentlal MUlrdous wasle $pill!: and 
the need for ciMifiCllt10n with regard to 
~ssumpllons m8de in the air quality 
analysi5 and the ptopo~ project', 
complift1lce with tha New York StU!!l 
Department orTtM~porto'ltiOt1's 
cong"tion mlUlllgemenl ,ystem. 
Further. EPA rocomtnended thaI an 
alternative be salocted that doos not 
result in II subsl11.11tinl noiM level 
incruaso. EPA had requested that 
additional information to ass.os.t the 
above impoctsliuue, be inc1udlKi in the 
final EIS. 

E~2~Y~~:?P~~~~~~~~~~~~r 
<A~ (LNG) Liquefaction Plant 
Construction and Opet1ltion, Approval. 

A1ue~~~~&~~;:~ AX. 
environmental obi<:>ctlons baMd on the 
potenlilll for air quality impacl!l. 
particularly oxone levels: intertidal 
weiland, 105.3: Il!ld \;018110n, or Alasu 
\\'aler QuBlity Stmda.rd,. i\dditlonal 
information WI!! requ~tlKi to d~bo 
the proposed project in morl'l detll.il. 
expand md clArify the Bit quality 
impac15 analysis. mont fully evaluata II 
d!Wp Wfttet dispo~l option for 

exca:ul&<) mlterlaJ ... develop II &ite­
.pocifie wMla.nd mitigAtion plan, and 
bettar d.efOibe wa!lla disposal optionJ 
on th. plant.lts, 

ERP No. D-US·A-AlOO6&-{JQ Rating 
EO. 1b98:\er Mi:uile De!aru.e (TMD) 
Comprehen.ive System. RasMrch. and 
Development, ActivlI Defense 
Counterforce and Pus.iV8 Defon.,.,. 
lmplemeotation. Unit&d SIllies. 

Summary: EPA exprnl8ed 
environmeoW concern' regarding the 
lack or lu-!ficlent lnformation pertaining 
to thn no actlon ,tltemativo. criteria 10 be 
um for d&cisiOlu regarding the 
component rnixM of the pro~Md 
actJon, and the tIaOO to Il$SOU lotlJ.r.act 
!lOd cumulative impacts. EPA 
rocommeoded that tbl! final PElS 
lnclude an O"VIlJuation of thl'llm~ 
&$:ux:illted with the proposed lIetion. 
and thllt !u~uonl environmer'llll.\ 
documentfttion Includo .mfficloot 
b4"ellmt delft ~ that the comparativa 
meritl of Ncb It\letDative can be 
evalWlted. 

flnat ElS. 

ERP No. F-AF5-J65193-MT, Bellver· 
Dry Timber 58les, Harvest Timber and 
Road Construction, lmplemenlotion, 
Helena NlIUooll1 Fottl'S(. Lincoln Ranger 
Di!trid. Lowis lind Clar\: dnd Powell 
Countiel. Mr. 

Summory:EPA ,upport!;!d thlt 
developmnnt lind ~locUo" or." now 
modjfiDd pn.ren'fld alternative but 
expreued conOlm' aboul wllter qualilY 
and 55herie8lmpBcb to BtMvef, Dry. 
and ..-\rrestrn. Croeb. 

ERr No. F-SFW-J2801!1-NO, Lake 00 
Dam lIJld Reservoir ModifiOltion Project. 
Elimlnlltlon of Existing Dam Sdety 
De6dencle8 and Section .. a.-t Permit 
!5$U&nC8, Lab 110 National Wildlife 
Refuge. Spring Crook, Dunn County, NO. 

Summary: Re'/iew of the Final EJS 
wu nol deemed nocess.a.ry. No fonnal 
letter wa, .Jent I" the prnparing lIgency, 

D~I~: July 26; 199:), 
Wtl11.o.nlD.Oklc.orr.oa. 
Deputy airedOf', Office of Fedl'rol ..-IctivitiM, 

1m Doc. 9l-18<::Il ril!HI1-Z9-9J; 8:45 amI 
M.1.JoIQCOOf: ..... ...u 

[ER-fRl....o4ttJ-11 

Envlronme-ntallmpact St.etern«Tb; 
.-.v.llabl»ty 

Responslbla "Bency~ Offic!) or Foderal 
ActiyjtJM, ~naral Inrormotion (202) 
26Q-~076 or (202)260-5075. W{Ie\:ly 
tOCe\pt ofEnvironment!llmpfld 
Statements filoo July 19. 1993 through 
July 23. 1993 Punu&nt to .. O CFR 
15Qfi.9. 
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~d"'(Ir.oo lmpo:dJI to the tmdangel"t'rd 
Indillnll bot and tho gIlly bGL 

ERP No. F-SFW-X90026-CA 

TijuanA Es:tuary Tidal Ro-tomtlon 
Project, lmpiem(mhlt.ioD, TljulUlli ruT. 
NatioDAI &tuanlUI Raooarcb ~I'I, 
$oction 10 and ... 0.4 PfJl'tnia and S}X!CW 
Use Pennit, San Diego County. CA. 

Su.rttmo1)': Rwview of Iha FinaJ EJS 
wru; no( dNtmod n~. No formal 
comment Jetter was MInt to tiw 
prepRIing Agency. 

ERP No. FS-CQE-E:J(j()3s-MS 
Upper SI00111 Rnyou Flood Cootrol 

plan, Updated lnfClfUlAtiOO for PropoMld 
Chang~ 10 tho Uoconstruct.ed Portion of 
the Pro}od. BoliV'M, Washlngtoo and 
Greenville Countiet. MS. 

Summary: EP A'I rooc:erta ""BArding 
follow-up monitoring and ~ 
futut1l rna.nasement of mltig:ntion 
pTOpertlM.~forthI'lJQtUOaS 
st!endao\ to thlJl pro}6d 'I'I'lU &dclrtwOO. 

Dullld:Aprll13.1fl'9J, 

J:kh.ou-dE.~ 

Direcfor, 0fT1Cf! ofFedero1 Acfjyftje1. 

1m Doc. ~Q&J fUt,d +-1~: &;"'5 ami 

""""""'----
!ER-rnl45~ 

EnYi<",,,,,.,,,allmpod ~: 
Avallablllty -

Responsiblo Agency: Off}C!l of Fedarnl 
ActivitieJ. GcoerallnIorTIUltion (202) 
260-5076 or (201) 250-5075. Wookly 
RocaiptJ ofEnviron.o>e.ntAllmpocl 
Stll(emenl! FillKi AprilS, 1{XI3 through 
April 9. 1I)Q) Pl.tnuAnt to 40 crR 
1506.9. 
EIS No. 930117, DN.1't FJ.S. FHW, OK. 

P0108U Bypau Corridor. Condrudion. 
US 59/US 271 Juoctio!:! .4,,5 Milel to 
tho US S9IOK 112 junctioo. Funding 
IlIId COE Soc:tion 404 Ptmnit., CIty oj 
Polp.au, LaF1Qf1! County. OK. Dutr. 
luna 1. 1993. Conlm::t! BruCt! Lind 
(,105) 231..--.4725. 

Et5N{I. tlJ0118. Dr-lin EJS. PlIW.A7.. 
I'd!"o FNllrw_y (Loop loll Conidof. 
Con~tr\1cti{Jn, PriC9 RooIId bf,tW9(tO th., 
SUpilf1;tiUon P~ay to ~ fu:,$d, 
funding and Right-of-Way 
Acqwsition. Mnricope County. AI. 
Due: 'une 1. 1~3. Coot.d.: Kan o.vj, 
(602l37Q-J646. 

ElS No, ~30119, Dntf\ ElS. AFS. OR. 
Pow Timbm- &tk.l-w-v-t Tlrnbar and 
Road Coomuctlon, lmpNrmtrollltlOO, 
Dmpqtul NiltlDOAJ ronnL Diamond 
LaX!! R.A.ngnr 0iJtrlct. Oougw County. 
OR. Due: jUntll, lW3. ContllCt: Rid 
A~1(5O:J)4QI>-2.531. 

E15 No. 930120, I'>r1l1l ElS, FHW,}.(N. 
Ml\nulo South Rout., (811M Earth 

C.S..AJI 00) RoadWBY. Coot:trnct.ion, 
TIt 169rn1 60 on the \oO"Mt. 10 TIl 83, 
Funding. Right-of-Way I'Uld COE 
Soctioo .0(0.0( Plmnfu,~. 18 
~ur and Blue Earth R:lVIIl'J, Blue 
E&rth County. MN. Due; June 1.1993, 
Coo.lAct: Jame-McC:...rt.by (612) 200-
32.41. 

ElS No. 930121, OnU\.ElS, AFS. Mr. 
To}.n C:reoek. Tunber Sale. Har-rerst 

~tB':=~~~~ 
'Ranger Distrld., R.,,.-aJ.lj County, MT, 
Due: June 15, 1I)Q3, CootN± J)nid M. 
CAmpbell «06) B21-3ZOL 

FJS No. 930122.. !:nUt EIS, AFS. OR. 
Clrngon Dunas Nation&! Jtecre.o.tiOD 

Ju.M, Ameod to l..&nd ftDd P.et,o\ltCQ 
~t Plan. Suisl..w tbtiooal 
fol"ltft, Coos, DouglM and we 
Countiett, OR.. Due:}uJy 15, 1993, 
Contact:)'void R Pumis.h (SOJ) 150-

'000. 
, ill No. 930123, Draft EtS. (DE. TX. 

NM. Roving Sanw Joint Trnining 
Exmci.., Prognm ond Whito SAnd. 
Mi5&iJe Range, Imp}emeo14tioo, 11th 
l.Jt Demn.J.e Arlillery Brigade. Site 
SpocHic, Fort Bli"" Et Puc County, 
TX and Otaro and Dono Ana Countief;, 
NM. Due: Juno J. 1993. Contact: Arvar 
Ferguson, Jr. (811) 334-32 .. 8. 

o.btd:AprlI13,lW:t. 

ll:ll.ard£.~ 

lAArc1::>r. Off~ of F~ A.ctmti<n. 
rrn Doc. Q3-8{1S4 'Pilf'd '--J~; !:".5 am) 
.-..uoO t:OoI'-.u-l>I 

DEPNmlENT Of HEAl TIl mD 
HOIIAII SEIMCES 

~""Toxl<:~ao<l 
Oit-M .... Regft:try (ATSDR) 

-tATbOA-«) 

A ...... u.abUltyo(Ft.na!T~ 
Prorn.:-i CorrK:Uoo 

of~h~~~~ ~~:~2~~~1;~jlj!y 
~;~~~~I~IS:~:I~t~i ~~~::~~ 
puhlit;.hed In the rtodt.r.J ~",r on 
March 26, 1993. (58 fR 16-110). This 
nodce iJ co1't1lCl~ at folio,,"! 

On p&ge ]5~10. in ~ thIrd column. 
in the tWfllfth I~ orth" \..a$t ~t1I.grnph. 
"5258" tlhould tMd "5285.-

On the wne Pftge. in {h" third 
coh.unn. in the fourtoonth l1.noe of 11M! lA~t 
pantg:ntpb, -1-800(3)6--.-t700·' Mould 
~d "'-8OQ-S5J-..6.SH." 

On t.M aat'Oe P"-8"'. In t.M u.b\~ in tho 
.\n-t!ntb 11011. un~ the bMd.ing NTIS 
~, No .• "'PB/Q3/110752JAS" moold 
r-:I-PBf93/1107321AS-Jo, 
Toxicologlo.l Ptofi\.e ,,0. 11. en.ols.. 

De!ed; Aprtl1~.1993, 
W~"'Dowd1A, 
~PtJty Aclmini$for, Agency for Toxk 
SubrlaIloCel"Mcll?~~Rqlttry. 

Cm11fiMl To Be'. nun Copy of the 
Origl!llli. I 
~wubuJ-ri. 
C8rtifrint,OfJietd:. 
IPR Doc. Q3-tt914 FUed 4-15--113; a:15 llIIl 
M..\.JHOc:oot: .. ;...:-~ 

c.ntera for DI!... ... Control' ~ 
PavttntJon II 

CDC AdvlsorrtommtttH on tM 
?reV&flUon of fIIlnfectJon (CDC 
ACPHI): Subc mlttM on improving 
Publle Unde~ndlng of the HIV 
epidemIc: MMtlog 

1n IIoCCOrdande w5th ltOC'tioo 10(8)(2) of 
the Fedat81 Ad'vaory Commlttoo Act 
[Pub. L 924-6j-l. tho Ceot9n for Dise-a,s.e 
Control And Prytvtt!ltlon (CDC) 
rumOUOCM thB1foUowing .rubcommJt!&e 
mooting. I 

NlIlDn: CDC ACPH1 Sub.=mlttee 00 
tmproving Publi~ Undmtanding of the HIV 
Epidemrc. I 

11m!!! II.Dd DIII,IIS: to UII,-7 p.rn .. Mlly 1, 

1~f;!:l~~~~~! :~\~~;;'i1lty. 26 
ExttCUli", Pm Drivtl, Conference Room A, 
,.,t1ant~. Georgill'JOJ29. 

SUtuJ; Open !f! the public, liDlltffi ooly by 
tbl! $p3C1'r avll.ilaole, 

rurpc-: 1bI! !nitiAl m&etiog of Ihh 
rubeotnmJtt~ will providll ,ubcommiUe>II 
mombef'J ..... Ith a.O ~ola!loo 10 the tlUX a.nd 
,comprnhensi~ OVllrvillW ofQX:'s 
progrnms to imptoVl' public uodermnding 
_bout HrY/AIDS: 

Agondtl Itoms a.NI rubJed to change as 
prioritiesdicto,te. 
CONTACT J>£RSON FOR »oRE f4FOfIiolA~: 
Connie Grnnoff, Committoo ~slllnl. 
omen of the /u50cin\a Director for HJVI 
AIDS, CDC, 15'00 Clifton Rood. t-.'E, 
Maib:top E-40, Allanl!!., Gl>orgill 30333, 
telephone ~04~63g....291B, 

o..!I'd· April 12. 199:1. 
[hinJlily .. r, 

2:n,::/~~=,~~~=~t~o:; 
(CDC,. ' 

[FR Doc. OJ---Ml8 fllt'K! 4-15---9J: 8:~5 tm) 
.-J..IoOO COOl! ~"""'U.-II 

coc Advt.orY Comm~\tH on lhe 
PnrvfH1Uon of ,Htv lnf&etlon (CDC 
ACPHI): SUbcommlt1M on Prt'V'&OUng 
Rlu e.hrIk>rIc Among Schoof 
Stud4mts:~Un-g 

In ItttO-roanee with aoction 10(1)(2) of 
thll fed"rtI1 hJvl.5ory Committee Act 
(Pub. L g:z.....46J). !he (AnIon for DiJ;Sll~ 

July 14, 1993 

Mike Harvey 

JUL 1 . "i. 

("L)./ ,/ U~ / . 
{]JUY fl· ,f(.()WnC{J 

1',0. H()X :1\11 1'11.1,,0:\1 m!"·a·j:m 
~:ltJ ll1t:ll\\'AY lUI r-;OHTII FUlHEl\n:. omXH1:-\ !l';1 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
855 Highway Avenue 
Reedsport, OR 96467 

Dear Mr. Harvey: 

The Florence City Council met in a Worksession with repn!sentatives 
of the Florence Chamber of Commerce, Port of Siuslaw and interested 
citizens to discuss their position regarding futUre use of the 
Oregon Dunes NRA. 

The Council recommends the Forest Service adopt Preferred 
Alternative F with the following modifications! 

1. Extend the area open to ORV's to the siltcoos River and 
maintain Drift .... ood campground in its current condition. This would 
imply a new campground would not be needed for mitigation purposes 
on south Jetty Road. 

2. Reduce the proposed no-ride ORV buffer on eastern boundaries to 
a minimum while still meeting the qeed of noise reduction at 
specific locations, reducing trespass on private lands, and 
resolving safety concerns especially with Honeyman state Park 
visitors. 

3. Continue to allow access on Wax. Myrtle ~oad and onto the beach 
during winter months to street legal vehicles. 

4. Ex.pand parking and staging areas for ORV 1 s. 

5. Adopt more vigorous vegetation removal (especially non-native 
species such as beach grass, scotch broom anp, gorse) program. 

Sincerely, 

Q ,.r ~~.\\~tJJ~ 
~~w. Mccorkle, MAYOR 

RWH:pg 
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COMMUNITY BASED RESPONSE TEAM 

(CBRT) 

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAlJ 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE OREGON DUNES Nt>!TIONAL 

RECREATION AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN 

REEDSPORT -WINCHESTER BAY -GARDINE8 

July 15, 1993 

VIA: HAND DELIVERY 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area 
Area Ranger 
Ed Becker 
855 Highway Ave. 

Reedsport, OR 97467 

Dear Mr. Becker: 

Leadership groups from Reedsport, Winchester Bay I and Gardiner have 
joined together to respond to the Draft Management Plan Proposals 
for the Oregon Dunes National Recreational Area. (Om'fRA) This 

Community Based Response Team (CBRT) is comprised of 
representatives of the Reedsport city Council, the Reedsport 
Planning Commission, the Lower Umpqua Economic Development Forum, 
the Lower Umpqua Chamber of Commerce, the Port of Umpqua I the 
Salmon Harbor Management committee, and the Winchester Bay 
Merchants Association. These representatives have been empowered 
by their various parent organizations to address (for the benefit 
of the Lower Umpqua Area) issues of concern and make 

recommendations for additional planning considerations. 

By way of background, we should first discuss the current situation 
for the Lower Umpqua Area. We are perhaps the most affected 
communities in the country by the current debate on timber supply 
and salmon management. Topographically the communities have a 
limi ted land base available for expansion. This limits our 
opportunities to diversify from a wood products and fishing based 
economy. The National DUnes Recreational Area controls a Vast 
majority of ocefln front property including potential development 
s1 tes thl.1t would cncour<1ge tourism or other forms of economic 
diversification. The planning currently taking place at the Oregon 

. Dunes National Recreational Area is critical to the future of our 
communities. With this response to the Draft Management Plans we 
intend to make the Siusla· .... t-iational Forest managers a'''''are of our 
concerns and encourage them to join with us in collaborLltive 
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efforts to meet the needs of the ODNRA and our loc:al communities. 

First we would like to recognize the difficult position of the U.S. 
Forest Service in developing these plans. It is clear to us that 
the mission of the Fore~t Service is in a state of; change, moving 
from the primary mission of timber production fair harvest to a 

focus on tourism and environmental issues. cert~inlY these are 
emotional topics and people have strong opinions Ii concerning the 
proper management of this and other public areas. We do recognize 
that t.he Forest service has encouraged substantial ~ublic input and 
is attempting to integrate the important issues ratsed during the 
input process in their management plans. 

In general the CBRT supports multiple use of tqe Oregon Dunes 
National Recreation Area. We believe every user Ilgroup should be 
allowed the opportunity to visit and utilize the ODNRA. The key 
is to develop a plan that encourages a balance bet~een user groups 
without hindering access to the Oregon DUnes NR'A. He support 
designated areas for hikers, ATV use, non-motoriked camping and 
sightseeing, etc. that do not conflict with each other. We believe 
that. specific access corri~ors could ~e created i that encourage 
multlple use on the dunes wlthout confllct betweery user groups. 

Of the alternatives developed to date the prefe~red Alternative 
Management Plan contains the best mix of muitiple use and 
protection options. After a review of the prefetred Alternative 
Management Plan the Community Based Response Team h~S developed the 
following specific recommendations and identified! additional key 
planning considerations not included or inadequately addressed in 
that plan. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

1st & 2nd Parking Lot - Uplands & Beach utilization 
Three Mile Road - Uplands & Beach utilization 
Vegetation Control 
Research Natural Area/Wild and Scenic River Desigmation 
Water Rights for Gardiner Industry 

K~X--R~EltJBQ CONSIDERJ\.TIONS NOT ADDRESSED OR INAD~QJ1!lTEL_'LAQ~~J'?:~!? 
Economic jmpnct to surrounditHJ comJ;1unitics 

_ .. ---_ .. --------------------------, 

Coordination with other governmental agencies 
Communities as a primary planning consideration 

Demographics/Market stUdy 
Access 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

1st & 2nd P~RKING LOT AND UPLAND ~RE~ 

The Preferred Alternative Management Plan includes a provision to 
coordinate management between the ODNRA and the State Parks to 
provide uniform regulations for the use of off road vehicles on 
both beach area and corresponding upland areas. 

In general we agree with this planned coordination but We do 
strongly support the current and on-going closure of the beach area 
between the first, second and third parking lots to motorized 
traffic. This area is important to the local residents as well as 
visitors for pedestrian beach and dUne access. 

We would further suggest the closure of the uplands or dUnes area 
adjacent to the first parking lot and a portion of the area 
adjacent to the second parking lot. This is the area that lies 
north of the parking lots and east of the road up to the scenic 
drive road. This Would provide a pedestrian route to the Umpqua 
Lighthouse state Park and additionally would provide a noise buffer 
for the Coast Guard housing adjacent to the Umpqua Light House and 
civilian residential areaS4 A portion of the area addressed in 
this recommendation is under the management of the oregon state 
Parks Department. 

We recognize the current use of the land north of this designated 

area as being commercially used. We would support a commercial 
venture from the same location but restrict it to a multi-passenger 
opportunity. 1\ 12-15 s-eat vehicle that could transport handicapped 
and older visitors into this spectacular view area. The current 
commercial application Which includes the staging area for rental 
ATV's would be relocuted to an area south of the Umpqua Lighthouse 
state Park Trail Head between the first and second parking areas! 
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ciose to the Second parking lot. This new staging area could be 
used for commercial use as well as non-commercial: use. Funding 
could be generated from a joint venture between Forest Service and 
Off Road Vehicle Association. 

Benefits for these planning recommendations are as,follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

To enforce issues of safety. 

Provide a private property buffer area. 

Address the access for the aging populatioh and handicap 
population. 

Additional access to the Dunes ie: new multi-passenger 
approach, new hiking area available, and a nfw staging area 
for ATVers. 

I 
Embr'aces a new commercial opportunity for addlitional private 
enterprise. 

Heaningful and more frequent communicationsl w'ith involved 
state Agencies charged with much the same res:ponsibilities. 

Ease conflict between the two most diverse us~er groups. 

THREE MILE ROAD - UPLAND & BEACH UTILIZATION 

The foredune and beach area south of Threemile Road has 
traditionally been accessible to vehicular traffic; for the purpose 
of recreation. Families from Reedsport/Ninchest~r Bay/Gardiner 
have entered the area for years to fish, clam, sightsee and 
recreate on the beach. It is the only area wi:th unobstructed 
motorized beach access in our community_ If the be~ch and foredune 
is restricted to non-motorized use our communit~ will loose an 
important opportunity for outdoor recreation. I Due to the 
remoteness of the area and the length of the beacl'h it is safe to 
assume that public access would virtually eliminated if 
restrictions are placed on motorized equipment. 

We recommend that Preferred Alternative Management Plan be modified 
to allow the continued USe of motorized equipment on the foredune 
and beach area south of Threemile Road. ~t a very minimum vehicle 
corridors need to be established that provide access to the beach 
and Barretts Landing on the umpqua River. 

VEGETATION CONTROL 

The Community Based Response Team is most concerned with control of 
the European Beach Grass r as our dUnes are rapidly being taken over 
by this species. Vegetation control is inadequately addressed in 
all proposed plans. Since the dunes have been managed by the U.S. 
Forest Service, various forms of plant life have been introduced, 
replacing native species, or allowing native species to become a 
problem. We believe without a concentrated and vi90rous effort 
immediately our dunes are in jeopardy, and we will lose this 
valuable natural wonder. 

The projected effort as detailed in Preferred Alternative 
Management Plan is to treat 10 acres of beach grass each year. We 
feel this is not sufficient. There is no time to experiment with 
such a minimal area considering the total acres. vegetated at 
present, and considering the speed with which the plant spreads. 
We feel that a much more aggressive program with a diverse number 
of approaches needs to be initiated immediately. W(~ support the 
Use of mechanical, biological and/or chemical means to control this 
vegetation. 

Controlling the vegetation by mechanical means appears to be the 
least controversial method and can be accomplished in a variety of 
ways. The mechanical breaching of the foredune by using bulldozers 
and physically pushing the foredune/beachgrass into the ocean has 
merit and appears to work. According to Forest Service personnel 
this has been moderately successful. By using short breach spans 
and facing them in the direction of prevailing winds, the wind can 
be funneled into these breaches carrying sand into the dunes. The 
existing test breach was constructed in 1985, some 200 yards wide, 
and is still open. Beach grass is just now encroaching on the ends 
of the test area. By using this method, the wetlands area that. has 
formed behind the foredune can again become a part of the dunal 
process. We recommend continued use of the mechanical breach 
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method. 

Another mechanical means of controlling vegetati,on is to allow 

ATV's access to the foredune area in selected sites. Traffic over 
the beach grass would slow or stop the encroacBment and allow 
riders access to areas not currently available. We !understand that 
a mature beach grass plant is hardy and can withstand punishment, 

but any reasonable control measure at present is nJeded and should 
• •• I be tr~ed. The long-ranged goal 1n vegetatlon cortrol should be 

putting fresh sand into our dunal system, and this 'fDuld also allow 
another use while controlling the plants. , 

Some of the 10 acres projected by the ODNRA to be t~eated each year 
are intended to be treated by chemical means. AgaiIjl we stress that 
this is not enough or will be too little too late.: We feel there 
are areas that can be safely treated with respect to watershed, 
wildlife, wetlands, and recreation. Again, there is little time to 
experiment. Lets find something that work~ and use it 
aggressively. Again, sites to be chemically tr~ated should be 
selected with respect to getting as much sand inlo the dUnes as 
possible. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA 

We recommend the re-evaluation of the Research Natpral Area (RNA) 
location and size with a focus on already protected habitat areas 
and consideration df the affect on future Planning! flexibility. 

Question - Does the Forest Service need addition~l authority to 
accomplish the purposes of the proposed RNA or Wild and scenic 
Rivers designation? 

WATER RIGHTS FOR GARDINER INDUSTRY 

We support the continual protection of existin~ domestic and 
industrial water rights on Tahkenitch and siltcoos rJakes as granted 
by the state of Oregon prior to the establishment ot! the ODNRA. We 
place special emphasis on the industrial plants located in 
Gardiner, Oregon. 

KEY pLANNING CONSIDERATION NOT ~DDRESSED OR 

INADEQUATELY ADDRESSED 

ECONOMICS 

We recommend that Preferred 1\lternative Management P:tan be re­
evaluated with nearby community economic development as a primary 
planning issue. Under the current planning process thi.s issue is 
only of secondary concern. Excluding the affect on local 
communities does not follow the intent of "the President f s 
Initiative on Rural Development of 1990" I the Forest Service policy 
on rural development, or subtitle G of the 1990 Farm Bill. 

Reedsport, Gardiner, Winchester Bay are significantly impacted 
areas by the current resource management plans being addressed by 
President Clinton, environmental groups and salmon management 
groups. We have had SUbstantial job loss in the area. We have an 
increasing number of federal transfer payments into the area 
through welfare benefits, employment benefits, retraining benefits. 
The Forest Service should integrate in its plan comments and 
recommendations from other Federal, state and county agencies. The 
Economic Development Administration (tDA), social welfare agencies, 
job retraining program administrators and Coos, Curry, Douglas 
Business Development Corporation (CCD) along with local leadership 
groups could provide valuable input on rural economic 
considerations. There is little point in having the Economic 
Development Administration and others provide grants and personnel 
support for economic enhancement within the area if at the same 
time the Federal land managers of the area are simply dealing with 
land usage and not dealing with econonic or other issues. 

There are a number of job creation and economic enhancement 
opportunities that compliment the need for protection of fragile 
areas and fit within the Congressional intent in Public Law 92-260 

that established the ODNRA. out of approximately 31,000 acres of 
Oregon Dunes National Recreational Area under management several 
hundred acres or more should be designated for potential commercial 
use. Such commercial use should include leasing to local 
entrepreneurs for development of services for the visitors to the 
dunes. Such services should logically include: short stay lodging 
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facilities, restaurant facilities, viewing areas. ~he addition of 
strategically located commercial Use areas willI enhance the 
opportunity for people to enjoy the ODNRA from a nor intrusive and 
passive sense. Visitors staying in lodging f,acilities with 
dunes/ocean views and with the use of viewing equipment could 
easily enjoy this area without disturbing frag±le; plant life and 
wildlife. It also would allow many rne@bers of the public to enjoy 
the ODNRA that otherwise are precluded because of p~ysical ability 
or inability to ride off road vehicles. For a nUtber of reasons 
both concerning the impact on the local COIlllnunitiesJ~nd for meeting 
the basic goals of the congressional act establ'lshing omiRA we 
believe that planning for commercial services WOUI~ be appropriate 
in support of increased visitation to these areas'l 

other economic possiblities include the devefopment of 
interpretive center and increased com~ercial permits. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Preferred A1 ternative Management Plan and the efr-rent planning 

process has not included a thorough demographic and I~arketing study 
of future User groups. Such a study shoUld be undertaken prior to 
any final management. decision. The final Managemelnt Plan for the 
oregon Dunes National Recreation Area should not respond just to 
current users but also to emerging user groups. F~r example, none 
of the identified alternatives in the Draft Manag~ment Plan take 
into consideration demographic trends that projec~ an increasing 

senior popUlation in the years to come. The ~inal plan must 
respond to the needs of these less mobile users (~Is well as other 
potential user groups that might be identified) j While it is 
understood that the very nature and geography of ~he dUnes do not 
lend themselves to developed trails that might be ~ore easily used 
by older and less mobile visitors, there are other!ways to enhance 
the visits of older visitors, including: 

1. Increased use of guided tours of the dUnes by 'multi-passenger 
motorized vehicles. These vehicles could us~ the same areas 
open to J\TVs or Use designated tlbuffer zone~1I between non­
motorized and ATV user areas. 

2. 

3. 

More scenic viewpoints accessible by car, including viewpoints 
from Highway 101 so that both north and southbound travelers 
would experience the unique beauty of the dune:; as they drive 
Highway 101. Currently, many travelers do not realize how 
close they are to the dunes because the dunes are hidden from 
view by a corridor of trees. 

More interior aCCess roads and/or a scenic loop drive that. 
would allow motorized visitors to better see and more fully 
experience the uniqueness of the dunes. 

4. An RV campground next to the dunes. 

5. Lodges with dining rooms and overnight accommodations 
overlooking the dUnes. There are many examples of this type 
of facility at national parks, including crater Lake, 

Yosemite, Yellowstone, and Glacier National Parks. 

ACCESS 

The preferred Alternative Management Plan does not provide 

SUfficient access to both meet the growing demands of the public 
and satisfy the intent of the Act which was to provide 
opportunities for outdoor recreation and the use and enjoyment of 
the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area (ODNF.A). Preferred 

Al ternative Management Plan actually proposes a reduction and 
consolidation of public access which we believe is contrary to the 
purpose of the ODNRA. If the ODNRA is to be used and enjoyed by 
the public then more effort shOUld be made to provide safe and 
convenient access to all users including but not limited to foot 

traffic, the handicapped, small children, the elderly and motorized 

vehicles. 

\'1e are also concerned about the issue of safety and user conflicts 
as it relates to the consolidation of ATV access points and the co­
mingling of various User groups. Additional access corridors for 
both motorized and non-motorized traffic should be designated in 
several key locations between Hwy 101 and the beach within and 
adjacent to the ODNRA. This would allow a separation of user 
groups and substantially reduce user conflicts. Also the addition 
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of access corridors CQuld provide noise buffers. I If private 
property is an issue in restricting access the Federal Government 
should consider purchasing the property as a mechaniJm to promote 

safe access to the dUnes. 
I 

We appreciate your review and consideration of our redommendations 
and planning considerations. The communities represJnted in this 

response would appreciate a specific reply concerning t.hese matters 
of such great importance to us. I 

k ' , , 1 I 't We loo~ forward to an ongo~ng collaboratlve lnve ve~ent Wl h the 
ODNRA Management Planning. We also request an invi~ation to the 
September 11, 1993 Action Workshop for each of the community 
organizations represented on the CBRT. 

Sincerely, 

L~',!' I (/; 

'/6.r2 
Mr. David R. Davis 
Lower Umpqua chamber of Commerce 

ddfwf~"7""'" ~, -
Ms. Christy S?hafer 
Lower Umpqua Economic Development 

~t~k""=,-----,, ~ 
Mr. steve Reese 
Reedsport Planning commission 

tJft~f-/4'kL~ ij,J, fVanderKley 
Salmon Harbor Management committee 
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Gk~ 
Mr.=Bill Karcher 

Winchester Bay Merchants Assoc, 

/' , 
~" , {tt'-<-\; 

Mr~ Jerry Noel ' 
Port of Umpqua 

<x!J,,",YA/ j,4/,)", 
r.-v-- -" 

115. Ginger Anderson 
Reedsport city council 

CBRT would like to recognize the assistance of Mr. R.C. Hinman, 
Oregon state University Extention Agent 

Senator Hatfield 
Senator Packwood 
Congressman DeFazio 

Governor Barbara Roberts 
Senator Bill Bradbury 
St. Representative Jim Whitty 
Douglas County Board of Commission 

Mayors of Coos Bay 
North Bend 
Florence 
DUnes City 
Lilkesidc 

oregon state Porks Department 
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