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Meeting Summary:  Sitka Sedge State Natural Area (formerly Beltz Property)  

        Public Meeting II – Natural Area Assessments and Concept Alternatives 
 
Date: January 14, 2016  Advisory Committee Meeting (1-4 PM), Pacific City 
    
OPRD Staff: Scott Nebeker, Dennis Comfort, John Allen, Trevor Taylor, Ben Hedstrom, Ron Campbell,  

Pete Marvin, Celeste Lebo and Carrie Lovellette. 
 
Meeting Highlights: 

• Attendance was moderate compared to August meetings, 20 or so at the Advisory Committee, 
30-35 at the evening public meeting. The advisory committee meeting was largely made up with 
representatives from natural resource agencies. Several of these people stayed for the evening 
meeting. 

• People generally supported most of the proposed recreation improvements and draft park 
values, with little changes or suggestions.  

• Scott and Ben discussed the spring project schedule and a few representatives on the advisory 
committee wanted continued involvement in restoration, and had suggestions for working with 
the county. There was general support for seeing projects move forward. 

• The advisory committee meeting was three hours, and the last half of the meeting was spent 
discussing hydrology. Generally the conversation was educational in terms of sharing data 
collected by the group determining concept alternatives for fish passage. Some community 
members asked questions about the data presented, and several experts in the room outlining 
potential effects that have been modeled for the hydrology study.  

 
Complete Summary of Meeting: 
 
Meeting Agenda: 
 

• New park name: Sitka Sedge State Natural Area 
• Planning Context/Timeline 
• Tour of Property 
• Assessment Results 

o Site History 
o Survey Results 
o Draft Park Values 
o Natural Resources 

• Preliminary Park Concepts 
o Trails 
o Viewing Areas 
o Parking Area 



• Spring Development Project Overview 
• Hydrology Assessment and Fish Passage Update 

 
New Park Name 
 

• OPRD: The OPRD commission has approved the name, Sitka Sedge State Natural Area based on a 
native plant found on site. Their intention was to name the park after something that reflects the 
property’s next chapter as a natural area. Sitka sedge is unique, and sparks interest and curiosity. 
“Beltz” will be continually to be used as geographic name for the dike and cabin.  

• OPRD: We’d like to hear comments on names for site features, viewpoints. There’s a map tool at 
beltzplan.com you can use to send ideas. 

• OPRD: Additional Survey is provided at that site to help us understand visitor experience and 
interpretive planning at the park. 

 
Draft Park Values 
 

• General support that the draft park values presented (History, Culture, Community, and 
Recreation) were accurate, not a lot of suggestions at either meeting. 

• Comment: A few suggestions were made to include language in the values promoting native 
hydrology, “engineering” 

• Comment: A long-term vision for the property, similar to the OPRD mission should be included in 
the vision statement. 

 
Park Development  
 

• OPRD: Suitability for development is based on analysis of several aspects of park features, results 
in important areas to protect, restore, and develop 

• OPRD: Botanical resource value map is presented, the next step is composite resource value and 
wildlife, it is still in the process 

• Comment: What is the standard process to reevaluate for plans?  
OPRD: We often make adjustments to master plans but state rules don’t all major changes. We 
attempt to have the master plan include all major development projects and the overall vision 
for the park. 

 
Trails 
 

• OPRD: Trail experiences highlight various habitat and land cover types at the park. The dike trial 
we be designed to meet ABA access standards. We propose to restore the rest of the dike to be 
the trail, so that ¾ of the dike will be accessible, and the dike used to extend all the way to the 
end, but be forested. 

• Comment: Is the compact gravel preferable for this trail because of access issues? 
OPRD: Yes, the ¾ minus gravel can allow wheelchair to use the trail. 

• Comment: What is the mileage on the full loop? 
OPRD: From the end of dike and back is one mile.  The two loops together are about 1.5 miles.  
The full loop is 3 miles.  Total proposed trail miles will be 4.5 miles. 

• Comment: Will the trail surfaces remain the same? 
OPRD: There will be several different surfaces but mostly soil surface like on the trails in the  
forested areas. The south loop trail will remain the same others with sand need some clean up 



and resurfacing. 
• Support for gravel trail on the dike to improve accessibility.  

 
 

Viewing Areas 
 

• OPRD: We are proposing three viewing areas: One on the dike for people to sit, with two 
benches. At The end of the dike we propose a more substantial viewing area with a platform, 
birds come to feed at low tide, is an educational opportunity. A third will sit on the knoll in the 
middle of the estuary. 

• Comment: It would be nice to have a table and chairs for lunch at area C.  It’s a nice midway 
point. 
OPRD: It will be challenging to get them out to that location, but we think this is a good idea, 
there is a need for benches and someplace to eat. However, we need to be cautious especially 
with sensitive plant communities and providing something that will sit aesthetically in the 
landscape.  Increased visitors means increased impact to these sensitive areas.  And, some folks 
like to use wildlife viewing areas for hunting. 

• Question: Would you have it covered or uncovered? 
• OPRD: We have not made that decision, what would you like to see? 

Comment: For people to be able to see certain species in the winter, this might be necessary. 
• Comment: Make sure the site that will be chosen has less environmental impact on wildlife 

habitat 
OPRD: Right now it’s currently covered in non-native grasses 
 

 
Parking and Picnic Area 
 

• OPRD: At the last round of public meeting is August, we heard that people overwhelmingly 
desired direct access to the dike. We’ve designed this parking lot to maximize parking on a small 
footprint, and shield views from the park back to cars, providing an opportunity to leave your car 
behind. We are proposing to restore the meadow area, which over time creates wooded spot for 
picnic areas and crafts a pleasant experience moving through a wooded area into the park. 

• Question: How did you determine the number of parking spaces? 
OPRD: Comparable visitor counts at other parks in the area and trail miles. At Whalen Island, 
there are 2.5 trail miles. Here we know this will be an important resource for education. RVs and 
school buses can have full turnaround. 

• Comment:  Coastal meadows are more endangered than huckleberries.  I think it would be 
worthwhile to restore this area as a native meadow instead of a forest. 

• Comment: Vegetation – meadows are important but the neighbor to the north might appreciate 
the forested vegetation buffer. 

• Comment: Keep the area natural and concentrating the picnic area closer to the parking rather 
than farther out in the natural area. 

• Comment: (in reference to picnic area) I think keeping the area natural, concentrating the impact 
use near the parking makes sense in terms of keeping it natural, it makes more sense than 
having a picnic area out in the area where you can hear birds and predators to encourage people 
to not toss garbage there. 

• Comment: What is the difference between a state park and state natural area—the parking looks 
too big? 



OPRD: With a state natural area there is no overnight use and recreational use is passive to 
protect natural areas. With state parks there is overnight use, and has more diverse recreational 
opportunities. When comparing parking area to other parks around it, this seems appropriate, 
especially Whalen Island which has 15 spaces. 

• Question: What will happen to the blue house?  
Question: How will you manage garbage at the park? 
OPRD: The blue house will be removed and we propose using that area for a seasonal park host 
area. 

• Question: Parking area – what type of surface will you use? You should use something 
permeable. 
OPRD: We have not made a decision on the surface material yet.  We will need to weigh 
maintenance costs, something permeable would be a preference but we need to consider 
longevity and the overall impacts versus costs. Storm water maintenance will be a focus and a 
vegetated swale would be less expensive, with potentially much of the same benefits as 
permeable paving.   

 
Spring Development Projects 
 

• OPRD: Describes the opportunity to begin some project work this spring based on an increase of 
park staff capacity focused on new park development on the coast, at Sitka Sedge and Brian 
Booth. 

• Question:  So given the comment about the meadow with different alternatives, what’s your 
process for bringing partners to evaluate the best use of that site since it will happen before 
master planning? 
OPRD: Well this in the first step, utilizing the public process to make people aware. We will be  
reaching out to key partners along the way to discuss how to move forward. 

• Comment: You should put emphasis on groups like pollinators and try to incorporate them into 
these development areas, or the meadows. There could potentially be funding for that. 
OPRD: Between the parking and other areas there are lots of opportunities for the long term but 
we have also heard from the farm bureau that they would like us to make an effort to retain the 
meadows in farm production. We do not know if we have the funding to revert it all back to 
upland prairie but we can certainly make it better and remove invasive plants.  

• Question: Will all the trail work happen this spring?   
OPRD: We are planning to complete trail work in phases, with the dike improvements and 
general maintenance of existing trails happening first. We’ll see from there. 

• OPRD: In regards to the viewing platform, there is a potential for grant money from USFW – 
there is a couple projects on the coast that this money can be used for. The money has to relate 
to sea birds. A viewing platform could be built with the money. We’d like to gain support at this 
time for this location, in the case that funding becomes available. 

 
Hydrology 
 

• OPRD: Existing tide gates do not meet state standards for fish passage.  A group of partners is 
exploring options for fish passage. 

• OPRD: The first thing we wanted to understand is what benefits the dike is providing to the 
community. The lowest point on the top of the dike is about 11.6 ft. The diagram shows that a 
tide of this amount would be coming over the levee. Most of Tierra Del mar is at 14 or 15 ft. 
There may be flooding at the road but water would have to be coming 3 ft above the dike before 
it would reach the neighborhood. We feel comfortable about having conversations about fish 



passage in regards to the levee. 
• OPRD: Three alternatives are being explored by a group of restoration experts to facilitate fish 

passage: retain the tide gate, remove the tide gate providing a 4-5 foot gap, and a wider18 foot 
gap that would facilitate the minimum width to meet federal standards with a bridged 
pedestrian access.  

• OPRD: Vegetation and wildlife impact from the existing conditions are described: a map shows 
plant community, water and mud habitat types from 300+ plant species. Sitka sedge is found at 
the border of fresh/salt water. Some of the existing wildlife on site are described, however the 
assessment is still underway. Mapped models of vegetation are presented that show potential 
vegetation changes under fish passage alternatives and potential changes to habitat are 
described (refer to presentation for information).  
 
Vegetation Model 
 

• Comment: What was the sq. footage of marsh swamp community? 
OPRD: It’s not a significant amount of community, pretty minor. I’ll describe the numbers in a 
moment. 
Comment: It looks like the forest wetland increases a bit too. 
OPRD: It does. But it’s important to point out this is a model, a complicated model, yes, but it is 
our best guess of we could get, but the reality will be different. Basically salt water incursion 
starts to push those habitats back. Trevor runs through numbers of habitat change by acreage 
percentage. 
 
Changing Aesthetics 
 

• OPRD: One of my thoughts is that this is changing the aesthetic of the current condition? Any 
thoughts on this? 
Comment: Mudflats, aesthetically…aren’t really nice to look at unless you have a new plant 
ecology this will create. 
OPRD: The aesthetic change will be similar to current condition on the outside of the dike. 
Comment: In short, the historic condition. 
OPRD: Correct. 
 
Wildlife Impacts 
 

• OPRD: Wildlife impacts are described: amphibians in this scenario will be significantly impacted. 
Only a few classes of birds, neo-tropical song birds: will decrease, Shore birds and sea birds will 
likely increase. All of these classes are in decline. All classes we care about. We would like to 
understand what you value? There will be winners and losers here. Mollusks and crustations will 
benefit as opposed to the current situation. Probably not a big impact to raptors. 

• Comment: What are the impacts downstream? Sediment will gets pushed downstream, some of 
these mudflats will likely convert to grassy areas.  
OPRD: Out into the sand lake area? Possibly there could be sediment accumulation in there. 
There is wave action there, hard to model that. We can only guess. 
Comment: Especially with the plan to replace the Whalen Island bridge. 
 
Fish Passage Standards 
 

• OPRD: State Standards: All resident fish must be able to pass 90% of the time. Velocity must be 



less than 2 cf per second of flow, 90% of the time. That’s one standard. The active channel width 
of Beltz and Reneke together define an 18ft gap. This is the minimum to meet state standards. If 
we touch the current tide gate in any substantial way. Once we touch it, we need to meet the 
standard, so it’s basically two options remove tide gate or jump to 18ft. There is no in-between.  
What does that mean for fish? Within a single day what percentage of time are we below 2%? 
When we looked at the whole period of record, what percentage of time are we below 2%? In 
alternative one we meet it 64% of the time under the scenario of removing the tide gate within a 
day. With an 18ft gap we would only meet it 73% of the time within a day. In time of record 47%, 
and 18 foot gap 57%. We never achieve 90%. But we are about 50% with those two alternatives. 

• OPRD: Rearing habitat: This is a valuable part of the equation and it comes down to refuge, food 
supply and water quality. We’re not necessary providing refuge currently. But edges are 
important and we haven’t determined which provides more edge. A lot of food production 
under these scenarios. We did some studios this summer and we determined that dissolved 
oxygen is a problem at low tide. This is related to the fresh water that comes in. We had probes 
inside and out and both areas had problems. When tide is low it heats up and biological activity 
takes the oxygen out. No clear indication of water quality impacts here. 

• Comment: I’m confused about your interpretation of the data, it looks to me that the locations 
outside the dike are ok for dissolved oxygen and the bay is even better. That probe outside the 
dike is considerably higher than the rest of the bay. That was the interpretation by DEQ.  
OPRD: We don’t have a good model yet to understand what the implications are for dissolved 
oxygen.  There are some assumptions that can be made but they’re not clearly documented. 
There questions we have yet to answer. 

• OPRD: In summary, we understand that fish passage is important to the community, yet very 
complicated. There is a range of options out there. Our intention today is to let you know this 
conversation is going on, alongside the planning process, while providing some data that we are 
learning during the process. Give people a chance to give feedback and ask some questions. 
What’s most important here? Ecosystems are dynamic, they changed. It has evolved into 
something very native and high quality. If we were to change the tide gate there would be a 
different high quality environment. 

 
Flooding 

 
• Question: The community is concerned about the fish passage but we are worried about being 

flooded.  We have flooding already, how is that influx of water going to influence Tierra del Mar? 
OPRD: It should not have any impact. The hydrology study has shown that the dike is not 
protecting Tierra Del Mar from flooding, as Tierra Del Mar is higher than the elevation of the 
dike. It sits at about 15 feet, whereas the dike is at 12. Water would need to exceed the dike by 3 
feet to reach Tierra Del Mar.  
Comment: Are you talking about the existing dike? 
OPRD: Yes, it’s not protecting Tierra Del Mar.  
Comment: Did you take into consideration climate change and ocean rise, or dry summer vs rain 
inundation? 
OPRD: No. We would like to understand ground water. Climate change has not been looked at  
yet but we would like to understand that too. 
OPRD:  It’s our understanding that local citizens are not concerned about the flood risk from tidal  
capacity but what the potential of increased water surface area to ground water levels is. We  
have not modeled that. I would like to mention to agency people present that it would be helpful  
if you were able to stick around to help address some of those concerns. 
 



• Comment: It would be helpful for you to present the full range of data. 70% of the tidal range is 
in that 7 feet and in those scenarios, the opening actually makes the site dryer. So water filters in 
but then has to leave through that little small box. This might be a good visual for people to see 
as they take in all this data.  
OPRD: Maybe, there is still freshwater coming in from creeks. Although the water can get out 
faster, you are right the spike in the hydrograph is higher. It comes in faster and leaves faster 
which is different from the current situation where is does not come in as far but is retained 
longer. 
 
Salmon River Precedent 
 

• Comment: Some of the work that’s been done in the Salmon River estuary has shown 
counterintuitive reactions because of the restoration. It may seem illogical that restored salt 
water marsh has more capacity it tends to they see in many ways that things change slower now 
because of this giant sponge. I wanted to make the point because I work for the Forest Service 
and manage the Reneke Natural Area that’s just above and adjacent to this and to us restoring 
fish passage to there is of utmost importance. Crucial 
OPRD: Across Sand Lake? 
Comment: Yeah, So I do think there are a lot of unanswered questions but I do think there are 
answers just maybe not in this smaller picture of Sand Lake. In the larger scope of estuaries 
across Oregon and California, Washington, that saltwater estuarine habitat has got to be the 
most endangered habitat. I don’t have the study but there’s only like 22% natural, so when an 
opportunity like this present s itself it’s very important to do what we can to understand it. 
OPRD: All of the wetland communities on this site are critically endangered. Freshwater marsh, 
high saltmarsh, low all are at critical. 
 
Need for Geotechnical Data 
 

• Comment:  Do you have geotechnical information about what is the levee built on?  If you open 
up an 18’ hole and you get 4 foot per second velocities and you scour the sand, in two years you 
could have a 20 foot hole and in 10 years you could have a 30 foot hole. You really need to know 
what the soils are that the levee is sitting on and get the geo-tech data. Just to give you 
comparison, Tillamook County is designing the replacement bridge at Whalen Island. The 
replacement bridge will not only be 78 foot through, but both sides of the existing levee are 
going to be sheet piled to protect the 78 foot opening for scouring. I’d be very concerned about 
the velocities at 80 percent that meet fish passage and that’s great but that 20% is going to be 
rough. It’s probably sitting on a mix of rock and mud. That’s going to transport like crazy at 4 ft 
per second velocities and if you still have hydrology work you can do you need to get the 
information about what the dike is sitting on. 

 Comment: But you’re going to be able to engineer for that. 
Comment: Yeah, once you know, you can engineer for it, and it might be that 18 feet is fine with 
the proper armoring, but that’s why you really need to know what you’re building on top of. 
Comment: The velocities might be based on the head but that work can be done. 
Comment: Make sure you have them cover scaffolding 
 
Understanding Fish Passage  
 

• OPRD: Sitting here is the first time I’ve heard the numbers. I’m trying to take a look at multiple 
goals and complexity. I’m trying to get clarity of information. What I heard is that if we open the 



gate up to a 4 by 4 foot opening we are achieving the 2 ft per second criteria roughly 2/3 of the 
time. Is that correct? 
OPRD: For juveniles, within a 24 hour period on a random day we met it 64% of the time, Over  
ten year period it was met a 47% of the time. 
Comment: TO clarify NOAA won’t look at a single day they’ll look at time of record. It’s not quite 
accurate to say your meeting it because that’s not what the criteria says. 
OPRD: Tell me where I’m wrong because I want to make sure I understand this accurately. What 
I thought I heard is that going to a full 18 ft. gap option, we increased the percentage but still did 
not meet the full criteria, so if that is accurate my question is, if we are looking at multiple goals 
for the site for natural resource protection and benefit, If we’re constructing something that still 
doesn’t get us there is the incremental increase worth the loss of impact to other impacts? It 
seems like that is the key crux of the question we’re here to get input on, that’s of real interest 
to me so if there’s agency people who can help me understand that better, right now I see yes 
we get improvements but still not meeting criteria. 
Comment: 18 feet represents a minimum size.  
Comment: At some point we’re going to reach that trigger that’s going to push to the 18 foot, 
collapse or decay. 
 

• Comment: Have you done the modeling to understand what size of opening you’d need to meet 
that flow requirement. 
Comment: You might be surprised, if you are at 18 feet now, you might only need 20-22 feet. 
OPRD: That’s the legal standard, but the practical standard, water is flowing in and out twice a 
day every day. The standards were originally conceived for a stream, one way, where they 
wanted flow 90% of the time so fish could be able to move up. In this situation, fish can move in 
and out. They can’t move in and out at their leisure, except for about 50% of the time. For 50% 
of the time they can do whatever they want. The other 50% they have to wait. And that’s every 
day of the year. That’s another thing to consider alongside the criteria and why it was developed. 
 

• Comment:  Deb brought up the example of Salmon River and the great results they’ve seen in 
terms of flood benefits.  There is a great example in Tillamook that’s been modeled, hasn’t been 
implemented yet of 520 acres that showed the most significant flood reduction benefits of any 
project, I don’t think we can overstate the importance of restoration to overall resilience. If we 
don’t do anything to the tide gate, does that mean we cannot do any restoration to the other 
two creeks? 
OPRD: It will be more challenging to get grants and funding, it doesn’t mean no, it means we 
have to answer that question.  
Comment: The other part of that question you’re asking, OPRD can plan for it now or react to it 
later.  At some point that is going to fail and you are going to have to meet those standards, 
after everything else has been developed and things are in place. Now is the time to consider it 
as part of this big landscape change of what’s going to happen. It’s now this great natural area 
and these are the improvements that need to be made in order to enhance it at the level It 
needs to be. I’m also concerned that we’re going to get sideways with some of the people who 
were the staunchest champions of this acquisition, your natural resource agencies who have 
provided funding and/or technical assistance. I think it’s important to honor that part of the 
relationship. I like the response you gave in relation to the mudflats because it’s going to be 
beautiful to the right and it’s going to be beautiful to the left, it’s just going to look different. 
Reframing how we look at this whole site and the education about what’s going to happen. 
 
Impacts to Existing Communities 



 
• Comment: You still haven’t answered the question of the impact to the existing communities. 

Until we understand what these communities represent in relation to what else is around, it’s 
really bigger picture in relation to the Sand Lake Estuary. If we take that tide gate off, how 
important are those communities? I think it’s going to take a larger look at those. 
OPRD: I had a conversation with Katie Duzik yesterday, who was the former OPRD natural 
resource specialist and now works at OWEB, and she had a good suggestion which is to meet 
with the other landowners in the estuary and sit down with a map. What do you have on your 
site, what is your commitment to restoring it, protecting it, changing it. How protected is it, how 
do we fit with that. I think that’s an important decision to have, I’d like to have it. There’s a 
recreation perspective, and a restoration natural resource protection  
 

• Has there been any consideration about tidal channel restoration, if that was pasture I imagine 
it’s been leveled. I’ve done several channel restorations and this is an important aspect. 
OPRD: Tidal channels within the dike? We haven’t really talked about that, there’s a pond and 
overflow. No. How did you determine the channel, because the oldest aerials include the levee? 
Comment: Old aerials and dimensions on adjacent natural wetlands.  

 
• Comment: A critical part of the discussion is the natural process that will occur, and someone 

said the site is changing, climate is changing. What we have in here is almost like a museum 
piece, we’ve cut off that natural process. We need to work with those processes, and include 
some of the natural drivers, so there will be some dramatic changes, but it won’t stop there. 
Most of the sites we’ve seen on the coast, once the dramatic change has occurred you get 
something that was meant to be there and much more self-sustaining that what was there 
before. The encouraging thing I see in the model is that everything is still there, is just moving. 
The model tells you one thing, but it’s based on what we have today. There’s no way the model 
can account for what will change in terms of depth of duration. A lot of these things will happen 
anyway. This is a chance to do it more carefully. 
OPRD: The model does account for duration. 

 
 Recreation 
 

• Comment: On the social/recreational side, if the levee does change there’s more mudflats, 
there’s the possibility of different user groups coming in and before you set in stone your 
recreation plan you should understand these potential changes. 
OPRD: That’s a great point and that’s a lot of why we want to have this conversation this today. 
We’ve looked at the situation, we know the discussion is occurring, we want to be transparent 
but its also, not “where do we put the parking lot”. Fish passage sounds great, everyone at the 
last meeting raised their hand, we all agree it’s a good goal. We’ve learned a lot about fish 
passage in the last 6 months and what effects it will have on this site. I liked Amy’s comment, 
“it’s a museum piece” yes but its one heck of a museum piece and it means a lot to a lot of 
people because its unique. We want to be very careful about how we manage it. 

 
 Climate Change 
 

• What is the viability of Reneke and Beltz Creek in terms of climate change? There’s times we 
can’t turn our showers on in the summer because there’s no water flow. Why make all that 
effort to restore it if we can’t be certain there will continue to be flow? 

• OPRD: Restoration right now is about alignment, not about quantity. Which creek makes more 



sense? Is there a benefit to one or the other? 
 

Recreation 
 

• OPRD: I want to go back to your comment about recreation. What new users do you envision?  
Comment: More fisherman, different kayakers will come in. If we are designing for leisurely 
hikers, and you have different groups coming in does that change? 

 
• OPRD: Not to detract from the important hydrology discussion, but we will be working on a 

visitor experience plan for interpretation, that’s part of the surveys we handed out, but we hope 
to get some of your insight on how we interpret a park that is a changing system. It’s one of the 
most interesting things about it. 
 
Forest Quality and Restoration 
 

• Comment: In regards to the climate change comment, we walked that watershed the other day. 
That whole area isn’t touched, very natural and while it doesn’t capture a lot of water, it’s a 
small watershed, it has a lot of beneficial characteristics for fish. 
Comment: The Beltz Creek watershed is one of the last unlogged watersheds on the coast. Still 
the question remains, it only stays that way if there’s water. 

• Comment: Historic conditions of the estuaries are full of ocean wood debris.  This would be a 
great place for that. 
OPRD:  Have you participated in there been wood removal and placement? Is it anchored 
Comment: Yeah, or not. You’d start to see it effect vegetation. 
 

• Comment: It looks like its ditched where Beltz and Reneke come in and I imagine the velocity 
would be high. It doesn’t seem like it’s been part of the discussion but you might get a lot better 
numbers. Also the Salmon River project was probably the most controversial project on the 
coast but now that people see the benefits, I realize the political pressure to take on some of this 
but please let the Forest Service help in this restoration. We can take you on tours down there 
and you can talk to park managers whose careers have survived. We know it’s difficult to 
swallow this kind of change but ecologically when people see the benefits of it and the niche it 
fills in the overall ecosystem, it’s astounding the education opportunities. The freshwater effects 
are nice, but it’s the saltwater effects that are the most profound really. 
 

• Comment:  Are there plans to get Reneke Creek back to its natural state as opposed to running 
along the east side of Sand Lake Road? Right now it floods the road 
OPRD: Yes. These are all tentative and conceptual at this point but we’re talking about getting  
rid of the piece by the house and have it flow across the meadow into the forested wetland and  
then cross in a fish passable culvert. Restoration at Reneke Creek would have multiple benefits  
because the road would be fixed as part of it. 
Comment: The stewardship program funding would be very available to pay for that (USFS). 
 

• Comment: We haven’t talked at all about the third creek, it does have influence, small or large? 
OPRD: I think so, we aren’t looking to do restoration because we don’t own it, but in terms of 
flows. Yeah. 
 



• Comment: Will there be restoration, prairie or meadow restoration. 
OPRD: Prairie restoration is costly and daunting. If we can see cost effective approach to create 
patches, maybe to expand overtime. 

 
Measured Approach 

 
• OPRD: I try to see these things in a practical way. You can attempt to model these things, but the 

reality is no one knows what’s going on until it actually happens. The thing that’s made the most 
sense to me is a planned, measured approach using the best information we have. We know for 
an absolute fact that the culvert crossings at sand lake road are bad. Does it feel reasonable, 
shortsided, like a waste of money to say let’s look at what happens if we take a balanced 
approach that, for example removes the tidegate. Wait to see if we have fish improvements at 
that location, had a wait and see approach to impacts, and then made improvements that 
improved conditions at the road culvert, which has more consensus. Does that seem like a 
reasonable approach? 
USFS: Do you mean adaptive management approach, that’s what we like to use at the USFS now. 
We do something we see the results, then do more based on the results. 
OPRD: Not aware of the approach, but it in my mind it would be absolute on culvert, wait and 
see on tidegate. Do what we knew best, look at impacts south of the tidegate…. 
Comment: To Lisa’s earlier point, If the master plan says here’s where we are and you have to 
rewrite the master plan, unless the master plan says we can adapt and… 
USFS: All the way to removing the tidegate and potentially the dike because as a neighbor and a 
land manager of the neighboring property that’s what ultimately we’d like to see we need to see 
the full capacity of that sponge develop An operating sponge, into operating creeks, heading up 
into our research natural area. To have a complete creek, operating naturally, it would be a 
really rare thing. 
Comment: So if we were to say we want to see that restored 100% and you were able to write 
your plan to say that’s what this would look like 100% …I don’t know how’d you’d do it. I don’t 
understand how your master planning works. The cost of writing a master plan prohibits us from 
re-writing them, we cannot afford to do plans over and over again. 
OPRD: It is not at all uncommon to write master plans to for adaptive management to natural 
resource conditions; we make effort to make the language flexible enough to allow adaptive 
management for restoration. 
Comment: If I had that option I would use it, include the definition of full restoration and these 
are the things that support it, if there’s down cutting, maybe then do other changes to get there.  
Some of the things that happened at Salmon River restoration, we had excavators and full  
construction and it wasn’t cheap but the effect was fabulous and its resulted in reducing flooding  
for everyone upstream. 
OPRD: As a follow up, we actually make a conscious effort to include language in our master  
plans to allows for adaptive management. It’s an important factor. 
 
Inevitability  
 

• Comment: My question is, if you’re going to someday have to do it anyway. And that could be 
triggered by having to armor the site to protect what’s existing, from something as small as that 
to something like natural failure, I wonder if this about postponing the inevitable. I get to you 
will be doing this at some point. What difference it makes that saying we’ll do this incrementally 
to, maybe 18 foot maybe more 
OPRD: This is my fear, and no disrespect to anyone here. We have many priorities, this is one of  



several. If the focus is completely on fish passage there could be a number of equally passionate 
people advocating for other interests. As I see this playing out, if there’s an alternative that  
changes the site immediately and people who are equally passionate lose that opportunity, is  

   there a way to take a more measured approach that may not result in a complete breach? It  
might be a recognition that with a potential loss of important habitat, we could accomplish both.  
If we make this action have we forever lost the ability to change something equally as important, 
that’s my fear.  
Comment: One of the things that we see from the fish perspective is that if there’s going to be 
funding for a project we can’t commit without knowing its going to have a larger impact than 5-6 
fish. 
Comment: The biggest risk is baby fish getting back out, maybe the big fish can get up but can 
the little fish get back? 
OPRD: Well it depends on the direction the tides going. 
Comment: I think some of what you’re struggling with is articulating what the tradeoffs are? I 
don’t know what tradeoffs you’re referring to, other than reaching full fish access. But with 
enough money is there a way to reconfigure the values your talking about, I don’t know what 
you’re talking about, but if there’s values that are there that are being impacted by full fish 
access you got to articulate them. So if it’s the likelihood that sitka sedge will be there then full 
inundation will go bye bye, or scoot back up the hill.  
OPRD: We’ll still plan on using it as landscaping in the parking lot 
Comment: There’s a joke that once you name a park after an animal it usually dies. I don’t see 
how full inundation will lose anything. There will still be fresh water coming down and natural 
bands and a few more beavers, ‘bam’ you’ll have something natural. 
 

• OPRD: In the interest of time we need to conclude this discussion and it’s been a good one. 
There are lots of different interests and expertise in the room and we’d hope to facilitate this 
type of discussion. From experience interdisciplinary projects results in better products. There’s 
been a lot of good comments today, some good feedback. 
OPRD: It could be helpful to have some of the agency people in the room at the evening 
meeting. 
 
Value of Two Habitats Side by Side 
 

• Comment: I remember when Katie Duzik (Former OPRD Coast Natural Resource Specialist), first 
presented about this property and the importance of having the freshwater area next to the 
saltwater area. Having a side by side fresh water marsh and salt water marsh is the only example 
in the state. To me this is one of the values we would give up. There are numerous values to this, 
not just in terms of flora and fauna but the history of man’s impact on natural lands. Because 
when the dike went in you have those two examples side by side and there’s something to be 
said about human impact by looking at those two things next to each other. Im not a biologist or 
an engineer but I am a citizen and I do pay taxes. I see some of the unbelievable costs of these 
projects that go on. I’m all for fish, and passage and I fish but I think that realistically, when you 
are a public agency utilizing public dollars I like the concept of a measured approach. It would be 
a shame to use taxpayer’s money to spend millions of dollars on a tiny property.  As a public 
agency there will be a lot more credibility with taking a measured approach is a better way to do 
this. The other thing I didn’t hear a lot about the impact on fixing the culverts appropriate so that 
fish can pass through. I didn’t hear a lot about the impacts of fixing the culverts but not the 
tidegate. 
OPRD: Adult fish could access the bottom spawning habitat but not the creeks. 



Comment: And access at the dike is extremely limited. The other thing is that the dissolved  
oxygen levels behind the dike are low so juveniles would have to spend time rearing and they  
would not have sufficient oxygen levels to survive. 
Comment; If you’re going to take the time to fix the culverts effectively, you are most of the  
way to fish passage. They are severely undersized. It will improve the carrying capacity . So from  
the perspective of a road authority, in regards to money. If we only have to spend an extra 10- 
15% and have all this benefit. 
 
Values 
 

• OPRD: Any changes to the values now? 
 Comment: Restoration of natural processes 
 Comment: Value to understanding hydrology. 
  
 Dike Integrity 

 
• Comment: Has there ever been a failure? How many times has the tide gate been repaired?  

OPRD: According to the oral histories a car fell in around this area, we think (northern site). It is 
repaired every 10 years, wood is missing off the bottom currently. It was also moved at some 
point. I don’t think that water has ever passed over from what neighbors say. 
 
Natural Function  
 

• Comment: Back to the breech conversation, it might simply be the question: Do we want to have 
a natural estuary, because if we do we will have to breech at some point. 
OPRD: It’s a good question. Another consideration might be: do we want this to function 
naturally or do we want to protect the, man-made albeit, heathy ecosystem value that provides 
for education? 
Comment: Can you do that, is that realistic? You will have inundation. Will this system stay. The 
systems are dynamic. Right now it’s cut off. 
OPRD: That goes back to your comment about the value of the two systems side by side is that 
once we started to look at the data, we realized it’s changing and it would be hard to keep that 
condition as you see it today. We’d need to educate… 
Comment: And continue to educate. 
Comment: In regards to the educational component, we have so much data right now and then 
tools that we could use to track the succession we’ve got some real potential there, it’s just a 
different story, but the power of the story is pretty great. If you track it over time it could be 
pretty great. 
Comment: How does the funding drive this. Do you have funding now that’s asking for 
restoration? 
OPRD: There is potentially funding there but I don’t want that to drive the decision. We have 
funding from USFWS to assess, but the money has been frozen until there is decision due to 
potentials for additional funding. But again, this is where it would be better to focus on the 100 
year vision and take the long view.  
 

• Comment: I like your long term vision, and maybe this should be reflected in your values more. It 
was 100 years ago that this area was first farmed and the habitat has been created and if you’re 
thinking 100 years in the future there a lot of natural processes that will transform this site and 
keeping that in mind and planning for that, that dike might not last 100 more year, and that’s 



OK, then other things will change. 
 

• Comment: Those shore pine, you look at those 100 years ago, but those were natural sand dunes 
the birds used but now they are covered in shore pine. Ironically the one place its natural is 
where you have foot traffic or ATVS.  
 

 
 
END of MEETING 
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