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Technical Memorandum 

Date: June 2, 20I0 

To: Community Working Group 

cGl City of Portland, Port of Portlancl 

From: Barbara Wyse 

RE: Integrated summary of Environrnental ancl Econornic Foundation Studies 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

For over a ycar' lnembers of the Community Working Gror-rp (CWG) have been consiclering reconcili¡g a
mix of lancl tlses on WHI, and thc implications and trãdeoffi inherent in annexing the property ancl 
cleveloping a long-range land r.rse plan. Currently. thc property is in the Portlancl Urba¡ Growth 
Boundaty, but is not rvithin the City of Portland limits. For the past ten ¡ronths, the ENTRIX team has 
becn analyzing clata and cornpiliug information r,r,ith the purposô of ansrvcring kcy qr.rcstions raised by thc
CWG. Thc purpose of this clocumcnt is to summarize for the CWG sonie kcy tinAings anclpoints to 
consicler as yoLr cJclibcratc on the'iability of mixecr uses on wHL 

WHI is located at thc ncxus of tltc prir-nary ccological, economic, and recreatiorl ârterials in t¡c rcgio.. [t
sits at the confluellcc of the Willaurcttc and Colurnbia Rivers, which arc key to all of these purpos=es as 
these rivers: a) provicle dcepwater navigation charuels for rnarine transport, b) arc the ,lrori.,réd rivers 6y
recreational boaters irl the State of Orcgon, andc) srìpport highly cllverie species popLrlations anclservc as 
a fish and wildlife nlovclnent corriclor. The extcnsivò-shoreline-and relativlely large acreage of 
trndeveloped lancl on WHI plcscnts srgnificant opportunitics for all thrce of tircse ,rses. 

The purpose of thìs ureuroranduur is to ir-rtegrate in one cJoculnent tl-re finclings relatc<J to: 

l. Benefits of lnarinc-rclated cconomic activity, habitat prcservation, ancl recrcation uscs on WHl, 

2- Relationship bctr,vccn land acreage allocation ancl bencfits by nse, a¡cl 

3. Potential compatibility of nrixcd usc on WFII. 

The final scctiou stttnmarizcs aclditional rcsolrrccs that havc becn provrclecl to the CWG that supplcment
the ellvironmental, econotlic, ancl rccr-eation stuclìes tliat havc been cornpletccì. 

lntegrated SumnlarV of Studies doc 
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2.0 TYPES AND LEVELS OF LAND USE BENEFITS 

This scction sumrnarizes the opportunitics and land usc bcnefits of thc three analyzed land uscs on WIII 

2.1 Marine-RelatedEconomicDevelopment 

Findings from the economic f-ounclaiion str.rcly inclicatc that over the next 40 years, clemancl for lancls 

suitable for marine-related economic activity wìll excecd the available, suitable land sr.rpply by irunclreds 
of acres, The sholtage will particr.rlarly affcct those uses that rcc¡"rire parcels largcr than 60 acres, such as 

Iarge rnarine industrial facilities or marine tenninals. WHI, owned by the Port of Portland, is the only 
large parce I of this size curre ntìy available for marine-related economic dcvclopmcnt in Portland Harbor. 
WHI's location at the confluence of the deeprvatcr navigation chamels in the Columbia and Willarnerte 
Rivers as well as its proximity to rarl, highway, and erirport infrastructure make it a dcsirable site for 
rnarine-related economic developrlent. Metro lias designated the site as a Regionally Significant 
Industrial Area on the Title 4 map in the Urtran Growth FLurctional Plan. 

If forecasteclgrowth opportunities fbr both marine industrial and marinc calgo ì.lscs are realized, marine
relatecl lancl usc on WHI will benefit the local ecouon-ly by enabling the region to capitailze on tÌrese 
opportunities to increase ernployment, income, and tax revcnucs. Bascd on a previor.rs study (Martin, 
2005) conducted for the Port of Portlancl (and con'oboratecl by frndings in the Ecotromic Fouudation 
Stucly), each acre at existirlg marinc tcmrinal fàcilities in Portland clirectly supports 3.9.lolrs and $213,000 
in personal income in the nretro area. llhere are additional job and economic benefits that include incollc 
from indirect ancl indLlced-jobs as rvellas taxes generatecl by marinc facilltics. ThoLrgh curployment rvould 
vary dcpcnding on thc typc of facility clcvclopcd, it is cxpcctcd that thc impact on-iobs and incomc u,ould 
be of similar magnitucle . 

Thcre is sorìeullccrtainty inhcrcnt in forccasts regarding the tinring, cornpositiorr, ancl magnitucle of cargo 
ancl industrial growth opporturrtics and tlic compctitivencss of Portlanclto attract thcsc opportLulitics. 
Certainty associated rvith marine-related cconomic development benefits could be incrcased lry: 

¡ Further examination of potcntial (assumed small in the Econotnic Foundation Study 
basecl on available evidence) to signifìcantly rcconfigurc and redevclop existing lands in 
Portlancl Hartror to create large parcels (60 to l-50 acres) suitablc for rlarine-relateclusc. 

o 	Research regaldrng thc economic bencfrts that will accme to Portland if marinc-rclatecl 
economic development occurs elscrvhere in thc Lor.ver Columbia Rivcr. 

2.2 Recreation Use 

Scvcral attributcs of WHI indicatc that rccrcatioll land usc has significant potcntial value. The attributcs 
include its location and its natural resolìrces. WHI's location incrcascs its rcclcation potential as it is on 
rivers used extensivcly for boating and fishing, it has potcniial to providc a conncction on regiorral tlail 
systems such as the 4O-nlile loop and the Colr-ulbia River and Willalnette Rlvel watcr trails, and it can 
servc to bring opcn space and recreation facilitics to an arca of Portlanclthat is classified by Portland 
Parlçs and Recreation as unclcrservecl by parks (bascd on palks acrcagc pcr ca¡rita). Thc natural rcsourccs 
on WHI also cnhancc its potcntial as a rccrcation sitc, particularly for naturc-based activitics that are 

growing in popr"rlarity such as wildlìf'e vieu,ing, hiking, ancl environrnental eclucation. Thc cxtensive 
slioreline of WI"{l also provides opportunities for rvatcrfìont trails, boat lannch areas, and beach access. 
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Development of recreation facilities on WHI would incrcase the proxunity, availabilily, ancl cliversity of 
recreation ateas in tlie Portland rxetro area, and u,ould thercforc have econornic bcnefit to recreational 
users anclpotcntially to rccreation-relatecl lrusinesses (assuming WIII recrcation leads to urorc people 
rccrcating in the local area rather than elser.r,hcre). 

Ccrtainty associatcd with recreation bencfits could bc incrcascd by: 

. 	 Comprehensive recreation needs analysis that consiclers in detail the local and legional 
sr.rpply and dernand for recreation activities. 

. 	 Research on the range of possible recreation developnlents that coulcl rleet the neecls of 
the local and regional populations, and associated unccrtainty in levels of potential use 
antl benefìt 

2.3 Natural Resources 

WHI is designated as a high value riparian area, a Flabitat of Concern in thc regional inventory, ancl a 
Moderate Habitat Conservation Area in Title 13. Natural rcsources on WHI ale currently provrcling 
habitat benelits to wildlife species, and economic benefits to society in thc fomr of ecosystcm scrvicc 
flows related to carbou sequestration, arr ptrrìfication, water purification, flood regnlation, allcl habitat and 
biocliversity. As cliscussecl in the restoration analysis providcd by Parametrix, these benefits coulcl be 
enhancecl through restoration actions. In particular, lrcncfits rclated to biodiversity, watcr purification by 
wetlands, ancl carbon scquestration could be enhancecl. The economic value of current bencfits is 
couservatively estirlated to range betwcen $550,000 to morc than $4.7 urillion antrually, of rvliich shallou, 
water habitat is expectccl to comprise much of the value (40 percent in thc lor.v cstimate to 75 perccnt in 
the high estimate). Ecosystetn seruice values arc expected to increasc with re storation by np to 
approximately $2 million annually. The econonlic benefits of WHI are less than many othcr natural areas 
as there is very linlited access and use of the site;this enhances the intrinsic ecological value of thc site as 
therc is limited disturbancc. 

In adclition to econouric benefits, there are intrinsic benefits associated with thc habitat on WHl. Many 
fish ancl rvildllfe species rely on WHI as a urigration corridor and arca for ne sting" brecding, foraging, ancl 
rcaring young. Species associated with habitats on WHI inclucle fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, plants, 
ancl naurtlals. Bene fits of WHI are primarily related to its location, positioncd at an aquatic and 
teruestrial intersectiou at the Columbia Rivcr/Willanette Rivcr conflr.rence ancl floodplain area ìn the 
midst of a fiagrnented urban lanclscape. WHI habitat also has grcater ccological bencfits due to its clivcrse 
habitat types located in closc proximity and its connectivity through its wctlands and shorelinc arcas to 
water. 

Thcrc is inhcrent unccrtainly ir-r naturalrcsoLrrcc bencfits of WlÌl duc to thc complexity of relationships 
bctlveen island proccsscs ancl habitats and landscape-lcvel fcaturcs and biodiverstty. Certalnty associated 
with natural resource benefits can be incrcascd by. 

. 	 Couprehensive documentation of species use, divcrsity, ancl atnndance on WHI, and 

e 	Adclitionaltesearch regarding the ecological importance ard specifrc lole o1'WHI for 
rrrigratory spccics. 



3.0 LAND USE ALLOCATION CONSIDERATIONS FOR VIABILITY OF MIXED USES 

This section surnrlarizes horv the viability of cach of the three land nses woulclclepend on lancl alloc¿rtion 

3.1 Marine-Related Econom¡c Development 

There is a minimum size of land allocation required for rnost narjne-related use to viably occur on WHI. 
As discussed in the Economic Founclation Study, on-site access to rail transportation infrastructure and 
efficient access to truck freiglit routes is very important for most rrarine cargo tenninals and large mar inc 
inclustrial facilities. WHI is well-situated close to all of these transportation infiastrucfr-u'c clements, but 
re quires investment in an access bridge for freight trucks (and other users) as well as coustruction of rail 
infi'astructure on the island. Fultherrnore, u,hile growth is fbrecasted for marine-related uses, the exact 
composition of marine cargo growth or marine industrial growth is not known with certaiuty, so 

flexibility in site size will increase long-tenl flexibility to meet changing demands. 

Thcre are thus three pnmary Íeasolls for a minimrìm acreage allocation for marine-related uses to be 
viable on WHI: 

r)	 To procure funding ancl support the costs of necessary infì-astructure development. thcre necds to 
be sufficient economic activit)¡ on WHI and use of the infi-astructr"lre. The costs to construct a 

vehicular bridge on tlle south side of WHI to Marine Drive, as well as lllauy of thc costs to 
clcvclop rail and on-site road infrastructnrc for maline-rclated opcrations lvill bc fixcd legardless 
of thc level of economic activrty and acreage used on WHI. Thus, economic bcucfits relative to 
costs rise as nlore land is developed and thc per acre costs decline. Thc Port of Portland has 

cstiriratccl sitc developmcnt costs excluding the vehicular briclge costs and costs cxpectccl to be 
bornc by any proposed clevclopment. Based on these estirnates, the per acrc sitc dcr¡elopmcnt cost 
falls from $ ì 0 per acre to $6 per acre as marine-related development size increascs frorn 190 to 
350 acres. This per acre cost diflèrence can markedly affect the marketability and 

cornpctitivcncss of thc sitc. 

2)	 To ensure space for rail infrastmcture and terminal operations, thcre neecls to be aciequatc land 
available for developrnent. Based on vessel size and rail slope and curvature restlictions, there 
are certain acreage configulation and size requirements tlmt must bc mct for viablc mzrrirrc cargo 
operations. Required site dimensions are largely drivenby the need to acconrmodate trains of 
8,000 to 10,000 feet witliin the development area. Shorelirie access and berth lengths must be 
sized fì'om 1,000 to 1,500 feet to accornmodate increasingly larger vessels. and dr.re to draft clepth 

would need to bc located on the main channe I of thc Columbi¿r River on thc north sidc of WHI. 
The exact rail infiash'ucture aligument lìray vary basccl on diff'crcnt cargo nccds, as will site 
requircments, but accorcling to concept clcsign plans devclopcd f-or the Port of Portland, is likcly 
on the orcler of 30 acres for an intermodal rail yard ancl l2-5 to I 50 acrcs fi¡r a loop tracl< (rvitlr 
tcrminal operations locatccl in the interior of thc loop). 

3)	 To ensure long-term viabilit)¡ of operations. sitc size neecls to be adecluately largc to cnsure 
flexibilit]¡ ìn facilities and sitc configuration to rïeet changinq market nceds. Marinc cargo and 
marine inclustrial uses require substantial initial investrnerlts, so f'or adcqr"latc retlrrn on 
invcstmcnt, facilities need to rerlain viablc for dccades into the fi"lture . Gcneral growth forecasts 
are rluch more accurate than cargo-specifrc or industry-specific forecasts, as technological 



chaugc and unforeseeu ecollonìic sliifts can alter the production and tracle of comllrodities. 
Facilities thr"ts need adeqìrate size to ensrrre flexibility to shift bctween different cargo types. 

Ccrtainty regarding marine-relatecl land need on WHI can tre increased by: 

Adclitional infonnation on specific sitc neecls associated with potential future site uses" 
including acreagc size and configuration requircrrrents, 

. Additìonal data on costs of WHi dcvelopment and comparative costs of developing 
alternative sites. Development costs to prospective site users will partly determine the 
competitiveness and marketability of the site. 

3.2 Habitat 

Similar to marine-relatecl economic uses, there is a minimum size of land required from an ecological 
stattdpoint. As discussed in the Etrvironmental Foundation Study, many species have minimum habitat 
patch sìze as well as habitat diversity requirements to meet their lif'e history needs. Species with larger 
aud urore diverse habitat rcquirements need to move frecly between habitat types ancl access wAter. 
Additionally, lnatly species need habitat that is separated fi-on develo¡red areas as proximity to 
cleveloptncut is associated with disturbance (sr"rch as noise, vibration, artificial lighting, human activity, 
changes in surface ancl ground water hydrology, and other non-natural disturbanccs) that negatively 
affccts the prodr.rctivity anclabundancc of many species. Duc to lirnited foocl and shelterresoì.rrces as well 
as predator'/prey relationships, large parcels arc also necessary to rcducc inter- and intra-spccics 
compctition for rcsorlrccs. 

'lhere are thus three primary reasons for a rninirnum acreage allocation for thc viability of naf¡ral 
resolìrce areas on WHI: 

l)	 To rneet spccies lrrilìirnum habitat size and diversit)¡ requirements. therc needs to bc maintcuancc 
of diverse habitat t-vpes and sufficient land allocatecl to support species cliversit)¡ and abundancc 
There is lìmited data available to inclicate a spe cific threshold at rvhich overall spccies population 
or diversity clramatically cìrauges due to the amount of habitat. Spccific species needs per 
brcccling pair can vaty from very small acreage areas to areas larger than several hunclrecl acrcs, 
but this cloes uot indicate acreage uecessary for popr.rlation viability. As habitat in the Lowcr 
Colurnbia River is already fì'agmentecl, small recluctions of habitat in an increasingly snall habitat 
inventory havc greater ccological significance. In general, loss of habitat arca would result in an 
overall dcci-e ase in the population size and diversity of anirnals ancl plants on WHI. With greatcr 
loss of any particular habitat lype, a dccline in use by specics aclaptcd to that habitat woLrld be 
ex¡rected. 

2)	 To maintain interiorhabitat areas fr-ee fiom disiurbancc tliere needs to be adequate land available 
that tlte ratio of habitat eclge ncar clcveloplnent is low relativc fo interior habitat areas. While all 
species rnay be afï.ectccl by human disturbance, it has been identified as a key lirliting factor fbr 
rnany birds, mammals, and reptiles associatecl with WHI habitats. For cxample, potcntral roacl 
infì'ash-uctr"rl'e coulcl coutribute to road mortality or hinclcr migration, and lccrcational actlvltics 
could disrL4rt bchaviors, particularly breeding ancl ncsting. l'o linlit clisturbance, habitat areas 
need to be configured such that interior habitat is nraximizccl ancl adequate br"rffers and scparatiorr
fÌom hurnau activity alld distulùance are maintained. 



3) To maintain species diversi[¡. ihere nceds to lrc rnaintenancc of health]¡ riparian. wetland. and 
shorcline areas. Of the species types on WHI, many are lnost dependent on riparian, shorelinc, 
ancl shallorv water areas. In particular, arnphibians, reptiles, ancl fish are all rnost depenclent on 
these habitat types located in or ncar the Columbia River and wetlands. Mamnal and bird 
species are also dependent on riparian arcas, in adclition to oftcn rcquiring significant upland 
liabitat areas. Although all of WHI can function as riparian habitat, most riparian functions arc 
concentrated in the riparian fringe witirin I 50 feet of the Columbia River and wetlancls. Again, 
acreage rcquireurents diffcr by species, but exarlples of minimunr rcquircnrcnts include: northern 
red-legged fi'og needs 20 acres of riparian and wetland habitat per breeding pair, a breeding pair 
of [rrtles may require 55 acres, and the scientific literature indicates that fish require flinctional, 
complex shoreliue habitat every one-qrìafier mile or so along tlie migration corriclor. 

Certainty regarding species habitat land needs on WHI can be increased by: 

Additional research regarcling the potential adaptation of WHI species to clisturbance and 
edge efïects near mixed Llse areas, 

Infortr-ration regarding the potential eff'ectiveness of n-ritigation to corîper.ìsâtc for reducecl 
habitat acreage. The restoration analysis indicates that natural functions can be restorecl 
anil biodìversity enhancccl through nÌanagement actions on the island. It is not known to 
what degree this habitat quality cnhancemeut can offset a habitat quantity change on 
WHI 

3.3 Recreation Use 

Recreation use is thc most f'lexible land use il terms of site size, as inclicatccl Lry the range of acreagc in 
parks in the City ¿rnd the re gion. Sellwood Riverfi ont Park is uncler nine acres while Kelly Point Park is 
ncarly 100 acrcs. Site facilities, clesign. and location determine benefits associated with many rccrcation 
activitics as tnuch or rr-rore than site size. However, as many of the benefits of a recreation site on WHI is 
relatecl to the nah-lral resources on the site, there are several important lancl nse considerations for 
potcntial rccreation sites on WHI. These include: 

r)	 To mee t high clemancl fbr waterfront trails. boat launches. and/or treach access. recreation sitcs oll 
WHI nccd to be locatecl in shoreline areas. Hayden Island tesiclents have specifically noted thcir 
desire for increasecl access to the river and thc beach f'or a variety of activities incluiling public 
boat launchcs. Due to lrank halclening on thc Willarnette River, thcre are few opportunitics on the 
Willanlette River in Portland f'or beach access. ancl WHI has thc setting to provide this 
opporturiity. 

2)	 To provicJe recrcation opportunitics iu natural areas. recreation sites could include trails and/or 
wildliÍb viewing areas that providc access to nature. Trails are Portlancl's most popular rccrcatiorì 
resorìrce, and enhancing the Portlancl trail systcrr is an olr.jcctive both for the City and the Hayden 
Islancl conrmunity. There is increased dernaud for naturc-bascd rccrcation, and WHI could hclp 
meet this clemand with walking trails, monntain biking trails, and/or rlature trails 'uvith intcrplctivc 
signs. 

_r)	 To enhance trail systerns in tÌrc Cit),. rccrcation sites on WHI coulcl be designecl to conucct inio 
rcgional trails. With clevelopment of a bridgc to WHI fi'om Marine Drivc, pavcd trails on WHI 



could bc connected to the 40-rnile loop trail system. Thìs connection woulcl cuhauce the loop ancl 
add an additional cle stination for recreationists. Additionally, WHi coulcl be a destination on the 
Coiumbia River ancl Willarnette River water trails. 

certainty rcgarding recreation lancl nccds on wHl can be incrcasccl by: 

' 	 Compre hensive study of the scope and range of recreation possibìlities and associated 
demand on WHI. 

. Site analyses to assess the feasibility or design ofpotential recreation areas. 

4.0 SUMMMARY AND COMPATIBILITY OF A MIX OF USES 

As clcscribecl abovc, all three uscs of natural rcsource conservation, recreation, and marine-relatecl 
economic cleveloptnent have the potential to providc significant þenefits. All threc uses also have t¡e
potential to provicìc greater bcnefits lvith increased allocation of lancl. Given the inherent tradeoffs 
assocìated with allocating land to one use versus another, u¡hat are thc elcments of cornpatibility, and 
what arc thc clcmcnts of conflict? This section attempts to iclentify sonc of these key elements. 

It is irlportant to fìr"st rccognize that thcre are existing examples, including Riyergate and the Smith ancl 
Bybcc Lakes, ol'aLcas with a viable mix of llarine-related econorlic r.lses, habitat preservatio¡, and 
recre¿rtion. Thcrc are scvcral fcaturcs of this area that providc insrght into compatibilities Setr,veen thesc 
r-rses. First, rccreatiott at'eas, together rvith appropriate vegetation scrccning, can scrvc as a buffer between 
tnarinc-rclatccl econornic dcvclolrrnent activities and hatritat areas. As dcscribecl in the lccreatio¡ 
atlalysis, recreatiolt call be conrpatible r.vith marine-relatecl economic use if there are a¡tpropriate
buffers ancl restrictions to prevent safery ancl sccurity hazarcls. Due to its relatively small footfrint 
requit'etnents fbr most actrvitics, and as indicated by the dual purpose of thc National Wilcllife Rcftrge 
systetn, recreation can also be com¡ratible with habitat conserv¿rtion" but must be managed in such a 
n'ay to mininrize disturbance from humans and habitat moclification. Management actio¡s incl¡de 
conccntrating recrcation use itr certailt areas ancl providing habitat sanct¡arics scparatccl from human use. 

Potential incompatibilitv centers on the acrenge requirements for viable marine-relatecl economic 
use and habitat conservation, and the potentinl im¡lrrcts on species of habitat reductions. In 
partictllar, shot'cline areas ¿ìre highly valuable for both uses. Functioning riparia¡, wctlancl, ancl shallorv 
water habitats are idcntificd as potentially the most limiting factors for many species associatecl with 
WHI. Likcwisc, urarinc vcssels requirc use of shoreline areas for berthing. Howevcr, there is ¡lotential
for increased cornpatibility rvith marine-relatecl site designs that minimize the footprint iri the 
ri¡tarian, upper beach, and shallow rvater habitat areas. Prcli¡rinary clesig¡s concluctcd for the Port of 
Portland indicate that an offset extcnding 300 fcct inland fi-om thc cclge of shallow u,ater habitat is 
feasiblc. Tenr-riltal activitics call be largely consoliclatccl in uplancl arcas. Also as iclentified i1the 
quality/qtrarrtiTy evaluation ancl the restoration analysis in the Environmental Foundation St¡cly, thc 
r"rpland areas ol1 thc north sicle of the islancl have gcnerally low to medium habitat quality, ancl tl-rerc may 
be ollportttuities to cuhancc othcr arcas to ofïsct inrltacts to thesc qtland arcas. 



5.0 ADDITIONAL RESOURCES 

While the EN'fRlX foundation stuclies ancl suppiemcntaì reports on Ecosystem Scrvices, Recreation, and 
Restoralion Oppoltunitics (Paranretrix) are reviewed through this Integratecl Sumurary, there are a nuurber 
of othe r reports and mellos that have been generatecl over the course of this plo.ject to support the CWG's 
work. Bcìor.v is a list of the additional worlcproduccd. All of thcsc picces can be found on the City's 
pro.¡ ect r,veb si te : http ://wwr,r,. portl andonl i n e. c om/bp s/wh i. 

Adclitional Reports Produced: 

. MitigationRequirements (Enviroissues)
 

. Mitigation Evaluation f'or Development (SWCA)
 

o Black C'ottonwood White Paper (SWCA)
 

. Local impacts of Industrial Devclopment (City)
 

o Marinc Cargo Forccast for Portland (BST Associatcs)
 

. Tenuinal Site Requirernerìts (HDR Engineering)
 

o Environrncntal Initiatrvcs at Seaports Worldwidc (I252) 

Metnos that llavc bccn procluccd to respond to Communit:v Working Group ctuestions include: 

o Port Cost Estinlatcs for Tcrminal f)evelopment (Port)
 

r Ports & Rccrcational An-rcnities (Port)
 

o Rcgulatory Framework Information (City)
 

¡ Port Stoppage of 1999 proccss (Port)
 

o Port of Portlancl in thc Global lVlarket place (Port)
 

¡ Transportation rclatecl menlo (DEA)
 

. iVlitigation opportlrnitics on Gov't island (Port)
 

. Mitigation mapping basecl on one dcveloprrcut concept (City)
 

. Balancing Natural Rcsource and hlclLrstrial Development- c¿ìse stLlclies (City/PorÐ
 

. Samplc marinc tcmrinal dcvclo¡rment footprints fì'om othcr NW Ports (Port)
 



West Hayden lsland Gommunity Working Group
 
Report to Portland City Council
 

July 29, 2010
 

Summary: Your Community Working Group could not agree that it is possible to 
reconcile marine industrial, habitat and recreational uses on West Hayden lsland. 

l. ln the opinion of the Chair, the West Hayden lsland Community Working Group (CWG) 

comprises a remarkable group of citizens who hung together through 17 months and 76 hours 
of actual meeting and tour time, despite serious frustrations due to delays in contracting 
resulting from the shift from Port to City processes, and to issues surrounding review and 
revision of economic and environmental foundation studies. As such, members of the group 
deserve the gratitude of everyone who is concerned about the ultimate uses of West Hayden 
lsland (WHl). See Appendix A for a summary of the timeline and activities of the CWG. 

ll. CWG's commitment to see the matter through is remarkable also because of the general 
level of tension created by the charge to the CWG, which asked the group to determine whether 
competing planning designations can be reconciled toward the City's existing policy for WHI to 
be "a significant asset for both its industrial and natural resource values." lt is worth repeating 
the core charge word for word: 

"The charge of the CWG is to advise City Council on how marine industrial, 
habitat, and recreational uses might be reconciled on WHI; and, if the CWG 
determines that a mix of uses is possible on WHl, to recommend a preferred 
concept plan. 

"The City is seeking the advice of a Community Working Group to determine how 
these diverse designations and policies might be reconciled to achieve both 
marine industrial and natural resources benefits." 

Throughout its work, the CWG wrestled individually and collectively with the fact that it 

was not our charge to determine whether the mix of uses should be accommodated, but 
whether they could be accommodated given the existing competing policies for WHl. 
The CWG's charge was not simply to come up with the best configuration for port 
development, habitat values and recreation, treating the mix of uses being a foregone 
conclusion. 

lll. CWG worked within the framework of operating procedures adopted at an early meeting. 
See Appendix B. Under those procedures: 

o 	lt 3/a or more of the group present at the discussion concur with a proposal, the 
proposal will be adopted. Dissenting perspectives will be documented. 

. 	 lf less lhan3/q of the group present at the discussion concurs with a proposal, the 
issue will be deferred for later consideration in the CWG process, or as a last 
resort, to another forum for resolution, keeping all options on the table. 



lV. Several months into its work, the CWG developed and adopted a set of principles to guide 

its ultimate decisions: "A good multiple use option will provide for: 
1. A net increase in ecosystem function.* 
2. A positive contribution to regionaleconomic health (e.9. jobs, wealth).
3. An economically-viable port facility.
4. A positive contribution to the local community (e.9. health, transportation, 

property value, recreation facilities and opportunities) 
5. An addition to, not competition with, the regional port system.
6. Public access opportunities to West Hayden lsland. 
7. Sustainable scale for any use included as part of the option.
8. Flexibility to accommodate the unknown future. 
9. Taking advantage of the unique aspects and opportunities of the site. 
l0.Consideration of impacts on multiple time periods i.e. current, mid-range and 

future. 
11. Consideration of impacts on multiple geographies, i.e. local, sub-regional and 

regional levels."
.Those most pertinent to the current decision are bolded above. 

V. The Decision: Fifteen of sixteen voting members were present on June 15th. (Note: 

City of Portland has two representatives but share a single vote and are counted here as 
a single voting member). After hearing comment from nine members of the public, and 
after discussing various issues, CWG members worked in three small groups (with 

technical assistance from a few members of the WHI Technical Advisory Pool) to 
attempt to answer the following questions: 

o What is the minimum footprint necessary to support ecologically-viable habitat 
and ecosystem services on WHI? 

. What is the minimum footprint available to support and economically-viable port 

facility and inf rastructure? 
. ls there the potential for a multi-use concept that can accommodate both 

footprints and respond to CWG Principles? 
. lf "yes", can the habitat and ecosystem values be mitigated? 

At the end of this process each subgroup presented its overall findings (not necessarily 
agreements) and discussion continued as a whole until the group reached a point where it was 
appropriate to decide "whether a mix of marine industrial and habitat uses can be reconciled on 

WHl,' as a predicate for any further work. 
. Upon a straw vote (later confirmed) and then articulation of positions by each member, I 

members of the CWG felt that it was possible to reconcile a mix of meaningful port 
development and habitat values; 6 members felt that it was not possible to do so, and 
one member abstained. Under GWG's adopted procedures (see lll. above) 11 from 
among the 15 votes possible would need to concur wlth a proposal for it to become a 

recommendation to the City Council. See Appendix C for a list of CWG members, their 
affiliations, and their positions on the question. 

. Because the CWG could not conclude it would be possible to reconcile the two major uses, 
the CWG felt it should clearly articulate the points of commonalily and most critical 
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differences in perspective or rationales to aid the City Council in deciding how next to 
proceed. 

Vl. Points of commonality: 
. Absent consideration of other uses and values, WHI is ideal for marine terminal 

development, because it offers a large unencumbered site with deep water and rail 
access nearby. 

. 	 All habitat types represented on WHI are of high regional importance. 

. WHI's location at the confluence of the Willamette and Columbia Rivers, as well 
as its size and complexity of habitat types, increases its habitat values. 

¡ 	 Port studies conclude that an economically-viable port facility would require a 
minimum of 350-400 acres (2 terminals, rail track to accommodate a 10,000 foot 
train, not including acreage necessary for a bridge or local road access). 

. The core of success for Port development on WHI will be adequate rail service. 

. The in-water facilities concept in Port studies appears to minimize impacts on 
shallow water habitat and functions. 

. 	 Any workable rail layout under the above constraints would remove about half of 
the existing forest habitat on WHl, and would create more edge habital and less 
interior habitat on the remaining lands. 

. Edge habitat does not support the needs of many species as well as does interior 
habitat. 

o 	Mature cottonwood-ash stands are a finite resource in the Lower Columbia and 
cannot be readily replaced through mitigation. 

. According to studies and Metro documents, there is a shortage of large lol 
undeveloped industrial sites in the Portland area UGB. WHI was brought into the 
Metro UGB in 1983 for marine industrial uses. 

' 	 Since 1983 much has been learned about decline of species supported byWHl, 
particularly salmonids, neotropical bird migrants, turtles, and frogs. 

. ln 2004 Metro designated WHI as a Regionally Significant lndustrial Area; in 
2005 as a regionally significant Habitat Conservation Area. ln 2009, Metro 
included a portion of WHI in the 2O-year land supply for future industrial use. 

r 	 lt is desirable to emphasize train and ship transportation as a matter of 
sustainability. 

Vll. Fundamental differences : 

'The CWG was not able to define a minimum footprint necessary to support ecologically-viable 
habitat and ecosystem services on WHl. The foundational studies established that the 
ecosystem values of WHI lie in its size, location and complex mosaic of high value habitat types. 
Studies also established that interior habitat is higher value than edge habitat. Mitigation would 
be required for many of the habitat losses due to development. 

Members differ in their views of what is necessary for an economically viable (sustainable scale) 
port facility on WHl. Some agree with Port study conclusions that an economically-viable port 
facility would require a minimum of 350-400 acres (2 terminals, rail track to accommodate a 
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10,000 foot train) not including acreage necessary for a bridge or local road access. Others 
sought more information on new techniques to shrink port footprints and other options for 
fulfilling projected port activity growth. 

Members also differ in their views of the likelihood of a mixed use scenario making a positive 

contribution to regional economic health. A full 2-terminal development would generate several 
hundred new family wage jobs and associated state and local benefits as well as the substantial 
indirect economic benefits and jobs that accrue when new port jobs are created. However 
these benefits would need to be balanced against losses in ecosystem function, costs of 
infrastructure, and similar items. Projectíons of the value for ecosystem function on the high 

side are $4,7 million annually, but the figures do not include the value of WHI for recreation, 
mitigation, or other uses should development not occur. CWG does not have data quantifying 
the monetary value of ecosystem services that would be lost if marine terminal development 
proceeds on acreage such as has been estimated. Finally, CWG does not have information on 

the regional economic benefits of additional marine terminal activity in Vancouver or elsewhere 
in the near vicinity of Portland. 

NOTE: The bullets below do not represent consensus positions but the views of one or more 
individuals who relied on a point as part of their rationale for voting. See Appendix D tor full 
statem e nts of participants' ratian ales. 

Principle: net increase in ecosvstem function. 

Those who believe that port and habitat uses can be reconciled think an adequate 
portion of the island can be developed in a way that protects almost all shoreline and 
shallow water areas and preserves a large amount of interior area: 
' lt has not been shown that reducing the habitat by even up to 50% would result in the 

complete demise of any species. 
. Natural space has high value, but should not be (as some thought was being done) 

intentionally overvalued. 
. Much of the development can be mitigated on and off-site, and any deficiency in mitigation 

can be kept relatively small, e.g. "l think we can develop a portion of the island in a way that 
protects almost all shoreline and shallow water areas, and preserve a large amount of 
interior area." 

' Accommodating multi-uses is a question of finding the right balance. 
. lf left alone, the habitat value of the interior island is naturally degrading. A good way 

to provide active management to combat that is by allowing development on part of 

' 
the island to fund the necessary actions on the other. 
Terminal 6 and its relation to the river, its retention and restoration of the riparian 

edge (wherever operationally feasible) and its adjacency and compatibility to Kelley 
Point Park is an example where the Port has achieved a successful mix of uses. 

Those who do not believe that port and habitat uses can be reconciled were compelled 
by the highly valuable habitat complex that WHI brings to the Lower Columbia Region 
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and by study findings that specific habitats could not be 100o/o replaced via mitigation 
either on or off site: 
' 80% of the Willamette shoreline has been developed; WHI is a very rare thing at an 

important confluence location. lts value should not be compromised in service to the mantra 
of finding "balance." 

' 	 Federal and state agencies are looking to preserve and enhance parcels like WHI to save 
species that are now on the brink and need such parcels to satisfy recovery and other plans 
for the Lower Columbia. 

' WHI is a critical piece of an already heavily fragmented corridor of which it is part.
' The whole is far greater than the sum of the divided, relocated and fragmented parts and no 

available areas can mitigate for that whole. 
' The hardwood interior forest on WHI is a type in diminishing supply which cannot be 

replaced once lost. 
' 	 Even with mitigation and possible restoration actions, marine terminal development on WHI 

would result in a net loss of habitat function. 

Princiole: An economicallv-viable port facilitv. 
Principle: sustainable scale for anv use included as part of the option. 

Those who believe that port and habitat uses can be reconclled:
' 	 An economically viable marine facility will require two terminals (most likely auto and dry 

bulk, with a rail layout taking up a minimum of 350-380 acres (2 terminals, rail track to 
accommodate a 10,000 foot train), extending beyond the BPA power lines on the west. 

' 	 Consider benefits to the state from creating 1300 jobs and associated personal income 
resulting in 6 million in state income tax. Not a reason to develop in and of itself but an 
advantage. A lot of good will come from additional port development as well as bad to be 
mitigated for. 

' Development has to be economically viable enough to support the cost of mitigation.
' Only with the large undeveloped area of WHI can Portland have the world class facility that 

has been talked about to prepare it for the future while retaining sufficient habitat. 
' 	 The City acknowledges the trade-off between Port flexibility and environmental footprint. 

Without compromising the rail access geometry, which is a core feature of the site, it seems 
possible to trade some future design flexibility to get a smaller footprint. 

Those who do not believe that port and habitat uses can be reconciled: 
' 	 At least 2 of the small groups struggled with finding ways to shrink the necessary footprinl to 

something in the 20A-250 acre range, in order to protect critical high-value wildlife habitat, 
particularly avoiding creating a higher ratio of edge to interior habitats. 

' 	 Squeezing the development footprint down to lhis size appears to undermine the economic 
viability for port operations and for the extensive public infrastructure port development 
would require.

' 	 Consolidating the two uses comes down to splitting the baby, leaving neither use 
viable. 
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' 	 Studies failed to look at ways to maximize the efficient use of the existing industrial land 
base such as consolidation and redevelopment of existing sites in Portland Harbor, or at 
strategies successfully employed in Europe and Asia to reduce facility footprint. 

Principle: A positive contribution to reqional economic health (e.q. iobs. wealthl. 

Those who believe that port and habitat uses can be reconciled: 
' We need to provide suitable land for port facilities of the future if we are to have a vital and 

thriving seaport as a sustainable foundation of Portland's economic base. 
' The lack of adequate (large footprint) land supply will constrain economic growth without 

some action to allow use of WHI for Port development.
' lf we don't develop WHI the Port of Portland will lose family wage jobs as it did when new 

grain facility located in Longview. 
' The economic value of the ecosystem services provided by WHI natural areas are minor 

when compared to the economic value of port development.
' 	 Development of a portion of WHI would provide roughly 1300 jobs, worth far more to 

working families and the local tax base than the total value of ecosystem services lost. 

Some CWG members consider that not getting to the step of determining and 
recommending a configuration for reconciling these uses is a lost opportunity. 

Those who do not bel¡eve that port and habitat uses can be reconciled: 
. The economic analysis does not clearly articulate need for WHI within a reasonable margin 

of error. 
. 	 Long range projections do not demonstrate a short or mid forecast need for anything other 

than autos, and given the advanced stage of permitting of auto facilities in Vancouver (which 

was never addressed in the studies); it is unlikely that this need will materialize. 
. Benefits to the Portland metropolitan area from marine terminal growth elsewhere in the 

Lower Columbia area have been ignored or discounted. 
' 	 Studies failed to look at opportunities for great collaboration and coordination with 

the Port of Vancouver, which has extensive available land suitable for marine 
terminal use. 

' 	 There is economic benefit from the land by selling it for mitigation, e.g. to the federal power 

system - BPA and Corps of Engineers are seeking ways to mitigate for the dams, up and 
down the river. 

' 	 The Lower Columbia River Estuary Parlnership has considered WHI a priority habitat since 
2005 when it (with a handful of other conservation organizations) offered to purchase WHI 
from the Port of Portland. The Parlnership would gladly work with others and the Port of 
Portland to find an agreeable price that would allow the Port of Portland to sell WHI for 
conservation purposes. 

. 	 WHI offers the potential to protect a critical natural area and create a world class urban 
nature park. WHI has significant economic value to meet natural resource requirement such 
as NRDA and ESA. lt also offers the potential to bring access to nature to one of the most 
park deficient communities in the region 

Wesr Hlvoe¡¡ lsu¡lo Coun¡rur.¡rry WoRxrr.rc Gnoup . Reponl ro Crrv Cou¡rcrl . Jury 29,2010 . Pnce 6 or 6 

http:WoRxrr.rc


APPEN DIX A 

WHICWG Process History
Date Time Activity

2123/09 2 hours CWG meeting in Council Chambers with Mayor Sam Adams and Port 
Director BillWyatt

3/17109 2lzhours CWG Charter, Calendar and Working Agreements discussion 

4121/09 21/zhours Working Agreements discussion and adoption 
Briefing:West Hayden lsland Policy Framework and Chronology of 
Events 
lnitial brainstorm on possible study questions to be included in the 
foundation studies Request for Proposal 

5119109 21/zhours Establish calendar of CWG events 

6/16/09 5 hours 
7/09 5 hours 
Bi09 5 hours 
8/09 5 hours 

Refine draft RFP scope of work 
Begin preparation for June workshop 
Establish principles for evaluating multi-use options 

Site tours of WHI conducted by the Port of Portland 

Marine lndustrial Facility tour of WHI Conducted by Port of Portland 

Terrestrialsite tour, conducted by Audubon and City of Portland 

9/15i09 21/zhours Refine scope of work 

10/09 6 hours 
10120109 4 hours 

11/3/09 4 hours 
11/17109 3 hours 
1l19110 4 hours 

2116110 4 hours 

3/16/09 4 hours 

4/2Ol1A 4 hours 

5l1B/10 3 hours 

6115110 5 hours 

6122/10 3 hours 

Aquatic site tour, conducted by City of Portland BES 

Briefing and Discussion: Climate Change 
Briefing and Discussion: History of the Harbor 
Finalize RFP scope of work 
Brieling and Discussion: Environmental Evaluation Framework 

Briefing and Discussion: Economic History of the Harbor 
Briefing and Discussion: Forecasting in Practice 

Foundation Studies Briefings and Discussion:
 
' EvaluationFramework;
 
' Hislory /Economics of the Harbor;

' 30-Year Job Forecast
 

Foundation Sludies Briefings and Discussion . Site Suitability Analysis . lnventory of Suitable Sites . Land Absorption Forecast 
Foundalion Studies Briefings and Discussion . NaturalConditions . Limiting Factors 
Briefings and Discussion . Recreation Analysis . Environmental lniliatives of Ports . Local lmpacts of lndustrial Development 
Briefing and Discussion: . Mitigation . Eco-System Services 
' Restoration 
Workshop: Deliberation on threshold quesìion: Can multiple uses be 
accommodated on WHI? 
Refine CWG Report 

Total per-partícipant hours ( meetings and tours only): 76 hours 
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APPEN DIX B 

West Hayden lsland Community Working Group
 
WORKIN6 AGREEMENTS AND PROTOCOLS
 

Adopted 4l2L/09
 

The role of members 
o 	Members play an important role in surfacing diverse perspectives, but it is anticipated that 

CWG members will seek approaches and solutions that can be broadly supported and that 
represent the public interest and the "good of the order." 

CWG Chaírperson
o 	A Chair will be appointed by the Mayor. 

Arrivino at an outcome 
o The goal is to identify alternatives and solutions that all CWG members can support. 

Members will carefully and respectfully consider the perspectives of all members. 
. lf full agreement on components of CWG recommendations can't be reached, the 

sroup can 
i:::fåifti',n" sroup presenr at the discussion concur w*h a proposar, 

the proposal will be adopted. Dissenting perspectives will be documented in 
meeting notes and in the final report. 
lf less Thans/a of the group present at the discussion concur with a proposal, 
the issue will be deferred for later consideration in the GWG process keeping 
all oplions on the table or, as a lasl resort, to another forum for resolution,. 

. lf a member is not present during discussion of an item and has specific suggestions 
about that item, they can make a request to the Chair via the facilitator for time on the 
next agenda to reopen the discussion. 

Process aqreements
1. Agendas and any materials requiring advance review will be distributed 5 days in advance 

of each meeting.
2. Notes will be kept by the facilitator and distributed electronically 7 days after each meeting. 

Notes will be approved by the group at the following meeting, and will serve as the formal 
record of the work of the group. "Minutes" will not be kept. Notes will identify the topics, 
proposals and alternatives discussed, key discussion points, and meeting outcomes. 

3. Members can propose an agenda item for an upcoming meeting by submitting the item to 
the Chair via the facilitator two weeks before the meeting.

4. 	Meetings will start and end on time. 
5. Organizations that have appointed a CWG member may also appoint an alternate for that 

member. lt is expected that both regular members and the alternates will attend all 
meetings whenever possible. When both members are present, only the regular member 
participates at the table. Alternate members must be identified at the start of the CWG 
process, i.e. before the April CWG meeting. Proxy participation (i.e. one time participation by 
a person that was not appointed as an alternate at the beginning of the process) is not 
allowed. 
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a. The City of Portland will have two representatives at the table so that the 
perspectives of the Bureau of Planning & Sustainability and the Bureau of 
Environmental Services are represented in the discussion. During polling for 
a decision of the CWG, the City of Portland will have only one "vote", i.e. the 
City representatives will "speak with one voice". 

6.	 lf a member drops out of the process, the organization that nominated that member may 
propose a replacement, subject to review by the City. 

7.	 There will be a 15 minute period at the start of each meeting when non-members can 
provide comment. lndividuals will have 3 minutes to make their comment, unless there ¡s a 
large number wishing to comment, in which case the amount of time for individual comments 
may be adjusted by the Chair. 

8.	 Meetings are led and facilitated by the Chair, who may call on the CWG facilitator at any 
time to run the discussion. The facilitator will maintain focus on agenda topics and 
adherence to these working agreements, and may at points in the meeting frame issues or 
broker agreements, but may not participate in discussion. 
The following rules of order will be used lo facilitate discussion: . Members signal when they want to participate in discussion and will be recognized in 

order. . Focus will be maintained on specific proposals regarding specific agenda items. 

Group Ethics 
r 	 Members with a financial stake in the outcome of an issue being discussed on the CWG 

may participate in the discussion so long as that stake is disclosed. Members who will have 
a financial stake in all or most discussions (e.9. the Port of Portland as property owner) need 
only disclose that stake at the beginning of the CWG process. 

o 	Members are free to discuss their own experience on the group, but only the Chair is 
empowered to speak for the group. 

r 	 Members are free to circulate information within the group, e.g. arlicles, attachments, or web 
links, as long as they include all members. 

Standards of particípation. conduct and courtesv
 
¡ Communicate with civility of tone and content when speaking and emailing.
 
o 	Value diverse points of view, and the right of others to express differing points of 

VIEW,
 

Avoid adherence to a fixed position or ideology. Seek solutions that can be broadly
 
supported.
 

a Speak to issues, not individuals - don't make, or take, discussion personally. 
a Arrive for meetings on time. 
a Strive for brevity, avoiding restatement or speech-making. 
o Avoid side conversations and distractions during meetings. 
o Turn off electronics: ;cell phones, , ;pagers, and : rlap tops. 
a Commit to attend during the entire term of the group. 
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APPEN DIX C 

West Hayden lsland Community Working Group: Members, Source of Appointment, and 
Response to the Quest on*: "Are multiple uses** 

REsPoNsE To..
CWG MrMeen ApporNrro sv 

,,QursÏolt 
Not in 

Bob Akers . 4O-Mile Loop 
ottendance 

Richard Carhart Hayden lsland Neighborhood Network (HlNooN) Abstained 

Corky Collier Columbia Corridor Associalion YES 

Hayden lsland Manufactured Home Park Residents 
Tom Dana Association NO 

Sebastian Degens Port of Portland YES
 

Er¡c Engstrom Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
 
City of Portland YES
 

Mike Rosen Bureau of Environmental Services 

Chris Hathaway . Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership NO 

Bruce Halperin Oregon Trucking Association YES 

Timme Helzer . Friends of West Hayden lsland NO
 

Bruce Holte lnternalional Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU) YES
 

Brad Howton Columbia Crossings YES
 

Bob Sallinger . Audubon Society of Portland. NO
 

Anne Squier, Chair Appointed by Mayor Adams NO
 

Ray Valone METRO YES
 

Victor Viets AÎ-Large. Local Hayden lsland business owner YES
 

Travis Williams Willamette Riverkeeper. NO 

*Charge of the CWG: To advise City Council on how morine industrial, habitot, and recreationol uses
 
might be reconciled on West Hoyden lslond; and, if the CWG determines that o mix of uses is possible, to
 
recommend o preferred concept plan.

** Habitat/natural resources and marine industrial uses onlywere considered in this initial question.
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APPEN DIX D 

lndividua! statements from West Hayden lsland Community Working Group members on the rationale for 
their vote on whether marine industrial and habitat uses can be reconciled on West Hayden tstand. 
Statements are the verbatim rationales contributed after the vote taken on June 15,2010, unless noted 
that clarifications or additional comments were subsequently submitted. 

Rationales oî I CWG members fínding that marine industrial and habitat uses can be reconciled 

Collier: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) 
It's appropriate to consider the economic benefit of maintaining the contiguous natural space: up to $4.7 
million annually (75/. of which was shallow water habitat that was not at risk of being lost). This is a 
substantial sum, but it is a fraction of the value of a marine facility to working families and our local tax 
base. lt's worth asking why we would prefer to mainta¡n a natural space thal is worth $1.5 million annually 
and would have no public access when the alternative would include a small amount of public access, 
preserve the most valuable habitat, mitigate for all lost habitat and provide roughly 1300 jobs with all the 
income that accompanies that. Natural space has high value, but to inlentionally overvalue il would be the 
most perfidious way of undermining the work so many of us have done to demonstrate why it needs 
preserving. 

Degens: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) . In my view, it was demonstrated that a mix of uses could be possible on West Hayden lsland. 
o This site has unique proximity to key public investmenls in transportation infrastructure such as the 

deep-draft nãvigation channel, the inland walerways, and the interstate railroads and highways. 
. The site also has the size to supporl several waler-dependant facilities as part of a flexible, efficient, 

and competitive marine terminal complex, similar to Terminal 6 in scale and significance. . A mix is possible because the Port of Portland has a long history of developing and operating its 
public marine terminals in an environmentally responsible manner, a history of continuous 
improvemeni and leadership, and I have no expectation that lhis would change in the future. 

. Further, the Port has a demonstrated record in riverbank restoration and successful mitigation, both 
of which are essential elements which would enable a mix of uses to occur compatibly. One need 
only look at our Terminal 6 and its relalion to the river, its relention and restoration of the riparian 
edge (wherever operationally feasible) and its adjacency anö compatibility 1o Kelley Point Park, to 
judge that a mix of uses has been achieved. Our facilities sland out within Portland, within the region, 
and are often cited as examples of progressive and green marine terminal development within North 
America. 

. 	 Another factor in my thinking that mix of uses would be feasible is that a mix of uses is already 
occurring, including City sewer facilities, regional power corridors and a federal dredge material 
placement site. 

. 	 Finally, while no port terminal or marine industrial use can be developed without a footprint,lhe actual 
footprint under consideration on the sile has been reduced subslantially and has been focused on the 
least vegetated northern shoreline. 

. 	 Metro brought in 825 acres into the urban growth boundary, the terminal site envisioned by the Port in 
the 1990s was 550 acres, and this was reduced during the CWG process to 350-380 acres for marine 
induslrial development. 

. 	 I also menlioned at the meeting that many CWG members appeared to be answering a different 
question - not whether a mix of uses could be accommodated but whether such a mix should be 
accommodated. I understand why this question of public policy and personal values is important to 
the CWG members, bul it is a separate issue. 

. 	 On this matter of values & policy, I share the opinion expressed by several other CWG members that, 
while I recognize that the importance and significance of the natural resources on the island are high, 
I also believe that we need to provide suitable land for the port facilities of the future if we are to have 
a vital and thriving seaport as a sustainable foundalion of Portland's economic base. I also feel 
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strongly that such land is best provided within the urban growth boundary in Poftland where land use 
and environmental approvals must meet the highest standards in the state. lt is difficult balancing the 
environmental and economic functions of a gateway city, but I believe this is achievable at WHl. 

Engstrom and Rosen (Cily): (lncludes clañfications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 
6/15 statement) 
¡ 	 The ENTRIX reports make a reasonable case that industrial land supply will become constrained in 

the future without some additional land area being made available. This is consistent with other City 
studies. Freight and dislribution is a major sector of lhe Portland economy. The lack of adequate 
land supply will conslrain economic growth without some action. 

. 	 The Cily acknowledges the trade-off between Port flexibility and environmental footprint. Without 
compromising the rail access geometry, which is a core feature of the site, it seems possible to trade 
some future design flexibility to get a smaller footprint. 

. 	 State land use law requires us to make land available for projected growth. Without West Hayden 
lsland being available, further expansion of the UGB to satisfy the region's industrial land supply 
shortage is likely. The City agrees with Audubon that there is room for improvement to the ENTRIX 
work, particularly in section 4 of the environmenlal study. That said, the reports provide a solid footing 
for further discussion. We would also call attention to the ecosystem services and environmental 
restoration opportunities work. Pasl studies of this site did not provide that level of environmental 
analysis. 

. 	 The controversy over Seclion 4 of the EnvironmenÌal Foundation Study is misplaced. ln general, 
some readers appear to be misinterpreting that section and using the data in ways that was not 
intended. 

Halperin: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) 
. 	 I do believe that WHI has a very high environmental value. 
¡ 	 I don't believe lhat it is all or none or lhe future of the area. 
o 	 I think we can develop a portion of the island in a way thal protects almost all shoreline and shallow 

waler areas, and preserve a large amount of interior area. 
. I think a development in the 300 to 400 acre range will allow for functional and efficient use of lhe 

land, and allow a functional habitat area to remain. 
¡ 	 I think that much of the development can be mitigated - some on the island and some off. 

acknowledge that it is likely that the overall value of the mitigation will nol be as good as the lands 
lost, but think this deficiency can be kept relatively small. 

¡ 	 Based on the environmental report, if left alone, the habitat value of the interior island is naturally 
degrading. A good way to provide the suggested, aclive management is by allowing development on 
part of the island to fund the necessary active management on lhe other. 

. 	 WHI is inside the UGB and was brought in with the intent of marine oriented development. Giving up 
SOME habitat value for economic development is consistent with the state's and region's purpose for'lfthe overall use of UGBs. this site was outside the UGB, the emphasis and burden of proof would 
be different. 

. 	 The UGB system will somelimes produce results that some people don'l like - inside and outside of 
the boundary - but the people have decided that overall this is the best system to plan and regulate 
our growth. 

Houton:
 
I am vexed about the question as to whether the conflicting uses can exist in one parcel, but am not at the
 
point where I can throw the concept out. There is a legitimate expectation that we can have enough land 
to grow conservation value to the community while setting aside land for economic growth in region. I 

have been involved in large economic development projects for 30 years and have never been in a spot 
where we had all of our goals met. I guess that will be the outcome for the Porl and environmental 
groups as well. I still think we can f ind a balance point. 
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Holte: 
What if we don't develop WHI in the future? Our citizens will lose work like we did to the Port of 
Longview. I just got back from Oregon's trade mission to China and the work is coming. Many have 
forgotten the family wage jobs that can be created on the island, which are so important to the future of 
our city. I believe it can be a mixed use site using the original HDR plan. I have learned through this 
process that we can mitigate for all species either on or off-site. When the Port leases it is a 10, 15 or 30 
year lease, and they will have a long term commitment to the good management of this site and to the 
community. Even if a future developed terminal is not in use, it is still generating tax money. I care aboul 
the environment and animals, but I believe we can pull il off and if we don'Î il is an injustice to the state 
and city. We need lhis parcel. 

Valone: 
This didn't come easy for me. There are still a lot of unknowns: "Welcome to the planning process." Very 
diverse functions are competing for a very unique site for both functions. Regarding the miligation issue, 
this project cannot go forward without mitigation. Regarding whelher there is a need, for a planning 
decision we are too hung up on that and it could be sliced many ways. ln addition I don't think the Port is 
going to build a facility like this on spec and it will have to unfold that there is the need for this deepwater 
site, the only one left. ln the mean time - what happens? Are there opportunities for the Port to step up 
and improve the site before development? ln planning work there is always balancing. This is a unique 
sile environmentally but it is close in, we need induslrial land and especially important because of marine 
industrial. Environmental habitat-wise it hasn't been shown to me that even loss of half of the island to a 
project will be the death knell for species in the region. I can't take this off the table yet and would like to 
slill see it play out further. 

Viels: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement)
1. The entire 800+ acres of WHI have been rated of High Value from a regional perspective. This 

uniform High value seems to be largely based on the large patch size and on lhe diversity of habitats 
within the patch. A minimum footprint for a commercially viable port facility seems to be about 300 
acres bul no one has been able to say whether that would significantly reduce the regional value of 
the remaining 500 acres. Saying everything has high value leaves no basis for evaluating multiple 
uses. The economic value of the ecosystem services provided by WHI natural areas are minor when 
compared to the economic value of port development.

2. The long range marine cargo forecasts show a future need for new terminal facililies in the Lower 
Columbia Region. Evaluation of Portland properl¡es, including greenfield and brownfield sites and 
consolidation of smaller parcels, shows that there are no sites available to meet future needs for 
large, efficient terminals. lf Portland wants to capture a share of future marine cargo handling with its 
associated economic and employment benefits, we must annex the necessary acreage on WHl. We 
have no other current options. But even though we reserve the marine terminal space on WHl, we 
must continue to explore ways to protect and reuse our existing port areas. WHI should be used as a 
last resort, not as our first choice. 

Rationales of 6 CWG members finding that marine industrial and habital uses cannot be 
reconciled 

Dana: 
80% of Willamette shoreline has been developed and if we keep chipping away we will have nothing. lf 
we don't develop WHI Portland will continue very well. We are grateful we have Forest Park and olher 
parks in Oregon and no one is saying we should develop Forest Park even though it would contribute 
economically. The same can be said for WHl. lt is a very rare thing. North and south banks are already
developed. Let's keep WHI in the middle. 

Hathaway: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) 
The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership's scope goes from Bonneville Dam to the Pacific Ocean -
146 river miles. Our Board of Directors includes a wide variety of stakeholder interests in the lower 
Columbia River, including the Port of Portland, industry, governors' offices, state and local agencies and 
others. The Board of Directors, and thus the organization rarely comments on projects. When deciding 
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what direction to give staff with regard to Wesl Hayden lsland they had a long and lively discussion and 
they did not easily come lo a decision. They consider the Port of Portland a great partner and understand 
that marine industrial land is in short supply. However, the organization's mission is to protect and restore 
Ihe lower Columbia River, which means protecting and restoring the habitats that the river's species 
depend on. Since'1870 well more than 50% of the important Tish and wildlife habitat has been lost in the 
lower Columbia River as a result of human activities. Our Board of Direclors feels that West Hayden 
lslands' highest and best purpose is an intact, protected habital that is providing a wide variely of 
important ecosystem functions to lower Columbia River fish and wildlife. The Board also believes that 
protecting West Hayden lsland can provide the Porl of Portland with significant economic benef it - either 
by selling the island for conservation purposes or using the island for mitigation purposes. There are 
significant mitigation needs in the area already (2008 Biological Opinion, Portland Harbor Superfund Site, 
as well as potential future ones such as the Columbia River Crossing). Other plans, such as the NOAA 
Estuary Recovery Module, and lhe Oregon Recovery Plan, in addition to the Estuary Partnership's 
Management Plan for the lower Columbia River, call for the protection and restoration of key large scale 
habitals such as West Hayden lsland. Given allthese points, we feel thal marine industrial development 
and habitat protection are not compatible uses on West Hayden lsland. 

Helzer: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) 
Using the rational measure of minimum sustainable physical foot prints of marine-based industrial 
development, urban natural wildlife habitat, and river-accessible recrealional activity, any permutation of 
these three interests, considered as multiple or mixed use, are mutually exclusive of one anolher on West 
Hayden lsland now and in the future. 

Sallinger: (lncludes clarifications and additional comments submitted subsequent to the 6/15 statement) 
1) The Port has not made the case for development. Long range projections do no demonstrate a short or 
mid forecast need for anything other than autos, and given the advanced stage of permitting of auto 
facilities in Vancouver (which was never addressed in the studies) it is unlikely that this need will 
materialize. 
2) The studies failed to look at opportunities to maximize the efficient use of the existing industrial land 
base. First the studies failed to look at consolidation, redevelopmenl of existing sites in Portland Harbor. 
Second the studies failed to look al strategies that have successfully been employed in Europe and Asia 
to reduce facility footprinl, instead simply dismissing lhese opportunities as potentially cost prohibitive. 
Third the study failed to look at opporlunities for great collaboraìion and coordination with the Port of 
Vancouver. 
3) The integrity and credibility of the Natural Resource Study was undermined by significant last minute 
reductions in habilat valuations that occurred withoul citation, reference, explanation, peer review or 
technical advisory committee review. 
4) Despite these last minute changes, the natural resource study was consistenl with many prior studies 
which show that the value of West Hayden lsland lies in its size, location and complex mosaic of habitat 
types. These values are not replaceable via mitigalion on a highly urbanized landscape. Developing 
large portions of the island significantly undermine not only the integrity of West Hayden lsland but 
viability of the already heavily fragmenÌed corridor of which it is part. There foundational studies failed to 
demonstrate that this loss could be mitigaled either on or off site. Given thal the primary value of the 
island is size, location and complexity of habitat types we do not believe that it would be possible to 
mitigate for these losses. The whole is far greater than the sum of the divided, relocated and fragmented 
parts. 
5) The minimum footprinl put forth by the Port plus auxiliary development (roads, utility corridors, bridges 
etc) would leave nothing but fragmented edge habitat in one of the few locations that slill relains interior 
habitat. 
6) West Hayden lsland offers the potential to protect a critical natural area and create a world class urban 
nature park. WHI has significant economic value to meet natural resource requirement such as NRDA 
and ESA. lt also offers the potential lo bring access to nature to one of the mosi park deficient 
communities in the region. 

Squier: This has been difficult for me. The bottom line for me is twofold. We do have tremendous habitat 
values, and the "footprint" we have been looking for as viable is one thal retains functionality and 
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undisturbed ¡nter¡or habitat. When we overlay the smallest development footprint that the Port is 
comfortable with, it increases edge habitat and sign¡ficantly reduces the protecled forest interior that is so 
important to many species. This site is unique, at the confluence of two rivers. A lot of whal will be lost 
will not be replaced anywhere, parlicularly in terms of the interior hardwood forest habitat. 

This morning at least two of the small tables kept trying to sgueeze the footprint down to save inlerior 
habitat, to the point where we were not seeing economic viability for the Port or for the public 
infrastructure costs that would be required for development. Couple that with the facl that given our 
restrictive purview we have not fully explored other options that may not have as big a downside, where 
there is existing rail and room to accommodate larger parcels, i.e. existing waterfront induslrial sites or 
brownfields. lt does go to the compelling need question. On the information we have, I believe that 
consolidating development and habitat uses on WHI will "split the baby" and leave Portland with neither a 
viable WHI port facility nor the valuable haven for many species reliant on WHI's location, complexily, and 
size. 

Williams: I am an environmentalist. My grandfather was a teamster and worked for Oregon Transfer for 
many years, so I get the need for industrialjobs and the economic place they have in our society. But my 
sense is that throughout the process we have not clearly articulated the need with reliable projections 
within an acceptable level of probability - important given the tradeoffs. There is also great value in 
habitat left in its natural stale that could be made better over time. Type of habitat, confluence location, il 
is unique and critical and in lower Columbia, where that opportunity doesn't often exist. Sometimes 
somelhing is talked about so long it becomes a foregone conclusion. This piece of the island matters 
because it is a good sized piece in riverine environment that has high payolf for a broad range of species. 
Federal and state agencies are looking to preserve and enhance these types of parcels to save species 
that have been hear for 10s of thousands of years that are now on the brink. 

Abstaining 

Carhart: 
I have a personal opinion, bul I represent a neighborhood constituency. We had discussion and the 
people there felt they did not have enough information to make an informed decision. Today is not the 
end of the process but the start of the next step. We decided lhat I would abstain. But I would 
recommend that they register an opinion through the appropriate entities. 
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West Hayden lsland Community Working Group
eport'i:;i3:i;'y councir 

With your indulgence I want open by thanking all of the members of the Working Group who 
persevered through 17 months of meetings and numerous frustrations, in an effort to come to 
a meaningful recommendation. They have my gratitude, and I hope that of all citizens who 
care about the future of West Hayden lsland. 

Your charge to the Community Working Group (CWG hereafter) was to determine whether 
competing planning designations can be reconciled toward the City's existing policy which is 
for West Hayden lsland to be "a significant asset for both its industrial and natural resource 
values." 

It is worth repeating our core charge word for word: 
"The charge of the CWG is to advise City Council on how marine industrial, habitat, 
and recreational uses might be reconciled on West Hayden lsland; and, if the CWG 
determines that.a mix of uses is posgible on West Hayden lsland, to recommend a 
preferred concept plan. 

Thus, it was not our charge to determine whether the mix of uses should be accommodated, 
but whether they could be accommodated given the existing competing policies for West 
Hayden lsland. 

The Short Answer: Your Community Working Group could not agree that it is possible to 
reconcile marine industrial, habitat, and recreational uses on West Hayden lsland. 

At an early meeting CWG adopted a modified consensus framework to govern its 
deliberations. Under those operating procedures a recommendation to the City Council 
requires 75o/o or more of the group present at the discussion to concur with a proposal. 
Othenuise the issue was to be deferred for later consideration in the CWG process, or as a 
last resort, deferred to another forum for resolution, keepinq all options on the table. That 
other forum is where we are this evening. 

The CWG agreed to a set of principles: A good multiple use option would need to provide 
for: 
1. A net increase in ecosystem function. 
2. A positive contribution to regional economic health (jobs, wealth). 
3. An economically-viable port facility. 
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4. A positive contribution to the local community (e.g. health, transportation, property value, 
recreation facilities and opportunities) 
5. An addition to, not competition with, the regional port system. 
6. Public access opportunities to West Hayden lsland. 
7. Sustainable scale for any use included as part of the option. 
8. Flexibility to accommodate the unknown future. 
9. Taking advantage of the unique aspects and opportunities of the site. 
10. Consideration of impacts on current, mid-range and future time periods. 
11. Consideration of impacts on local, sub-regional and regional geographies." 

V. The Decision: Fifteen of sixteen voting members were present at our decision meeting on 
June 1Sth. 
After hearing comment from nine members of the public, and 
after discussing various issues, CWG members worked in three small groups (with technical 
assistance from a few members of the West Hayden lsland Technical Advisory pool) to 
attempt to answer the following questions: 
'What is the minimum footprint necessary to support ecologically-viable habitat and 
ecosystem services on West Hayden lsland? 
'What is the minimum footprint available to support and economically-viable port facility and 
infrastructure? 

' ls there the potential for a multi-use concept that can accommodate both
 
footprints and respond to CWG Principles?
 
. lf "yes", can the habitat and ecosystem values be mitigated?
 
At the end of this process gach subgroup presented its overall findings (which were not
 
necessarily agreements). Discussion continued as a whole untilthe group reached a point
 
where it was appropriate to decide the core question, as a predicate ior, further work, to
 

"nywit: "whether a mix of marine industrial and habitat uses can be reconciled on West Hayden 
lsland." 

I CWG members felt that it was possible to reconcile a mix of meaningful port 
development and habitat values; 6 members felt that it was not possible to do so, and one 
member abstained. Under CWG's adopted procedures 11 from among the 1S votes possible 
would need to concur with a proposal for it to become a recommendation to this body. 

Vl. Points of commonality: 
'Absent consideration of other uses and values, West Hayden lsland is ideal for marine 
terminal development, because it offers a large unencumbered site with deep water and rail 
access nearby. 
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. All habitat types represented on West Hayden lsland are of high regional importance. 

. West Hayden lsland's location at the confluence of the Willamette and Columbia Rivers, as 
well as its size and complexity of habitat types, increases its habitat values. 
. Port studies conclude that an economically-viable port facility would require a minimum of 
350-400 acres (2 terminals, rail track to accommodate a 10,000 foot train, not including 
acreage necessary for a bridge or local road access). 
. The core of success for Port development on West Hayden lsland will be adequate rail 
service. 
. The in-water facilities concept in Port studies appears to minimize impacts on shallow water 
habitat and functions. 
. Any workable rail layout under the above constraints would remove about half of the 
existing forest habitat on West Hayden lsland, and would create more edge habitat and less 
interior habitat on the remaining lands. 
. Edge habitat does not support the needs of many species as well as does interior habitat. 
. Mature cottonwood-ash stands are a finite resource in the Lower Columbia and cannot be 
readily replaced through mitigation. 
. According to studies and Metro documents, there is a shortage of large lot undeveloped 
industrial sites in the Portland area UGB. West Hayden lsland was brought into the Metro 
UGB in 1983 for marine industrial uses. 
. Since 1983 much has been learned about decline of species supported by West Hayden 
lsland, particularly salmonids, neotropical bird migrants, turtles, and frogs. 
. ln 2004 Metro designated West Hayden lsland as a Regionally Significant Industrial Area; in 

2005 as a regionally significant Habitat Conservation Area. ln 2009, Metro included a portion 
of West Hayden lsland in the 2}-year land supply for future industrial use. 
. lt is desirable to emphasize train and ship transportation as a matter of 
sustainability. 

Vll. Fundamental differences: 
The CWG was not able to define a minimum footprint necessary to support ecologically
viable habitat and ecosystem services on West Hayden lsland. The foundational studies 
established that the ecosystem values of West Hayden lsland lie in its size, location and its 
complex mosaic of high value habitat types. Studies also established that interior habitat is 
higher value than edge habitat. Mitigation would be required for many of the habitat losses 
due to development. 

Members differ in their views of what is necessary for an economically viable (sustainable 
scale) port facility on West Hayden lsland. Some agree with Port study conclusions that an 
economically-viable port facility would require a minimum of 350-400 acres (2 terminals, rail 
track to accommodate a 10,000 foot train) not including acreage necessary for a bridge or 
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local road access. Others sought more information on new techniques to shrink port 
footprints and other options for fulfilling projected port activity growth. 

Members also differ in their views of the likelihood of a mixed use scenario making a positive 
contribution to regional economic health. A full 2-terminal development would generate 
several hundred new family wage jobs and associated state and local benefits as well as the 
substantial indirect economic benefits and jobs that accrue when new port jobs are created. 
However these benefits would need to be balanced against losses in ecosystem function, 
costs of infrastructure, and similar items. 

Projections of the value for ecosystem function on the high 
side are $4.7 million annually, but the figures do not include the value of West Hayden lsland 
for recreation, mitigation, or other uses should development not occur. CWG does not have 
data quantifying the monetary value of ecosystem services that would be lost if marine 
terminal development proceeds on acreage such as has been estimated. Finally, CWG does 
not have information on the regional economic benefits of additional marine terminal activity 
in Vancouver or elsewhere in the near vicinity of Portland. 
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