Table B-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Resource Site: w

tt Total area of wlldlife Pefcent of total - -

= ‘Inventoried habitat .
L’an@'cwerwea i S
Water 31.60 3.7 1.1%
Barren? . 172.38 0.3 5.3%
Low structure’agriculture . 98.22 0.0 3.0%
High'structure agﬂculture 11.73 0.0 0.4%
Deciduous'closed canopy 664.16 0.4 20.5%
Mixed closed canopy 701.24 0.9 21.7%
Conifer cloged canopy 283.85 0.6 8.8%
Decidusii§ opéencanop 507.43 0.3 15.7%
Mixéd open canopy: 111.03 0.1 3.4%
Conifer.open canopy: 13.81 0.3 0.4%
g:;'d“°“§ s°atf° 132.08 0.1 4.1%
Mixed scattered canopy 68.51 0.0 2.1%
Conifer scattered canop 13.50 . 0.2 0.4%
Closed canopy shrub ' 148.87 0.3 4.6%
Open canopy shrub - 57.70 0.0 1.8%
Scattered canopy shiub 96.57 0.2 3.0%
119.24 0.5 3.7%
0.60 0.0 0.0%
3,232.52 7.7 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table B-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons
: < Habitat type

Resource site:
"

WLCH/ . Rl
3
Rhers e :I-‘?'““ET»; woprt | MESR | ,AG"“ A
Total acres 575.7 61.0 18.1 85.7 2,498.5 2741 109.9
Percent of total 17.8% 1.9% 0.6% 2.6% 77.1% 8.5% 3.4%

See Table B-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concem.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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C. Dairy Creek and Gales Creek

General watershed information ,

Resource sites within the Dairy Creek Watershed include:

¢ Council Creek subwatershed (combines West Fork Dairy Creek, Council Creek, Middle
Tualatin River-Gales Creek subwatersheds)

o McKay Creek subwatershed

Watershed assessments and plans

Breuner, Nancy, 1998. Gales Creek Watershed Assessment Project, Tualatin River Watershed
Council: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior (BLM), 1999. Dairy-McKay
Watershed Analysis, BLM, Salem District Office, Tillamook Resource Area: Tillamook,
Oregon.

Lev, Esther, 1990. Inventory of Wetlands, Riparian and Upland Wildlife Habitat Areas in
Hillsboro, Oregon, Environmental Consulting: Portland, Oregon.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Unified Sewage Agency (USA), 1995.
Distribution of Fish and Crayfish and Measurement of Available Habitat in the Tualatin
River Basin, Final Report of Research, ODFW: Portland, Oregon and Unified Sewage
Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Tualatin River Watershed Council, 1999. Tualatin River Watershed, Action Plan, Tualatin River
Watershed Council: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Tualatin Watershed Council, 2001. Tualatin River Watershed Atlas, Tualatin Watershed Council:
Hillsboro, Oregon

Watershed councils and related groups

Banks Watershed Council, P.O. Box 428, Banks 97106

Fernhill Marsh Wetland Management Council, PO Box 373, Forest Grove 97116, 503-357-2319,
Greg Johnson

Tualatin WC, 1080 SW Baseline, Bldg. B, Suite B-2, Hillsboro 97123, (503) 681-0953, FAX
(503) 681-9772

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge, City of Sherwood, 90 NW Park Street, Sherwood
97140, 503-625-5522, Joan Patterson

Tualatin River Rangers, USA, 155 N First Ave., Hillsboro 97124, 503-640-3516, Linda Kelly

Tualatin Riverkeepers, 16340 SW Beef Bend Road, Sherwood 97140, 503-590-5813, Lauri
Mullen

Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt

Yamhill Basin Council, 2200 SW 2™ Street, McMinnville 97128, 503-472-6403, Melissa Leom

Data descriptions

Table C-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Keying in on the resource site number will
show how the subwatersheds are aggregated into the resource sites listed above.

The Dairy Creek watershed contains three subwatersheds that are partially located within
Metro’s boundary: West Fork Dairy Creek, Council Creek, and McKay Creek. Within the Gales
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Creek watershed, one subwatershed (Middle Tualatin River — Gales Creek) is in Metro’s
boundary. The West Fork Dairy Creek, Council Creek, and Middle Tualatin River-Gales Creek
subwatersheds are combined to comprise one resource site (now referred to the Council Creek
subwatershed, or Resource Site #5). The McKay Creek subwatershed comprises Resource Site
#6.

Tables C-1 and C-2 provide general description about the 5™ field and 6™ field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

Table C-1. Watersheds (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro jurisdictional

boundary.
B Watershe Resource | .- + bthfield e “Acres in
(5th level HUC) L site# |} ~ i HUC code |- Metro
5 |West Fork Dairy Groek 170900100106 36.1
Dairy Creek 1709001001 Council Creek 170900100107 | 2.924.0
6 |McKay Creek 170900100108 | 3.842.7
Gales Creek 1709001002 5 'é”::g:f Tualatin River-Gales 170900100206 | 27472

Table C-2. Resource sites: general mformatlon.

Genéral information: ¢ i McKay

Miles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams 6.0 1.1
Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 12.7 12.8
Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 2.0 1.1
Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 255.6 138.9
Total acres of wetlands 256.5 138.9
Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area) 626.0 344.9
Acres of developed floodplains 242 26.4
Building permits since 1996 (number) 1,016.0 1,055.0

Table C-3. Characteristics of stream mlles by resource site.

‘channel type Mlles ofstream

Miles of streams not
. categorized by

Tetal stream
miles :

ow fo medium . ’channel typa " |
Council Creek 10.4 5.4 21.3
McKay Creek 5.2 3.0 12.1

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.

Table C-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.

ﬁés \ ki i v 5
-yegetaion/intact fops;

“Vegetation types within 300 feet of a stream (acres) .«

v Fomsted vegetatlon .
o >300 feet from astream

Council Creek 5184 140 6
McKay Creek 303.5 73.9
_ Table C-5. Regional zoning by resource site.
/“Acres by zone within each resource snte
Multi-family - | Publiclopen Single famlly
. L | ciniinie | residentia) 1] o Cispace residential Mixed use
Council Creek 275.9 838.5 643.6 . 1,617.3 137.2
McKay Creek 557.5 1,201.5 73.8 0.0 178.7 1,680.2 125.8
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SITE #5: Council Creek subwatershed

Named streams/rivers: Council Creek, Dairy Creek, Gales Creek, McKay Creek, Tualatin
River

Communities within the subwatershed: Cornelius, Forest Grove, Hillsboro, unincorporated
Washington County . )

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 5,708.1 (combined — West Fork Dairy Creek,
Council Creek, Middle Tualatin River-Gales Creek)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 1,142.3

This site contains two percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Fifty-
three percent of the site is in the City of Forest Grove, 21 percent is in Cornelius, and less than
one percent falls in the City of Hillsboro. The remainder (26 percent) is in unincorporated
Washington County (Table C-6).

This resource site, similar to the other site in Group C, falls near the midpoint of the range of
development compared to other sites, with 12.7 miles of roads per square mile (Table C-2).
Single family residential is the dominant zoning pattern, followed closely by rural; industrial and
residential uses are also important in this resource site (Table C-5). Agriculture is a common
land use. Over a thousand building permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table C-2).

Riparian resources. Compared to the previous four resource sites, the two sites within Group C
contain relatively smaller proportions of riparian resources. Lands within the riparian corridor
inventory comprise about 20 percent of total lands in this subwatershed. The site contributes less
than one percent of the region’s riparian corridors, but that statistic is influenced by the relatively
small amount of Site #5°s area falling within the Metro boundary (Tables 12 and 13).

This resource site contains approximately 21 total stream miles (Table C-3), or 0.0028 miles of
non-piped streams per acre, ranking it 20™ among the 27 resource sites (Table 12). About 25
percent of all stream miles are stream links, suggesting a relatively high amount of .
piping/culverting (Table C-3); 38 percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-quality
limited (Tables C-2 and C-3). The dominant stream gradient in this resource site is low to
medium (Table C-3); 11 percent of the site is in the floodplain, with more than four percent of
the land covered by wetland resources (Table C-2). Less than four percent of the floodplain is
developed. Anadromous fish are known to be present in two stream miles (Table C-2).

About 38 percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions (Table C-9). Seventy-
three percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least one primary ecological function
score, reflecting the relatively rural/agricultural nature of this resource site that tends toward
more vegetation near the stream compared to urbanized areas (Table C-9). Low structure
vegetation/intact topsoil is the dominant vegetation cover within 300 ft of streams (Table C-4).
The percentage of land receiving a given primary score was divided relatively evenly between
Large wood and channel dynamics and Streamflow moderation and water storage (Table C-8).
However, Bank stabilization and pollution control and Organic material sources were also
important primary functions (Table C-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of
ecological functions mapping).
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Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 16 percent of the'lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 25th of the 27 resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, only
seventeen percent fall within the top third of the point range (Table C-10). Of the four criteria in
the GIS model, this site tends to score low in size and habitat interior, moderate to high in water
resources, and moderate in connectivity (Table C-11). In general, this site’s wildlife habitat
patches are characterized by moderate fragmentation with fairly good water resources.

Habitat types in this resource site are co-dominated by conifer/hardwood forest cover,
agricultural lands and wetlands (Table C-15). Wetlands are a very important habitat type in this
resource site, comprising an estimated 28 percent of lands. Despite the relatively small amount
of acreage falling within the Metro boundary, the site contributes three percent of the region’s
total wetlands, ranking 10™ among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Two Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

Great Blue Heron nesting colony
Western Meadowlark

Acorn Woodpecker

Northern Goshawk

Merlin

There are very likely many other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those
relying on wetlands, forested habitats and agricultural lands, which often serve as a surrogate for
native grassland habitats (for example, the Meadowlark and Merlin sightings; see Table C-15).
Examples of species likely to occur in this site may be found by referencing the species list in
Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species
needs and potential reasons for their decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts
section above. More detailed information on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson
and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.
The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the

Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

o UID numbers: 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 165
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table C- 6 Acres wnthln resource 3|te by jurisdiction.

Jurisdictioni 'Acres.within'subwatershed -
Comnelius 1,190.5
Forest Grove 3,040.6
Hillsboro 0.6
Unincorporated Washington County 1,471.1

Table C-7. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corridor.

'Total acres within Metro

Total acres w:thm ripanan

comdor

Council Creek

57082

1,142.4

Table C-8. Number of acres wrthln riparian corridor prowdmg ecologlcal function.

- = Primary Value Secondary Value .
‘ Ec ogical functlon . i Acres"i, FE % of Total“ : i Aeres s % of Total o
! Mlcrocllmate & shade 146.4 12.8% 120.8 10.6%
Streamflow moderation & 655.4 57.4% 4430 38.8%
water storage
Bank stabilization & o o
Couneil Ci pollution control 542.6 47.5% 9.8 0.9%
arge wood & channel 7169 62.8% 26.5 2.3%
dynamics
Organic material sources 4011 35.1% 141 1.2%

**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function

Table C-9 Breakdown of ecological scores.

4 % of Total Acres
1to5 309.3 27.1%
6to 11 106.2 9.3%
12to 17 298.5 26.1%
18 t0 23 54.0 4.7%
24 t0 29 274.9 24.1%
30 99.5 8.7%
Total acres 1,142.4 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table C-10. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

:Total wildlife
‘ model patch
acres in’
| A Sl inventory
Model score 237 56.0 3157 93.0, 143.6 1148 1545 0.0 0.0 901.4
Percent of total 2.6%| 6.2%] 35.0%] 10.3%| 15.9%| 12.7%| 17.1%| 0.0%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

Table C-11 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cnterla.

]’otal wildlife
model patch
: 3 acres ‘In

Intenorz :

i b R i B nventory
484.5 315.6 0.0 0.0 7.4 363.3] 108.6] 545.1| 247.7 901.4

Percent of total

acresin §3.7%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 35.0%| 0.0%] 0.0%| 0.8%| 55.8%| 40.3%| 12.0%| 60.5%| 27.5% na

inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

ranked for these criteria.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources

Table C-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

~ Grass/shrub | | Total wildlife
Foreste wetlands within : Other model patch
| vegetation | wetlands | 300festofa | wetlands | = acresin -
] N Slostream e fil lnventol'v
238.5 29.5 87.1 129.4 901.4
Percent of total 45.9% 0.3% 26.5% 3.3% 9.7% 14.4% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table C-13 Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)
. : - | HOCs insid . HOCs outslde Wildlife -
Resolirce site: Co WII d o patc hes ;

otal Inventoried
ildlife habitat acres | Total S0OCs

SRR

901.4 230.4 11.1
Percent of total 98.8% 25.3% 1.2%
*Habitats of Concern.

912.5 2
100.0% N/A

DRAFT inventory & significance August 2002 page 83



Table C-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

of HOCs outside of
; : Percent of total
led patches (Including Inventoried hab|tat
tlands <2 acres)

0.0 5.4%

Barren K 4.4 7.8%

Low structure agriculture 27 26.4%

High structure agriciilture 0.0 4.4%

Deciduous closed canopy - 0.1 5.7%

Mixed closed canopy = 0.5 7.8%

Conifer closed canopy™ v 0.2 3.2%

Deciduous open can 0.4 3.1%

Mixed open canop: 0.7 2.4%

Conifer. open canopy 0.1 0.3%

Deciduous scattered 06 5.4%
canop

Mixed scattered canopy . 0.4 3.6%

Conifer scattered canopy 0.0 0.5%

Closed canopy shrubiziia 0.0 2.7%

Open canopy shritb 0.2 2.4%

Scattered canopy shrii 0.3 5.0%

0.6 13.9%

0.0 0.0%

11.1 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table C-15. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat associations.

CouncilCreek | WATR' HWEf rwer [rorwer| FCOL | weer | Acea
Total acres 20.7 216.5 29.5 256.5 291.2 194.9 281.4
Percent of total 2.3% 23.7% 3.2% 28.1% 31.9% 21.4% 30.8%

'See Table C-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also induded in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #6: McKay Creek subwatershed

Named streams/rivers: Dairy Creek, McKay Creek, Warble Gulch

Communities within the subwatershed: Hillsboro, unincorporated Washington County
Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 3,842.7

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 677.9

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Most of
this site (91 percent) is in the City of Hillsboro, with the remainder in unincorporated
Washington County (Table C-16).

This resource site falls close to the midpoint of development compared to all other sites, with
12.8 miles of road per square mile (Table C-2). Zoning is primarily single family residential and
industrial (Table C-5). More than a thousand building permits have been issued here since 1996
(Table C-2).

Riparian resources. As with the other resource site in Group C, Site #6 contains a relatively
smaller proportion of riparian resources compared to the first four resource sites described.
Lands within the riparian corridor inventory comprise about 17 percent of total lands in this
subwatershed (Table 12). The site contributes less than one percent of the region’s riparian
corridors, but that statistic is influenced by the relatively small amount of Site #6°s area falling
within the Metro boundary (Tables 12 and 13).

This resource site has a relatively low stream density, with approx1mate1y 12 total stream miles,
or 0.0022 miles of non-piped streams per acre, ranking it 23" out of the 27 resource sites (Table
12). About 31 percent of all stream miles are stream links, suggesting a relatively high amount
of piping/culverting (Table C-3); 13 percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-quality
limited (Tables C-2 and C-3). The dominant stream gradient in this resource site is low to
medium (Table C-3); nine percent of the site is in the floodplain, with approximately four
percent of the land covered by wetland resources (Table C-2). Less than eight percent of the
floodplain is developed. Anadromous fish are known to be present in one stream mile (Table C-
2).

Forty-four percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions (Table C-19). Seventy-
one percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least one primary ecological function score,
reflecting the relatively rural/agricultural nature of this resource site that tends toward more
vegetation near the stream compared to urbanized areas (Table C-19). Low structure
vegetation/intact topsoil is the dominant vegetation cover within 300 ft of streams; however,
there is relatively more forest cover along streams here than in Site #5 (Table C-4). The
percentage of land receiving a given primary score was divided relatively evenly between Large
wood and channel dynamics, Bank stabilization and pollution control, and Streamflow
moderation and water storage (Table C-18). However, Organic material sources were also
important primary functions (Table C-18; see also Table 4 and Appendlx 5 for description of
ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 13 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it last among the 27 resource sites. However, note that the small amount of
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this site’s land within the Metro boundary may not be characteristic of the entire subwatershed
(Table 16). Within model patches, only ten percent fall within the top third of the point range
(Table C-20). Ofthe four criteria in the GIS model, this site tends to score low in size and
habitat interior, moderate to high in water resources, and moderate in connectivity, similar to the
other resource site in Group C (Table C-21). In general, this site’s wildlife habitat patches are
characterized by moderate fragmentation with fairly good water resources.

Habitat types in this resource site are co-dominated by conifer/hardwood forest cover,
agricultural lands and wetlands (Table C-25). Similar to Site #5, wetlands are a very important
habitat type in this resource site, comprising an estimated 29 percent of lands in the resource site.
Relative to the site’s amount of land within the Metro boundary, it contributes a relatively large
percentage of the region’s total wetlands (two percent) and ranks 15th among the 27 resource
sites.

Species of Concern. There are no recorded Species of Concern sighting locations within this
resource site. However, it is likely that this simply indicates a lack of survey data. There are
very likely Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying on wetlands,
forested habitats and agricultural lands, which often serve as a surrogate for native grassland
habitats (see Table C-25). Examples of species likely to occur in this site may be found by
referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a double “XX” under
the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are identified in the
Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all species’ needs can
be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 40, 45, 46, 47, 59, 60
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table -16 Acres wuthm resource snte by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction | : : ]2 Acres within subwatershed
Hillsboro 3,500.6
Unincorporated Washmgton County 336.7

Table C-17. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corridor.
‘ : Total acres within riparian

McKay Creek . 635.8

Table C-18. Number of acres within riparian corridor prowdlng ecologlcal function.

‘i Primary Value . “...Secondary Value
e R : Acres* ' 1% of Total** '} ' "Acres % of Total
Microclimate & shade 1371 21.6% 53.1 8.3%
Streamflow moderation & o o
water storage 361.6 56.9% 254.5 40.0%
Bank.stablhzatlon & 334.0 52.5% 0.0 0.0%
poliution control
;;;gfn‘fc?d & channel 384.0 60.4% 10.0 1.6%
Organic material sources 274.9 43.2% 3.3 0.5%

Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table C-19. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

1 % of Total Acres
1to5 182.2 28.7%
6 to 11 56.3 8.8%
120 17 120.3 18.9%
18 t0 23 19.6 3.1%
24 t0 29 151.4] - 23.8%
30 106.0 16.7%
Total acres 635.8 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat
-

Table C-20. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

;L Total wildlife
model patch -
acres in
8 inventory
Model score 20.3 5421 152.9 68.0 40.3 97.4 215 28.0 0.0 4827
Percent of total 4.2%| 11.2%] 31.7%| 14.1% 8.4%| 20.2% 45%] 58%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table C-21. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by criteria.
Numberofacres byscoreforeach mode!cﬁterion S Z i Total wildlife
T *lnterlo? T i r‘ m Connectlvity ‘model patch
: S} -acresin
e L . i =i Inventory
Model score 234.1 28.0 0.0 179.0 0.0 0.0 2.4] 234.2| 2258] 148.1] 266.2 68.4 482.7
Percent of total
acresin 48.5%| 5.8%| 0.0%| 37.1%]| 0.0% 0.0%| 0.5%] 48.5%| 46.8%| 30.7%| 55.1%| 14.2% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table C-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.*

Low structure vegetation within ¢ o : e i

00 feet of stream i, Grassishub | 0 | rotal wildlife

wetlands withln . gOthe(r model patch

. '3001eetota’ ‘| wetlands | acresin':

. stream’ - i Inventory
Acres 220.6 0.0 125.2 58.9 69.9 8.2 482.7
Percent of total 45.7% 0.0% 25.9% 12.2% 14.5% 1.7% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table C-23. Total acres of inventoried W|Idl|fe habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)

iHOCs outslde Wildlife ..
Re ource site: McKay ¥ ,Total inventoried .
patches (including wetlamjs - wildlife habitat acres .‘Total SOCs
. .. <2acres) e N )
1.6 484 .4 0
Percent of total 0.3% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concem.
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Table C-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total area of HOCs outsi:e of L Percent ol total
i we tlan ds <2 acres) i lnventoried habitat

0.00 0.0 0.0%
Barre 49.76 0.0 10.3%
Low structure agricultiire 162.02 0.7 33.6%
[High structure agriculture - 2.70 0.0 0.6%
IDeciduous closed canopy;@“ 39.44 0.1 8.2%
Mlxed closed: candpy i 37.90 0.0 7.8%
[Coniter closed. ‘canopy 16.86 0.0 3.5%
Deciduous ‘open canopy 26.87 0.0 5.6%
Mixed open¢anopy i 24.52 0.0 5.1%
Conifer open canopy 3.50 0.0 0.7%
Declduous scattered i 20.48 0.0 4.2%
canopy . .
Mixed scattered.canopy. 9.21 0.0 1.9%
Conifer Scattered ¢ canopy 3.08 0.0 0.6%
Closed 'canopy shrib: ! 15.51 0.1 3.2%
Opencanopy shrub 11.54 0.0 2.4%
Scattered cauy shru 19.15 0.0 4.0%
Meadow/grass | 40.18 0.6 8.4%
Notclassified iy 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Total . o @ 482,73 1.6 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table C-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat associations.

Habitattype :
Sy WLCH/ - S1E -
G - il RWE"’ Tomer | woort | VEGR | AceA.
Total acres 0.0 78.1 58.9 138.9 182.0 71.6 165.5
Percent of total 0.0% 16.1% 12.2% 28.7% 37.6% 14.8% 34.2%

1See Table C-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

*Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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D. Rock Creek/Tualatin River

General watershed information

Resource sites in the Rock Creek/Tualatin River Watershed include:

¢ Middle Rock Creek-Tualatin River subwatershed

e Beaverton Creek subwatershed

o Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin River subwatershed (combined with Middle Tualatin River-
Davis Creek)

o Middle Tualatin River-Gordon Creek subwatershed (combined with Lindow Creek)

Watershed assessments and plans

Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior (BLM), 2001. Middle Tualatin-
Rock Creek Watershed Analysis, BLM, Salem District Office, Tillamook Resource Area:
Tillamook, Oregon.

Brown and Caldwell, 1999. Beaverton Creek Watershed Management Plan. Unified Sewage
Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Lev, Esther, 1990. Inventory of Wetlands, Riparian and Upland Wildlife Habitat Areas in
Hillsboro, Oregon, Environmental Consulting: Portland, Oregon.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Unified Sewage Agency (USA), 1995.
Distribution of Fish and Crayfish and Measurement of Available Habitat in the Tualatin
River Basin, Final Report of Research, ODFW: Portland, Oregon and Unified Sewage
Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Tualatin River Watershed Council, 1999. Tualatin River Watershed, Action Plan, Tualatin River
Watershed Council: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Tualatin Watershed Council, 2001. Tualatin River Watershed Atlas, Tualatin Watershed Council:
Hillsboro, Oregon

Unified Sewage Agency, 1996. Subbasin Strategies Plans for Upper Rock, Bronson and Willow
Creeks, Unified Sewage Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Walker and Macy, Landscape Architects and Planners, 1989. Jackson Bottom, Concept Master

Plan, City of Hillsboro, Unified Sewage Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Watershed councils and related groups

Cedar Mill Creek Watershed Watch, 503-292-8713, Gretchen Vadnais

Golf Creek, Friends of, 7277 SW Barnes Road, Portland 97225, 503-292-4549, Bridget
McCarthy

Jackson Bottom, Friends of, 503-647-3286, Faun Hosey

Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve, 123 W Main Street, Hillsboro 97123, 503-681-6206, Patrick
Willis

Rock Creek Environmental Center, 503-690-5402, Bob Mann

Rock Creek Watershed Council, 16747 Timber Road, Vernonia 97064, 503-429-2401, Maggie
Belmore

Tualatin Watershed Council, 1080 SW Baseline, Bldg. B, Suite B-2, Hillsboro 97123, (503) 681-
0953, FAX (503) 681-9772

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge, City of Sherwood, 90 NW Park Street, Sherwood
97140, 503-625-5522, Joan Patterson

Tualatin River Rangers, USA, 155 N First Ave., Hillsboro 97124, 503-640-3516, Linda Kelly
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Tualatin Riverkeepers, 16340 SW Beef Bend Road, Sherwood 97140, 503-590-5813, Lauri
Mullen '

Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt

Yamhill Basin Council, 2200 SW 2™ Street, McMinnville 97128, 503-472-6403, Melissa Leonj

Data descriptions _

Table D-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Keying in on the resource site number will
show how the subwatersheds are aggregated into the resource sites listed above.

All six of the subwatersheds fall within the same 5" field HUC (Rock Creek/Tualatin River), but
they are divided into four resource sites. The Middle Rock Creek-Tualatin River subwatershed
comprises the resource site with the same name (Resource Site #7). Similarly, the Beaverton
Creek subwatershed also comprises its namesake resource site (Resource Site #8). Resource Site
~ #9 is comprised of two subwatersheds, Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin River and Middle Tualatin

River-Davis Creek; this is called Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin River. Resource Site #10, Middle
Tualatin River-Gordon Creek, combines its namesake with Lindow Creek.

Tables D-1 and D-2 provide general description about the 5™ field and 6™ field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

Table D-1. Watersheds; (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro jurisdictional
boundary

'tershed 31 - . 6th field Acres in
S Tevel HUC) Subwatershed (6th Ievel HUC) " HUC code Metro
7 'F‘{"i'\‘,’:r'e Rock Creek-Tualatin 170900100401 7,300.1
8 Beaverton Creek 170900100402 24,296.8
Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin
Rock Creek/Tualatin River 170900100403 74964
River 1709001004 9 Middle Tualatin River-Davi
iad’e Tuaatin River-Davis 170900100404 1,220.7
Creek
Middle Tualatin River-Gordon 170900100405 3,504.8
10 Creek
Lindow Creek 170900100407 752.5

Table D-2. Resource sites: general mformatlon

:,“",ﬂ;:g i ‘.“ ‘* . ;:’ :
8 g |85l S5
G2 es o2 8
g Qi | 88«
by ‘= 3 t=2 = BT}
S =1 g5 oo
© (e oy T8
=5 3. | g2 S
Miles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams 4.5 34.8 4.6 3.0
Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 10.2 15.3 12.6 12.1
Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 4.5 0.0 4.6 0.4
Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 198.6 688.7 918.5 37.8
Total acres of wetlands 199.9 599.8| 918.5 38.1
Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area) 239.2 1,246.1f 854.3 83.7
Acres of developed floodplains 8.2 421.9 16.6 13.5
Building permits since 1996 (number) 2,704.0 6,183.0] 1,579.0 765.0
Table D-3. Characteristics of stream mnles by resource site.
 Stroam miles by - Miles of stream Miles of streams not|: Total stream”
: . channel type , S categonzed by miles
_‘_Low to'mediumii] i viHigh il i |2 channel type D e
Middle Rock Creek- 74 59 22 145 30.0
Tualatin River
Beaverton Creek 31.6 6.5 20.9 42.9 101.9
Lower Rock Creek- 135 00| . 77 116 32.8
Tualatin River
Middle Tualatin River- :
Gordon Creek 27 1.6 0.8 11.0 16.1

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.
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Table D-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.

vaegetation types within 300 feet of 2 stream (acres) . e : R
R e S ;s : <}~ Forested vegetation
AW DU 3 wz .
‘ vegetatlon ta ‘tquq[l 7 vege(ation >3°° feet froma streém
Middle Rock Creek- B
Tualatin River 682.8 7.7 744.7 923.0
Beaverton Creek 1,141.9 114.0 1,743.8 2,457.0
Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin 726.4 9.0 4515 2786
River
Middle Tualatin River-
Gordon Creek 343.8 203 216.2 363.5
Table D-5 Regional zoning by resource site.
. o v Acres by zone withineach resource slte' e
R ér&l . lhéldstria M/: Multi-famity - Publlclopen Rural i Single famlly ' Mised use
. e 1] oweeame ] £ resldentlal .. space wooresldentlal o | TS
Middle Rock Creek-
Tualatin River 748.7 801.0 751.3 52 2,798.8 1,608.0 1771
Beaverton Creek 1,774.6 1,187.3 2,277.0 103.5 1,250.7 12,2114 2,065.6
Lower Rock Creek- 1,7775| 17208 649.9 157 79.0 39440 4135
Tualatin River
Middle Tualatin
River-Gordon Creek 2575 37.7 237.5 0.0 1,323.3 2,037.0 0.0
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SITE #7: Middle Rock Creek-Tualatin River subwatershed

Named tributaries: Abbey Creek, Rock Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Beaverton, Hillsboro, Portland, unincorporated
Washington County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 7,300.1

Total acreage within riparian corridor: 2,421.2

This site contains two percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. About 23
percent of the site is in the City of Hillsboro, seven percent in the City of Portland, less than one
percent in Beaverton, with the remainder in unincorporated Multnomah and Washington counties
(32 and 39 percent, respectively) (Table D-6).

This resource site falls in the second quartile (26 to 50 percent of maximum) of the range of
development compared to other sites, with 10.2 miles of road per square mile (Table D-2). Rural
zoning strongly dominates land use, but single family residential zoning is also important;
commercial, industrial and multi-family residential uses also cover substantial acreage (Table D-
5). More than 2,700 building permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table D-2).

Riparian resources. The percentage of this site in riparian corridors is 33 percent, comparable to
Site #4 (Willamette River — Lower Tualatin River) (Table 12). The site contributes
approximately three percent of the region’s riparian corridors (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 30 total stream miles, or slightly less than 0.0038 miles of
non-piped streams per acre, ranking it seventh among the 27 resource sites (Table 12). Only
approximately seven percent of all stream miles are stream links, suggesting a relatively low
amount of piping/culverting (Table D-3); 16 percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d)
water-quality limited, the lowest of any site in Group D (Tables D-2 and D-3). The site contains
a mixture of stream gradients (Table D-3). Slightly over three percent of the site is in the
floodplain, with approximately three percent of the land covered by wetland resources (Table D-
2). Slightly more than three percent of the floodplain is developed, most similar to Site #9 in this
group. Anadromous fish are known to be present in five stream miles (Table D-2).

Twenty-seven percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, similar to Sites #8 and
#10 in Group D (Table D-9). Forty-two percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least
one primary ecological function score, similar to all other sites in this group except Site #9,
which has more primary-scoring areas (Table D-9). The vegetation types within 300 ft of
streams are co-dominated by forested and low-structure vegetation, most similar to Site #8 in this
group (Table D-4). The largest percentage of land receiving a given primary score is for Bank
stabilization and pollution control, but Large wood and channel dynamics and Organic material
sources are also important primary functions (Table D-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for
description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 33 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it eighth of the 27 resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, a
remarkably high 57 percent fall within the top third of the point range (Table D-10). Of the four
criteria in the GIS model, this site tends to score low to moderate in size, moderate to high in
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interior (excellent compared to many other sites), moderate in water resources, and high in
connectivity (Table D-11). In general, this site’s wildlife habitat patches are characterized by a
low degree of fragmentation, excellent connectivity, and good water resources. There is a
substantial amount of interior habitat in this resource site, making it an excellent area for
Neotropical migratory birds and other species requiring interior or relatively undisturbed
habitats. '

Habitat types in this resource site are dominated by conifer/hardwood forest cover, reflecting the
strong size and interior habitat scores discussed above (Table D-15). Wetlands comprise an
estimated eight percent of lands. This site contributes over two percent of the region’s total
wetlands, ranking 13th among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Four Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

e Acorn Woodpecker

e Willow Flycatcher

o Elk (listed as sensitive here because it is considered in the Goal 5 rule)
o Great Blue Heron nesting colony

There are very likely many other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those
relying on forest interior habitats (see Table D-15). Examples of species likely to occur in this
site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a
double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are
identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all
species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

¢ UID numbers: 49, 55, 56, 57, 58
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table D-6. Acres within resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction @ :|Acres within:'subwatershed . .

Beaverton 8.8
Hillsboro 1,670.9
Portland 474.8
Unincorporated Multnomah County 2,308.2
Unincorporated Washington County 2,835.9

Table D-7 Acres in Metro and nparlan corridor.

| Total acres within riparnan
: comdor

2,390.8

7Mi‘ddle Rock Creek-Tualatin River

Table D-8. Number of acres wnthm riparian corridor provndmg ecological function.

= , i ‘Primary Value i e )i Secondary Value :
Ecological functlon . rAcres® | 1% of Total™ v -Acres v »] ~ 2% of Total
Microclimate & shade 432.5 18.1% 978.6 40.9%
‘,S\,:fei";:';‘;'g'2°de'at'°" & 310.5 13.0% 2,032.4 85.0%
Bank stabilization & o o
pollution control 945.3 39.5% 253.5 10.6%
'c;;;gfn‘l”gd & channel 751.4 31.4% 1983 8.3%
Organic material sources 636.8 26.6% 157.9 6.6%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table D-9. Breakdown of ecological scores.

1to5 1,382.1

6 to 11 256.3

Mlddle Rock’ 12t0 17 113.3

Creek-‘l'ua ati 18 to 23 86.8

d 24 to 29 428.5

. 30 123.9
L Total acres 2,390.8 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table D-10 Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

. L : Total wildlife
Resource site: Number of acrea in each Wildhfe score category m odel patch
= acresin”

i Sl LG e i
Tualatin River . \ inventory |
Model score 31.1| 140.5] 326.1| 293.3 96.8 133.6 45.311,282.4 0.0 2,349.0
Percent of total 1.3%] 6.0%] 13.9%] 12.5% 4.1% 5.7% 1.9%| 54.6%] 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

_ Table D-1 1 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cntena *
L : Number of acres by score for each mode! criterion ) £ b Total wildlife
: sy Water’ e Connectmty L model patch
Ly 1 rilenge acresin |
b thmb e o b e i e ,,‘Inventory‘
- 11,086.1] 638.6 0.0] 257.6] 638.6] 643.8] 67.6]1,9354] 280.3] 212.5| 556.7] 1,579.9 2,349.0
Percent of total
acres in 46.2%)] 27.2%] 0.0%| 11.0%| 27.2%| 27.4%| 2.9%| 82.4%| 11.9%| 9.0%| 23.7%] 67.3% na
inventory

"Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table D-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

Low' structure vegetatnon within’

‘ 300 feet of stream

R 20T T

Grasslshrub 2| Totat witdiife

‘weUands wlthln . Other model patch

. 300 feetof a 7| wetlands | ““acresin

© -stream . < Inventory ..

Acres 555.0 69.4 1,540.8 99.6 72.1 12.2 2,349.0
Percent of total 23.6% 3.0% 65.6% 4.2% 3.1% 0.5% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table D-13 Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concem (SOCs).

i HOCs lnslde HOCs outside W'Idllfe « | rotal Inventorled
»Wlldhfe patches patche; (mcluding wetl‘ands : wildlife habitat acres Total SOCs
3 S <2 acres) : g e
2344 19.4 2368.4 4
Percent of total 9.9% 0.8% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concern.
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Table D-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Resource Site Gk e ‘.
Middle Rock Creek i \ Totalarea of HOCs outside of 1 pe ricent‘of tdtél :
g B modeled Patcges (Including 4. Iriveritbrie d habitai»
_ wetlands <2 agr'es)‘f‘ 1] s e et
X 0.7 0.3%
135.08 5.3 5.9%
Low structure agriculture, . 214.50 2.1 9.1%
High structure agriculture 6.72 0.0 0.3%
Deciduous closed canopy 544.74 1.0 23.0%
Mixed ¢closed canopy 635.98 0.8 26.9%
Conifer closed canopy 56.03 0.9 2.4%
Deciduotis open canopy’ 70.35 1.3 3.0%
Mixed ogen canopy. 61.01 0.6 2.6%
Conifer open canopy 18.22 0.2 0.8%
Declduous 159.86 0.5 6.8%
canopy
Mixed scattere 33.62 0.7 1.4%
Conifer scattered canopy 5.91 0.4 0.3%
Closed canopy shiub:. 74.12 0.5 3.1%
Open canopy shrub’ 98.93 0.3 4.2%
Scattered canopy shrub. 59.78 0.8 2.6%
Meadow/grass. L 168.69 3.3 7.3%
Notélassified iy 0.15 0.0 0.0%
Totali: 2,349.03 19.4 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table D-15. Wildlife habitat availabitity' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons.

' Habitattype
s o] ducl AR‘?’ET’I TQT,‘.”?T’ wopr* | WEGR | " AGPA
Total acres 0.0 84.3 99.6 199.9]  1,592.1 331.8 2233
Percent of total 0.0% 3.6% 4.2% 8.4% 67.2% 14.0% 9.4%

See Table D-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #8: Beaverton Creek subwatershed

Named tributaries: Beaverton Creek, Bronson Creek, Cedar Mill Creek, Golf Creek, Johnson
Creek, Rock Creek, Wessenger Creek, Willow Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Beaverton, Hillsboro, Portland, unincorporated
Washington County. -

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 24,297

Total acres within riparian corridor: 5,822.7

This site contains eight percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary, a
relatively substantial amount compared to other Resource Sites (two sites rank higher). Over
half of the site (57 percent) is in unincorporated Washington County; 28 percent falls within the
City of Beaverton, and four and five percent in the cities of Hillsboro and Portland, respectively.
The remaining five percent is in unincorporated Multnomah County (Table D-16).

This site contains 15.3 miles of roads per square mile, placing it in the high end of the third
quartile (51-75 percent of maximum) of the range of development compared to all other sites. It
is the most developed of the four resource sites in Group D (Table D-2). Zoning is dominated by
Zoning is very strongly dominated by single family residential use (Table D-5). More than 6,000
building permits have been issued in this resource site since 1996, more than double that of any
other resource site within Metro’s boundary (Table D-2).

Riparian resources. Given this site’s high development intensity, it is relatively rich with
riparian resources; the amount of this site in riparian corridors is 24 percent, comparable to Site
#10 in this group (Table 12). The site contributes a substantial amount of the region’s riparian
corridors, at more than six percent (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 102 total stream miles, and more than 0.0033 miles of non-
piped streams per acre, ranking it 16™ among the 27 resource sites (Table 12). Approximately 21
percent of all stream miles are stream links, suggesting a relatively high amount of
piping/culverting that is similar to Site #9 (Table D-3). This site has the highest percentage of
non-piped streams that are DEQ 303(d) quality limited, at 43 percent (Tables D-2 and D-3).
That is not surprising, as research across the country indicates declining stream quality with
increasing urbanization (see Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5, Metro 2002). Low to medium
gradient streams predominate (Table D-3). Five percent of the site is in the floodplain, with
approximately 2-1/2 percent of the land covered by wetland resources (Table D-2). More than a
third of the floodplain is developed (the fourth highest level of all resource sites; Table 14), and
this probably contributes to decreased stream quality. No anadromous fish are known to be
present in this resource site (Table D-2).

Twenty-nine percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, similar to Sites #7 and
#10 in Group D (Table D-19). Forty-five percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least
one primary ecological function score, similar to all other sites in this group except Site #9,
which has more primary-scoring areas (Table D-19). The vegetation types within 300 ft of
streams are co-dominated by forested and low-structure vegetation, most similar to Site #7 in this
group (Table D-4). The largest percentage of land receiving a given primary score is for Bank
stabilization and pollution control and Large wood and channel dynamics; however, Organic
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material sources is also important primary function (Table D-18; see also Table 4 and Appendix
5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 22 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 19™ of the 27 resource sites (Table 16). This low ranking relative to the
site’s substantial lands within the Metro boundary reflects the high urbanization levels.
However, within model patches, 40 percent fall within the top third of the point range (Table D-
20). The trends for the four criteria in the GIS model are interesting. All of this site’s acreage
falls in the lowest size category. For habitat interior, there is a dichotomy in which sites are split
between the low and high range, with none in the middle; note that only one site (Site #26)
contains a higher proportion of the top category for interior habitat. However, nearly all sites
score moderate to high in water resources, and the majority are in the highest connectivity score
(water and connectivity are likely related) (Table D-21). In general, this site’s resources are
characterized by small habitat patches, but these are often placed along streams and thus tend to
be well connected. This type of resource site is important for wildlife passage, including
movements of migratory birds in the spring and fall.

Habitat types in this resource site are strongly dominated by conifer/hardwood forest cover, but
wetlands are also important, comprising approximately 12 percent of this site’s lands (Table D-
25). The site is important to the regional wetland network, contributing over seven percent and
ranking third among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Thirteen Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site; this high
number is partially due to the fact that numerous surveys have been conducted within the
resource site, but also likely due to the valuable aquatic habitats and large amount of land in the
Metro boundary. It appears to be a very good area for Red-legged frogs. Each sighting may
include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only
listed once here. These include the following species:

Red-legged frog

Band-tailed Pigeon

Pileated Woodpecker
Olive-sided Flycatcher

Willow Flycatcher

Bufflehead

Northern Pygmy-owl

Great Blue Heron nesting colony
Common Nighthawk

Western pond turtle

There are very likely many other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those
relying on forest interior habitats (see Table D-25). Examples of species likely to occur in this
site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a
double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are
identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all
species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).
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Habitats of Concern.
The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the

Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concemn:

UID numbers: 14, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 58, 93, 107
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table D-16. Acres wnthln resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction. ¢ e wome et Acres within subwatershed -

Beaverton 6,902.2
Hillsboro 948.0
Portland 1,301.2
Unincorporated Multnomah County 1,246.4
Unincorporated Washington County 13,899.2

Table D-17. Acres ln Metro and riparian corridor.

Total acres within riparian
R source sit : TR
i _corridor. .

Beaverton Creek ' 24,297.0 5,788.0

! es within Metro

Table D-18. Number of acres wrthin riparian corridor provldmg ecologlcal function.

e anarv Value =iz ; Secondary Value i
i Acres*. L% of Total“ SuAcres il Y% of Total ©
1,1 90.9 20.6% 2,101.8 36.3%
1,069.3 18.5% 4,361.5 75.4%
2,364.5 40.9% 340.5 5.9%
2,160.2 37.3% 423.0 7.3%
Organic material sources 1,670.9 28.9% 306.6 5.3%

“Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table D-19. Breakdown of ecological scores.

Resource s al Acres
54.6%

8.2%

12t0 17 450.9 7.8%

gf:;’lffm" 18023 123.2 2.1%
24 10 29 11757 20.3%

30 401.3 6.9%

L o Total acres 5,788.0 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table D-20 Breakdown of total wrldllfe model patch scores

. Total wildlife
R?smfrce umber of acres In eachlwﬂdhfe score category ‘m odel patch’
L o S g racresin:
Beaverton Creek g . inventory .
Model score 247.9| 425.0] 479.4] 707.9| 516.0 699.8] 242.9{1,827.5 0.0 5,146.4
Percent of total 4.8%| 8.3%| 9.3%| 13.8%] 10.0%| 13.6%| 4.7%| 35.5%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table D-21. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by cnteria *
0 Number of acres by score for.each model criterion SR i -Total wildlife
lntt—:riol’2 5 i § :Water i & Connectlvrty model patch
. : . T acres in
. . i : G TERRL L Inventory
Model score 4,381.9 0.0 0.0{ 1,392.8 0.0] 1,827.5] 168.9] 3,218.0] 1,360.2| 1,132.9] 1,502.8| 2,510.7 5,146.4
Percent of total
acres in 85.1%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 27.1% 0.0%| 35.5%] 3.3%| 62.5%| 26.4%| 22.0%| 29.2%| 48.8% na
inventory

Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.
2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetatlon within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table D-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands

: l Low structure vegetation s within ] s i i

" ~;3oo feet of stream « ‘f»GrassIshrub Total wildlife

Resource slte.; r ,Forested wetlands within: Other i+ model patch
‘wetlands | wetlands ‘acresin

L i Inventory 5

. . 286.5 48.7 5, 146 3

Percent of tota! 13.8% 1.0% 74.9% 3.7% .6% 0.9% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

Table D-23 Total acres of mventorled wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs).

 HOCs'inslde HOCs outslde Wildlife - #
. Total Inventorled
atohes (includlng wetland 3 ,wll dlife habitat acres Total $0Cs
 <2acres) SR e
Acres 5146.4 529.0 80.0 5226.4 13
Percent of total 98.5% 10.1% 1.5% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table D-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Resource Sit Pireont of &

Beaverton . Percentof total . :
s “ Inventoried habitat
12.46 0.2%
289.57 6.0%
] 107.13 2.1%
High structure agriculture 27.07 0.5%
Deciduous closed canopy. 964.32 18.6%
Mixed closed canopy . 1,246.04 23.9%
Conifer closed canopy 667.35 12.8%
Deciduous open canopy: 378.66 7.5%
Mixed open canopy 257.30 5.0%
Conifer open'canopy: 75.65 1.5%
Declduous scattered 232.68 71 4.6%
cano o

Mixed scattered canopy = 155.35 2.9 3.0%
Conifer'scattered canopy' 46.84 0.8 0.9%
220.79 3.0 4.3%
94.03 2.3 1.8%
1Scattered canopy shrub: 115.54 3.4 2.3%
Meadowl/grass 255.25 6.4 5.0%
Not classified 0.44 0.0 0.0%
Total. ¢ 5,146.37 80.0 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table D-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

Resource site: - Habitat type

- : 3 P o8 R A
Beaverton Cos | wart | wwer | rwert [ romwers| (ot | weor | acea
Total acres 0.0 335.2 190.5 599.8 4,062.8 476.9 135.6
Percent of total 0.0% 6.4% 3.6% 11.5% 77.7% 9.1% 2.6%

'See Table D-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concem.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #9: Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin River subwatershed

Named tributaries: Beaverton Creek, Dawson Creek, Rock Creek, Jackson Slough, Tualatin
River

Communities within the subwatershed: Hillsboro, unincorporated Washington County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 8,717 (combined Lower Rock Creek-Tualatin River
and Middle Tualatin-Davis Creek subwatersheds)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 1,808.6

This site contains three percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Most of
the site lies within the City of Hillsboro’s boundaries (88 percent), with the remaining 12 percent
in unincorporated Washington County (Table D-26).

Road density, at 12.6 miles per square mile, is similar to the resource sites in Group C and falls
close to the mid-range compared to all other resource sites (Table D-2). Single family residential
dominates zoning, but commercial and industrial uses are also important land uses (Table D-5).
More than 1,500 building permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table D-2).

Riparian resources. The amount of this site in riparian corridors is 20 percent, comparable to
Site #10 in this group (Table 12). The site contributes approximately two percent of the region’s
riparian corridors (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 33 total stream miles, and more than 0.0029 miles of non-
piped streams per acre (Table 12). Approximately 23 percent of all stream miles are stream
links, suggesting a relatively high amount of piping/culverting that is similar to Site #8 (Table D-
3). This site has the second-highest percentage of non-piped streams that are DEQ 303(d)

quality limited, at 29 percent (Tables D-2 and D-3). Low to medium gradient streams strongly
predominate (Table D-3). This site also has the highest percentage of the site in the floodplain of
all Group D sites, and approximately 11 percent of the land covered by wetland resources,
substantially higher than other Group D sites (Table D-2). Only two percent of the floodplain is
developed, the lowest of all 27 resource sites. Approximately five stream miles are known to
contain anadromous fish (Table D-2).

Scoring ranges for this site indicate high quality riparian resources. Almost half of the acreage
that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site received primary scores for at least
three of the five ecological functions, and 78 percent of riparian acreage received at least one
primary function score (Table D-29). The vegetation types within 300 ft of streams is dominated
by low-structure vegetation, but there is also a substantial amount of forest cover (Table D-4).
The largest percentage of land receiving a given primary score is similar for three functional
criteria: Large wood and channel dynamics, Bank stabilization and pollution control and
Streamflow moderation and water storage (reflecting the strong floodplain and wetland
components) (Table D-28). Organic material sources is also important primary function (Table
D-28; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 19 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 22nd among the 27 resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, 41
percent fall within the top third of the point range, similar to Beaverton Creek (Table D-30). Of
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the four criteria in the GIS model, this site tends to score low in size and interior (there actually
is no acreage above the lowest interior class), high in water resources, and very good
connectivity (Table D-31). In general, this site’s resources are characterized by small to medium
habitat patches that are'long and narrow, with excellent water resources and connectivity,
reflecting the excellent stream and wetland resources in this site. This type of resource site is
important for wildlife passage, including movements of migratory birds in the spring and fall.

Habitat types in this resource site are quite mixed, but wetlands are critically important here.
Wetlands comprise 57 percent of the site, and contribute 11 percent of the regional wetland
network, ranking second highest among the 27 resource sites. Although wetlands cover the
highest percentage of land, forests are nearly as high and grasslands and agriculture also prov1de
significant habitat (Table D-35).

Species of Concern. Six Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site; the site is
important toa variety of species, including waterfowl. Each sighting may include one or more
species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only listed once here. These
include the following species:

Pileated Woodpecker
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Willow Flycatcher
Bald Eagle

Western Meadowlark
Bufflehead

Merlin

There are very likely many other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those
relying on forest interior habitats (see Table D-35). Examples of species likely to occur in this
site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a
double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are
identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all
species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 58, 59, 108
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

£
Table D-26. Acres within resource site by jurisdiction.
Jurisdiction ; {|Acrés within subwatershed -
Hillsboro 7,640.4
Unincorporated Washington County 1,076.8

Table D-27. Acres in Metro and rlpanan corridor.
: | Total acresvwnhm ripanan
corridor - :

1,736.4

. *Primary Value :: Secondary Value
Posan i ‘Acres*, Y% of Totalt* e | Acres s ] wea2 % of Total i
- |Microclimate & shade 482.7 27.8% 190.1 10.9%
Streamflow moderation & o o
water storage 1,031.5 59.4% 640.7 36.9%
ank stabilization & 1,045.4 60.2% 0.8 0.0%
ollution control
'";r’gfn‘f’;“ & channel 1,143.9 65.9% 36.4 2.1%
Organic material sources 836.1 48.2% 15.3 0.9%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table D-29. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

Resource site | Ec Iogical Score o =n of Total Acres
1to5 380.7 21.9%
6to 11 163.2 9.4%
12 to 17 349.1 20.1%
18 to 23 55.1 3.2%
24 to 29 428.7 24.7%
30 359.6 20.7%
Total acres 1,736.4 100.0%

DRAFT inventory & significance August 2002 page 107



Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table D-30. Breakdown of total wnldhfe model patch scores.*

ke ette: Total wildlife
JolICE Sl model patch
LowerRock,Creek = . e iacrest in
Tualatin River , ‘ Al o] e sl ventory
Model score 52.4f 119.3] 210.1 96.5 136.8 327.4] 319.5] 3461 0.0 1,608.2
Percent of total 3.3%] 7.4%| 13.1%| 6.0% 8.5%] 20.4%| 19.9%] 21.5%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table D-31. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria.*
.=z Number of acres by score for each model criterion : : oz Total wildlife
nterior.. Water’ (:onnectivity _model patch
G . 3 - ng 2|y e t;;‘;"acresyln
. . B ; L Inventory
935.7] 346.1 1,015.3 0.0 0.0 7.8] 442.2] 1,095.0] 239.3] 596.6] 7724 1,608.2
Percent of total
acres in 58.2%] 21.5%| 0.0%]| 63.1%]| 0.0% 0.0%| 0.5%| 27.5%] 68.1%| 14.9%| 37.1%| 48.0% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.
*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table D-32. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.

Lowstructure vegetation ‘within: e 3 wix :
“Grassishrub |1 | Total wildlife
wetlands “ Other | model patch
fa' [ wetlands Cacresin”
s Con e inventory
Acres 3219 4.4 375.1 318.0 346.0 242.8 1,608.2
Percent of total 20.0% 0.3% 23.3% 19.8% 21.5% 15.1% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of model patches.

Table D-33. Total acres of Inventoried WIldllfe habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

Resource\sile' Lower KHOCs msnde . HOCs outsnde Wildlife
‘« .Total inventoried :
ek Tualatm W‘ld(l;f:r::)tfhes atches (including wetlanfis wildlife habitat acres Total SQCs
Acrés 314 7 1617.4 6
Percent of total 19.5% 6% 100.0% N/A
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Table D-34. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

eled patches (including® 5 ::;z;te:f ht::iitlat :

wetlands <2 acres) S SR T

2.4%

. 11.7%

Liow striicture agricultur 0.3 16.4%
High structure agriculture 1.90 0.0 0.1%
Deciduois closed canopy 175.64 0.1 10.9%
Mixed closed canopy.. . 167.41 0.2 10.4%
Conifer closéd canopy 100.22 0.0 6.2%
Deciduous open canopy 107.94 1.1 6.7%
I 56.33 0.7 3.5%

Conifer open canopy & 18.67 0.4 1.2%
87.96 1.0 5.5%

Mixed scattered canopy 62.13 0.7 3.9%
Conifer scattered canop 28.07 0.4 1.8%
Closed canopy shru 71.92 0.3 4.5%
Open‘canopy shrib 31.69 0.4 2.0%
Scattered canopy shiub 70.45 0.6 4.4%
iMéadow/grass 138.61 0.3 8.6%
Not classified 0.00 0.0 0.0%
i 1,608.23 9.2 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table D-35. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat assoclatlons
S Habltat type

Total acres 34 318.0 2420 266.9
Percent of total 0.2% 36.4% 19.7% 56.8% 50.0% 15.0% 16.5%
1See Table D-34 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10). .
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SITE #10: Middle Tualatin River-Gordon Creek subwatershed

Named tributaries: Butternut Creek, Gordon Creek, Lindow Creek, Rock Creek, Tualatin River
Communities within the subwatershed: Beaverton, Hillsboro, unincorporated Washington
County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 4,347 (combined Middle Tualatin River-Gordon
Creek and Lindow Creek subwatersheds)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 940.4

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. The
majority of the site (97 percent) lies in unincorporated Washington County, with the remainder
in Beaverton (two percent) and Hillsboro (one percent) (Table D-36).

Despite that most of this resource site is in unincorporated lands, road density falls near the
midpoint of the range compared to all other resource sites (12.1 miles per square mile; Table D-
2). Reflecting this level of development, zoning is dominated by single family residential use.
However, rural zoning is also an important land use type (Table D-5). More than 750 building
permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table D-2).

Riparian resources. The amount of this site in riparian corridors is 22 percent, falling between
Sites #8 and #9 in this resource group (Table 12). However, the site contributes only about one
percent of the region’s riparian corridors (Table 13), because a relatively small portion of the
resource site falls within Metro’s boundary.

This resource site has approximately 16 total stream miles, and 0.0035 miles of non-piped
streams per acre, ranking it 12™ among the 27 resource sites (Table 12). Only five percent of all
stream miles are stream links, suggesting a relatively minor amount of piping/culverting that is
most similar to Site #7 (Table D-3). Twenty percent of non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d)
quality limited (Tables D-2 and D-3). A mixture of stream gradients is found in this resource site
(Table D-3). Only two percent of the site is in the floodplain, with one percent of the land
covered by wetland resources (Table D-2). Sixteen percent of the floodplain is developed. Less
than half a mile of streams in this site are known to harbor anadromous fish (Table D-2).

Twenty-nine percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, similar to Sites #7 and
#10 in Group D (Table D-19). Forty-five percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least
one primary ecological function score, similar to all other sites in this group except Site #9,
which has more primary-scoring areas (Table D-19). The vegetation types within 300 ft of
streams are co-dominated by forested and low-structure vegetation, most similar to Site #7 in this
group (Table D-4). The largest percentage of land receiving a given primary score is for Bank
stabilization and pollution control and Large wood and channel dynamics; however, Organic
material sources is also important primary function (Table D-18; see also Table 4 and Appendix
5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 22 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 18™ among the 27 resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, no
acreage falls within the top third of the point range, although nearly 60 percent fall in the middle
range (Table D-40). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, all acreage falls in the low size and
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habitat interior ranges. Scores for water resources tend to be moderate, while connectivity is
spread between the three point categories (Table D-41). In general, this site’s resources are
characterized by small habitat patches containing no interior habitat, with moderate water
resources and varying levels of connectivity.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the dominant habitat types in this resource site, although
agricultural lands cover 17 percent of the site’s land (Table D-45). Wetlands comprise only four
percent of the site, contributing less than one percent of the region’s wetlands and ranking 23" of
the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Three Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Pileated Woodpecker
o Band-tailed Pigeon
o Olive-sided Flycatcher

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table D-45). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 107, 108
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table D- 36 Acres W|th|n resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction' |Acres within subwatershed :

Beaverton 78.2
Hillsboro 62.2
Unincorporated Washington County 4,206.9

Table D 37 Acres in Metro and riparian corridor.

__corridor -

Total acres within tiparian

Mld&ie Tuélatln Rwer-Gdrddn Créek

4,347.3

9415

Table D 38 Number of acres within riparian corridor provndmg ecological function.

1 1 Primary Value 5 «Secondary Value :
i e Acres® | %of Total**: eres i % of Total Hi
Microclimate & shade 118.7 12.6% 315.6 33.5%
.| Streamflow moderation &
| water storage 88.7 9.4% 756.4 80.3%
Mlddler'l'ualatln Bank stabilization & o
Ipollution control 366.1 38.9% 43.0 4.6%
Large wood & channel o
ynamics 304.5 32.3% 58.2 6.2%
|Organic material sources 207.0 22.0% 50.1 5.3%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
. Table D-39 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
‘ :‘% of Total Acres
. 57 9%
6 to 11 94.7 10.1%
12to0 17 96.9 10.3%
i 18 to 23 48.7 5.2%
24 t0 29 131.4 14.0%
30 24.9 2.6%
Total acres 941.5 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table D-40. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

Number of acres h wildlife scare category Total wildiite
. S e modelpatch‘
i acresin .
v e lnventory 5
Model score 54.9] 129.6] 182.7] 178.4] 208.3 150.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 9043
Percent of total 6.1%| 14.3%| 20.2%| 19.7%] 23.0% 16.6% 0.0%] 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table D-41. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by cntena.
L umber of acres by score for each model criterion Ereniiannd Total wildlife
‘ - e COnnectivrty'“w »| ‘modef patch
| | e
o . e L Gonaia Jedtse datiin 2 g inventory
569.6 395.3 0.0 0.0{ 103.1}] 655.9 35.7} 215.5| 3446] 344.2 904.3
Percent of total
acres in 63.0%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 43.7%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 11.4%| 72.5%| 3.9%| 23.8%] 38.1%] 38.1% na
inventory
'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources

Table D-42. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.*

‘Low structure egetation within e e A

. 3 2 g 'f-iGrassIshrub Lo Total wildlife

wetlands wlthln . Other . |- model patch

. “wetlands | - acrésin

i lnventory s

1.2 904.3

Percent of total 34.6% 2.4% 59.4% 0.1% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table D-43. Total acres of Inventoned wrldhfe habltat by type and total Spemes of Concern (SOCs)

Acres

] nside
ife Jatches

- HOCs ‘outside Wildiife -
‘patches ‘(Includlng wetlands

Total Inventoned
wlldhfe habitat acres.

Total SOCs :

904.3 214.1 45.1 949 4 2
Percent of total 95.2% 22.5% 4.8% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table D-44. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total alrea of HOCs outslde of 4 Pevrcen ¢ of total -

~inventoried habitat’
0.0%
: ! X 7.4%

Low stritcture ag o 139.08 21.9 17.0%
High structure agriculture : 4.33 0.0 0.5%
Deciduous closed ¢canopy: 114.38 0.2 12.1%
Mixed closed canopy: . 209.37 1.0 22.2%
Conifer closed ¢anopy 80.68 0.0 8.5%
Decidiious open canopy 44.68 1.9 4.9%
Mixed open‘canopy.: 58.09 4.0 6.5%
Conifer operi‘canopy & 9.80 0.0 1.0%
565.51 08 5.9%
18.55 0.0 2.0%
Corifer scattered canopy i 7.71 0.0 0.8%
Closed canopy shrub o 25.88 1.8 2.9%
Opén‘canopy shrub. = 9.69 1.4 1.2%
Scattered canopy sh 18.48 3.7 2.3%
|Meadowigrass 45.89 0.0 4.8%
Not classiﬁed 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Total = 904.28 45.1 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table D-35. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assocnatlons

Habltat type : i : ;
WLCH/ . AR
WET’ TWE 3 reabaigtt ks
Total acres 34 588.8 318.0 918.5 809.1 2420 266.9
Percent of total 0.2% 36.4% 19.7% 56.8% 50.0% 15.0% 16.5%

See Table D-34 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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E. Lower Tualafin River

General watershed information

Resource sites in the Lower Tualatin River Watershed include:

o Lower Tualatin River-Lake Oswego Canal subwatershed

o Upper and Middle Fanno Creek subwatershed/Summer Creek subwatershed

» Lower Fanno Creek subwatershed

e Rock Creek (So. Washington Co.) subwatershed (combined with Cedar Creek, Chicken
Creek, and Lower Tualatin River subwatersheds)

Watershed assessments and plans

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1994. The Fanno Creek and Tributaries Conservation
Plan, January 19, 1994, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Kurahashi and Associates, Inc, 1997. Fanno Creek Watershed Management Plan, Unified
Sewage Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Unified Sewage Agency (USA), 1995.
Distribution of Fish and Crayfish and Measurement of Available Habitat in the Tualatin
River Basin, Final Report of Research, ODFW: Portland, Oregon and Unified Sewage
Agency: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Portland State University and Metropolitan Regional Government, 1995. Rock Creek Watershed
Atlas, Planning with an Awareness of Natural Boundaries, March 1995, Portland State
University and Metro: Portland, Oregon.

Tualatin River Watershed Council, 1999. Tualatin River Watershed, Action Plan, Tualatin River
Watershed Council: Hillsboro, Oregon.

Tualatin Watershed Council, 2001. Tualatin River Watershed Atlas, Tualatin Watershed Council:

Hillsboro, Oregon.

Watershed councils and related groups

Fanno Creek, Fans of, PO Box 25835, Portland 97225, 503-499-0412, Damel Heagerty

Lake Oswego Land Trust, 503-636-2451, Debbie Craig

Rock Creek Environmental Center, 503-690-5402, Bob Mann

Rock Creek Watershed Council, 16747 Timber Road, Vernonia 97064, 503-429-2401, Maggie
Belmore

Three Rivers Land Conservancy, PO Box 1116, Lake Oswego 97035, 503-699-9825, Jayne
Cronlund

Tualatin Watershed Council, 1080 SW Baseline, Bldg. B, Suite B-2, Hillsboro 97123, (503) 681-
0953, FAX (503) 681-9772

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge, City of Sherwood, 90 NW Park Street, Sherwood
97140, 503-625-5522, Joan Patterson

Tualatin River Rangers, USA, 155 N First Ave., Hillsboro 97124, 503-640-3516, Linda Kelly

Tualatin Riverkeepers, 16340 SW Beef Bend Road, Sherwood 97140, 503-590-5813, Lauri
Mullen

Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt
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Data descriptions

Table E-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Keying in on the resource site number will
show how the subwatersheds are aggregated into the resource sites listed above.

All of the resource sites and subwatersheds in Section E fall within the Lower Tualatin River
watershed. The Lower Tualatin River/Lake Oswego Canal subwatershed forms its own resource
site (Site #11). Similarly, Resource Sites #12, 13 and 14 are formed of only one subwatershed
each (Upper and Middle Fanno Creek; Summer Creek; and Lower Fanno Creek, respectively).
Site #15 is composed of four subwatersheds — Cedar Creek, Chicken Creek, Rock Creek (south
Washington County), and Lower Tualatin River-Lake Oswego Canal.

Tables E-1 and E-2 provide general description about the 5™ field and 6" field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

¥

Table E-1. Watersheds (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro jurisdictional

boundary.
5thﬁe|d/§% Resource L R
HUCcode | site# |>upwatershed (6thlevel HUC)

Lower Tualatin River - Lake
1
Oswego Canal

12 Upper and Middle Fanno Creek | 170900100502 11,1834

. -6th field =2 |z Acres in
. HUCcode | Metro":

170900100501 15,230.9

13 Summer Creek 170900100503 3,769.1

Lower Tualatin River 1709001005 14 Lower Fanno Creek 170900100504 8,453.8
Cedar Creek 170900100505 1528.42

Chicken Creek 170900100506 133.5,

15 Rock Creek (south Washington 170900100507 21023

County)

Lower Tualatin River - Lake
Oswego Canal

170900100508 4751

Table E-2. Resource sites: general information.

8 & 13 £
o= 9 s8g

° £ HX e
c £ ‘@ 2.3

“;, E o =5 o

P ool O g0

o @ % ; I
o =1 : =] N
Miles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams 13.1 12.8 3.9 8.7 4.9
IRoad density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 9.0 17.3 15.0 15.0 10.3
Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 8.7 71 0.0 8.6 0.6
Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 359.3] 3172 118.5 237.8 259.8
Total acres of wetlands 369.2 323.8| 118.5 238.3 261.5
Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area)| 1,132.0 517.5 61.8 829.0) 315.0
Acres of developed floodplains 283.1 107.8 7.0 87.8 22.8
Building permits since 1996 (number) 878.0| 1,057.0] 1,095.0 1,104.0] 1,366.0

Table E-3. Characteristics of stream miles by resource site.

Stream milos by Miles of stream | Miics of streams notl yoe.) gtream
channel typa < linke® . categorized by .} “miles

‘ W Low to miedium s : S channel type | i im0
Lower Tualatin River -
Lake Oswego Canal 28.2 6.4 8.4 217 64.7
Upper and Middle Fanno 13.3 56 76 19.7 462
Creek
Summer Creek 2.3 0.1 2.6 11.7 16.7
Lower Fanno Creek 12.2 0.8 8.6 16.4 38.1
Rock Creek (so. 6.1 0.0 20 48 12.9
Washington Co.) i : . : .

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.
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Table E-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.

Vegetatlon types w:thm 300 feetof a stream (acres) Gl :

. Forested vegetatlon
Resourco site } on-forest woody Ll Forested :
- | vegétation/intact topsoll  vegetation = - }300 faet from‘a stream
Lower Tualatin River - Lake B
Oswego Canal 1,374.1 354 1,790.8 2,251.8
Upper and Middle Fanno
Crock 389.6 8.0 949.3 1,208.1
Summer Creek 182.4 16.5 301.8 381.9
Lower Fanno Creek 376.9 10.2 626.7 551.0
Rock Creek (so.

Washington Co.) 330.3 13.3 253.8 4349
Table E 5. Reglonal zoning by resource site.
. Acres by zone within each resource site = 7
Muiti-family = | ¢ Publ Single famlly ¥ i
. residentiat: | “residentlal i M' xed use
Lower Tualatin River
- Lake Oswego 622.0 1,433.7 2242 6.2 8,692.0 3,493.8 0.0
Canal
Upper and Middle
Fanno Creek 967.2 483.5 7471 231.5 0.0 7,652.2 37.8
Summer Creek 22.2 5.3 4244 0.0 185.3 2,340.1 237.0
Lower Fanno Creek 1909.2 764.6 761.8 65.5 304.2 4,355.4 2238
Rock Creek (so.
Washington Co.) 340.6 732.2 188.9 0.0 947.6 1,540.3 0.0
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SITE #11: Lower Tualatin River-Lake Oswego Canal subwatershed

Named streams: Athey Creek, Fields Creek, Lake Oswego Canal, Nyberg Creek, Pecan Creek,
‘Saum Creek, Tualatin River, Wilson Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Durham, Lake Oswego, Rivergrove, Sherwood,
Tigard, Tualatin, West Linn, unincorporated Clackamas County, unincorporated Washington
County ‘

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 15,231

Total acres within riparian corridor: 5,861.2

Other information: One dam with a fishway present and functioning, and a weir pool. Two
additional barriers to fish with unknown impact.

This site contains five percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. It
encompasses portions of nine jurisdictions: unincorporated Clackamas County (51 percent),
unincorporated Washington County (10 percent), and the cities of Tualatin (25 percent), Lake
Oswego (six percent), West Linn (five percent), and one percent or less of the site in the cities of
Durham, Rivergrove, Sherwood, and Tigard (Table E-6).

Road density in this site is 9.0 miles per square mile; this is relatively low compared to all other
resource sites, falling within the low end of the second quartile (26 to 50 percent of maximum)
(Table E-2). Reflecting the relatively undeveloped nature of this resource site, the primary
zoning is rural. Single family residential zoning also covers considerable land area in this site
(Table E-5). Considering the relatively large amount of this site’s land falling within Metro’s
boundary, the number of building permits issued since 1996 is relatively low at 878 (Table E-2).

Riparian resources. The percentage of this site in riparian corridors is more than 38 percent,
substantially higher than the other four Group E sites (Table 12). The site contributes over six
percent of the region’s riparian corridors; only two sites contribute more (Sites #26 and 27)
(Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 30 total stream miles, or 0.0037 miles of non-piped streams
per acre (similar to Sites #12, 13 and 14 in Group E) (Tables E-3 and 12); the site ranks tenth
among the 27 resource sites in terms of stream density. Approximately 13 percent of all stream
miles are stream links. Twenty-three percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-
quality limited, the lowest of any site in Group E (Tables E-2 and E-3). The majority of streams
in this site are low gradient (Table E-3). Slightly over seven percent of the site is in the
floodplain, similar to Site #15 in this group. Approximately three percent of the land is covered
by wetland resources (Table E-2). One quarter of the floodplain is developed, most similar to
Site #12 in this group and ranking its floodplains fifth most developed among all 27 resource
sites (Table 14); Sites #11 and #12 have the most developed floodplains in this group (Table E-
2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in nearly nine stream miles (Table E-2).

Twenty-seven percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions; this is somewhat lower
than other sites in this group (Table E-9). Forty-two percent of the site’s riparian corridors
receive at least one primary ecological function score (Table E-9). The vegetation types within
300 ft of streams are co-dominated by forested (slightly more) and low-structure vegetation
(Table E-4). The largest percentage of land receiving a given primary score is for Bank
stabilization and pollution control and Large wood and channel dynamics, but Organic material
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sources is also an important p'rimary functions (Table E-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for
description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 35 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it fifth among the 27 resource sites and first among Group E (Table 16).
Within model patches, more than 20 percent falls within the top third of the point range, with
another 61 percent in the middle range (Table E-10). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, the
majority of acreage falls in the low size and habitat interior ranges (Table E-11). However, more
than 16 percent falls in the midrange for both criteria, suggesting some fairly large habitat
patches that are shaped in such a way as to minimize edge habitat. Wildlife patches in this site
have good water resources, with nearly three quarters falling in the midrang and 18 percent in the
top score range. Connectivity is excellent, with 65 percent in the top class and another 29
percent in the midrange. In general, this site has strong wildlife habitat resources that tend to be
large, well connected, and provide water to wildlife.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (71 percent),
although agricultural lands and grasslands cover another 19 percent (Table E-15). Wetlands are
an important wildlife resource here, comprising seven percent of the site. This site contributes
more than four percent of the region’s wetlands and ranks fourth of the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Three Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Pileated Woodpecker
o Western Bluebird
» Bald Eagle (at least two nests)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table E-15). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 100, 101, 102, 109, 110, 111, 112, 152
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table E-6. Acres W|th|n resource site by jurisdiction.

Jirisdiction #i|Acres within subwatershed "
Durham 78.8
Lake Oswego 914.6
Rivergrove 160.3
Sherwood 104.5
Tigard 3.1
Tualatin 3,873.3
West Linn 779.3
Unincorporated Clackamas County 7,822.1
Unincorporated Washington County 1,485.0

Table E-7. Acresi in Metro and rlparlan corrldor

Total ‘acres w:thin Metro

Total acres within riparian

com‘dor

Lower Tualatin Rive“r - Lake Osn/ego
Canal

15,2311

5,830.7

Table E-8. Number of acres wnthm npanan corridor provndmg ecologlcal function.

. anaN Value: i i Secondary Value
i Acres* i %of Total*'.' s Acres "% of Total . ¢
Microclimate & shade 1,089.0 18.7% 2,196.7 37.7%
Streamflow moderation &
water storage 1,045.3 17.9% 4,674.9 80.2%
Bank stabilization & 2,100.2 36.0% 286.3 4.9%
pollution control
Large wood & channel 1,970.0 33.8% 491.4 8.4%
ynamics
Organic material sources 1,392.9 23.9% 347.9 6.0%
*Nurmnber of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian comidor
Table E-9. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
3 C 0 4 ' % of Total Acres
1t05 3,389.3 58 1%
6to 11 501.4 8.6%
12to 17 374.1 6.4%
18 to 23 297.7 5.1%
24 t0 29 886.1 15.2%
30 382.0 6.6%
Total acres 5,830.7 100.0%
August 2002 page 121
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table E-10 Breakdown of total w:ldhfe model patch scores.*

sy . Total wildlife
%eseurqe te Number of acres in each wildlife score category ’ mo del patch
= “acresin.
*Lake Oswego Canal sk ‘s:"n,ventorv ,,
Model score 130.9f 145.9] 708.5| 680.3| 448.7| 2,140.2] 223.3] 868.0 0.0 5,345.8
Percent of total 2.4%| 2.7%| 13.3%| 12.7% 8.4%| 40.0%| 4.2%] 16.2%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table E-11. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cnteria *
umber of acres by score for each model criterlon Vo Lok :: 1 -Total wildlife
Interlor‘ Water’ : Connectiv:ty : model patch
;'3‘ wacres In
. - Sl e lnventory
0 & 3,358.0] 868.0 0.0] 2,679.2] 868.0 0.0] 210.6] 3,931.8] 942.1| 335.0} 1,570.4| 3,440.5 5,345.8
Percent of total
acresin 62.8%| 16.2%| 0.0%| 50.1%| 16.2%| 0.0%| 3.9%| 73.5%| 17.6%]| 6.3%| 29.4%| 64.4% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table E-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.
Low structure vegetatlon within

“Yotal wildlife

he ‘model patch;
.wetlands i acres In:
ol lnventory
1,095.0 51.8 5 345.8
Percent of total 20.5% 0.5% 1.0% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table E-13. Total acres of Inventorled wﬂdhfe habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

HOCs outside Wildlife
atches tlncluding weﬂan(ts wil dlife habitat acres Tota! SOCs
8.6 5354 4 3
Percent of total 09.8% 19.0% 0.2% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concern.
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Table E-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

modéled patches (including Percent of total ..
tlands <2 acres)’ pv_eqtoned '??""\af :
23.19 0.0 0.4%
251.95 1.4 4.7%
L'ow structure agricultur 595.68 2.1 11.2%
High struchire agriculture 28.65 0.0 0.5%
Deciduous closed canop 1,138.17 0.6 21.3%
Mixed closed canopy 1,394.27 0.4 26.0%
Conifer closed canopy 344.21 0.0 6.4%
Deciduous open'cano 305.56 0.5 5.7%
Mixed ope 249.63 1.5 4.7%
Conifer of 68.04 0.2 1.3%
Detlduous scatt 159.55 0.3 3.0%
canopy . .
_l\_n__ixed scattered canopy 131.43 0.2 2.5%
Conifer scattered cano 29.00 0.0 0.5%
Closed canopy shrub 229.91 0.1 4.3%
Open canopy shrub. 80.29 0.1 1.5%
Scattered canopy shrub™ 172.79 0.5 3.2%
Meéadow/grass. : 141.81 0.7 2.7%
Not classified! | . 1.66 0.0 0.0%
Yotal . o 5,345.81 8.6 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table E-15. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.
 Habitattype’

el

Total acres 167.0 2475 1102 369.2 3.823.4 396.3 626.5
Percent of total 3.1% 4.6% 2.1% 6.9% 71.4% 7.4% 11.7%

See Table E-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #12: Upper and Middle Fanno Creek subwatershed

Named tributaries: Ash Creek, Fanno Creek, Ivey Creek, Summer Creek, Sylvan Creek
Communities within the subwatershed: Beaverton, Lake Oswego, Portland, Tigard,
unincorporated Multnomah County, unincorporated Washington County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 11,183

Total acres within riparian corridor: 2,693.5

This site contains four percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. About 40
percent of the site is in the City of Portland, with the remainder in unincorporated Washington
County (23 percent), Beaverton (21 percent), Tigard (12 percent), Multnomah County (four
percent), and less than one percent in the City of Lake Oswego (Table E-16).

This site, at 17.3 miles of road per square mile, falls within the top quartile (76 to 100 percent of
maximum) of development compared to all other resource sites (Table E-2). Reflecting the
relatively urban nature of this site, zoning is strongly dominated by single family residential land
use (Table E-5). More than a thousand building permits have been issued in this resource site
since 1996 (Table E-2).

Riparian resources. The percentage of this site in riparian corridors is more than 24 percent,
close to the proportions in Sites #13, 14 and 15 (Table 12). The site contributes three percent of
the region’s riparian corridors, the second highest in Group E (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 46 total stream miles, or 0.0035 miles of non-piped streams
per acre (similar to Site #14, and ranking 14™ among the 27 resource sites) (Tables E-3 and 12).
Approximately 16 percent of all stream miles are stream links, similar to Sites #13 and #15 in
this group (Table E-3). Thirty-three percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-quality
limited, the second highest in Group E behind Site #15 (Tables E-2 and 12). Five percent of the
site is in the floodplain, and two percent of the land is covered by wetland resources (Table E-2).
Twenty-one percent of the floodplain is developed, most similar to Site #11 in this group and
ranking it seventh most developed among all resource sites (Tables 14 and E-2). Anadromous
fish are known to be present in more than seven stream miles (Table E-2).

Nearly a third of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, similar to Site #12 (Table E-19).
Forty-seven percent of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least one primary ecological
function score, again most similar to Site #12 in this group (Table E-19). The most common
vegetation type within 300 ft of streams is forest (Table E-4). The largest percentage of land
receiving a given primary score is for Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization
and pollution control and, but Organic material sources is also an important primary function
(Table E-18; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 23 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 16™ among the 27 resource sites and third within Group E (Table 16).
Within model patches approximately six percent falls within the top third of the point range, or
about a fourth of the proportion within Site #11. However, another 72 percent falls in the middle
range (Table E-20). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, the majority of acreage falls in the low
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size and habitat interior ranges, with about 40 percent of acreage containing no habitat interior
(Table E-21). Wildlife patches in this site have moderate to good water resources, with nearly 40
percent falling in the midrange and another 30 percent in the top score range. Connectivity is
moderate, with 53 percent in the midrange and more than 20 percent in the low and high
categories. In general, this site can be characterized as having relatively small habitat patches
with little forest interior, but reasonably good water resources and connectivity. The site likely
provides substantial habitat for native wildlife, with good migratory corridors but limited
breeding habitat for Neotropical migratory birds and other wildlife needing interior habitat or
less disturbed areas.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (83 percent)
(Table E-25). Wetlands are an even more important wildlife resource here than in Site #11,
comprising nearly 13 percent of the site. However, the site’s contribution to regional wetland
resources is slightly lower than Site #11 because less land falls within the Metro boundary. This
site contributes nearly four percent of the region’s wetlands and ranks sixth of the 27 resource
sites.

Species of Concern. Seven Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Willow Flycatcher
e Northwestern Pond Turtle
o Bald Eagle roost

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and wetlands (see Table E-25). There are several Willow Flycatcher and
turtle sightings here, suggesting that lowland riparian-wetland complexes may provide very
important habitat resources to sensitive wildlife species. Examples of species likely to occur in
this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 94, 95, 105
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table E-16. Acres wnthln resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction ‘|Acres within subwatershed

Beaverton 2,318.9
Lake Oswego 9.5
Portland 4,479.2
Tigard 1,310.6
Unincorporated Multnomah County 465.0
Unincorporated Washington County 2,600.4

Table E-17. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corndor.
o v o Total acres within ripanan

Upper and ‘Middle Fanno Creek

Table E-18. Number of acres within riparian corridor providing ecological function.

“wiiPrimary Value i & Secondary Value LR
i Acres* i % of Total** “Acres L% of Total <
|crocI|mate & shade 585.4 22.1% 1,116.6 42.1%
Streamflow moderation & 500.7 18.9% 1,977.8 74.6%
water storage
Bank stabilization & o
pollution control 1,044.5 39.4% 82.9 3.1%
Large wood & channel 1,100.9 41.5% 227.4 8.6%
dynamics
Organic material sources 819.4 30.9% 1704 6.4%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian cormridor
Table E-19 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
logic s % of Total Acres
53.6%
. 7.4%
Upper and. 12t0 17 205.1 7.7%
Middle Fani 18 to 23 35.1 1.3%
24 to 29 632.9 23.9%
30 161.6 6.1%
Total acres 2,651.7 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table E-20. § Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

eéc;l ;m(ldhfé score cate 0! “Total wildilfe |
p g model patch
Model score 135.4| 149.5] 267.7] 307.5| 7206 7821 84| 1299 0.0 2,501.3
Percent of total 5.4%| 6.0%| 10.7%} 12.3%] 28.8%] 31.3% 0.3%] 5.2%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table E-21 Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by crlterla .
: Numberof acres by score for each model criterion : 2+ 1 Total wildlife
nterior’ ; 2| ‘modei patch
#piei] iracres in
o 3
L2 ol nventory -
tad - 1,865.5 0.0] 1,387.7 0.5] 129.4] 594.7| 987.5} 735.8] 562.7{1,327.41 611.2 2,501.3
Percent of total
acres in 74.6%| 17.8%| 0.0%| 55.5%| 0.0% 5.2%| 23.8%] 39.5%| 29.4%| 22.5%| 53.1%| 24.4% na
inventory
'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 160.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table E-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands

Lo structure vegetation w ithi

(0 feet of stream | |- Totat Qild[lfé )
Shii t.;Other | model patch
oW ?!’?’C‘“" wetlands | " acresn -
vegetation/ Bt lnventory
ntact topsoil .. : S 5
Acres 189.5 . 1,999.7 98.1 164.8 49.0 2.501.3
Percent of total 7.6% 0.0% 79.9% 3.9% 6.6% 2.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

_____Table E-23. Total acres of |nventor|ed wnldllfe habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

Wildlife - ={: HOCs Inside  {.- = HOCs outside Wildlife - | :
Resource snte‘ Upper and > A Total lnventoned :
Wllqlife aatches patches (including \A(letlanic‘is‘:‘; il dhfe habltat scres Total SOCs
ey (acres)* <2 acres) il
Acres 200.7 21.0 25223 7
Percent of total 8.0% 0.8% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concem.
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Table E-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Rl i dlie modeled patches (including Percent of total .
X ntoried habitat
nds <2 acres) e P
0.0 0.2%
Barren. . 7.3 4.9%
Low structure agriculture | 0.00 0.0 0.0%
High structure agricuiture 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Deciduous‘closed canopy 433.84 1.7 17.3%
Mixed closed canopy = 536.90 0.4 21.3%
Conifer closed canopy = 319.75 0.2 12.7%
Deciduous open canopy 303.58 3.3 12.2%
Mixed opéncanopy i 200.26 0.9 8.0%
Conifer open canop 48.03 0.4 1.9%
Declduos scattoredis 120.64 33 4.9%
canopy ‘
Mixed scattered canopy: 86.79 0.7 3.5%
Conifer scattered canopy 20.50 0.1 0.8%
Closed canopy shru 81.65 0.3 3.2%
Opeit'canopy shrub® 52.41 07 2.1%
Scattered canopy shrub 43.48 1.1 1.8%
Meadow/gras 132.10 0.6 5.3%
Not classified 0.00 0.0 0.0%
! 2,501.27 21.0 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table E-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

B o iHabitat type: v o it
L WLCH[ it S ok *
Total acres 0.0 213.8 98.1 323.8 2,081.3 2304 0.0
Percent of total 0.0% 8.5% 3.9% 12.8% 82.5% 9.1% 0.0%

'See Table E-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impassible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #13: Summer Creek subwatershed

Named tributaries: Fanno Creek, Summer Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Beaverton, Tigard, unincorporated Washington
County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 3,769.1

Total acres within riparian corridor: 826.5

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. This site
is split nearly equally between Beaverton and Tigard (39 and 41 percent, respectively), with
another 20 percent in unincorporated Washington County (Table E-26).

The road density in this site is 15.0 miles per square mile, placing it in the third quartile (51 to 75
percent of maximum) compared to development in all other resource sites (Table E-2). The
dominant zoning by far is single family residential (Table E-5). More than a thousand building
permits have been issued here since 1996, a high number compared to the acreage within
Metro’s boundary (Table E-2).

Riparian resources. The percentage of this site in riparian corridors is 23 percent, similar to
Sites #12 and #14 in this group (Table 12). The site contributes about one percent of the region’s
riparian corridors (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 30 total stream miles, or 0.0037 miles of non-piped streams
per acre (similar to Sites #12 and #14 in Group E) (Tables E-3 and 12). The site’s stream density
ranks ninth among the 27 resource sites. Approximately 16 percent of all stream miles are
stream links, as in Sites #12 and #15 (Table E-3). A third of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d)
water-quality limited, similar to Site #14 in Group E (Tables E-2 and 12). Two percent of the
site is in floodplain, and wetlands comprise three percent of the lands in this resource site (Table
E-2). Eleven percent of the floodplain is developed, similar to Site #14 in this group (Table E-2).
Anadromous fish are not known to be present in streams within this site (Table E-2).

Thirty-two percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, similar to Site #12
(Table E-29). Nearly half of the site’s riparian corridors receive at least one primary ecological
function score (Table E-29). The vegetation type within 300 ft of streams is predominantly
forested, also with substantial amounts of low-structure vegetation (Table E-4). The largest
percentage of land receiving a given primary score is for Bank stabilization and pollution control
and Large wood and channel dynamics, but Organic material sources is also an important
primary function (Table E-28; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 22 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 17" among the 27 resource sites and fourth within Group E (Table 16).
Within model patches less than four percent falls within the top third of the point range, the
lowest of the five Group E sites (Table E-30). However, another 72 percent falls in the middle
range. Of the four criteria in the GIS model, none of the acreage scored above the lowest class
for size or interior ((Table E-31). Wildlife patches in this site have water resources, with this
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highest proportion in the midrange but nearly equal percentages for each of the three water
classes. Connectivity is moderate, with 43 percent in the midrange and another 29 percent in -
both the low and high score categories. In general, this site can be characterized as having small
habitat patches with little or no forest interior, but reasonably good water resources and
connectivity. As with Site #12, this site likely provides substantial habitat for native wildlife,
with good migratory corridors but limited breeding habitat for Neotropical migratory birds and
other wildlife needing interior habitat or less disturbed areas. A relatively large amount of
parklands preserved along Fanno Creek and other tributaries contributes to this site’s importance
to the region’s wildlife.

Habitat types are similar to Site #12. Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat
types in this resource site (80 percent) (Table E-35). Wetlands comprise more than 14 percent of
the site, placing it in the middle of the five Group E resource sites. However, the site contributes
relatively little (about one and one-half percent of total, ranking 16" of all sites) to regional
wetland resources due to the relatively small amount of acreage falling within the Metro
boundary.

Species of Concern. There are no known Species of Concern sightings falling within this
resource site, although it may provide important habitat resources to sensitive wildlife species.
Examples of species likely to occur in this site may be found by referencing the species list in
Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species
needs and potential reasons for their decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts
section above. More detailed information on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson
and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 96, 97, 107, 168
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table E-26. Acres wnthm resource site by jurisdiction.

[Jurisdiction’” v Acres within subwatershed ”
Beaverton 1.468.9
Tigard 1,533.8
Unincorporated Washington County 766.5

Table E-27. Acres in Metro and nparlan corridor.

Total acres wuthm Metro

Totallacres within ripanan
" comidor

37691

865.6

Primary Value: Secondary Value:

i /VAcres" Ll %of Total"* 2|z Acres % of Total =
Microclimate & shade 203.3 23.8% 339.2 39.6%
Streamflow moderation & 136.8 16.0% 642.3 75.1%
water storage

|Bank stabilization & 388.5 45.4% 51.1 6.0%
pollution control
Large wood & channel 334.7 39.1% 63.8 7.5%
dynamics
IOrganic material sources 268.4 31.4% 53.3 6.2%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table E-29. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
% of Total Ac
50.2%
6to 11 90.6 10.6%
. 4 12 to 17 63.7 7.4%
{Summer Creek . 18 to 23 26.9 3.1%
. o 24 to 29 190.4 22.2%
30 54.3 6.3%
Total acres 855.6 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

[y

Table E-30 Breakdown of total wuldlife model patch scores.

S o] 1otal wildlife ]
‘ . : ‘model patch
: Semd Sf vacresin
Summer. Creek 2} b fameg )9 _inventory
Model score 19.6 89.9 89.3] 1771 327.1 85.8 29.8 0.0 0.0 818.6
Percent of total 2.4%| 11.0%] 10.9%| 21.6%| 40.0% 10.5% .6%] 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table E-31 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria.*

~ Number of acres by score for each model criterlon - .

5 ; Total wildlife
Connecﬁvity ‘model patch
oy S ; : Jeo ] acres in
1 3 e 2 3 " Inventory .
| 7047 0.0 0.0] 4922 208.6| 264.8| 260.5| 234.6] 350.00 234.1 818.6
Percent of total
acres in 86.1%] 0.0%| 0.0%] 60.1%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 25.5%| 32.3%| 31.8%| 28.7%| 42.7%| 28.6% na
inventory
Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of model patches.

ranked for these criteria.

These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources

Table E-32. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

300 foot of stream . Grasslshmb 1 : Total wlldllfe
) site; - . d | Forested in Other model patch
Summer Creek | vegetation nweﬂands fa wetlands . acresin
. . - 1 Inventory :
Acres 102.4 11.5 596.2 45.6 53.3 9.6 818 6
Percent of total 12.5% 1.4% 72.8% 5.6% 6.5% 1.2% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table E-33 Total acres of |nventor|ed wnldllfe habltat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)

| ' nside _HOCs outside wudufe : :
rce site* Summer , e \Total inventorled e
o ; p:)t::hee patches (lncluding wetlandi wildiife habitat acr 65 ,\;.Totel SOCs
91.8 13.7 832.3 0
Percent of total 11.0% 1.6% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concemn.
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Table E-34 Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total area of HOCs otitside’o Percent of total
odeled patches (lncludln Inventoried habitat
wetlands <2 acres)g S e
0.4%
K 6.0%
Low structure ag 1cu!ture 10.06 1.2%
High structure agrictilture 0.23 0.0%
Deciduous'closed canopy 137.51 16.6%
Mixed closed canopy 200.04 24.1%
Conifer closed canopy. 128.04 15.4%
Declduoiig 6pen canopy 59.50 7.4%
Mixed open¢anopy - | 38.83 4.8%
Conifer nopy 15.38 1.9%
Décidiio 8¢ eréd canopy 39.87 5.1%
Mixed scattered canopy. = 25.61 3.1%
Conifer scattered canopy 14.34 1.8%
Closed canopy shrub i 34.76 4.2%
Open canopy.shrub 15.09 1.9%
Scattered canopy shru 19.83 2.5%
Meadow/grass 28.41 3.4%
Not classified 0.00 0.0%
{Total = 818.62 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table E-35. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons

e Habltat type '
QWLCH/.E o]y
Total acres 0.0 62.9 456 118 5 668.6 65.2 10.3
Percent of tota! 0.0% 7.6% 5.5% 14.2% 80.3% 7.8% 1.2%

'See Table E-34 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

*Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #14: Lower Fanno Creek subwatershed

Named tributaries: Ball Creek, Bonita Creek, Carter Creek, Fanno Creek, Tualatin River
Communities within the subwatershed: Durham, King City, Lake Oswego, Portland, Tigard,
Tualatin, unincorporated Clackamas County, unincorporated Multnomah County, unincorporated
Washington County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 8,453.8

Total acres within riparian corridor: 1,907.5

This site contains three percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. This site
encompasses portions of nine different jurisdictions: Tigard (52 percent), unincorporated
Washington County (19 percent), Lake Oswego (11 percent), Tualatin (five percent), Lake
Oswego (four percent), unincorporated Clackamas County (four percent), King City (three
percent), Durham (two percent), and less than one percent in unincorporated Multnomah County
(Table E-36).

The estimated development density is similar to Site #13, at 15.0 miles of roads per square mile
(Table E-2). Similarly, single family residential land use strongly dominates zoning patterns
(Table E-5). However, a similar amount of building permits issued since 1996 (Table E-2) but
well more than double the amount of acreage within the Metro boundary suggest that
development is occurring more rapidly in Resource Site #13 compared to this site.

Riparian resources. The amount of this site in riparian corridors is 22 percent, the lowest of the
five Group E sites but similar to Sites #12 and 13 (Table 12). The site contributes two percent of
the region’s riparian corridors, placing it within the mid-range of sites within this group (Table
13).

This resource site has approximately 38 total stream miles, or 0.0035 miles of non-piped streams
per acre (similar to Site #12, and ranking 13% among all resource sites) (Tables E-3 and 12).
Twenty-three percent of all stream miles are stream links, the highest proportion in Group D; this
implies that a substantial portion of streams in this resource site have been piped underground or
culverted (Table E-3). Thirty percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-quality
limited (Tables E-2 and 12). The majority of streams in this site are low gradient (Table E-3).
Ten percent of the site is in floodplain, and of that, eleven percent is developed (Table E-2).
Three percent of the land in this site is covered by wetlands (Table E-2). Anadromous fish are
known to be present in nearly nine stream miles (Table E-2).

The ecological criteria scores for this site indicate high-quality riparian resources. Forty-three
percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, the highest of all sites in Group
E (Table E-39). More than 65 percent of this site’s riparian corridors receive at least one primary
ecological function score, also the highest proportion in Group E (Table E-9). The vegetation
types within 300 ft of streams is dominated by forest, but there is also a substantial amount of
low-structure vegetation near streams (Table E-4). The largest percentage of land receiving a
particular primary score is for Bank stabilization and pollution control and Large wood and
channel dynamics. However, Organic material sources and Streamflow moderation and water
storage are also important primary functions (Table E-38; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for
description of ecological functions mapping).
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Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concem 18 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it 24" among the 27 resource sites and last within Group E (Table 16).

Within model patches approximately six percent falls within the top third of the point range with
another 57 percent in the middle range (Table E-40). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, all of
the acreage falls in the low size and habitat interior ranges (Table E-41). However, wildlife
patches in this site have very good water resources, with 46 percent falling in the top score
category and another 36 percent in the middle category. Connectivity is moderate, with 58
percent in the midrange and the majority of the remainder in the low category. In general, this
site can be characterized as having relatively small habitat patches with little forest interior, but
reasonably good connectivity and very good water resources. The site likely provides important
habitat for native wildlife, with relatively good migratory corridors but limited breeding habitat
for Neotropical migratory birds and other wildlife needing interior habitat or less disturbed areas.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (72 percent),
but grasslands may also provide important wildlife habitat (Table E-25). Wetlands comprise
more than 15 percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, ranking it second among Group E. The site’s
contribution to regional wetland resources is nearly three percent, and it ranks 11™ among the 27
resource sites and fourth among the five Group E resource sites.

Species of Concern. Seven Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Pileated Woodpecker
o Band-tailed Pigeon
e Great Blue Heron rookery

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats, grasslands and wetlands (see Table E-45). Examples of species likely to
occur in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the
species with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for
their decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed
information on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 98, 99, 100, 106
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table E-36. Acres within resource site by jurisdiction.

[Jurisdiction cesrsenin| Acres within subwatershed &

Durham 191.2
King City 282.0
Lake Oswego 919.2
Portland 347.0
Tigard 4,423.1
Tualatin 413.0
Unincorporated Clackamas County 206.4
Unincorporated Multnomah County 0.0
Unincorporated Washington County 1,681.9

Table E-37. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corridor.
% Total acres within riparian

Total acres W|th1n Metro s
S L. corrdor.

l:ower Fanno‘Creek 8.453.8 1,864.0

Table E-38. Number of acres W|thin rlparlan corndor prov:dmg ecological function.

: o u | Primary Value - s Secondary Value
Ecological fu ctlonf} *Acres*,,,fe!zz u%of]'otal’ft‘;i o Acres o v % of Total :
Mlcrocllmate & shade 523.0 28.1% 442.1 23.7%
Streamflow moderation & 790.2 42.4% 9333 50.1%
water storage
Bank stabilization & 943.2 50.6% 11.5 0.6%
pollution control
'&;’gfn‘i”;“ & channel 1,137.1 61.0% 95.7 5.1%
. |Organic material sources 740.6 39.7% 80.4 4.3%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table E-39. Breakdown of ecological scores.

1t0 5 644.0 34.5%
6to 11 118.0 6.3%
12t0 17 294.8 15.8%
18 to 23 93.3 5.0%
24 to 29 423.1 22.7%

30 290.8 15.6%
Total acres 1,864.0 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table E-40 Breakdown of total wﬂdhfe model patch scores.

umber of acres ln each wildllfe score category

. (ir‘no'del patch

Total wildlife

oo .acres in -
EawerFanno Crecks) (01 o b f | Inventory .
Model score 121.9] 127.4] 161.4] 331.6] 3689 311.2 87.4 0.0 0.0 1.509.8
Percent of total 8.1%] 8.4%| 10.7%] 22.0%] 24.4%| 20.6% 5.8%] 0.0%] 0.0% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

SrEiLaE 1 acres In
‘ . ) . S e inventory
. 1,255.2 697.7 0.0 0.0] 114.2| 546.5] 689.6] 429.6] 878.0] 202.2 1,509.8
Percent of total
acres in 83.1%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 46.2%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 7.6%| 36.2%| 45.7%| 28.5%| 58.2%]| 13.4% na
inventory

Table E-41 Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by cnteria.

Number of acres by score for.each model criterion
rnteriorz Giss

< Water:

[ 'Total wildiife
:| model patch

“Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of mode! patches.

?These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table E-42. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

Acres

245.6

9.1

. 300fectofa

Grassfshrub” |
- wetlands within §

Total wlldllfe

1,037.3 91

6 64.4

Percent of total

16.3%

0.6%

68.7%

6.1%

4.3%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table E-43. Total acres of Inventorled wlldllfe habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

. HOCs outsi de Wildlife.
atches (nncludlng wetlands wil dife habntat acres Total SOCs
<2 acres) LR b
23.6 1533.4 2
Percent of total 1.5% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table E-44. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

R??"““’? Site: . Total area of HOCs outslde of . /f o 0
modeled patches (incliid! mv:r"‘::"_‘ieg h:b‘:tat
L wetlands <2 acres}. i

8%
7.4%
Low striicture agrlculture 31.32 2.2%
High'structire agricultire 0.02 0.0%
Deciduous closed canop: 236.96 15.5%
Mixed closed canopy 278.06 18.1%
Conifer closed can 140.22 9.2%
Deciduoiis’open cano 150.83 10.0%
Mixed open canop 99.39 6.5%
Conifer.open cano 26.67 1.8%
Deciduous scattered canopy 81.23 5.4%
Mixed scatteréd canopy 54.38 3.6%
Conifer scattered canopy 23.63 1.5%
Closed canopy shrub @ 56.86 3.7%
Open'canopyshritb’ 37.01 2.5%
Scattered canopy shrub 43.63 2.9%
Meadowl/grass 127.43 8.8%
Not classified 0.29 0.0%
Total? 1,509.84 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table E-45. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

..Habitat type - TR seol
i WL A aoal S A A
! WET NET'| | TOTWET| < ooy | WEGR | 'AGPA
Total acres 60.7 126.3 91.6 238.3 1,097.7 217.9 34.0
Percent of total 4.0% 8.2% 6.0% 15.5% 71.6% 14.2% 2.2%

1See Table E~44 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #15: Rock Creek (South Washington County) subwatershed

Named tributaries: Cedar Creek, Chicken Creek, West Fork Chicken Creek, Goose Creek,
Rock Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Sherwood, Tualatin, unincorporated Washington
County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 4,239.3 (includes Cedar Creek, Chicken Creek &
Lower Tualatin River subwatersheds)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 1,075.1

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. About 59
percent of the site is in the City of Sherwood, 32 percent in unincorporated Washington County,
with the remainder in Tualatin (nine percent) (Table E-46).

The road density in this resource site (10.3 miles per square mile) is relatively low compared to
three of four other sites in Group E (Table E-2). Zoning is dominated by single family
residential, but rural and industrial land uses are also important in this resource site (Table E-5).
The number of building permits issued since 1996 is 1,366 in this site (Table E-2).

Riparian resources. Twenty-six percent of this resource site is within the riparian corridor
inventory, second only to Site #11 within Group E (Table 12). The site contributes a little more
than one percent of the region’s riparian corridors (Table 13).

This resource site has approximately 38 total stream miles, or 0.0035 miles of non-piped streams
per acre (similar to Site #12, and ranking 22" among all resource sites) (Tables E-3 and 12).
Twenty-three percent of all stream miles are stream links, the highest proportion in Group D; this
implies that a substantial portion of streams in this resource site have been piped underground or
culverted (Table E-3). Thirty percent of non-piped streams are DEQ 303(d) water-quality
limited (Tables E-2 and 12). The majority of streams in this site are low gradient (Table E-3).
Ten percent of the site is in floodplain, and of that, eleven percent is developed (Table E-2).
Three percent of the land in this site is covered by wetlands (Table E-2). Anadromous fish are
known to be present in nearly nine stream miles (Table E-2).

The ecological criteria scores for this site indicate relatively high-quality riparian resources,
second within this group only to Site #14. Thirty-seven percent of the acreage that falls within
the riparian corridor inventory in this site received primary scores for at least three of the five
ecological functions (Table E-49). Fifty-eight percent of this site’s riparian corridors receive at
least one primary ecological function score (Table E-49). Vegetation within 300 ft of streams is
co-dominated by low structure vegetation and forest (Table E-4). The largest percentage of land
receiving a particular primary score is for Bank stabilization and pollution control and Large
wood and channel dynamics. However, Organic material sources and Streamflow moderation
and water storage also contribute important primary functions (Table E-48; see also Table 4 and
Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, more than 25 percent of the lands in this site fall within the
wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 12" among the 27 resource sites and second within Group E
(Table 16). Within model patches approximately six percent falls within the top third of the
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point range with another 79 percent in the middle range (Table E-50). Of the four criteria in the
GIS model, all of the acreage falls in the low size and habitat interior ranges (Table E-51).
However, wildlife patches in this site have very good water resources, with 27 percent falling in
the top score category and another 64 percent in the middle category. Connectivity is excellent,
with 63 percent in the midrange and the majority of the remainder in the midrange category. In
general, this site can be characterized as having relatively small habitat patches with little forest
interior, but very good water resources and excellent connectivity to other natural areas. The site
is probably highly important to animals moving between patches, including Neotropical
migratory birds. Aside from the importance of water to wildlife, the strong water resources in
this well-connected site likely produce great insect resources for migrating songbirds and nesting
native birds and other wildlife.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (72 percent),
but wetlands and grasslands are also highly important (Table E-55). Wetlands comprise more
than 24 percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, ranking it first among Group E. The site’s
contribution to regional wetland resources is three percent, and it ranks ninth among the 27
resource sites and third among the five Group E resource sites. However, consider that this site’s
area falling within the Metro boundary is only 38 percent of that in Site #12, but it contributes
close to the same amount to the region’s wetland resources.

Species of Concern. One Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Peregrine Falcon

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats, grasslands and wetlands (see Table E-55). Examples of species likely to
occur in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the
species with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for
their decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed
information on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 106, 107, 154, 155, 156
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table E-46 Acres wnthm resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdictio “71Acres within'subwatershed .00

Sherwood 2 518 8
Tualatin 383.6
Unincorporated Washington County 1,337.0

Table E-47. Acres in Metro and nparlan corridor.

| Total acres within riparian
“corridor

Rock Creek (so. Washington Co.)

1,102.2

Table E-48 Number of acres W|th|n riparian corridor prowdlng ecologlcal function.

. Secondary Value: v+
Acrest:. : Acres % of Total

|Microclimate & shade 2774 25.2% 282.9 25.7%

_|Streamflow moderation & o .
water storage 4131 37.5% 647.1 58.7%

. |Bank stabilization & . S
poliution control 5§00.8 454% 413 3.7%
4 zs;g;“l"c?d & channel 4862 44.1% 384 3.5%
Organic material sources 406.2 36.9% 18.1 1.6%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function

**Percent of total acres within the riparian comidor

Table E-49 Breakdown of ecolo |cal scores.

/ 'of)Total Acres
1to5 466.5 42 3%
6to 11 131.9 12.0%
12 to 17 93.0 8.4%
18 to 23 23.8 2.2%
24 t0 29 240.5 21.8%
30 146.5 13.3%
Total acres 1,102.2 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table E-50. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

Resotrce site:

:Total wildlife

Number of acres’in each wildlife score category

model patch

Yacres inp,\
= S v et inventory
Model score 27.3 84| 118.3] 202.3 38.3 574.6 62.2 0.0 0.0 1,031.5
Percent of total 2.6%] 0.8%| 11.5%} 19.6% 3.7%| 55.7% 6.0%| 0.0%] 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table E-51. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by crlteria *
Numberofacresbyscoreforeachmodelcrlterlon w1 Total wildlife
((((( lnterlor‘«,,. i : model patch
“acresin
e Inventory
\g::::;l)gton 831.6 0.0 0.0] 7102 0.0 0.0] 22.1| 659.3] 276.7| 109.4] 273.9] 648.3 1,031.5
Percent of total
acres in 80.6%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 68.8% 0.0% 0.0%| 2.1%| 63.9%| 26.8%] 10.6%| 26.5%] 62.8% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table E-52. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.”

wetlands

H model patch’

Total wildllfe

~acresin. .

i Inventory
Acres 187.0 12.9 579.5 94.1 1155 425 1.0315
Percent of total 18.1% 1.3% 56.2% 9.1% 11.2%]  4.1% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table E-53. Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

Resource site 1 HOCs inside Cs outside Wildiife - » o
Wildlife patches -hes (Includlng wetia lTotallnvent’o rle;l Total SOCs
c i > ; fldlife habitat acre
Washington Co. {acres) e e s enre e e
Acres 1031.5 661.0 40.9 1072.5 2
Percent of total 96.2% 61.6% 3.8% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table E-54. Total area of model patches and Habltats of Concem by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area

. Total area of HOCs outslde of
: ; y Percent of total
ventorled habltat

: 0.0%

. 100.86 10.4%

Low structure agriculture 66.56 6.4%
High structure agriculture © 3.59 0.3%
Declduous ¢closed 'anogx 92.49 8.8%
Mixed closed canopy ‘ 100.80 9.5%
Conifer closed can topy. 1 43.38 4.1%
Deciduous open canogx 51.48 5.0%
Mixed'open’canopy | . 201.02 19.4%
conifér 6pen‘canopy 17.16 1.7%
Deécldtiois §cattéréd canop 35.05 3.5%
Mixed scattered canopy’ 20.42 2.0%
Conifer scattéred canopy 3.55 0.3%
Closed canopy shrub 44.43 4.2%
Open canopy shrub i 36.45 3.6%
Scattered canopy shru 102.01 9.8%
Meadow/grass 111.97 11.0%
Not classified 0.00 0.0%
Total i 1,031.53 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table E-55. Wildlife habitat availability! based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

| weer | AGPA

Total acres 34 157.9 94.1 261.5 580.6 262.7 72 3
Percent of total 0.3% 14.7% 8.8% 24.4% 54.1% 24.5% 6.7%
See Table E-54 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concemn.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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F. Lower Clackamas River Watershed

General watershed information

Resource sites in the Lower Clackamas River Watershed include:

¢ Richardson Creek subwatershed (combined with North Fork Deep Creek subwatershed)
o Rock Creek-Clackamas River subwatershed

Watershed assessments and plans

Clackamas River Basin Council and Ecotrust, 2000. Rock and Richardson Creek Watershed
Assessment, October 2000, Ecotrust: Portland, Oregon.

Metro. 2000. Rock and Richardson Creek Landscape and Natural Resource Assessment.
September 2000.

Metropolitan Regional Government, 1995. Clackamas River Watershed Atlas, September 1995,
Metro: Portland, Oregon.

Portland State University and Metropolitan Regional Government, 1995. Rock Creek Watershed
Atlas, Planning with an Awareness of Natural Boundaries, March 1995, Portland State
University and Metro: Portland, Oregon.

Watershed councils and related groups

e Clackamas River Basin Council, PO Box 1869, Clackamas, 97015-1869, (503) 650-1256

e Clackamas River, Friends of, 9205 SE Clackamas, #142, Clackamas 97015, 503-492-1593,
Scott Forrester
Clackamas River Water, 16770 SE g2 Drive, Clackamas 97015, 503-722-9241

¢ Rock Creek Environmental Center, 503-690-5402, Bob Mann

e Rock Creek Watershed Council, 16747 Timber Road, Vernonia 97064, 503-429-2401,
Maggie Belmore

e Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt

e Johnson Creek Watershed Action Plan. Available online at:
http://www.jewc.org/actionPlan/WAP10.30.03.pdf.

Data descriptions .

Table F-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Keying in on the resource site number will
show how the subwatersheds are aggregated into the resource sites listed above.

All three of the subwatersheds fall within the same 5" field HUC (Lower Clackamas River), but
they are divided into two resource sites. Resource Site #16 is comprised of the North Fork Deep
Creek and Richardson Creek subwatersheds, for a total of 6,486 acres within the Metro
Boundary. Resource is comprised only of its namesake, Rock Creek-Clackamas River, and
contains 11,121 acres falling within Metro’s jurisdictional boundary.

Tables F-1 and F-2 provide general description about the 5™ field and 6" field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

Table F-1. Watersheds (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro jurisdictional

boundary.
Watershed Resource Lt pa R g 1 Acres in
(5th level HUC) site# tershed {6th level HUC)| G eode | Metro
16 North Fork Deep Creek 170900112205 2,644.3
Lower Clackamas River| 1709001122 Richardson Creek 170900112206 3,821.2
17 Rock Creek - Clackamas River | 170900112208 11,120.6)

Table F-2. Resource sites: general information.

Richards ~Rock:

i e . on Creek |- Creek -

Mrles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams 0.0 4.0
Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 5.1 8.1
Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 44 4.4
Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 99.4 98.1
Total acres of wetlands 99.5 99.7,
Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area) 0.0 761.9
Acres of developed floodplains 0.0 87.1
Building permits since 1996 (number) 141.0 1,404.0

Table F-3. Characteristics of stream miles by resource site.

tream miles by Miles of streams not| : T otal stream

Mrles of stream

.. chan nel type . categorized by |
L ikow to medium ] oHigh i L e . channeltype: - |0 Y
Richardson Creek 0.0 0.8 0.0 29.3 30.1
Rock Creek - Clackamas 8.0 3.0 52 333 495
ver

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.

Table F-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.
. Vegetauon types W|thm 300 feet of a stream (acres)

Forested vegetatlon '

veg tatlaniintast topso | >300 feet fro‘m a stream

Richardson Creek 1,076.3 6016

Rack Creek - Clackamas 1,073.3 1,062.5 1,623.4

River

_ Table F-5. Regional zoning by resource site.
... Acres by zone within each resource site’
Multi-famlly Publ!clopen i Single family i
‘ < | reSidential space e 'a‘ . resldentlal & Mixed use.

Richardson Creek 0.0 0.0 6,202.7 0.0 0.0

Rock Creek -

Clackamas River 255.9 115.0 6,812.9 1,827.9 1051
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SITE #16: Richardson Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Clackamas River, Elliott Spring, Foster Creek, Goose Creek, Richardson
Creek, Dolan Creek, Doane Creek, North Fork Deep Creek, Noyer Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: unincorporated Clackamas County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 6,465.5 (includes North Fork Deep Creek
subwatershed)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 2,270.7

Other information: Two dams present, unknown impact to fish.

This site contains two percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Ofthis,
all falls within unincorporated Clackamas County (Table F-6).

This site is quite undeveloped compared to other sites. The road density, at 5.1 miles per square
mile, falls within the lowest quartile (0 to 25 percent of maximum); only Resource Site #1 is
lower in road density (Tables A-2 and F-2). This is reflected in the near-complete dominance of
rural zoning type (Table F-5). Only 141 building permits have been issued here since 1996
(Table F-2).

Riparian resources. Site #16, similar to the other resource site in Group F, contains a relatively
high proportion of riparian resources at 35 percent of its total lands within the Metro Boundary
(Table 12). The site contributes almost 2-1/2 percent of the region’s riparian corridors (Table
13).

This resource site contains approximately 30.1 total stream miles, none of which are stream links
(Table F-3). This suggests minimal piping and culverting. Stream density is 0.0047 miles per
acre (Table 12), the second highest of all 27 resource sites. None of the stream miles appear on
the DEQ 303(d) water-quality limited list (Table F-2). None of the site is in the floodplain, but
the 100 acres of wetlands comprise approximately two percent of this resource site’s land (Table
F-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in about four and one-half stream miles (Table
F-2).

Twenty-one percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions; 40 percent of the site’s
riparian corridors receive at least one primary ecological function score (Table F-9). Low
structure vegetation/intact topsoil is the dominant vegetation cover within 300 ft of streams, in
contrast with the other Group F resource site, which also includes substantial forest (Table F-4).
The percentage of land receiving a given primary score was dominated by Bank stabilization and
pollution control, but Large wood and channel dynamics also provided a relatively important
primary ecological function (Table F-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of
ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, more than 34 percent of the lands in this site fall within the
wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it sixth among the 27 resource sites (Table 16). Within model
patches approximately 21 percent falls within the top third of the point range with another 46
percent in the middle range (Table F-10). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, acreage is split
about equally between the lowest and middle size category (Table F-11). A majority of acreage
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fell in the lowest category for the interior criterion, but a substantial proportion was also in the
middle category. The relatively low total percentages for size and interior (51 percent) suggests
that many of the wildlife habitat patches are low structure patches within 300 ft of streams,
because these patch types are not scored for size and interior. Thus, low structure vegetation
likely provides important connectivity along streams. Water resources were strongly clustered in
the middle category, whereas connectivity scored primarily in the high range, with substantial
amounts also in the middle category. However, this site rates high for interior habitat relative to
most other sites discussed thus far, although the proportion in the other Group F site is even
higher. In general, this site can be characterized as having a number of fairly large habitat
patches, and many of the larger forested patches contain interior habitat; water resources are very
good, and connectivity is excellent. The site is probably highly important to animals moving
between patches, including both stopover and breeding territory for Neotropical migratory birds.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (55 percent),
followed by agricultural lands (29 percent) (Table F-15). Wetlands comprise more than four
percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally higher than the other Group F site. The site’s
contribution to regional wetland resources is slightly over one percent, and it ranks 19" among
the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. One Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

» Red-legged Frog

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats, agricultural lands, and low-structure vegetation along streams — such as the
Red-legged Frog (see Table F-15). Examples of species likely to occur in this site may be found
by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a double “XX”
under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are identified in
the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all species’ needs
can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 139, 140, 141
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table F 6 Acres w:thm resource site by jurisdiction.
Jurisdictionia. e .. |Acres within subwatershed @
Unincorporated Clackamas County 6,465_5

Table F-7. Acres i |n Metro and rlparlan corridor.

Total 2 acres ‘within rlpanan
comdor

64655 22718

‘ Total acres within Metro

Richardéon Créék

Table F-8 Number of acres wnhm rlparlan corridor prowdmg ecological function.

[ Primary Value .1 Secondary Value
i Acres' | u%0 % of Total
289.1 12.7% 674.3 29.7%
100.8 4.4% 2,095.9 92.3%
N 834.5 36.7% 1294 5.7%
pollution control

|Large wood & channel o o
dynamics 589.5 26.0% 143.2 6.3%
' |Organic material sources 479.9 21.1% 125.9 5.5%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table F-9. Breakdown of ecological scores.

60.4%

6to 11 311.1 13.7%
1210 17 110.3 4.9%
18 to 23 192.1 8.5%
24 to 29 244.4 10.8%
30 41.7 1.8%
Total acres 2,271.8 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table F-10. E Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

: f .| - 1otal wildlite
Number acres in each wildlife score category il 'model patch
oo |siracresin
Richardson Creek 2 | inventory -
Model score 8.7] 84.0] 645.2] 518.2 91.2 407.6 59.1] 3943 0.0 2,208.1
Percent of total 0.4%] 3.8%| 29.2%| 23.5% 4.1%| 18.5% 2.7%| 17.9%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table F-11. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cnterla.
o Numberofacresbyscoreforeach modelcriterlon*v'- : Total wildlife
: Interlorz WatesJ e COnnectlety ‘model patch
: : : ik = : ; S0 acres In®
o 2w [N 1
; 0 i ool P e -.[Inventory
559.0 563.9] 4024 0.0] 282.6] 1,715.8] 169.6] 101.5] 847.4]1,259.2 2,208.1
Percent of total .
acres in 25.3%| 25.7%| 0.0%| 25.5%| 18.2%| 0.0%| 12.8%| 77.7%| 7.7%| 4.6%| 38.4%| 57.0% na
inventory
'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.

?These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
- s

nked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources

Table F-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.*

cture vegetation wi AE oy
00 feot of stream Grass/shrub "Total wildlife
" Forested weﬂands within - model patch
'“c,",‘ wetlands ' 300feetofa . acres in
on stream . Inventory
opsoll. o y
Acres 1,028.7 51.8 1,042.1 41.2 31.6 12.7 2,208.1
Percent of total 46.6% 2.3% 47.2% 1.9% 1.4% 0.6% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table F-13. Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total S ecies of Concem (SOCs)

| HOCsinside | HOCs outside Wildlife Total Inventorie d ’
Wlldlife patches he: (includmg wetlands <Total SOCs
: (acr =s)* } <2acres) swildlife h;?lt/ataacref.; : ‘ )
436.3 4.5 2212.6 1
Percent of total 19.7% 0.2% 100.0% N/IA
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table F-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Resource Site: ‘I'otal area of HOCs outside of
Richardson Cree odeled patches (including lnl\::;iz:‘ltegfl::;?tlat :
e  wetlands <2 acres) . nventoriec napiat .
0.0 o%
0.1 6.9%
Low'structure agricuiture 593.00 3.2 26.9%
High structure agriculture 45.84 0.0 2.1%
Deciduous closed canop 161.94 0.0 7.3%
Mixed closed canop 685.99 0.0 31.0%
Conifer closed €ano 66.21 0.0 3.0%
Deciduous opern‘cainop 122.22 0.0 5.5%
Mixed open'canopy 99.17 0.0 4.5%
Conifer open'canopy 6.42 0.0 0.3%
Declduious scattered canopy 48.96 1.1 2.3%
Mixed scattered canopy: 21.50 0.0 1.0%
Conifer scattered canopy @ = 4.56 0.0 0.2%
Closed'canopyshrub... == = 44.68 0.0 2.0%
Open canopy shrub® 18.06 0.0 0.8%
Scattered canopy shru 25.82 0.0 1.2%
Meadow/grass 110.79 0.1 5.0%
0.00 0.0 0.0%
2,208.09 4.5 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table F-15. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat assomatlons

Thweon-| Lacea.

Total acres 0.0 443 41.2 99.5 1,218.0 154.8 642.1

Percent of tota! 0.0% 2.0% 1.9% 4.5% 55.1% 7.0% 29.0%

See Table F-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concem.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).

DRAFT inventory & significance August 2002 page 150



SITE #17: Rock Creek-Clackamas River subwatershed

Named streams: Clackamas River, Cow Creek, Johnson Creek, Rock Creek, Sieben Drainage
Ditch, Tour Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Oregon City,
unincorporated Clackamas County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 11,120.6

Total acres within riparian corridor: 4,172.5

Other information: One barrier to fish passage present with unknown impacts to fish.

This site contains four percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Most of
the site (79 percent) is in unincorporated Clackamas County, but there are also portions in
Oregon City, Happy Valley, and Gladstone (eight, seven, and five percent, respectively) (Table
F-16).

The site’s road density reflects the relatively undeveloped nature of this site; at 8.1 road miles
per square mile, it falls at the top end of the lowest quartile (0 to 25 percent of maximum)
compared to all other resource sites (Table F-2). However, compared to Site #16 and reflecting a
somewhat increased road density, the zoning shows a rural dominance but also important single
family residential and industrial components (Table F-5). About 1,400 building permits have
been issued here since 1996 (Table A-2), a relatively low number compared to the amount of
land falling within the Metro boundary.

Riparian resources. Site #17, similar to the other resource site in Group F, contains a relatively
high proportion of riparian resources at 38 percent of its total lands within the Metro Boundary
(Table 12). The site contributes four and one-half percent of the region’s riparian corridors; only
five of the 27 resource sites contribute more (Table 13).

This resource site contains approximately 50 total stream miles, of which 11 percent are stream
links, suggesting a relatively low amount of piping or culverting (Table F-3). Non-piped stream
density is 0.0040 miles per acre, somewhat lower than Site #16 (Table 12) but still in the top
quarter of all 27 resource sites. Of non-piped streams, nine percent are DEQ 303(d) water-
quality limited (Table F-2). Seven percent of the site is in the floodplain, and wetlands comprise
less than one percent of this resource site’s land (Table F-2). Anadromous fish are known to be
present in about four and one-half stream miles.

Higher proportions of this site received primary ecological scores, compared to Site #16.
Twenty-six percent of the acreage that falls within the riparian corridor inventory in this site
received primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions; more than 43 percent
received at least one primary ecological function score (Table F-19). Vegetation near the stream
is co-dominated by forest and low structure vegetation, in contrast with the other Group F
resource site, which contains primarily low structure vegetation (Table F-4). The percentage of
land receiving a given primary score was co-dominated by Large wood and channel dynamics
and Bank stabilization and pollution control (Table F-18; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for
description of ecological functions mapping).
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Wildlife habitat resources.

Including Habitats of Concern, 34 percent of the lands in this site fall within the wildlife habitat
inventory, ranking it seventh among the 27 resource sites, just behind the other Group F resource
site (Table 16). Within model patches approximately 31 percent falls within the top third of the
point range, ten percent higher than the other resource site in this group. Another 44 percent
falls in the middle range (Table F-20). Ofthe four criteria in the GIS model, the highest
proportion of acreage is in the lowest size category, although more than one fourth of this site’s
land are in the middle size class (Table F-21). Compared to the other resource site in Group F,
the percentages for size and interior (71 percent) suggest that approximately 70 percent of
wildlife habitat patches within 300 ft of stream are forested, because low-structure patch types
are not scored for size and interior (see also Table F-22). A majority of acreage fell in the lowest
category for the interior criterion, but a substantial proportion was also in the middle category.
Water resources are highest in the middle range followed by the lowest scoring category,
whereas connectivity scored primarily in the high range, with substantial amounts also in the
middle category. This site rates high for interior habitat relative to most other sites discussed
thus far, and has more interior habitat than the other Group F resource site.

In general, this site can be characterized as having large amounts of total and interior habitat;
water resources are very good, and connectivity is excellent. The site is probably highly
important to animals moving between patches, including both stopover and breeding territory for
Neotropical migratory birds. The connectivity with extensive natural areas to the south of this
site makes it highly valuable to wildlife, allowing strong possibility of species reintroduction in
the event of local extirpations.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (69 percent)
(Table F-25). However, agricultural lands and grasslands comprise another 22 percent.
Wetlands cover approximately three percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally lower
than the other Group F site. However, at just over one percent the site’s contribution to regional
wetland resources is about the same as Site #16, ranking 18" among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. One Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

» Red-legged Frog

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table F-25). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 121, 123, 138
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table F-16 Acres w:thln resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction ‘i |Acres within ' subwatershed

Gladstone 554.4
Happy Valley 829.5
|Oregon City 902.9
Unincorporated Clackamas County 8,833.9

Table F-17. Acres in Metro and nparlan corridor.
A Total acres within rnparlan

“corridor

Rock Creek - Clackamaé River

11,120.7

4.177.9

Table F-18. Number of acres wnthm rlparlan corridor provndmg ecological function.

. Primary Value s Secondary Value
Tl b e W Acres‘/,«,f,,:w - % of Total" =i Acres i i % of Total:w %
[Microclimate & shade 722.8 17.3% 1.165.6 27.9%
Streamflow moderation & 722.8 17.3% 3,330.3 79.9%
water storage
|Bank stabilization & o o
pollution control 1,446.5 34.6% 124.0 3.0%
|Large wood & channel 1,404.1 35.8% 254.9 6.1%
ynamics
rganic material sources 952.9 22.8% 231.6 5.5%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function

**Percent of total acres within the riparian cormridor

Table F-19. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

Ecological Score % of Total Acres
1 to 5 56 8%

6 to 11 8.8%

12 to 17 8.4%

18 to 23 6.7%

24 to 29 14.6%

30 4.8%

Total acres 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table F-20 Breakdown of total wildllfe model patch scores.
: :Total wildlife
model patch
acres In .
1 : \ ; : $ gy 1) inventory
Model score 40.6] 227.7| 695.4| 5325 529.4 §74.0] 1,089.5 66.0 0.0 3,755.2
Percent of total 1.1%] 6.1%| 18.5%| 14.2%] 14.1% 15.3%| 29.0%| 1.8% 0.0% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table F-21. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores by crlteria.

zNumber of acres by score for each model criterion i Total wildlife
S s , :'madd p\atch‘
% “acresin:’
o ol B . damaia]isg . ¢lo%i | Inventory
V 1,003.4 0.0] 1,335.2| 976.8 0.0] 1,375.8] 1,761.7] 429.9] 329.2{ 1,061.9] 2,364.0 3,755.2
Percent of total
acres in 44.8%| 26.7%| 0.0%| 35.6%)] 26.0%| 0.0%| 36.6%| 46.9%| 11.4%| 8.8%| 28.3%| 63.0% na
inventory
'Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of mode! patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table F-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.*

re.ve

etation wuthln

aet 0

stream

Total wildiife

ands within. . model patch
300 feetofa - acresin
tream  Inventory
Acres 3,755.2
Percent of total 25.9% 2.6% 69.2% 0.8% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table F-23 Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

nside HOCs outside Wildlife ¢ " Total Inventoried & e
-:xatches pat ‘hes (includmg wetlands . TotalSOCs,
{acres) SO acres) wnldhfe habntatacres 1 e
675.9 6.6 3761 7 1
Percent of total 18.0% 0.2% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table F-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total area of HOCs outslde of |
modeled patches (lncluding Percent Of total

: wetlands <2 acres) By lnventorled habltat
1 4%
51%
Low structure agriculture. = l 478.88 12.7%
|High'striicture’ agrlculture 35.97 1.0%
Deciduotig'closed canopy 713.05 19.0%
Mixed closed canopy il i 914.08 24.3%
Conlfer closed cano pY 283.57 7.5%
Deciduots open ¢anop! 220.05 5.9%
Mixed opeii canopy 207.61 5.5%
e 17.38 0.5%
Deciduous scattered canopy 127.28 3.4%
Mixed scattered canopy . 59.84 1.6%
Conifer. scattered canopy 30.05 0.8%
Closed canopy shrub: 129.24 3.4%
S 56.65 1.5%
] 66.31 1.8%
e 168.94 4.5%
0.25 0.0%
3,755.17 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are

- provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table F-25. Wildlife habitat availability! based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat assoclatlons

s

Resource

HWET’ RWET' | TOTWET® WEGR | AGPA -

Total acres 132.6 59.6 30.2 99.7 2,575.9 293.1 515 4
Percent of total 3.5% 1.6% 0.8% 2.7% 68.5% 7.8% 13.7%
See Table F-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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G. Johnson Creek

General watershed information

Resource sites within the Johnson Creek Watershed include:
o Johnson Creek-Sunshine Creek subwatershed

Kelley Creek subwatershed

Middle Johnson Creek subwatershed

Lower Johnson Creek-Willamette River

Lake Oswego subwatershed

Tryon Creek subwatershed

Johnson Creek-Crystal Springs Creek subwatershed
Mount Scott Creek subwatershed

Watershed assessments and plans

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1991. Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan, July 17, 1991,
City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1993. The East Buttes, Terraces and Wetlands
Conservation Plan, May 26, 1993, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1997. Portland Environmental Handbook, City of
Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 2001. Portland’s Willamette River Atlas, City of Portland:
Portland, Oregon.

Community and Economic Development Department, City of Gresham, 1988. Inventory of
Significant Natural Resources and Open Spaces, City of Gresham: Gresham, Oregon.

Lev, Esther, 2001. Wildlife Habitat Inventory for the Willamette River, Environmental
Consulting: Portland, Oregon.

Moses, Todd, 1993. Stream Rehabilitation Concepts, Upper Fairview Creek, Gresham, Oregon,
Watershed Applications: Portland, Oregon.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Bureau of Environmental Services, City
of Portland, 1999-2000. Aquatic Inventories Project and Physical Habitat Surveys — Kelley
Creek and tributaries, Lower Willamette Basin, ODFW: Portland, Oregon.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Bureau of Environmental Services, City
of Portland, 1999-2000. Aquatic Inventories Project and Physical Habitat Surveys — Johnson
Creek and tributaries, Lower Willamette Basin, ODFW: Portland, Oregon.

Portland Multnomah Progress Board, 2000. Salmon Restoration in an Urban Watershed:
Johnson Creek, Oregon — Conditions, Programs and Challenges, Portland Multnomah
Progress Board: Portland, Oregon.

Portland State University and Metropolitan Regional Government, 1995. Tryon Creek Watershed
Atlas, Planning with an Awareness of Natural Boundaries, March 1995, Portland State
University and Metro: Portland, Oregon.

United States Geological Service (USGS), 2000. Willamette Basin Ground-Water Study, USGS:
Portland, Oregon. »

USGS, 1995. NAWQA Willamette Basin Study, USGS: Portland, Oregon.

Willamette Basin Task Force, Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission, 1969. The
Willamette Basin, Comprehensive Study of Water and Related Land Resources, Pacific
Northwest River Basins Commission: Portland, Oregon.
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Willamette Basin Task Force, Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission, 1997. The
Willamette Basin, Recommendations to Governor John Kitzhaber, Willamette River Basin
Task Force: Portland, Oregon.

Willamette Restoration Initiative, 2001. Restoring A River of Life, The Willamette Restoration
Strategy Overview, February 2001, Willamette Restoration Initiative: Portland, Oregon.

Willamette Restoration Initiative, 2001. Restoring A River of Life, The Willamette Restoration
Strategy — Recommendations for the Willamette Basin Supplement to the Oregon Plan for
Salmon and Watersheds, February 2001, Willamette Restoration Initiative: Portland,
Oregon. :

Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1995. Johnson Creek Resources Management Plan, Woodward-

Clyde Consultants: Portland, Oregon.

Watershed councils and related groups

Clackamas River Basin Council, PO Box 1869, Clackamas, 97015-1869, (503) 650-1256

Clackamas River, Friends of, 9205 SE Clackamas, #142, Clackamas 97015, 503-492-1593, Scott
Forrester

Clackamas River Water, 16770 SE g Drive, Clackamas 97015, 503-722-9241

Fairview Creek Watershed Group, 2115 SE Morrison St., Portland 97214, (503) 661-7612, FAX
(503) 661-5296

Fairview Creek Watershed Council, PO Box 36, Fairview 97024, (503) 231-2270, Shannon
Schmitt

Fairview Creek Watershed Conservation Group, PO Box 36, Fairview 97204, 503-669-6000,
Gregory Dresden

Johnson Creek Watershed Council, 525 Logus St., Oregon City 97045, (503) 239-3932, FAX
(503) 239-3946

Johnson Creek Watershed Council, 8300 SE McLaughlin Blvd, Portland 97282, 503-239-3932,
Kim Hatfield

Johnson Creek, Friends of Beaverton’s 503-626-4398, Susan Langston

Johnson Creek, Friends of, 503-257-3161, Clifton Lee Powell

Mt. Scott and Kellogg Creeks, Friends of, PO Box 22373, Milwaukie 97269, 503-653-7875,
Steve Berliner

Minthorn Springs, Friends of, 3006 SE Washington Street, Milwaukie 97222, 503-659-8509,
Mart Hughes

Tryon Creek Watershed Council, 10750 Boones Ferry Rd., Portland 97219, (503) 823-5596

Tryon Creek State Park, Friends of, 11321 SW Terwilliger Blvd, Portland 97219, 503-636-4398,
Louise Shorr

Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt

Willamette River Restoration Committee, 541-484-9466, Timothy Green

Data descriptions

Table G-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. In Section G, all subwatersheds also
comprise their own resource site, with the same names. All eight of the resource sites fall within
the same 5™ field HUC (Johnson Creek).

Tables G-1 and G-2 provide general description about the 5™ field and 6™ field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

Table G-1. Watersheds (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro Jurisdictional

_ boundary
e e e el
18 ‘c’:‘:zgim Croek- Sunshine. 170090120101 | 12,372.9
19 |Kelley Creek 170990120102 | 34756
20 Middle Johnson Creek 170990120103 8,949.5
Johnson Creek 1709001201 | 21 [T Jehnoon Creek- 170990120104 |  5,950.2
22 |Lake Oswego 170990120105 | 4,168.7)
23 [Tryon Creek 170990120106 | 4,356.4
24 | Ohnson Creek- Crystal Spings| 170090120107 | 7.844.6
25 Mount Scott Creek 170990120108 11,809.6

Table G-2. Resource sites: general information.

:, Lo % 3 gl 8y &
t o ot qu @y e [~ N
S EW® g “Rs] G 2 lsEg| 8«
0 £ O T c: . Oillaw. . g
£ 2 § Fy 2.0 o el lhei— g €
= 2 & Qe85 30
05,‘0 = ?: ; >0 oim:o,; i+
2 X < 5 =G0 Rt )
Miles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams 10.0 0.0 3.6 3.9 2.8 5.2 6.8 2.2
Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 7.8 5.5 14.7 14.9 15.3] 14.6 20.9| 14.3
Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 9.7 2.3 3.4 4.0 0.4 2.6 8.3 9.2
Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 111.0 16.0 14.4 38.6 10.2 3.8 39.7] 146.1
Total acres of wetlands 111.1 16.0 14.4 38.6 13.1 3.8 46.4] 147.0
Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area) 346.8 34.4] 378.9 7171 590.2] 107.7 572.0] 706.5
Acres of developed floodplains 11.8] 12} 164.4 74.6 75.8] 37.1 295.4] 149.6
Building permits since 1996 {number) 622.0 258.0] 1,474.0 557.0] 417.0] 285.0] 1,016.0] 1,452.0
Table G-3. Characteristics of stream miles by resource site.
_Stream miles % !Vliles of streams not Jotal stream
‘channel type categonzed by
e . qr miles
owtomedium .} iHight b . . _channel type'
Johnson - Sunshine
Creeks 11.9 1.9 37 313 489
Kelley Creek 3.0 0.7 0.2 8.4 12.2
Middle Johnson Creek 4.2 0.6 26.7 5.2 36.7
Lower Johnson Creek -
Willamette River 16.5 6.4 71 25 315
Lake Oswego 12.0 1.6 6.1 3.3 23.0
Tryon Creek 1.3 24 2.7 17.4 23.8
Johnson - Crystal
Springs Creeks 9.2 1.3 20.6 3.8 349
Mount Scott Creek 11.1 2.5 16.3 17.4 47.3

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.
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Table G-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.

egetation types within 300 feet of a stream (acres)
w structur ‘Non forest woody ‘ Forested orested yegetatlon
‘ , (;vegetatlonllntact topsoll M(:‘ygggtgt'[gn o s feet from a stfeir?
Johnson - Sunshine
Creeks 1,201.5 90.5 1,156.8 2,371.5
Kelley Creek 350.1 14.8 339.6 729.7
Middle Johnson Creek 142.2 6.0 408.7 899.8
Lower Johnson Creek -
Willamette River 119.3 6.9 691.6 705.0
Lake Oswego 40.6 27 376.0 602.0
Tryon Creek 93.7 0.0 949.7 886.2
Johnson - Crystal Springs
Creeks 259.4 28 227.8 367.8
Mount Scott Creek 447.5 21.0 597.4 1,184.9
Table G-5. Regional zoning by resource site.
i /Acres by zone within each resource site ; ©
‘Multi-famlly *Publiclopen e Slngle famlly A
. residential space . | Rural | residential Mlxed use
connson - Sunshine 307 3064 388.4 1243|  7.347.8 39534 2133
Kelley Creek 7.7 0.0 0.0 2.0 2,569.5 596.5 0.0
Middle Johnson 2806| 3480 14155 975.1 0.0 54013| 5179
Creek
Lower Johnson
Creek - Willamette 254.8 829 304.0 164.2 51.5 4,667.3 205.0
River
Lake Oswego 189.5 0.0 144.6 0.0 85.5 3,260.6 55.4
Tryon Creek 135.7 37.8 137.9 528.6 107.8 3,350.3 58.3
Johnson - Crystal 2237 9321 923.2 679.5 0.0 48193 2540
Springs Creeks
Mount Scott Creek 287.6 937.7 555.9 519.3 266.3 7,899.7 1,242.1
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SITE #18: Johnson Creek-Sunshine Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Butler Creek, Fairview Creek, Johnson Creek, Kelly Creek, Sunshine Creek
Communities within the subwatershed: Gresham, Portland, unincorporated Clackamas
County, unincorporated Multnomah County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 12,372.9

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 4,787.5

This site contains four percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Forty
percent of this site is in unincorporated Clackamas County; 38 percent is in Gresham, 20 percent
in unincorporated Multnomah County, and two percent in the City of Portland. About seven
percent of the site is in the City of Troutdale, with the remaining two percent in unincorporated
Multnomah County (Table G-6).

This site and the next (Site #19) are the two least developed resource sites in Group G (Table G-
2). This resource site has a road density of 7.8 miles per square mile, falling in the first quartile
(0 to 25 percent of maximum) compared to all other resource sites. Zoning is strongly rural, but
single family residential covers nearly half as much acreage (Table G-5), primarily reflecting the
portion of the site’s land falling with Gresham’s boundaries. Over 600 building permits have
been issued here since 1996 (Table G-2), but this is a relatively low number compared to the
amount of land within Metro’s boundary.

Riparian resources. Thirty-nine percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory, the
third highest proportion of the eight resource sites in Group G (Table 12). It contributes more
than five percent of the region’s total riparian resources, the fifth highest amount of all 27
resource sites (Table 13).

This resource site contains 49 total stream miles, and about 0.0037 miles of non-piped streams
per acre, ranking it 11" among the 27 resource sites; 3.7 miles, or about eight percent, are stream
links and may be piped or culverted (Tables 12 and G-3). About 22 percent of non-piped stream
miles are listed by the DEQ as 303(d) quality-limited (Tables G-2 and 12). Anadromous fish are
known to be present in approximately 10 stream miles (Table G-2). Three percent of the site is
floodplain, and one percent is wetland (Table G-2 and G-3). About 3-1/2 percent of the
floodplain is developed, similar to Site #19 in this group.

Approximately 20 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions. However, nearly 70 percent the
site’s riparian resources are limited to secondary functions, similar to Sites #19 and 20 in Group
G (Table G-9). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was fairly evenly
divided between Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization and pollution control
(Table G-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 39 percent of the lands in this site fall
within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it fourth among the 27 resource sites (Table 16).
Within model patches approximately 24 percent falls within the top third of the point range, the
fourth highest proportion of the eight Group G resource sites; another 59 percent falls in the
middle range (Table G-10). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, the proportion of acreage is
divided nearly equally between the middle and lowest category, at 39 and 36 percent,
respectively (Table G-11). The highest percentage for the interior criterion was the lowest score
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category (46 percent), although another 23 percent fell in the middle category. These total
percentages suggest that nearly one fourth of this site’s wildlife resources are low-structure
vegetation patches within 300 ft of streams, because these patch types are not scored for these
two criteria (see also Table G-12). Water resources were highest in the low range (53 percent)
followed by the middle scoring category (36 percent), whereas connectivity scored primarily in
the high range (74 percent), with substantial amounts also in the middle category. This site rates
high for interior habitat relative to many other sites discussed thus far, and ranks fourth among
the generally well-connected resource sites within Group G.

In general, this site can be characterized as having large amounts of total and interior habitat;
water resources are moderate, but that is influenced by the unusually large amount of upland
habitats in addition to riparian resources. Connectivity to other natural areas is excellent. The
site is probably highly important to animals moving between patches, including both stopover
and breeding territory for Neotropical migratory birds. The connectivity with extensive natural
areas in adjacent watersheds makes it highly valuable to wildlife, allowing potential for species
reintroduction in the event of local extirpations.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (76 percent)
(Table G-15). Wetlands cover more than two percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally
lower than the many of the 27 resource sites but ranking fourth among the eight resource sites in
Group G. The site contributes a little over one percent to the region’s wetland resources, ranking
17" among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Nine Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

« Pileated Woodpecker (numerous-sightings, reflecting strong coniferous component)
» Willow Flycatcher
o Bald Eagle nest site

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-15). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 12, 133, 136, 137
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-6 Acres W|thm resource site by jurisdiction.

 Jurisdictiol Acres within subwatershed:

Gresham 4,730.0
Portland 244.3
Unincorporated Clackamas County 4,928.2
Unincorporated Multnomah County 2,470.4

Table G-7. Acres in Metro and riparian corridor.

| Total acres w:thin ripanan
b \ o i comdor G
Johnson - Sunshine Creeks 12,372.9 4,777.5

Table G-8. Number of acres within npanan corridor provndlng ecological function.

i Primary Value ! sk Secondaty Value:
e g $ %" OfTOtal" shaii Aores i % of Total iix
Microclimate & shade 751.1 15.7% 1,513.1 31.7%
vsvgfe”‘r“;?;‘;’g’g°de’a“°" & 402.3 8.4% 4,282.2 89.6%
Bank stabilization & 1,293.2 27.1% 4102 8.6%
pollution control
Ié;:g?n‘?’c?d & channel 1,158.2 24.2% 281.7 5.9%
Organic material sources 929.7 19.5% 233.2 4.9%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian cormidor

Table G-9. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

Ecologica{l‘ Score ) % of Total Acres
1to5 3,297.1 69.0%

6to 11 372.7 7.8%
12t0 17 169.1 3.5%
1810 23 136.9 2.9%

24 to 29 595.5 12.5%

30 206.2 4.3%
Total acres 4,777.5 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-10. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

#Total wildlife .

model patch
acresin.-

~ inventory '

Model score 27.5| 131.8| 662.4| 703.2 777.9] 1,298.3| 1,133.7 0.0 0.0 4,734.6
Percent of total 0.6%| 2.8%|] 14.0%| 14.9%| 164%| 27.4%| 23.9%| 0.0%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table G- 11 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cnteria
o - Number of acres by score for each model cnterion :Total wildlife
tnterior’ sz T “”Connectivuty -] ‘model patch
Sl | i “acres in
. 3ol 2 : il ““inventory
e . 11,699.3 0.0] 2,156.7| 1,071.7 0.0/ 2,506.2| 1,681.0] 382.11 226.6] 994.5|3,513.5 4,734.6
Percent of total
acres in 35.9%| 38.8%| 0.0%| 45.6%| 22.6% 0.0%| 52.9%] 35.5% 8.1%| 4.8%| 21.0%| 74.2% na
inventory
'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.*

: - Grass/shrub Total wildlife
wetlands within .| . Other | model patch
300 feetofa’ | wetlands | acresin
stream : /Inventory .
Acres 1,122.3 77.9 3,430.8 42,5 47.6 13.5 4,734.6
Percent of total 23.7% 1.6% 72.5% 0.9% 1.0% 0.3% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-13. Total acres of inventoried deIlfe habltat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

Resource site: 'Johnson - . _HOCs inside 1 HOCs outside Wildlife :)3" otal inventoned )
Sunshtne Creeks""‘:” i W:!dhfe patches ’patches (including wetlands il dlife habitat acres -Total SOCs
E o . (acres)* <2 acres) G S
A_cres 248.7 87.7 48223 9
Percent of total 5.2% 1.8% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

. Total area of HOCs outside
al area of,v:‘llilife odeled patches (includlng
B . wetlands <2 acres |

0.76 K O 0%

3 152.23 3.3%

Low stricture agriculture 396.96 8.3%
{High structure agriculture 121.05 2.6%
Deciduous closed canopy 1,423.25 29.6%
[Mixed closed canopy 1,348.09 28.0%
Conifer closed canopy: 303.19 6.3%
Deciduous open canopy: 230.76 4.8%
Mixed open canopy 118.02 2.5%
Conifer open canopy 11.92 0.3%
Deciduous scattered i cano 134.68 2.8%
Mixed scattered canopy 68.13 1.4%
Conifer scattered canopy 7.34 0.2%
Clésed canopy'shrub’ 10 158.54 3.4%
Open canopy shrub 44.25 1.0%
Scattered canopy shrub 63.53 10 0 1.5%
Meadowlgrass . : 151.95 48.2 4.2%
INot ¢lassified 0.01 0.0 0.0%
lTotal W 4,734.65 87.7 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-15. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons

2 | wwer | R : WE AGPA"
Total acres 61.1 425 1111 3,655.7 321.0 521.4
Percent of total 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 2.3% 75.8% 6.7% 10.8%

'See Table G-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

*Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #19: Kelley Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Kelly Creek, Mitchell Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Gresham, Happy Valley, Portland, unincorporated
Clackamas County, unincorporated Multnomah County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 3,175.6

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 1,424.9

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Forty-six
percent of the site falls within unincorporated Multnomah County; the remainder falls in
unincorporated Clackamas County (37 percent), Portland (12 percent), Gresham (four percent),
and Happy Valley (two percent) (Table G-16).

This site is the third least developed of all resource sites, with only 5.5 road miles per square
mile (Table G-2). It is also the least developed resource site in Group G. The zoning is strongly
rural, with some single family residential (Table G-5). About 260 building permits have been
issued here since 1996 (Table G-2).

Riparian resources. Forty-five percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory, the
second highest proportion of the eight resource sites in Group G (Table 12). However, it
contributes only one and one-half percent of the region’s total riparian resources due to the
relatively small acreage falling within the Metro boundary (Table 13).

This resource site contains 12 total stream miles, and about 0.0038 miles of non-piped streams
per acre, ranking it eighth among the 27 resource sites. Two percent of total stream miles are
stream links and may be piped or culverted (Tables 12 and G-3). None of the stream miles are
DEQ 303(d) listed (Table G-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in approximately 2
stream miles (Table G-2). One percent of the site is floodplain, and one percent is wetland
(Tables G-2 and G-3). About 3-1/2 percent of the floodplain is developed, similar to Site #18 in
this group.

Approximately 16 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions (Table G-19). However, 74
percent the site’s riparian resources are limited to secondary functions, similar to Sites #18 and
20 in Group G. The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was for Bank
stabilization and pollution control, followed by Large wood and channel dynamics (Table G-18;
see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 45 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it second among the 27 resource sites and first
in Group G (Table 16). Within model patches approximately 43 percent falls within the top third
of the point range, the third highest proportion of the eight Group G resource sites; another 38
percent falls in the middle range (Table G-20). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, the highest
proportion of acreage is in the middle size score category (43 percent), with another 32 percent

in the lowest category (Table G-11). The acreage for the interior criterion was about equally
divided between the lowest and middle categories (35 and 34 percent, respectively). These total
percentages suggest that approximately 30 percent of this site’s wildlife resources are low-
structure vegetation patches within 300 ft of streams, because these patch types are not scored for
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these two criteria (see also Table G-22). Water resources were highest in the medium range (59
percent) followed by the middle scoring category (35 percent), whereas connectivity scored
primarily in the high range (76 percent, with another 23 percent in the middle caegory). This site
ranks very high for interior habitat relative to many of the 27 resource sites, and ranks third
among the generally well-connected resource sites within Group G.

In general, this site can be characterized as having extensive amounts of total habitat, substantial
interior habitat, good water resources and outstanding connectivity. Water resources are
moderate rather than high due to the unusually large amount of upland habitats in addition to
riparian resources. As with other sites with these characteristics, this site is probably highly
important to animals moving between patches, including both stopover and breeding territory for
Neotropical migratory birds. The connectivity with extensive natural areas in adjacent
watersheds makes it highly valuable to wildlife, allowing potential for species reintroduction in
the event of local extirpations.

Conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in this resource site (76 percent)
(Table G-25). Wetlands cover more just over one percent of the site’s wildlife habitat,
proportionally lower than the many of the 27 resource sites and ranking sixth among the eight
resource sites in Group G. The site contributes 0.2 percent to the region’s wetland resources,
ranking 24" among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. No Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. However,
there are very likely Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying on
forested habitats (see Table G-25). Examples of species likely to occur in this site may be found
by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species with a double “XX”
under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their decline are identified in
the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information on all species’ needs
can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 123, 138

DRAFT inventory & significance August 2002 page 166



Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-16. Acres wnthm resource site by jurisdiction.

[ Jurisdiction :|Acres within subwatershed
Gresham 135.9
Happy Valley 47.7
Portland 369.4
Unincorporated Clackamas County 1,177.5
Unincorporated Multhomah County 1,445.1

Table G-17. Acres in Metro and rlpanan corridor.

sTotal acres withln Metro

Total acres within npanan

Kelley Creek

3.175.6

1,423.1

Table G-18. Number of acres within riparian comdor provrdmg ecological function.

‘Primary Value = Secondary Value:
cres* i | % of Total*.‘« . Acres . % of Total
Mlcrocllmate & shade 191.6 13.5% 461.8 32.4%
| Streamflow moderation & 495 3.5% 1,354.1 05.2%
water storage
Bank stabilization & 332.3 23.4% 104.9 7.4%
pollution control
_{Large wood & channel 283.8 10.9% 90.8 6.4%
|dynamics
. |Organic material sources 2239 15.7% 75.3 5.3%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table G- 19 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
’ ‘ o Acres ‘ % of Total Acres
1to 5 1 046 1 73 5%
6to 11 118.4 8.3%
12 to 17 33.1 2.3%
18 t0 23 33.9 2.4%
24 t0 29 163.7 11.5%
30 28.0 2.0%
Total acres 1,423.1 100.0%
August 2002 page 167

DRAFT inventory & significance



Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G- 20 Breakdown of total w1|dl|fe model patch scores.*

ildllfe score category e | Totalwildiife,

- . :model patch

v acresin

. B ;:inventory

Model score 13.8 16.3| 234.5] 127.7 78.0 331.1 609.5 0.0 0.0 1,410.0
Percent of total 1.0%| 1.1%] 16.6%| 9.1% 5.5%) 23.5%| 43.2%| 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-21 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria.*
. . Number of acres byscore foreach model criterion’ ot densiii e | Total wildlife
. i g Connectlvity‘ i model patch
1 2 3 ~acres in
1 1 - didl o E ) o ] e . _‘lnventory‘
; 0.0] 4923 0.0] 494.4| 8325 53.9 17.5] 318.8 1,073.6 1,410.0
Percent of total
acres in 32.0%| 43.2%| 0.0%| 34.9%| 33.8% 0.0%]| 35.1%| 59.0% 3.8% 1.2%] 22.6%]| 76.1% na
inventory
"Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo Interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

\vegetation withln . = e
o1 | o] Total wildiife
”;Other ’, model patch
wetlands | - ‘acresin ®
lnventory
Acres 334.9 14.4 1,046.8 6.1 5.3 2.4 1,410.0
Percent of total 23.8% 1.0% 74.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-23 Total acres of mventoned wildlife habltat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

ﬁés%fﬁrce ‘sito: Kelle ::ilfe

Tbtal lnventoried
wildllfe habitat acres Total SOCs

Acres 121 1422.0 0
Percent of total 0.8% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concem.
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Table G-24. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total area of HOCs butside’of 2 |/ Percen Cafiotar
'“,°‘:3:ga‘;°£h<°;;$::)'d'"9 ‘\anentorIed habitat

0.00 .0%

32.23 2.3%

Low stmcture agricuiture 204.41 14.5%
High striicture agricultur 29.83 2.1%
Deciduotis closed canopy 318.76 22.5%
Mixed closed canopy i 588.09 41.7%
Conifer closed canopy: = 49.34 3.5%
Deciduotis open canopy. 26.03 1.9%
Mixed opencanopy. = o | 37.74 2.7%
Conifer open canopy = 6.03 0.5%
Declduous scattered canop 28.52 2.0%
Mixed scattered canopy 9.89 0.7%
Conifer scattered ¢canopy 0.17 0.0%
Closed canopy shrub 32.55 2.3%
Opén‘canopy shrub 8.10 0.6%
Scattered canopy shru 17.28 1.2%
Meadow/grass 21.01 1.5%
Not classified 0.00 0.0%
Total: = 1,409.97 12 1 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

(i Habitattype:sissisn i inmae,

TR

3 :
i o i | JOTWET, ~WODF* b
Total acres 0.0 7.8 6.1 16.0 1,073.7 46.8 236.3
Percent of total 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 1.1% 75.5% 3.3% 16.6%

'See Table G-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
smal! sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concemn.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #20: Middle Johnson Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Fairview Creek, Johnson Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Gresham, Happy Valley, Portland, unincorporated
Clackamas county, unincorporated Multnomah county

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 8,949.5

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 1,798.9

This site contains three percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. The
majority of the site (82 percent) falls within the City of Portland’s boundaries; 16 percent is in
Gresham, and one percent or less falls within Happy Valley and unincorporated Clackamas and
Multnomah counties (Table G-26).

The road density in this site is 14.7 miles per square mile, falling within the third quartile (51 to
75 percent of maximum) compared to all other resource sites (Table G-2). The zoning is
primarily single family residential, but multi-family residential and public space/open lands are
also important land uses in this resource site (Table G-5). Nearly 1,500 building permits have
been issued here since 1996 (Table A-2).

Riparian resources. Seventeen percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory,
ranking it next to last in Group G (Table 12). However, it contributes nearly two percent of the
region’s total riparian resources (Table 13).

This resource site contains 37 total stream miles, but because most of these (73 percent) are
stream links, actual stream density is only 0.0011 miles per acre, ranking it last among all 27
resource sites (Tables 12 and G-3). More than a third of the non-piped stream miles are DEQ
303(d) listed (Table G-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in approximately 3-1/2
stream miles (Table G-2). Four percent of the site is floodplain, and less than one percent is
wetland (Tables G-2 and G-3). Forty-three percent of the floodplain is developed, second only
to Site #24 among all 27 resource sites (Table 14).

Approximately 18 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, and more than 32 percent
received at least one primary score (Table G-29). Approximately 68 percent of the site’s riparian
resources are limited to secondary functions. The highest percentage of land receiving a primary
score was for Bank stabilization and pollution control and Large wood and channel dynamics
(Table G-28; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

‘Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 18 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 23rd among the 27 resource sites and seventh
of the eight Group G resource sites (Table 16). Despite the relatively low proportion of wildlife
habitat, what is there tends to be high-scoring; within model patches approximately 55 percent
falls within the top third of the point range, the second highest proportion of the eight Group G
resource sites; another 33 percent falls in the middle range (Table G-30). Of the four criteria in
the GIS model, the highest proportion of acreage is in the middle size score category (55
percent), with another 35 percent in the lowest category (Table G-31). The acreage for the
interior criterion all fell in the lowest score category (82 percent). This suggests that there are
some long, linear habitat patches along streams in this resource site. The high total percentages
for these two criteria suggest that most of the habitat resources within 300 ft of streams are
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forested, because low-structure patch types are not scored for these two criteria (see also Table
G-32). In fact, most of the water resources for this site fell within the middle scoring range (68
percent), confirming what can be seen on the map. In keeping with this resource configuration,
most of the acreage scored in the high range for connectivity (85 percent). This site ranks fourth
high for connectivity relative to all 27 resource sites, and ranks second among the generally well-
connected resource sites within Group G. '

In general, this site can be characterized as having high quality wildlife habitat despite fairly
intense urbanization. While there is little interior habitat the excellent connectivity and large
patch sizes situated along waterways provide a very valuable wildlife habitat complex, and
contribute important resources to the regional wildlife habitat system. As with other sites with
these characteristics, this site is probably highly important to animals moving between patches,
including both stopover and breeding territory for Neotropical migratory birds.

As with other Group G sites, conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in
this resource site (78 percent) (Table G-35). Wetlands cover one percent of the site’s wildlife
habitat, proportionally lower than the many of the 27 resource sites and ranking seventh among
the eight resource sites in Group G. The site contributes 0.2 percent to the region’s wetland
resources, ranking 25" among the 27 resource sites.

Species of Concern. Four Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

Red-legged Frog

Bald Eagle nest site

Rorippa columbiae (sensitive plant species)
Sidalcea nelsoniana (sensitive plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-35). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concemn:

UID numbers: 12, 33, 126, 133, 134, 135, 136,7 161
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-26 Acres W|thm resource ‘site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction' L e e | Acres within'subwatershed -

Gresham 1,437.2 -
Happy Valley 78.9

Portland 7,358.3
Unincorporated Clackamas County 58.5
Unincorporated Multhomah County 16.6

Table G-27. Acres in Metro and rlpanan corridor.
4 Total acres w within ripariaq

Mddle Johnson Creek — - X 2 A 1,539.2

Table G-28 Number of acres w:thln rlparlan comdor provrdlng ecological function.

Re scfn . : Primary Value . Secondary Value
o - . Acres* % ofvTotaIff 1% of Total
l Mlcrochmate & shade 233.0 16.1% 549.5 35.7%
, Streamflow moderation & 2332 15.2% 1,281.3 83.2%
» . lwater storage
In|Bank stabilization & o o
 |poliution control 353.8 23.0% 81.6 5.3%
. zarge wood & channel 4315 28.0% 116.9 7.6%
. |dynamics
Organic material sources 271.9 17.7% 88.0 57%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table G-29 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
( Eco A o fTotaI Acres
1to5 1,041.5 67. 7%
6 to 11 92.0 6.0%
120 17 122.3 7.9%
'g:_::"f J°h"s°r 18 t0 23 16.9 1.1%
24 to 29 196.6 12.8%
30 70.0 4.5%
Total acres 1,639.2 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Ha}bitat

Table G-30. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

acres in

Total wildlife
Number of acres in each wildlife score category model patch
. f : : - - acres in
a2 3 | 8 5 ‘ . e 9 .| Inventory
Model score 88.2 24.0 52.2] 109.8] 298.1 38.8] 740.5 0.0 0.0 1,351.7
Percent of total 6.5%| 1.8%]| 3.9%] 81%| 22.1% 2.9%| 54.8%) 0.0%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of model patches.
Table G-31 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by crltena *
Number of acres by score for each model criterion LR Total wildlife
N Water’ uConnectlvity:;x ¢ |- model patch
“1/ e " acres in
Ceiib 1.2 inventory
s 1,107.3 0.0 0.0] 271.4] 920.0 30.2) 1305 72.2] 1,149.0 1,351.7
Percent of total
35.4%| 54.8%] 0.0%| 81.9% 0.0% 0.0%] 20.1%| 68.1% 2.2%| 9.7% 5.3%| 85.0% na

inventory

Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of mode! patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

ranked for these criteria.

3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-32. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.*

W striicture vegetation. wuthin B il Bk
300 teet of stream . il Grassishrub : Total wildlife
v Forested | wetlands within | Other. - |: model patch
wetlands 300 feetof a wetlands acres in
Fi . stream’ “inventory
Acres 127.6 5.0 1,208.2 0.0 6.2 1,351.7
Percent of total 9.4% 0.4% 89.4% 3% 0.0% 0.5% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-33. Total acres of mventoned wildlife habltat by type and total Specles of Concem (SOCs)

Total Inventoried
wildlife abltat acres Total SOCs
R . 1628.1 4
Percent of total 83.0% 26.1% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concemn.
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Table G-34. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Totalarea of HOCs outside of Percent of total
( modeled patches (lncludlng :
: lnventoried habitat

Landcover type: wetlands <2 acres) "

Water 0.77 0.0 0.0%
Barren 43.96 25.1 4.2%
Low structure égriculture 9.21 0.0 0.6%
High structure agricultiure 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Declduous closed canopy 259.65 8.8 16.5%
Mixed closed canopy. 437.62 3.3 27.1%
Coniferclosed canopy. = 337.67 0.2 20.8%
Deciduous opencanopy . 49.61 9.4 3.6%
Mixed open'canopy » 36.46 10.7 2.9%
Coniferopen’'canopy 21.15 0.2 1.3%
Decidilotig scattered cano) 35.08 11.2 : 2.8%
Mixed scattered canopy 25.67 10.7 2.2%
Conifer scattered canopy 16.39 0.0 1.0%
Closed canopyshrub 39.64 9.1 3.0%
Open'canopy shrub 10.43 ’ 7.6 1.1%
Scattered canopy 1043 26.2 2.2%
[Meadow/grass 17.95 154.0 10.6%
Not'¢lassifie 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Total 1,351.69 276.4 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-35. Wildlife habitat availability’ based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons

T Habiatpe T ,

o WLCH | e T s

N e \TR| HET RWET’ TOTWET| \opper| WEGR | AGPA
Total acres 12.9 6.3 46 144 12738 2265 92
Percent of total 08%| ___04%| ___03%| ___00%| _ 782%| _ 139% 0.6%

1See Table G-34 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #21: Lower Johnson Creek-Willamette River

Named streams: Clackamas River, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Gladstone, Lake Oswego, Oregon City, West Linn,
unincorporated Clackamas County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 5,950.2

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 1,897.1

This site contains two percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. About 40
percent of the site is in West Linn, 38 percent in unincorporated Clackamas County, and the
remainder is in Gladstone (15 percent), Lake Oswego (seven percent) and Oregon City (less than
one percent) (Table G-36).

At 14.9 road miles per square mile, this site’s road density is similar to several other sites in
Group G, placing it in the third quartile (51 to 75% of maximum) compared to all other resource
sites (e.g., site #20, 22, 23, and 25) (Table G-2). Zoning is primarily single family residential
(Table G-5). About 560 building permits have been issued in this site since 1996 (Table G-2).

Riparian resources. Thirty-two percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory,
ranking it in the middle of Group G (Table 12). It contributes two percent of the region’s total
riparian resources (Table 13).

This resource site contains 32 total stream miles, of which 23 percent are stream links. Non-
piped stream density is 0.0041 miles per acre, the fourth highest of all 27 resource sites (Tables
12 and G-3). Sixteen percent of the non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d) listed (Table G-2).
Anadromous fish are known to be present in approximately four stream miles (Table G-2). Low
to medium gradient streams predominate (Table G-3). Twelve percent of the site is floodplain,
and one percent is wetland (Tables G-2 and G-3). Approximately 10 percent of the floodplain is
developed.

A substantial amount of riparian resources in this site received primary scores. Approximately
44 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received primary scores
for at least three of the five ecological functions, and more than 62 percent received at least one
primary score (Table G-39). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was for
Large wood and channel dynamics, followed by Bank stabilization and pollution control.
Streamflow moderation and water storage was also an important primary function in this
resource site (Table G-38; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 25 percent of the lands in this site

fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 13™ among the 27 resource sites and fourth of
the eight Group G resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, no acreage falls within the
top third of the point range; however, 74 percent falls in the middle range (Table G-40). Of the
four criteria in the GIS model, the highest proportion of acreage is in the middle size score
category (55 percent), with another 35 percent in the lowest category (Table G-41). The

majority of the mid-range scores fell west of the Willamette River, with less total habitat and
more fragmentation east of the river.
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The acreage for the size and interior criteria all fell in the lowest score category (94 and 72
percent, respectively). This suggests that there are some long, linear habitat patches in this
resource site. The high total percentage for the size criterion suggests that most of the habitat
resources within 300 ft of streams are forested, because low-structure patch types are not scored
for this criterion (see also Table G-42). Most of the water resources for this site fell within the
middle or high scoring range (54 and 27 percent, respectively). This is influenced by the fact
that the largest habitat is much longer than it is wide wide, and most of the streams run
perpendicular through the patch thus lowering the density of water resources in the site. The
overall connectivity scores fell primarily in the middle (47 percent) and high (34 percent) range
for the site. The habitat patches west of the Willamette River have excellent connectivity;
preserving this connectivity will be essential to maintaining the integrity of habitat here. This
patch also contains a narrow corridor of connectivity to Mary S. Young State Park and adjacent
patches closer to the Willamette River, and maintaining or enhancing that connector is vital.

As with other Group G sites, conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in
this resource site (87 percent), but open water, at 23 percent, is a very important habitat resource
(Table G-45). Wetlands cover nearly three percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally
lower than the many of the 27 resource sites and ranking seventh among the eight resource sites
in Group G. The site contributes 0.4 percent to the region’s wetland resources, ranking 22"
among the 27 resource sites.

In general, this site can be characterized as having relatively high quality wildlife habitat west of
the Willamette River, with less habitat that is generally lower in quality east of the river (due to
fragmentation and lack of water resources). On the east side of the river a relatively low
proportion of the habitat is protected through parks and public lands, but this pattern is improved
to the west, where the low scores in habitat interior are mitigated by strong connectivity and
good water resources. The proximity to the river and connectivity make the western portion of
this site highly important to wildlife movement and an important migratory resource.

Species of Concern. Four Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

» Band-tailed Pigeon
» Red-legged Frog
» Great Blue Heron nest colony

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-45). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).
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Habitats of Concern.
The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the

Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 117, 118, 119, 120, 145
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-36 Acres wnthln resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction.  wsier e o sooaess o Acres within subwatershed & -

Gladstone - 921.0
Lake Oswego 402.3
Oregon City 0.3
West Linn 2,354.6
Unincorporated Clackamas County 2,272.0,

Table G-37 Acres in Metro and rlparlan comdor
4 ‘ Total acres wnthin Metr >

Lower Johnson Creek 5.950.3

Table G 38 Number of acres within riparian corrldor provudmg ecologlcal function.
Pﬁmarv Value 0 Secondary Value -
| - Acres® i |9% ofTotaI*"» : "~‘~Acres & >“~'”%ofTotal :

Microclimate & shade 452.0 23.8% 674.8 35.6%

Streamflow moderation & o o
water storage 670.6 35.4% 1,134.3 59.8%

Bank stabilization & o o
pollution control 994.4 52.4% 66.0 3.5%

Large wood & channel o o
dynamics 1,079.1 56.9% 170.9 9.0%

Organic material sources 479.7 25.3% 134.9 7.1%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table G-39. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

Resource sute Ecological Score Acres ';j % of Total Acres
1t05 705.9 37.2%
6to 11 161.5 8.5%
12 to 17 191.9 10.1%
'é‘r’;i' J°h“s°" 18 to 23 365.8 19.3%
24 to 29 326.1 17.2%
30 145.7 7.7%
Total acres 1,897.0 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-40. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

Total wildlife
~model patch’
acresin .
im0 e [ Bt 8 ] ) | inventory
Modelscore 81.7] 119.1] 174.5| 1211 179.2| 7815 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,457.2
Percent of total 56%| 8.2%| 12.0%| 8.3%| 12.3%| 53.6%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.
Table G-41 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by crltena.
. . . : ‘21 Total wildlife
COnnectlwty mode! patch
S [ I -acres in
: i > 2 1% inventory -
. 1,374.5 X .0| 1,049.9 i . 77.2) 779.4] 392.3] 280.5] 677.5] 499.2 1,457.2
Percent of total
acres in 94.3%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 72.1%| 0.0%| 0.0%| 5.3%| 53.5%] 26.9%| 19.2%| 46.5%| 34.3% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

ranked for these criteria.
3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-42. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.

_Low structure vegetatlon within

Non-forest woody wetlands

- ; Grasslshrub o ‘TotalvwlldII‘fe
: zwetlandswlthln " Other--*| ‘model patch
_300feetofa wetlands {. - acresin

vegetatlon - stream _ Inventory
i 2.5 1,339.4 12.8 11.6 10.7 1,457.2
Percent of total 5.5% 0.2% 91.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

e

Table G-43. Total acres of Inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concemn (SOCs)

Resource site- Lower w"d"fe O . 110Cs outside Wildlife - 7/ ¢ Total inventoned
[Johnson patches (including | witdiife habitat acres T°‘a' Socs ‘
Acres 1471.2 4
Percent of total 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-44. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

[Resource Site: s Total area of HOCs outside of - | . Percent of total
Lower Johnson Creek . i i odeled patches (Including
model patche: : Inventorled habitat
Landcover typeé: S wetlands <2 acres) -
14.67 1.6%
44.55 3.1%
0.00 0.0%
High structure agriculture 0.02 0.0%
Deciduous closed canopy j 284.02 19.3%
Mixed closed canopy. 357.25 24.3%
Conifer closed canopy: 220.15 15.0%
Déciduous open canopy.. 154.66 10.5%
Mixed open canopy. 102.28 7.0%
Conifer open canopy 25.25 1.7%
Declduous scattered canopy 65.41 4.5%
Mixed scattered canopy & 47.77 3.3%
Conifer scattered canopy 15.91 1.1%
Closed canopy shrub/ 53.58 3.7%
Opencanopy shrub 22.79 1.6%
Scattered canopy shrub"" 21.89 1.5%
Meadowl/grass: @ | 26.99 1.9%
Not classified 0.00 0.0%
Total o oo 1,457.19 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-45. Wildlife habitat availability1 based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons

i : Habitat type % :
o 5 ey (F yi 3 WLCHI s s S
-0V L ‘ ;»,:WATR | HWET. R}NET TOTWET WODF‘ WEGR AGPA
Total acres 341.1 22.3 12.8 38.6 1,275.3 72.4 0.0
Percent of total 23.2% 1.5% 0.9% 2.6% 86.7% 4.9% 0.0%

See Table G~44 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

*Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in

as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

4Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #22: Lake Oswego subwatershed

Named streams: Oswego Creek, Spring Brook Creek, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Lake Oswego, Portland, unincorporated Clackamas
county

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 4,168.7

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 1,541.7

Other information: One dam with unknown impacts to fish. One other barrier to fish passage
present with no known fishway.

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Most of
the site (94 percent) is in Lake Oswego, with the remainder in unincorporated Clackamas County
(five percent) and the City of Portland (one percent) (Table G-46).

Road density in this site is 15.3 miles per square mile, placing it in the third quartile (51 to 75%
of maximum) compared to all other resource sites (Table G-2). Single family residential is the
dominant zoning pattern (Table G-5). About 420 building permits have been issued here since
1996 (Table G-2).

Riparian resources. Thirty-seven percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory,
ranking it in fourth of eight sites in Group G (Table 12). It contributes two percent of the
region’s total riparian resources (Table 13).

This resource site contains 23 total stream miles, of which 27 percent are stream links,
suggesting moderately high amounts of piping and culverting. Non-piped stream density is
0.0041 miles per acre, placing it in the top quarter of all resource sites (Tables 12 and G-3). Low
to medium gradient streams predominate (Table G-3). Seventeen percent of the non-piped
stream miles are DEQ 303(d) listed (Table G-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in
less than one stream miles (Table G-2). Fourteen percent of the site is floodplain, and less than
one percent is wetland (Tables G-2 and G-3). Approximately 13 percent of the floodplain is
developed.

A substantial amount of riparian resources in this site received primary scores. Approximately
16 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received primary scores
for at least three of the five ecological functions, but nearly 55 percent received at least one
primary score (Table G-49). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was for
Large wood and channel dynamics, followed by Streamflow moderation and water storage (not
surprising, given Oswego Lake’s presence in the site) (Table G-48; see also Table 4 and
Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 24 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 14" among the 27 resource sites and fifth of
the eight Group G resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, less than one percent of the
acreage falls within the top third of the point range; however, 78 percent falls in the middle range
(Table G-50). Of'the four criteria in the GIS model, by far the highest proportion of the acreage
falls in the lowest size and interior score category (97 and 75 percent, respectively) (Table G-51).
The high proportion of acreage accounted for in the size criterion indicates that nearly all of the
lands within 300 ft of streams are forested, because low-structure patch types are not scored for
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this criterion (see also Table G-52). Most of the water resources for this site fell within the
middle or high scoring range (57 and 30 percent, respectively). The overall connectivity scores
fell primarily in the high range (42 percent), with decreasing but still important proportions in the
medium and low score categories (37 and 21 percent, respectively). The most substantial habitat
patch is north of Oswego Lake and includes important areas of connectivity to the lake;
preserving this connectivity will be essential to maintaining the integrity of habitat in this site. A
smaller patch just south of the Lake is even more well connected to this important open water
resource. Portions of each of these patches are protected by parks. Several other significant
habitat patches provide important connectivity to adjacent resource sites.

As with other Group G sites, conifer and hardwood forest are the predominant habitat types in
this resource site (89 percent). Open water is not fully accounted for in this site at just three
percent, but this habitat type is undoubtedly also a very important habitat resource (Table G-55).
Wetlands cover slightly more than one percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally lower
than the many of the 27 resource sites and ranking sixth among the eight resource sites in Group
G. The site contributes 0.2 percent to the region’s wetland resources, ranking 26" among the 27
resource sites.

In general, this site can be characterized as having moderate quality wildlife habitat, but with
some important habitat patches connected to Oswego Lake and to adjacent watersheds. The
proximity to the lake is important to wildlife species utilizing open water habitats. The lake is
known to be important to Bald Eagles, Osprey and waterfowl; it contains substantial
development along the shorelines, but also substantial habitat. Retention of as much habitat as
possible (particularly tree canopy) should accompany further lakeshore development if
maintaining wildlife habitat quality is desired. Habitat enhancement near the lake on developed
lots and creating connectors between isolated habitat patches would improve habitat quality over
existing conditions in this site.

Species of Concern. Proximity to a large water resource such as Oswego Lake is highly
valuable to wildlife and provides for distinctive plant communities, and this is reflected by the
high number of Species of Concern sighting locations (11) falling within the site. Each sighting
may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only
listed once here. These include the following species: '

Bald Eagle

Great Blue Heron nest colony
Cimicifuga elata (plant species)
Delphinium leucophaeum (plant species)
Sullivantia oregana (plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-55). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).
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Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the

Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 111 (barely touches this resource site from the south)
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-46 Acres wrthln resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction: £ v lAcres within subwatershed

Lake Oswego 3,914.3
Portland 57.8
Unincorporated Clackamas County 196.6

Table G-47 Acres |n Metro and nparlan corridor.

res wrthin Metro

res within riparian
corridor

Lake Oswego |

4.168.7 1.541.7

Table G-48 Number of acres within riparian corrrdor provndmg ecologrcal function.

*‘Primam Value :: Secondary Value ::

i . PAcrest)n %ofTotaI*" Hhy Acres : %ofTotal,
. [Microclimate & shade 268.9 17.4% 579.1 37.6%
| Streamflow moderation & . .
 |water storage 524.0 34.0% 9333 60.5%

Bank stabilization & 323.0 21.0% 109.8 7.1%
-{pollution control
- ;;;g?n‘?'c?d & channel 766.7 49.7% 104.4 6.8%
:|Organic material sources 2146 13.9% 76.7 5.0%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function

**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table G-49. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

Resou esite EcologicalScore ; o ?% of Total Acres
1to5 699.5 45.4%
6to 11 101.6 6.6%
12t0 17 488.8 31.7%
1810 23 41.5 2.7%
24 t0 29 158.0 10.2%
30 52.4 3.4%
Total acres 1,641.7 100.0%
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Resource site

data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-50. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.”

:Total wildlife
model patch
Model score 42.0] 49.7| 1247 61.0 78.3] 6483 0.0 13 0.0 1,005.3
Percent of total 4.2%| 4.9%| 124%| 6.1% 7.8%| 645%| 0.0%| 0.1%] 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table G-51 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cntena *
. =00 2 Number of acres by scoreforeach model criterion Total wildlife
‘.wlnteriorz v} i Connectivlty model patch
: sl acres In
2 +3 X
. , . Al . inventory -
974.1 0.0 7545 1.3 0.0 67.2] 5702 299.8] 213.6] 372.9] 4188 1,005.3
96.9%| 0.1%| 0.0%| 75.1%| 0.1%| 0.0%| 6.7%| 56.7%| 29.8%| 21.2%| 37.1%] 41.7% na
'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-52. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover

and known wetlands.*

| Low structure vegetalion within:|. Slmenag : SET

300 feet of stream . Grassishrub |- . (| Total wildlife

SR : 'wetlands wlthln ".Other - | model patch

“““ Low 3‘“?9‘ ro Non fofest woody _vegetation 300 feetofa®" | “‘wetlands"| = acres In -

| vegetatlo - o] inventory

, | Intact topsc i . cog|ary
Acres 27.2 2.7 965.2 5.3 0.1 4.8 1,005.3
Percent of total 2.7% 0.3% 96.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-53. Total acres of mventoned wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs).

Wildlife - :]. HOCs inside: |1 || HOCs outside Wildlife : Total inventoried
patches W‘ldhfe patches patchesK (mcluding wildlife habitat acres Total SOCs
v .. (acres) . <2 acres) : i
Acres 1005.3 . 1008.3 11
Percent of total 99.7% 0.0% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-54. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

- Total area of HOCs outside of . -
modeled patches (lnclud[ng Percent of total
Inventoried habitat
.- wetlands <2 acres) .
0.1 1.2%
e 29.00 1.1 3.0%
|Low structure agriculture 11.67 0.0 1.2%
{High structure agriculture’s 0.09 0.0 0.0%
lious closed cano| 194.29 0.4 19.3%
d 243.22 0.3 24.2%
Conifer closed canopy 229.59 0.3 22.8%
Decidiiotis open'canopy. 69.77 0.2 6.9%
Mixed opencanopy 58.34 0.0 5.8%
Conifer open canopy . 21.81 0.0 2.2%
Deciduous scattered canopy.: 34.34 0.1 3.4%
Mixed scattered canopy. 25.13 0.0 2.5%
Conifer scattered canopy 19.39 0.1 1.9%
Closed ¢anopy shrub 26.18 0.0 2.6%
Open canopy s 10.64 0.1 1.1%
Scattered canopy shrub 10.09 0.0 1.0%
Meadow/grass : 9.19 0.2 0.9%
[Not classified 0.00 0.0 0.0%
|Totabwinii 1,005.26 3.0 1oo 0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-55. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat assomatlons

7 Habitat type S :
. WLCHI i
G W s il WODF‘ WEGR“ AGPA :
Total acres 30.0 4.9 5.3 13.1 897.4 30.3 11.8
Percent of total 3.0% 0.5% 0.5% 1.3% 89.0% 3.0% 1.2%

'See Table G-54 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #23: Tryon Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Forest Creek, Tryon Creek, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Lake Oswego, Portland, unincorporated Clackamas
county, unincorporated Multnomah county

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 4,356.4

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 1,972.8

This site contains one percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Sixty-
eight percent of the site is in the City of Portland, with another 20 percent in Lake Oswego. The
remainder is in unincorporated Clackamas (seven percent) and Multnomah (five percent)
counties (Table G-56).

This site’s road density of 14.6 miles per square miles places it in the third quartile (51 to 75% of
maximum) compared to all other resource sites (Table G-2). Considering the amount of habitat
preserved in Tryon Creek State Park and adjacent Marshall Park, combined with the average
development intensity falling within the third quartile of all sites, the areas outside of the habitat
patches may be considered highly developed.” As with the majority of other resource sites in
Group G, single family residential is the dominant zoning pattern (Table G-5). However, a
relatively low number of building permits (285) have been issued in this site since 1996 (Table
G-2).

Riparian resources. More than 45 percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory,
second only to Site #1 (Table 12). It contributes two percent of the region’s total riparian
resources (Table 13).

This resource site contains 24 total stream miles, of which 11 percent are stream links,
suggesting relatively low amounts of piping and culverting (Table G-3). Non-piped stream
density is 0.0048 miles per acre, the highest in Group G and also the highest of all 27 resource
sites (Tables 12 and G-3). However, one quarter of the non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d)
listed (Table G-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in nearly three stream miles (Table
G-2). Approximately 2-1/2 percent of the site is floodplain, and less than one percent is wetland
(Tables G-2 and G-3). Approximately 34 percent of the floodplain is developed, the third
highest of all 27 resource sites (Table 14).

Approximately 24 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, and 37 percent received at least
one primary score (Table G-59). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was
divided about equally between Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization and
pollution control (Table G-58; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping).

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 44 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it third among the 27 resource sites and second
of the eight Group G resource sites — although it accounts for more habitat within the regional
system than the first-ranked site within Group G (2.5 versus 1.9 percent, respectively; Table 16).
Within model patches, a remarkable 84 percent of the acreage falls within the top third of the
point range (Table G-60). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, by far the highest proportion of
the acreage falls in the middle score category for size, interior, and water, while most of the
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acreage falls in the tope score category for connectivity (84, 84, 91, and 88 percent, respectively)
(Table G-61). The high proportion of acreage accounted for in the size criterion indicates that
nearly all of the lands within 300 ft of streams are forested, because low-structure patch types are
not scored for this criterion (see also Table G-62).

Conifer and hardwood forest strongly predominate habitat types in this resource site (93 percent)
(Table G-65). Wetlands cover only 0.2 percent of the site’s wildlife habitat, proportionally the
lowest of the 27 resource sites. The site contributes little to the region’s wetland resources,
because wetlands are uncommon in the mid- to high-gradient habitats representative of this
resource site.

In general, this highly developed site can be characterized as providing extraordinarily important
interior habitat to the region’s wildlife, with a substantial proportion protected by parks and
public lands. Many Neotropical migratory birds breed in this site and also use it for important
stopover habitat, and it abounds with deer, beaver, and other mammal sign. Tryon Creek State
Park includes southern connectivity to the Willamette River through a narrow corridor. Many
developed areas also contain very important tree cover, providing key connectivity from core
areas such as Tryon Creek State Park to peripheral, but very important, habitats at the outer edge
of large patches, such as Maricara Nature Park. Some of these areas along streams are steeply
sloped and thus receive protection through Title 3. One drawback of this resource site is that it is
not well connected with adjacent resource sites (except for Site #26), such as Resource Sites #
12, 14 and 22; increasing connectivity to these sites, primarily along streams, would be a
valuable restoration activity. Retaining or improving existing tree canopy in developments
connected to the parklands is another important factor that will influence the value of this site’s
habitat in the future.

Species of Concern. Three Species of Concern sighting locations fall within the site. Each
snghtmg may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

» Pileated Woodpecker
o Willow Flycatcher
e Northern Pygmy Owl

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-65). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 114
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Jurisdiction |

Table G- 56 Acres W|th|n resource site by jurisdiction.

i |Acres within'subwatershed ©

Lake Oswego 876.9
Portland 2,958.2
Unincorporated Clackamas County 294.8
Unincorporated Multhomah County 226.5

Table G-57. Acres in Metro and riparian corridor.

res ‘Within Metro ;roltal aeres wnthin rlparian

Tryon Creek

23565

1.972.8

Table G-58. Number of acres wnthin riparian corndor providing ecological function.

: “Primary Value : R Secondary Value -
Ecological functio “Acres*. il %of Total**. EL Acres; % of Total .~
. IMicroclimate & shade 454.5 23.0% 1,1 19.1 56.7%
1Streamflow moderation & 74.4 3.8% 1,850.2 03.8%
water storage
|Bank stabilization & 623.5 31.6% 834 42%
pollution control
'&%i;‘;"c?d & channel 651.9 33.0% 289.0 14.6%
| Organic material sources 4413 22.4% 213.9 10.8%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table G-59. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
site Ecological Score o : '( es. % of Total Acres
1 to 5 62.8%
6 to 11 8.2%
12 to 17 4.9%
18 to 23 2.3%
24 to 29 19.8%
30 2.0%
Total acres 100.0%
August 2002 page 189
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-60. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

Total wildlife.
; model patch
L.acres in_’ :
- inventory
Model score 23.6] 46.3] 819| 86.2 10.4 50.8 0.0]1,597.8 0.0 1,896.9
Percent of total 1.2%| 2.4%] 4.3%] 4.5% 0.5% 2.7%| 0.0%| 84.2%] 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table G-61 Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria.*
. Numberofacres byscoreforeach model criterion o w1 Total wildlife
i Interlor2 : Wateﬁ il E COnnectivsty model patch
: : : i acresIn
s dball el B3l 2 i3 ,1 2 8 Inventory
219.1] 1,597. 0.0 67.6] 1,5697.8 0.0 44.3] 1,7164 74.8 94.3] 139.2{ 1,663.4 1,896.9
Percent of total
acres in 11.6%| 84.2%| 0.0%| 3.6%| 84.2%] 0.0%| 2.3%| 90.5%| 3.9%| 5.0%| 7.3%| 87.7% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of model patches.

These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-62. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands

Low structure vegetation wnthm P ;

o .300 feet of stream . o ., Grass/shrub Total wildlife
Resoturce site: Forested Forested | wetiands within Other. | ‘model patch
C | Lowstructure Non.forestw vegetauon “wetlands |  300feetofa - | wetiands' | acresin'y
vegetation/ | etation r . stream S Inventory -

ntact topsolf | E : el M

Acres 80.0 0.0 1,814.2 S 2.1 0.0 0.6 1,896.9
Percent of total 4.2% 0.0% 95.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-63. Total acres of inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs).

. HOGs Inside .| .t HOCs outside Wildlife Total Inventoried SN
Wi}qlife pat::he hee (Includlng wetlands wil dlife Habitat acres | Total S0OCs
, | (acres) . <2 acres) .. b : s
Acres 1896.9 646.6 0. 6 1897.5 3
Percent of total 100.0% 34.1% 0.0% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-64. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Total area of HOCs outside of *
\ |,e d Pat.c.hes (Inclu ding ' l Percent of total
" wetlands <2 acres) nventorled habitat

0.0 0 0%

0.4 1.7%

Low structurg agriculture . 0.0 0.0%
High striicture agricultire’ 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Deciduous ¢losed canopy 521.43 0.0 27.5%
Mixed closed canopy. 649.81 0.0 34.2%
Conifer closed canopy 281.44 0.0 14.8%
Declduous open ¢ open cano 112.95 0.0 6.0%
Mixed open €ano| 79.98 0.0 4.2%
11.48 0.0 0.6%

Declduous scattered canop 54.44 0.0 2.9%
Mixed scattered canopy 43.00 0.1 2.3%
Conifer.scattered ¢ano 7.88 0.0 0.4%
Closed ¢anopy shnib 52.16 0.0 2.7%
Open'canopy shru 16.53 0.0 0.9%
Scattered canopy shru 13.02 0.0 0.7%
Meadow/grass: 19.79 0.0 1.0%
Not classifed 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Total 1,896.90 0.6 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-65. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

Resource site

Ty - | wart HWET’  RWET® | TOTWE WEGR |  AGPA
Total acres 28.0 0.6 2.1 3.8 1,762.5 493 0.0
Percent of total 1.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 92.9% 2.6% 0.0%
See Table G-64 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak

habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #24: Johnson Creek-Crystal Springs Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Crystal Springs Creek, Johnson Creek, Veterans Creek

Communities within the subwatershed: Happy Valley, Milwaukie, Portland, unincorporated
Clackamas county, unincorporated Multnomah county

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 7,844.6

Total acres within the riparian corridor:1,309.7

Other information: One barrier to fish passage present with unknown impacts.

This site contains three percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. The
majority of the site (63 percent) is in the City of Portland; 16 percent is in Milwaukie, 19 percent
in unincorporated Clackamas County, and the remainder is in Happy Valley and unincorporated
Multnomah County (about one percent each) (Table G-66).

This site has the highest road density of all resource sites, at 20.9 road miles per square mile
(Table G-2). As with other highly urban resource sites, the dominant zoning is single family
residential (Table G-5). About 1,000 building permits have been issued in this site since 1996
(Table G-2).

Riparian resources. Fifteen percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory, ranking
it last in Group G (Table 12). It contributes a little over one percent of the region’s total riparian
resources (Table 13).

This resource site contains 35 total stream miles, of which 59 percent are stream links,
suggesting very high levels of piping and culverting (Table G-3). As a result, non-piped stream
density is 0.0018 miles per acre, ranking it 25" of the 27 resource sites (Tables 12 and G-3).
Reflecting the highly urban and modified nature of this resource site, 47 percent of non-piped
stream miles are DEQ 303(d) listed (Table G-2). However, anadromous fish are known to be
present in more than eight stream miles (Table G-2). Low to medium gradient streams
predominate (Table G-3); approximately seven percent of the site is floodplain, and less than one
percent is wetland (Tables G-2 and G-3). Approximately 52 percent of the floodplain is
developed — the highest level of all 27 resource sites (Table 14).

Approximately 27 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, and 44 percent received at least
one primary score (Table G-69). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was
divided about equally between Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization and
pollution control (Table G-68; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping). The developed floodplain component of this resource site resulted in high
secondary Streamflow moderation and water storage percentages.

Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 10 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it last among the 27 resource sites; this is not
surprising considering the site’s highly developed nature (Table 16). Within model patches, only
one tenth of one percent of the acreage falls within the top third of the point range, with 58
percent in the mid-range and the remainder in the lowest score category (Table G-70). Of the
four criteria in the GIS model, virtually all of the acreage falls in the lowest score category for
size and interior (Table G-71). The majority of acreage falls in the middle category for waterk
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although substantial acreage is also in the highest and lowest categories; the connectivity scores
fall primarily in the middle and low categories. Together, these factors add up to a fairly sparse,
fragmented habitat system that is often typical of highly developed watersheds. The relatively
high proportion of acreage accounted for in the size and interior criteria suggest that the majority
of the lands within 300 ft of streams are forested, because low-structure patch types are not
scored for these criteria (see also Table G-72).

Conifer and hardwood forest are predominant habitat types in this resource site (78 percent), but
grasslands, wetlands and open water also contribute important habitat (Table G-75). Wetlands
cover six percent of the site’s wildlife habitat. The site contributes one-half of one percent to the
region’s wetland resources, ranking 21* among the 27 resource sites.

In general, this highly developed site can be characterized as providing relatively small amounts
of habitat that is generally isolated and fragmented. However, the complex of natural areas
comprised of Crystal Springs, Reed College Canyon and Westmoreland Golf Course provides
important habitat to the site and is less than half a mile from Oaks Bottom, which has excellent
water resources and connects to the Willamette River. Street and backyard trees provide a
modest level of connectivity for birds between these natural areas. Johnson Creek and the
Springwater Corridor provide key migratory bird stopover habitat; although these areas do not
rate highly in the regional wildlife habitat inventory, they are locally very important to wildlife.
Several relatively large habitat patches in site’s eastern area, including Lincoln Memorial Park
and Willamette National Cemetery, provide key habitat in this area and connect to Resource Site
#20, following the Johnson Creek complex. Key wildlife habitat improvements in this area
might include increasing the forest canopy cover throughout the resource site, including
backyard and street trees, but particularly along waterways.

Species of Concern. One Species of Concern sighting location falls within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

o Great Blue Heron nesting colony

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-75). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
.Concern:

UID numbers: 33, 127, 128, 130, 135
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-66. Acres W|thm resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction:i - . |Acres within'subwatershed : %
Happy Valley - 78.5
Milwaukie 1,273.7,
Portland 4,909.3
Unincorporated Clackamas County 1,494.5
Unincorporated Multhomah County 88.7

Table G-67 Acres in Metro and npanan corridor.

wrthm ﬂpanan

Johnson - Crystal Springs Creeks

Table G-68. Number of acres wrthin riparian corridor provrdmg ecologrcal function.

. ‘Primary Value . Secondary Value
’ Ecological function Acres*: % of Total** “UAcres % of Total
Microclimate & shade 167.7 14.3% 227.0 19.3%
Streamflow moderation & 306.3 26.0% 802.4 68.2%
water storage
Bank'stablllzatlon & 400.3 34.0% 17.7 1.5%
S |pollution control
;arge wood & channel 460.5 39.1% 47.4 4.0%
ynamics
. | |Organic material sources 297.9 25.3% 401 3.4%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table G-69. Breakdown of ecological scores
lR‘e‘s
55.5%
6 to 11 76.7 6.5%
12t0 17 134.5 11.4%
18 t0 23 28.8 2.4%
24 to 29 216.8 18.4%
L 30 66.7 5.7%
‘ Total acres 1,176.5 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-70. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

Total wildlife -
“model patch
- acresin.
B (o ' * inventory
Model score 749] 157.6] 1101 78.5 334.5 54.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 810.8
Percent of total 9.2%| 19.4%| 13.6%| 9.7%| 41.3% 6.7% 0.1%] 0.0%; 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.
Table G-71. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria.*
: Numberofacres byscoreforeach model cnterlon i S e 1 Total wildlife
G |nteﬂ°r1 : - ~Connectivity model patch
e pevanl acres In
. . 2 . s e i it Dy 2 2 -}~ inventory
L 592.9 0.9 0.0] 407.5 0.0 0.0] 147.1] 3711 173.2] 3245] 3444| 1419 810.8
Percent of total
acres in 73.1%| 0.1%] 0.0%| 50.3%] 0.0%]| 0.0%] 18.1%| 45.8%| 21.4%] 40.0%] 42.5%| 17.5% na
inventory
Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.

ranked for these criteria.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not

These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-72. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.*

— PR T—
et of stream . Grass/shrub | “Total wildtife
=T 1 F ¢ /Eoresged» weﬂands Mthln . Other .| ‘model patch
et Non.forestWOQdy : ‘1:wetlands . 300 feet ofa kwyetl‘andgl sc-acresin -
e 1 Cole e L Inventory
Acres 2173 0.0 551.8 13.4 12.0 16.5 810.8
Percent of total 26.8% 0.0% 68.1% 1.7% 1.5% 2.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table G-73 Total acres of inventoried wnldhfe habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)

- HOCs outside Wildlife Total lnventorle d Total socs
o wildlife habltat acres
81 8 5 1
Percent of total 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-74. Total area of model patches and Habxtats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

Resource Site
Johnson - Percent of total -
Creeks. | ‘ lnventorled habitat
[Landcover typ : s et A aat e
10.43 0.1 1.3%
54.99 0.5 6.8%
Low structure agrlculture 0.00 0.0 0.0%
{High structure agricultur 0.00 0.0 0.0%
|Dacidusus closed canop: 142.65 0.8 17.5%
IMixed closed canopy i 183.26 0.6 22.5%
ICOnlfer closed canopy 78.44 1.0 9.7%
Declduous open canopy 86.62 1.1 10.7%
Mixed open canopy. 44.09 0.5 5.5%
Conifer open canopy ! 4 11.48 0.2 1.4%
[Deciduous scattered canopy 45.23 0.5 5.6%
Mixed scattéred canopy. 27.49 0.2 3.4%
Conifer scattered canopy ' 10.33 0.1 1.3%
Closed canopy shrub * 35.20 0.8 4.4%
Open canopy shrubi 19.78 0.7 2.5%
Scattered canopy shru 17.78 0.3 2.2%
Meadow/grass 43.06 0.2 5.3%
Not classifled 0.00 0.0 0.0%
{Total . 810.83 7.7 100.0%

The table below provide s estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-75. wildlife habitat availability! based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

, W  HWET | RWET®  WEGR /| AGPA
Total acres 24.1 285 134 464 81.8 0.0
Percent of total 2.9% 3.5% 1.6% 57%| __ 77.5%| __ 10.0% 0.0%

1See Table G-74 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concemn, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concemn.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #25: Mount Scott Creek subwatershed

Named streams: Forest Creek, Johnson Creek, Kellogg Creek, Mount Scott Creek, Phillips
Creek, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Johnson City, Lake
Oswego, Milwaukie, Portland, unincorporated Clackamas county, unincorporated Multnomah
county

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 11,809.6

Total acres within the riparian corridor: 2,665.7

Other information: Three dams present, two with unknown impacts to fish, one with a present
and functioning fishway. '

This site contains four percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Most of
the site falls within three jurisdictions: unincorporated Clackamas County (67 percent),
Milwaukie (15 percent) and Happy Valley (14 percent). Two percent is in unincorporated
Multnomah County, with the remaining jurisdictions — Gladstone, Johnson City, Lake Oswego,
and Portland — containing one percent or less of the site (Table G-76).

This site is similar in development intensity to Resource Sites #20-23, with a road density of 14.3
miles per square mile, falling in the third quartile (51 to 75 percent of maximum) compared to all
other resource sites (Table G-2). Similar to those sites, single family residential zoning
dominates (Table G-5). About 1,450 building permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table
G-2).

Riparian resources. Approximately 23 percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor
inventory, ranking it sixth of the eight resource sites in Group G (Table 12). However, because
the site has a substantial amount of land within the Metro boundary, it contributes a relatively
high amount (three percent) of the region’s riparian resources relative to all other resource sites
(Table 13).

This resource site contains 47 total stream miles, of which 34 percent are stream links,
suggesting moderately high levels of piping and culverting (Table G-3). Non-piped stream
density is 0.0026 miles per acre; two of the eight sites in Group G contain lower stream densities
(Tables 12 and G-3). Slightly more than two percent of non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d)
listed (Table G-2). Anadromous fish are known to be present in more than nine stream miles
(Table G-2). Six percent of the site is floodplain, and one percent is wetland (Table G-2).
Twenty-one percent of the floodplain is developed, ranking this site sixth among all 27 resource
sites (Table 14).

Nearly a third of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received primary scores
for at least three of the five ecological functions, and 46 percent received at least one primary
score (Table G-79). Similar to Site #24, the highest percentage of land receiving a primary score
was divided about equally between Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization
and pollution control (Table G-78; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping). Sixty-eight percent of this site’s riparian corridor acreage received
secondary scores for Streamflow moderation and water storage, and another 29 percent received
secondary scores for Microclimate and shade.
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Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 19 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 21* among the 27 resource sites and sixth
among the eight Group G sites (Table 16). Within model patches, only four percent of the
acreage falls within the top third of the point range, although 68 percent falls in the mid-range
(Table G-80). Of the four criteria in the GIS model, most of the acreage falls in the lowest score
category for size and interior (Table G-81). Approximately half of the acreage falls in the
middle category for water, with another 28 percent in the lowest score category; the connectivity
scores fall primarily in the highest and middle categories. The proportion of acreage accounted
for in the size and interior criteria suggest that a relatively small but significant amount of lands
within 300 fi of streams are unforested, because low-structure patch types are not scored for
these criteria (see also Table G-82).

Conifer and hardwood forest are predominant habitat types in this resource site (77 percent), but
open water, grasslands and wetlands also contribute important habitat (Table G-85). Wetlands
cover seven percent, the highest of the Group G sites. The site contributes two percent to the
region’s wetland resources, ranking 14™ among the 27 resource sites.

In general, this site can be characterized as providing a moderate amount of wildlife habitat, of
moderate quality; however, placed within the urbanized context, the existing habitat is very
important to wildlife in that area. A majority of the habitat is aggregated into several relatively
large patches, with some important interior habitat. Water resources are moderate, but
connectivity is good relative to many other sites with similar development intensity. The key
wildlife habitat sites are along or adjacent to streams, with relatively little protection through
parks or public lands. Important upland habitat is provided by Mt. Talbert, with important
migratory bird stopover habitat.

Species of Concern. Four Species of Concern sighting location falls within the site. Each
sighting may include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site
it is only listed once here. These include the following species:

Western Painted Turtles

Pileated Woodpecker

Cimicifuga elata (plant species)
Sidalcea nelsoniana (plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table G-85). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.
The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of

Concern:

UID numbers: 18, 21, 32, 116, 123, 124, 138, 162, 166
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table G-76 Acres wrthm resource site by jurisdiction.

[Jurisdiction . , . |Acres withinsubwatershed: . ¢
Gladstone 111.7
Happy Valley 1,645.3
Johnson City 43.7
Lake Oswego 9.0
Milwaukie 1,824.6
Portland 12.4
Unincorporated Clackamas County 7,888.3
Unincorporated Multnomah County 274.6

Table G-77. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corridor.
S Total acres within riparian
1 ~corridor

Mount Scott Creek 1 1;809.8 2,662.6

Table G-78 Number of acres W|th|n riparian corridor provrdmg ecologlcal function.

B . i v Primary Value: o - Secondary Value
Resource stte glca! functlorr . 1z Acrestiii| % of Totar* i} Acres sl % of Total '
Microclimate & shade 469.5 17.6% 780.3 29.3%
zgg"s‘:‘;‘g’g';‘°dem'°" & 684.3 25.7% 1,807.3 67.9%
Bank stabilization & o o
pollution control 1,050.6 39.5% 103.5 3.9%
l&;;%?n‘;vc?d & channel 1,031.6 38.7% 125.5 47%
Organic material sources 573.9 21.6% 100.1 3.8%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table G-79 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

% of Total Acres
53. 7%
7.6%
8.2%
18 to 23 282.8 10.6%
24 t0 29 331.4 12.4%
30 199.8 7.5%
Total acres 2,662.6 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table G-80. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.”

Number of acres in each'wﬂdllfes ore cate ory Jotal wildiife.
o ‘- model patch
v -acres in ;
) tC . v ) . e i 901 inventory -
Model score 129.8] 175.3| 287.2] 3504 753.8 366.2 46 85.2 0.0 2,152.5
Percent of total 6.0%] 8.1%] 13.3%| 16.3%]| 35.0%] 17.0% 0.2%] 4.0%] 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of mode! patches.
Table G-81. Breakdown of total wildlife patch mode! scores by criteria.*
. 2 Number of acres by score for each model criterfon =0 0 20 | Total wildlife
Interior’:. i Water' Connectlvlty -1 model patch
R ‘acresin’
L k; Gt . : R i Inventory
1,694.6 0.0] 1,208.0 85.2 0.0] 600.6|1,0649| 308.9] 546.8] 697.1] 908.5 2,152.5
Percent of total
acres In 78.7%| 4.2%| 0.0%| 56.1%| 4.0% 0.0%| 27.9%] 49.5%| 14.3%| 25.4%| 32.4%]| 42.2% na
inventory

'Does not Include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

3These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table G-82. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.

U Grassfshrub | “Total wildlife
Forested |: wetlands within | Other - | model patch
wetlands | a | wetlands'| - acres’in
‘ Ziae L inventory
Acres 14.9 1,650.5 46.7 40.6 46.7 2,152.5
Percent of total 16.4% 0.7% 76.7% 2.2% 1.9% 2.2% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Tablo G-83. Total acres of Inventoned wnldllfe habltat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)

+HOCs outside Wildlife' -
. Total Inventoried
\ s, patc S (Ipc{ud!ng wetla ds ”w" dlife habitat acres . Tofal SOF:s
Acres 2152.5 544.1 50.5 2203.1 4
Percent of tota! 97.7% 24.7% 2.3% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concern.
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Table G-84. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

: Total area of HOCs outside of -
Mount Scott Creek eaof wlldlife tﬁddeled patches (lncluding o - Percent of total
G nventoried habitat

Landcovertyp : wetlands <2 acres) i | e o s
Water 8.28 7.6 0.7%
Barren: 142.85 13.6 7.1%
Low Structure agriculture 7.44 0.5 0.4%
High'structure agriculture 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Deciduous closed canopy 368.33 2.9 16.9%
Mixed closed canopy " 1 1 517.64 2.8 23.6%
Conifer closed canopy = 282.66 0.8 12.9%
Deciduous opén canopy 178.18 4.9 8.3%
Mixed open canopy 115.18 1.0 5.3%
Coniferopencanopy = 2.0 29.80 0.0 1.4%
Deciduotis'scattered canop 109.53 1.2 5.0%
Mixed scattered canop' 70.02 1.0 3.2%
Conifer scattered canopy 19.29 0.3 0.9%
Closed canopy shrub = 92.98 1.9 4.3%
Opén‘canopy shrub 42.69 0.8 2.0%
Scattered canopy shrub 40.63 1.7 1.9%
Meadow/grass 127.05 9.5 6.2%
0.00 0.0 0.0%
2,152.53 50.5 100.0%

The table below provide s estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table G-85. Wildlife habitat availability’ based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habltat assoclatlons.
: . Habitat type =

j’\RWEﬁ | rorwer

PR

| weor | acea

Total acres 222.6 87.2 46.7 147.0 2223 7.9
Percent of total 10.1% 4.0% 2.1% 6.7% 10.1% 0.4%

See Table G-84 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

3Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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H. Scappoose Creek

General watershed information

Resource sites in the Scappoose Creek Watershed include:

o Lower Willamette River subwatersheds

e Columbia Slough and Multnomah Channel subwatersheds (combined)

Watershed assessments and plans

Bureau of Environmental Services, City of Portland, 2001. Relationships Between Bank
Treatment / Nearshore Development and Anadromous / Resident Fish in the Lower
Willamette River, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, 1991. City of Portland, Balch Creek Watershed Protection Plan, February,
8, 1991, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1990. East Columbia Neighborhood Natural Resources
Management Plan, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1990. Natural Resources Management Plan for Smith and
Bybee Lakes, May 8, 1990, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1991. The Northwest Hills Natural Areas Protection Plan,
July 31, 1991, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1992. The Southwest Hills Resource Protection Plan,
January 23, 1992, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1993. The East Buttes, Terraces and Wetlands
Conservation Plan, May 26, 1993, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1994. Skyline West Conservation Plan, September 21,
1994, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1997. Portland Environmental Handbook, City of
Portland: Portland, Oregon.

Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 2001. Portland’s Willamette River Atlas, City of Portland:
Portland, Oregon. ‘

Community and Economic Development Department, City of Gresham, 1988. Inventory of
Significant Natural Resources and Open Spaces, City of Gresham: Gresham, Oregon.

Lev, Esther, 2001. Wildlife Habitat Inventory for the Willamette River, Environmental
Consulting: Portland, Oregon.

Lower Columbia River Estuary Program, 1999. Lower Columbia River Estuary Plan, Volumes 1-
3, Lower Columbia River Estuary Program: Portland, Oregon.

Moses, Todd, 1993. Stream Rehabilitation Concepts, Upper Fairview Creek, Gresham, Oregon,
Watershed Applications: Portland, Oregon.

Portland Parks and Recreation, Bureau of Planning, City of Portland, 1995. Forest Park, Natural
Resources Management Plan, City of Portland: Portland, Oregon.

United States Geological Service (USGS), 2000. Willamette Basin Ground-Water Study, USGS:
Portland, Oregon.

USGS, 1995. NAWQA Willamette Basin Study, USGS: Portland, Oregon.

Wells, Scott, 1997. Columbia Slough Technical Report, Portland State University: Portland,
Oregon.

Willamette Basin Task Force, Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission, 1969. The
Willamette Basin, Comprehensive Study of Water and Related Land Resources, Pacific
Northwest River Basins Commission: Portland, Oregon.
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Willamette Basin Task Force, Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission, 1997. The
Willamette Basin, Recommendations to Governor John Kitzhaber, Willamette River Basin
Task Force: Portland, Oregon.

Willamette Restoration Initiative, 2001. Restoring A River of Life, The Willamette Restoration
Strategy Overview, February 2001, Willamette Restoration Initiative: Portland, Oregon.

Willamette Restoration Initiative, 2001. Restoring A River of Life, The Willamette Restoration
Strategy — Recommendations for the Willamette Basin Supplement to the Oregon Plan for
Salmon and Watersheds, February 2001, Willamette Restoration Initiative: Portland,
Oregon.

Watershed councils and related groups

Arnold Creek, Friends of, 4106 SW Vacuna Street, Portland 97219, 503-244-9958, Amanda
Fritz

Balch Creek, Friends of, 5240 NW Cornell Road, Portland 97210, 503-297-3613, Eberhard
Gloekler

Blue and Fairview Lakes Land Trust, 503667-4547, Jane Graybill

Blue Fairview Lakes , Friends of, 21130 NE Interlachen Lane, Interlachen 97024, (503) 667-
4547, Jane Graybill

Citizens Interested in Bull Run, Inc. 503-665-4777, Frank Gearhart

Columbia Children’s Arboretum Preservation Committee, 9509 NE 13% Ave., Portland 97211,
Martha Johnson

" Columbia Slough Watershed Council, 7040 NE 47th Ave., Portland 97218-1212, (503) 281-
1132, FAX (503) 281-5187

Columbia Slough Program, City of Portland, Bureau of Environmental Services, 503-823-7268

Fairview Creek Watershed Group, 2115 SE Morrison St., Portland 97214, (503) 661-7612, FAX
(503) 661-5296

Fairview Creek Watershed Council, PO Box 36, Fairview 97024, (503) 231-2270, Shannon
Schmitt

Fairview Creek Watershed Conservation Group, PO Box 36, Fairview 97204, 503-669-6000,
Gregory Dresden

Forest Park, Friends of, PO Box 2413, Portland 97208, 503-223-5449, Lee Kellogg

Lower Columbia WS Council, 12589 Hwy 30, Clatskanie 97016, 503-728-9015, Margaret
Magruder

(Multnomah Channel) Friends of Retaining the Channel Environment, 13010 NW Marina Way,
Portland 97231, 503-285-6756, Mark Valeske

Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge, 7516 SE 21, Portland 97202, 503-654-8454, Martha Taylor

Oaks Bottom Management Committee, 2115 SE Morrison Street, Ste. 201, Portland 97214, 503-
231-2270, Steve Fedje

Sauvie Island Conservancy, 19300 NW Sauvie Island Road, Portland 97231, 503-621-3049,
Donna Matrazzo

Skyline Ridge, Citizens for Preservation of, 15400 NW McNamee Road, Portland 97231, 503-
621-3564, Chris Foster

Smith and Bybee Lakes, Friends of, PO Box 83862, Portland 97283, 503-240-0233, Jeffrey Kee

West Hills Streams, Friends of, 6039 Knights Bridge Drive, Portland 97219, 503-246-0449, Liz
Callison

Wetlands, Friends of, 503-253-6247, Alice Blatt

Willamette River Restoration Committee, 541-484-9466, Timothy Green
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Data descriptions

Table H-1 provides information about the subwatersheds within each watershed, the HUC code,
and the acres inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary. Keying in on the resource site number will
show how the subwatersheds are aggregated into the resource sites listed above.

Both of the Resource Sites in Section H fall within the Scappoose Creek watershed. Resource
Site #26 is comprised only of its namesake subwatershed, Lower Willamette River. Resource
Site #27 combines the Columbia Slough and Multnomah Channel subwatersheds.

Tables H-1 and H-2 provide general description about the 5" field and 6" field HUCs. Below
these tables are descriptions of the riparian and wildlife habitat resources resource site.
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Watershed data tables

Table H-1. Watersheds (5th level HUC), subwatersheds (6th level HUC), and acres within Metro jurisdictional

boundary.
Resource A - 6th field - Acres In
site# HUC code . | Metro
26 Lower Willamette River 170900120201 32,899.0
Scappoose Creek 1709001202 o7 |Columbia Siough 170900120202 | 53,571.9
Multnomah Channe! 170900120203 1,037.6
Table H-2. Resource sites: general information.
. Lower . ;| Columbia
e ~ “Willamette™ :“Sloug

Mlles of DEQ 303(d) llsted streams 13.3 43. 3

Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed) 20.4 12.0

Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence 13.3 21.7

Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands 262.2 3,298.1

Total acres of wetlands 262.2 3,329.7

Acres of floodplains (100 year FEMA + 1996 inundation area) 3,409.4] 15,8141

Acres of developed floodplains 317.8 993.8

Building permits since 1996 (number) 2,775.0 3,414.0

Table H-3 Characterrstrcs of stream mrles by resource site.
' Stream miles ¥ e I Miles of streams not|
channel typ - ‘categorized by - \Tr)tar:,;:r:am
- . lowtomediumiiiil W it _channel type :

Lower Willamette River 17.9 27.2 31.9 10.0 87.0
Columbia Slough 81.5 6.7 33.7 23.7 145.5

*Stream links are links between surface streams and may be piped or culverted.

Table H-4. Riparian vegetation by resource site.

s withln 300 feetof a stream (acres) B i
: ¥ Foresled vegetatlon ’
o Non-forest woody ~ Forested
e cttopsoll egeggoh S \gegetatlon >300 feet from a stream
Lower V\ﬁllameﬁe River 248.5 13.2 2,546.3 5 555 5
Columbia Slough 2,385.6 118.5 1,659.6 3,393.5
Table H-5. Regional zoning by resource site.
,‘@Acres by zone within each resource site gt Apd i
Mul.tt;{amlly ﬂr’:‘tyrbllc!open | Rural 21 Slngle famlly M&é d use
| pieadan ol T wal. | | space i . residential o= T T
Lower Wilamette 2,2823|  6,606.4 2,618.6 66183 15438 11655.0] 15367
Columbia Slough 2,597.7| 18,256.2 2,923.2 7,167.6 8,308.4 13,636.8 1,247.8
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SITE #26: Lower Willamette River subwatershed

Named streams: Balch Creek, Doane Creek, Johnson Creek (west side), Marquam Guich,
Saltzman Creek, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Milwaukie, Portland, unincorporated Clackamas
County, unincorporated Multnomah County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 32,899

Total acres within riparian corridor: 10,977.2

This site contains 11 percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary, surpassed
only by Site #27, Columbia Slough. Ninety-five percent of the site falls within the City of
Portland’s boundaries; the remainder is in unincorporated Multnomah County (four percent),
unincorporated Clackamas County (one percent), and Milwaukie (less than one percent) (Table
H-6).

This site is the second most highly developed of all resource sites, based on the road density of
20.4 road miles per square mile (Table H-2). Zoning is dominated by single family residential
use, but industrial lands and public/open space also contribute substantial zoning acreages (Table
H-5). Nearly 2,800 building permits have been issued here since 1996, although that number is
not outstandingly high considering the resource site’s contribution to the Metro boundary’s land
base (Table H-2).

Riparian resources. One-third of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory (Table 12).
Resource Site #26 contributes nearly 12 percent of the region’s riparian corridor resources;
together with the other Group H resource site, these two sites comprise a full third of the region’s
riparian inventory (Table 13).

This resource site contains 87 total stream miles, of which 37 percent are stream links,
suggesting high levels of piping and culverting (Table H-3). Despite the strong contribution to
regional riparian resources, non-piped stream density is only 0.0017 miles per acre; the site ranks
second to last of all 27 resource sites in terms of stream density (Tables 12 and H-3). Twenty-
four percent of non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d) listed (Table H-2). Anadromous fish are
known to be present in more than thirteen stream miles (Table H-2). Stream gradients are mixed,
but dominated by high gradients (Table H-3); however, ten percent of the site is floodplain, and
one percent is wetland (Tables H-2 and H-3). Approximately ten percent of the floodplain is
developed, a relatively low proportion given the site’s development intensity.

Approximately 34 percent of this site’s acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received
primary scores for at least three of the five ecological functions, and 44 percent received at least
one primary score (Table H-9). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was
divided about equally between Large wood and channel dynamics and Bank stabilization and
pollution control (Table H-8; see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological
functions mapping). However, Streamflow moderation and water storage was also an important
primary function in this site, and also provided very substantial secondary functions (70 percent
of the site’s riparian acreage included this secondary function).
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Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concem 27 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 11® among the 27 resource sites and first of
the two Group H resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, 78 percent of the acreage falls
within the top third of the point range, ranking second among the 27 resource sites, behind
Resource Site #23 (Tryon Creek) (Table 17).

Of the four criteria in the GIS model, 87 percent of the acreage falls in the lowest size score
category, with another ten percent in the medium category (Table H-11). For habitat interior, the
acreage falls primarily in the top category (66 percent), but nearly one quarter also falls within
the lowest score category, with little in the middle class. That is because Forest Park comprises a
substantial proportion of the habitat in this site, but much of the remainder consists of relatively
small, isolated habitat patches east of the Willamette River. This site scores strongly in the
middle score category for water (83 percent), but receives excellent scores for connectivity, with
89 percent of all acreage receiving the top score. Again, this is influenced by Forest Park. The
total proportion of acreage accounted for in the size and interior criteria suggest that a relatively
small amount of lands within 300 ft of streams are unforested, because low-structure patch types
are not scored for these criteria (see also Table H-12).

Conifer and hardwood forest strongly predominate the habitat types in this resource site (92
percent), but open water is also an extremely important habitat type here (Table H-15). A
relatively extensive series of oak woodlands are present in this site, identified through Habitats
of Concern (based on local expert knowledge). Wetlands cover three percent of this site’s
wildlife habitat, slightly lower than the other Group H site; this number is negatively influenced
by the large amount of habitat covered by Forest Park, a fairly steeply sloped area generally
lacking i in > wetlands. This site contributes three percent to the region’s wetland resources,
ranking gh among the 27 resource sites.

In general, this site can be characterized as providing a large amount of very high quality wildlife
habitat. Forest Park is one of the most highly rated habitat patches in the entire urban region; it
provides very extensive interior habitat for nesting Neotropical migrants and area-sensitive
species, is likely a source habitat for species repopulation to other patches, and is an elk
migratory corridor. A substantial portion of Forest Park and associated areas is also situated in
Resource Site #27, to the north of this site. This resource site includes a long segment of the
Willamette River, contributing important open water and riverine island habitat important to
Bald Eagle, Osprey, waterfowl, shorebirds and migratory birds. This site is uniquely important
to the region’s wildlife.

Species of Concern. Twenty-three Species of Concern sighting location falls within the site,
attesting to the site’s importance in the regional wildlife habitat system. Each sighting may
include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only
listed once here. These include the following species:

Pileated Woodpecker
Band-tailed Pigeon
Bald Eagle

Peregrine Falcon
Purple Martin
Painted Turtle
Western Meadowlark
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Bufflehead

Dusky Canada Goose

Merlin '

Western Pond Turtle

Great Blue Heron nesting colony
Fluminicola fuscus (plant species)
Rorippa columbiae (plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and open water (see Table H-15). Examples of species likely to occur in
this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the
Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 1, 2, 3, 4, 16, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 49, 50, 75, 76, 77, 79, 81, 115,
129, 130, 132, 162, 167
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table H-6. Acres W|th|n resource site by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction . . © .2 |Acres within subwatershed

Milwaukie 66.8
Portland 31,240.2
Unincorporated Clackamas County 178.3
Unincorporated Multnomah County 1,413.8

Table H-7. Acres |n Metro and rlparlan corrldor.
o Total acres within riparian

Total acres quthin Metro

[Lower Willamette River 328992 — ~10.940.8

__Table H-8 Number of acres within riparian corridor prowdlng ecologlcal function.

Ec o lr:al functlon 2 Primary Value:: i Secondary Value

g . Acrest: |10 %of Total*t, B Acres o] % of Total (i
Mlcrocllmate & shade 1,052.5 9.6% 4,345.5 39.7%
igf:rms?;‘gg'2°dera“°" & 3,112.4 28.4% 7.693.0 70.3%

0 Bank stabilization & o o
“Q!'é [pottution control 4,521.4 41.3% 2,430.3 22.2%
', ;;;g‘fn‘:"c‘;“ & channel 4,453.8 40.7% 877.8 8.0%
Organic material sources 1,140.5 10.4% 566.1 5.2%

*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor

Table H-9. Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.

[ ‘ , % of Total Acres
1t05 6 080 8 55 6%
6to 11 460.3 4.2%
12to 17 689.8 6.3%
18 t0 23 2,5682.0 23.6%
24 t0 29 944.9 8.6%
30 183.1 1.7%
Total acres 10,940.8 100.0%
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table H-10. Breakdown of total wuldhfe model patch scores.*

 Total wildlife
“:1“'modef patch’
acres in -
River & inventory
Model score 317.5| 252.0] 126.9] 280.4 80.7 800.5| 1,044.4) 5,576.8 0.0 8,479.1
Percent of tota! 3.7%| 3.0%| 1.5%] 3.3% 1.0% 94%| 12.3%] 65.8%| 0.0% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.
Table H-11. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by criteria >
‘Number of acres by score for each model cntenon |- Total wildlife
,lnterim‘ i Water’ Sl Connectivity ‘model patch
] 4 " acres in
,,,,,, ik sl b gl fasliait n | S inventory
7,388.6] 881.9 0.0] 2,067.0 - 18.1] 5,558.6] 472.9] 7,047.2] 500.4] 577.9] 347.5]7,553.7 8,479.1
Percent of total
acres in 87.1%| 10.4%| 0.0%| 24.4%| 0.2%| 656%| 5.6%| 83.1% 59%| 6.8%) 4.1%] 89.1% na
inventory

'Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table H-12. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.*

‘Grasslshrub £x s Total wildlife
wetlands wlthln % Other. '] *model patch
Low structure 300 feetof a .wetlands | . “acresin ;
yegetationl 50 lnventory
Acres 198.4 10.2 8,008.3 6.4 234.7 8,479. 0
Percent of total 2.3% 01% 94.4% 0.1% 2.8% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concem outside of model patches.

Table H-13. Total acres of inventoried wnldllfe habitat by type and total Specles of Concern (SOCs)

. HOCs outside Wildlife
; . Total Inventoried
s | ‘patches (i clucingwetlands : w" dl|fe habltatacres Total S0Cs
Acres 8479.1 5369.6 262.9] I IS
Percent of total 96.8% 61.3% 3.2% 100.0% N/A
*Habitats of Concemn.
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Table H-14. Total area of model patches and Habitats of Concern by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

;area of HOCs outside of 71" Ppercentof total -
eled patches (Includlng lnvento fed habitat
etlands <2 acres) =

17.1 7%
3 19.4 1.6%
|[Cow structure agriculture 0.0 0.0%
[High striicture agricaltur 0.00 0.0 0.0%
iDeclduous closed canop 2,106.15 56.4 24.7%
3,075.12 44.2 35.6%
Conifer closed canopy . 1,725.21 16.3 19.9%
Deciduous open‘canop 289.60 26.6 3.6%
Mixed open canopy . 222.09 11.0 2.7%
Cornifer open'canopy. | 55.45 2.4 0.7%
Deciduous scattered canopy - 201.47 20.2 2.5%
Mixed scattered canopy: 116.33 11.7 1.5%
Conifer scattered canopy 37.48 2.8 0.5%
Closed canopy shrub 149.95 21.2 2.0%
Open'canopy shrub 50.24 8.6 0.7%
Scattered canopy shrub' ¢ 42.34 8.7 0.6%
Meaadow/grass 61.32 16.4 0.9%
Not classified 0.93 0.0 0.0%
Total: i = 8,479.09 282.9 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table H-15. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat associations.

Resource Habltat type

. WLCHI L

i AR il TOTWET | vopet | WEGR | AcPa
Total acres 2,497.9 2411 211 2622 8,020.4 187.6 24
Percent of total 28.5% 2.8% 0.2% 3.0% 91.5% 21% 0.0%

'See Table H-14 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concem, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

“Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10).
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SITE #27: Columbia Slough subwatershed

Named streams: Arata Creek, Columbia River, Columbia Slough, Fairview Creek, Miller
Creek, Multnomah Channel, Willamette River

Communities within the subwatershed: Fairview, Gresham, Maywood Park, Portland,
Troutdale, Wood Village, unincorporated Multnomah County

Total acreage within Metro’s boundary: 54,610 (combined Columbia Slough and Multnomah
Channel)

Total acres within riparian corridor: 20,569.2

This site contains 18 percent of the area comprising Metro’s jurisdictional boundary, the highest
amount of any of the resource sites. Most of the site (71 percent) falls within the City of
Portland’s boundaries, but there are also portions in unincorporated Multnomah County (13
percent), Gresham (eight percent), Fairview (four percent), Troutdale (two percent), and one
percent or less in Maywood Park and Wood Village (Table H-16).

Compared to the other site in Group H, this site is relatively undeveloped. Road density is 12.0
miles per square mile, placing this site within the second quartile (26 to 50 percent of maximum)
compared to all other resource sites (Table H-2). Zoning is mixed in this resource site, but
industrial is the most significant land base contributor, followed by substantial acreage zoned for
single family residential, as well as rural and public/open space (Table H-5). More than 3,400
building permits have been issued here since 1996 (Table H-2).

Riparian resources. Thirty-seven percent of this site is part of the riparian corridor inventory
(Table 12). This site contributes 22 percent of the region’s riparian resources, far more than any
other resource site in the Metro boundary (Table 13).

This resource site contains 87 total stream miles, of which 37 percent are stream links,
suggesting high levels of piping and culverting (Table H-3). Despite the strong contribution to
regional riparian resources, non-piped stream density is only 0.0020 miles per acre, ranking it
24" of the 27 resource sites. Nearly 40 percent of non-piped stream miles are DEQ 303(d) listed
(Table H-2); however, this site is known to provide very important fish habitat, with anadromous
fish known to be present in nearly 22 stream miles (Table H-2). Streams are predominantly low
gradient, as indicated by the high proportion of floodplains, at 29 percent; six percent of the
floodplains are developed. Six percent of the site’s lands are also wetlands, contributing to off-
channel fish-rearing habitat and other highly valuable aquatic resources (Table H-3).

Reflecting the strong riparian component of this resource site, approximately 56 percent of its
acreage within the riparian corridor inventory received primary scores for at least three of the
five ecological functions, and a remarkable 83 percent received at least one primary score (Table
H-19). The highest percentage of land receiving a primary score was divided about equally
between Large wood and channel dynamics and Streamflow moderation and water storage, each
covering more than three-quarters of the inventory. However, Bank stabilization and pollution
control also provided primary function to 60 percent of the site’s riparian inventory (Table H-18;
see also Table 4 and Appendix 5 for description of ecological functions mapping). Secondary
functions in this site are relatively minimal because so much of the land is covered by primary
ecological functions.
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Wildlife habitat resources. Including Habitats of Concern, 21 percent of the lands in this site
fall within the wildlife habitat inventory, ranking it 20™ among the 27 resource sites and second
of the two Group H resource sites (Table 16). Within model patches, 46 percent of the acreage
falls within the top third of the point range, ranking sixth among the 27 resource sites and second
to Site #27 in Group H (Table 17).

Of the four criteria in the GIS model, 59 percent of the acreage falls in the lowest size score
category, with another ten percent in the medium category (Table H-21). For habitat interior, the
acreage falls primarily in the lowest score category (36 percent), but portions fall within the
middle and high ranges as well (20 and 12 percent, respectively). This site scores very well for
water resources, with approximately equal proportions in the middle and high ranges (48 and 44
percent, respectively). The scores are also very good for connectivity, with 57 percent in the
highest class and another 29 percent in the middle class. The total proportion of acreage
accounted for in the size and interior criteria suggest that a modest amount of lands
(approximately 20 percent) within 300 ft of streams are unforested, because low-structure patch
types are not scored for these criteria (see also Table H-22).

Open water is a critically important habitat type in this resource site, covering an estimated 65
percent of wildlife habitat, substantially more than any of the other resource sites (Table H-25).
Conifer and hardwood forest strongly predominate the habitat types in this resource site (92
percent), but open water is also an extremely important habitat type here (Table H-25). A
relatively extensive series of oak woodlands are present in this site, identified through Habitats

- of Concern (based on local expert knowledge). Wetlands cover three percent of this site’s
wildlife habitat, slightly lower than the other Group H site; this number is negatively influenced
by the large amount of habitat covered by Forest Park, a fairly steeply sloped area generally
lacking in wetlands. This site contributes three percent to the region’s wetland resources,
ranking 8" among the 27 resource sites.

In general, this site can be characterized as providing a large amount of very high quality wildlife
habitat. Forest Park is one of the most highly rated habitat patches in the entire urban region; it
provides very extensive interior habitat for nesting Neotropical migrants and area-sensitive
species, is likely a source habitat for species repopulation to other patches, and is an elk
migratory corridor. A substantial portion of Forest Park and associated areas is also situated in
Resource Site #27, to the north of this site. This resource site includes a long segment of the
Willamette River, contributing important open water and riverine island habitat important to
Bald Eagle, Osprey, waterfowl, shorebirds and migratory birds. This site is uniquely important
to the region’s wildlife.

Species of Concern. Twenty-three Species of Concern sighting location falls within the site,
attesting to the site’s importance in the regional wildlife habitat system. Each sighting may
include one or more species; if a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only
listed once here. These include the following species:

Pileated Woodpecker
Band-tailed Pigeon
Bald Eagle

Peregrine Falcon
Purple Martin
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Painted Turtle

Western Meadowlark

Bufflehead

Dusky Canada Goose

Merlin

Western Pond Turtle

Great Blue Heron nesting colony
Fluminicola fuscus (plant species)
Rorippa columbiae (plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and open water (see Table H-15). Examples of species likely to occur in
this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).

Species of Concern. Attesting to this site’s importance to regional wildlife, 34 Species of
Concern sighting location falls within the site. Each sighting may include one or more species; if
a species occurs more than once in the resource site it is only listed once here. These include the
following species:

Western Painted Turtle

Bald Eagle

Oregon Vesper Sparrow

Purple Martin

Pacific Fisher

Pileated Woodpecker

Streaked Horned Lark
Band-tailed Pigeon

Bufflehead

Western Pond Turtle
Red-legged Frog

Elk

Northern Pygmy Owl

Merlin

Common Nighthawk

Peregrine Falcon

Western Meadowlark

Great Blue Heron nesting colony
Cimicifuga elata (plant species)

There are very likely other Species of Concern using this resource site, particularly those relying
on forested habitats and agricultural lands (see Table H-25). Examples of species likely to occur
in this site may be found by referencing the species list in Appendix 7 and identifying the species
with a double “XX” under the habitat. General species needs and potential reasons for their
decline are identified in the Sensitive Species Accounts section above. More detailed information
on all species’ needs can be obtained through Johnson and O’Neil (2001).
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Habitats of Concern.

The following Habitats of Concern are partially or wholly within this resource site. Using the

Unique ID # (UID), please refer to Appendix 8 for information concerning each Habitat of
Concern:

UID numbers: 6, 8, 9, 15, 17, 20, 25, 34, 35, 48, 49, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72,
73, 74,76, 78, 81, 84, 85, 86, 88, 89, 162, 164
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Resource site data tables: Riparian Corridors

Table H-16 Acres wrthm resource site by jurisdiction.

[Jurisdiction . 2. |Acres within'subwatershed i 4
Fairview 2,263.1
Gresham 4,188.9
Maywood Park 107.5
Portland 38,966.3
Troutdale 1,219.7
Wood Village 604.7
Unincorporated Multnomah County 7,258.6

Table H-17. Acres in Metro and rlparlan corridor.

Total acres withln Metro

Total acres within ripanan
/.7 corridor, .

i

Columbia Slough

54, 6100

20, 1298

Table H-18 Number of acres wrthm riparian corridor provrdmg ecological function.

. Primary Value aE :Secondary Value
% of Total** Acres .- % of Total
12.0% 1,582.3 7.9%
Streamflow moderation & 15,303.8 76.0% 4,570.4 22.7%
water storage
Bank stabilization & o o
pollution control 12,037.5 59.8% 791.6 3.9%
Large wood & channel 0
dynamics 15,864.7 78.8% 293.3 1.5%
Organic material sources 3.541.1 17.6% 191.8 1.0%
*Number of acres scored within the riparian corridor for each function
**Percent of total acres within the riparian corridor
Table H 19 Breakdown of ecologlcal scores.
> Ecologlcal Score "% of Total Acres
1 to 5 17.1%
6to 11 3.7%
12 to 17 23.4%
18 to 23 39.0%
24 to 29 1,416.1 7.0%
30 1,947.5 9.7%
Total acres 20,129.8 100.0%
August 2002 page 216
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Resource site data tables: Wildlife Habitat

Table H-20. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch scores.*

scorégate o ~Total wildlife
e categ -] -model patch
o -acresin.-
: 22 1 inventory
Model score 262.1] 713.2{1,254.2] 9789 577.5| 1,441.6] 1,270.8] 1,786.3] 1,331.3 9,615.9
Percent of total 2.7%| 7.4%| 13.0%| 10.2% 6.0%] 15.0%| 13.2%| 18.6%| 13.8% 100.0%
*Does not include Habitats of Concemn outside of model patches.
Table H-21. Breakdown of total wildlife patch model scores by cnterla.
= x‘Numberofacres byscoreforeachmodelcriterion : v | Total wildlife
:Connectivity <. model patch
e \\,;3“; - ‘acresin -
. Lol 6 kel : T inventory
L ] 1,929.1 0.0] 3,431.4] 1, 1,188.5] 175.1] 4,585.3] 4,199.8] 1,340.4| 2,792.4} 5.483.1 9,615.9
Percent of total
acres in 58.8%| 20.1%| 0.0%| 35.7%| 20.1%| 12.4%| 1.8%] 47.7%| 43.7%| 13.9%| 29.0%| 57.0% na
inventory

Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

2These numbers do not add up to 100.0% because Type 2 patches (low structure vegetation within 300 feet of streams and wetlands) were not
ranked for these criteria.

*These numbers do not add up to 100% because not all patches contained or were near water resources.

Table H-22. Breakdown of total wildlife model patch area by 2000 Metro photo interpretation landcover
and known wetlands.*

Low structure vegetation within '
00 fee of stream ‘ rassishrub ! Total wildlife
zzls::'l:i:s o it | Forested wetlands withln Other '| modet patch
crare Non forest Woody vegetation " 300feetofa wetlands acres in
egetatlon , L ' . Inventory
Acres 1,965.3 67.0 4,334.2 504.7 359.8 2,384.9 9,615.8
Percent of total 20.4% 0.7% 45.1% 5.2% 3.7% 24.8% 100.0%

*Does not include Habitats of Concern outside of model patches.

Table H-23. Total acres of Inventoried wildlife habitat by type and total Species of Concern (SOCs)

Wiidlife - 1 'HOCs Inside . .1 HOCs outside Wildlife ., |
Resource site: Columbla  patches | wildiite patches ‘patches (Including wetlands  Total Inventorled |\ SOCs
Slou {acres) (acre: e © <2 acres) | ~ wlldlife habitat acres
Acres 9615.9 6380.7 2083.8 11699 7 34
Percent of total 82.2% 54.5% 17.8% 100.0% N/A

*Habitats of Concern.
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Table H-24. Total area of model patches and Habltats of Concermn by 1998 Landsat Landcover Area.

otal area of HOCs olitside of
nodeled patches (Includlngf" ms:;::::gf;:;a tlat
. wetlands <2 acres) .« "

1,262.32 160.6 12 2%
Barr _ 1,087.46 678.1 15.1%
Low structure agrictifture’’ 114.51 20.0 1.1%
High structure agriculture 0.29 0.0 0.0%
Deééidtious closed canopy 1,469.96 140.3 13.8%
Mixed closed canopy 1,297.42 59.8 11.6%
Conifer closed canopy. 883.55 53.1 8.0%
Deciduous open’canop! 444.31 72.2 4.4%
Mixed open canopy: 206.99 18.6 1.9%
Conifer open canopy . 71.39 8.2 0.7%
Deciduous’scattered canopyz : 392.87 62.1 3.9%
Mixed scattered canopys 254.22 38.6 2.5%
iConifer scattered ca_l_nopy 119.79 29.0 1.3%
Closed canopy shrub 284.14 71.0 3.0%
Open'canopy shrub | 169.54 48.0 1.9%
Scattered canopy shrub 255.46 46.0 2.6%
Meadow/grass: ' 1,301.60 578.1 16.1%
Not classlﬂed 0.06 0.1 0.0%
Totalz 9,615.88 2083.8 100.0%

The table below provides estimates of each type of the habitats described in Metro’s Technical
Report for Goal 5, based on Johnson and O’Neil’s (2001) habitat scheme. These numbers are
provided for subwatershed comparison purposes and represent estimates of available habitat
type. Several data types were used to compile this table, and the data sources vary in their
precision. For example, the satellite data sources are less accurate than hand-digitized forest
canopy cover. There is also slight overlap between certain habitat types. For example, Riparian
Wetlands (RWET) are also partially included in Westside Lowland Coniferous
Hardwood/Westside Oak and Douglas-fir (WLCH/WODF) because some wetlands also contain
forest, and Open Water (WATR) is not always considered part of habitat patches. Therefore, the
sums of these habitat types are slightly different from the “Total wildlife habitat acres in
inventory” shown in Table 16. Nonetheless, these numbers provide a generalized means of
comparing the quality and quantity of habitat available to wildlife among and between
subwatersheds. Note also that the estimates for Westside Grasslands (WEGR) probably
represent grasslands that are not native rather than true native grasslands, which are largely
extirpated from the metro region.

Table H-25. Wildlife habitat availability' based on Johnson & O'Neil's (2001) habitat types and species-
habitat assoclatlons
Habltat type

T ween | nora_

Total acres 7,5:1‘5.7 2,744.7 504.7 3,329.7 5,622.4 2,398.7 134.8
Percent of total 64.5% 23.5% 4.3% 28.5% 48.1% 20.5% 1.2%

'See Table H-24 for land cover types and crosswalk to Johnson and O'Neil's classification scheme.

2Note that patch type and data limitations result in an underestimation of open water habitats. For example, medium and
small sized stream surfaces are excluded.

®Note that HWET and RWET do not represent the full suite of wetlands because some wetlands <2 acres were added in
as Habitats of Concern, and some wetlands could not be associated with herbaceous or forested habitats. TOTWET
represents the best estimate of all existing wetlands because it includes Habitats of Concern.

*Data limitations make it impossible to distinguish between these two habitat types at this time, and no comprehensive oak
habitat survey has been conducted for the region. However, known oak habitats are also included in HOCs (see Appendix
10). -
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Adequacy of information

The second step of the Goal 5 inventory process is to determine if the information collected for
the inventory is adequate. According to the Goal 5 rule, the information about a particular Goal
5 resource site shall be deemed adequate if it provides the location, quantity and quality of the
resource. A discussion of these three aspects of Metro’s Goal 5 inventory follows.

Location

Location information shall include a description or map of the resource area for each site (OAR
660-023-0030(3)(a)). Although this information must be sufficient to determine whether a
resource exists on a particular site, the precise location of the resource need not be determined
at this stage in the inventory process.’

Information about location is sufficient if the local government develops a map that shows that a
resource exists on a particular site. Riparian corridors and wildlife habitat have been mapped for
the entire area within Metro’s jurisdiction. The data for all 27 resource sites is summarized for
ease of comparison in Tables 12-17 following this section. Metro’s riparian corridor and wildlife
habitat inventory maps depict the resource sites to the tax lot level. The inventory also describes
the acres of each jurisdiction that fall within a resource site. Resource sites are based on
subwatersheds using the Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) system, as identified by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

The methodologies used to develop the riparian corridor inventory maps were described
previously in the Metro’s Goal 5 Inventory Methodology section of this document. Local
jurisdictions, property owners, and other interested parties have extensively reviewed the
inventory map. Map corrections have been made and continue to be made to more accurately
depict location of the resource.

Quantity
Concerning quantity, Goal 5 requires local governments to estimate the relative abundance or
scarcity of the resource (OAR 660-023-0030(c)).

Metro’s stream modeling has indicated that the region has lost approximately 400 miles of
streams (about 30 percent of the original) (Metro 1997). In addition, 213 miles are listed by the
Department of Environmental Quality as water-quality limited (DEQ 1996). Eleven percent of
the Metro region’s natural areas were lost between 1989-1999, with accompanying adverse
effects on watershed hydrology and wildlife habitat (Metro Parks and Greenspaces). The portion
of the Willamette River running through the metro region is influenced not only by intensity of
urbanization within its own watersheds, but also by cumulative effects from land use and

! Prior to amendment, OAR 660-016-0000(2) required a determination of site specific resource location, which
included a description or map of the resource site’s boundaries and the impact area, if different. For non-site
specific resources, determination was to be as specific as possible. Jd. However, OAR 660-023-0030(3)(a) does not
distinguish between site specific and non-site specific resources. Rather, the new rule requires information about
location to include a description or map of the resource and to be sufficient enough to conclude whether a resource
exists on a particular site. /d.
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activities upstream. Habitat loss, alteration, and 51gmf' cant increases in the amount of
impervious land cover characterize the Metro region.

Information about quantity is adequate if it shows the relative abundance or scarcity of the
resource. The number of streams, riparian corridors and upland vegetation lost that historically
provided fish and wildlife habitat and the accompanying impacts of urbanization indicate that the
riparian corridors and wildlife habitat remaining in this region are correspondingly important.
Relative to what once existed, riparian corridor and wildlife habitat resources that were once
abundant are now scarce.

The declining quantity and condition of riparian corridor resource is impacting the ability of
native fish and wildlife to survive in this region. Thirteen salmonid runs are listed as Threatened
or Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act, and two of these are also listed by the
state as Threatened or Endangered. Another run is listed as Endangered only at the state level.
Out of the entire genus, only resident rainbow trout are not considered to be at risk. Salmonids
are important as an indicator of watershed and riparian corridor health. In addition, 55 other
vertebrate species are on the Sensitive Species list, relating directly to habitat loss and alteration
in the metro region over time.

Metro’s riparian corridor inventory identifies the location of riparian corridors and quantifies the
acres within the riparian corridor and the number of stream miles by resource site, as shown in
Table 12 below. Based on this inventory there is a total of 93,035 acres within the riparian
corridor in the region and 855 miles of streams. In addition, there are approximately 8,524 acres
of hydrologically connected wetlands and 35,008 acres of floodplains in the region.

Metro’s wildlife habitat inventory identifies the location of wildlife habitat and quantifies the
acres within wildlife habitat patches, as shown in Table 16 below. Based on this inventory there
is a total of 75,200 acres within the wildlife habitat inventory, including modeled patches
(71,359 acres) and Habitats of Concern (3,842 additional acres).

Quality

Quality information shall indicate a resource site’s value relative to other known examples of the
same resource (OAR 660-023-0030(3)(b)). Although regional comparison of resources is
preferred, quality comparisons may be made for resource sites within the jurisdiction, if no other
local examples exist (Id). Local governments shall consider any determinations about resource
quality provided in available state or federal inventories.

Information about quality is adequate if it indicates “a resource site’s value relative to other
known examples of the same resource.” Riparian corridors occur wherever there is a river, lake,
stream or wetland. Wildlife habitat occurs where there are features including forest canopy,
wetlands, streams and other water features, important low-structure vegetation areas, and areas
that are functionally important such as wildlife passage corridors or migratory stopover areas;
these are typically 2-acre patches or larger.

It is important to distinguish “condition” of the resource area from the Goal 5 rule requirement to
consider a “site’s relative value.” The condition of riparian corridors and wildlife habitat in the
Metro region varies based on past and present development impacts that may have disturbed the
soil, vegetation and terrestrial ecosystem adjacent to streams and wetlands. However, the present

DRAFT inventory & significance August 2002 page 220



condition of the resource does not diminish its value relative to other identified resources.
Metro’s inventory includes an assessment of ecological function and habitat quality as well as
providing specific data on the condition of riparian corridors and wildlife by resource site.

Riparian corridors. Metro’s riparian corridor inventory approach considers the ecological
functions of the riparian corridor and maps the landscape features providing that function. Areas
are given a primary or secondary ecological function score based on widths identified in the
scientific literature (see previous discussion of inventory methodology for more information).
Metro conducted an extensive scientific literature review that describes the qualities necessary to
have a healthy ecosystem for watersheds and riparian corridors (Metro 2002). The ecological
function approach to the inventory takes the science and applies it in a practical way to map
riparian corridors. This approach provides a tool to identify the resource and to consider relative
ecological function within a resource site and across the region.

One comparison that may be made is to consider the amount of the region’s total acres of
riparian corridor that is found in each resource site. Table 13 below shows the acres of each site
within the riparian corridor and the percent of the region’s riparian corridors by resource site.
Some sites containing a small percentage of the region’s riparian corridors may have been more
heavily impacted by urban development over the past 200 years than those with a higher
percentage. Other sites in headwater areas — typically in the higher elevations — do not naturally
contain large quantities of wetlands or floodplains (Table 14). Some sites that provide a high
percentage of the region’s riparian corridors may contain large areas of floodplains and wetlands.
In some sites, substantial floodplain development has occurred. These data allow for adequate
comparison of sites across the region.

Another method of comparing the ecological function provided by riparian corridors in resource
sites across the region is to look at the ecological function score. Table 15 shows the percent of
the riparian corridor receiving scores in five categories. Each site has the potential to receive a
score of up to 30 (five primary scores — a primary receives a score of 6) and a minimum of one (a
secondary receives a score of one). As can be seen in the table, Site 9: Lower Rock Creek-
Tualatin River contains the highest percentage (21%) of area receiving a primary score for all
five functions, while several sites contain riparian corridors in which only two percent of the area
received a score of 30. Sites that contain high percentages of the riparian corridor that received a
score of one through five (secondary scores) most likely contain large forest, agricultural and
floodplain areas. Site 19: Kelly Creek includes the largest portion of the riparian corridor
receiving a low score (74%) while Site #27: Columbia Slough includes the smallest portion at 17
percent. :

Wildlife habitat. Metro’s wildlife habitat approach considers the configuration of wildlife
habitat within a regional context and maps the landscape features contributing to a high-quality
system of regional wildlife habitat. Habitat patches are scored based on size, shape (interior
habitat), connectivity to water, and connectivity to other natural areas, based on the information
gained through the literature reviewed in Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002).
This approach provides a straightforward way to apply science to existing habitats based on GIS
resources, as modified by adaptive management received via field studies. It allows valid
comparison of the relative value of habitat patches, both within resource sites and across the
entire region.
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Similar to the riparian corridors inventory, one comparison that may be made is to consider the
amount of the region’s total acres of wildlife habitat that is found in each resource site. Table 16
below shows the acres of each site within the wildlife habitat inventory and the percent of the
region’s habitat by resource site. Referring back to Table 8 in Metro’s Technical Report for
Goal 5, every major watershed has experienced substantial loss of closed canopy forest from
historic levels; however, some have lost more than others. Some sites containing a small
percentage of wildlife habitat may have been more heavily impacted by urban development over
the past 200 years than those with a higher percentages. These numbers may reflect overall
habitat loss — as with the highly developed Johnson Creek/Crystal Springs site — or conversion to
agriculture or other land uses, as in the McKay Creek subwatershed (Table 16). These data
allow for adequate comparison of sites across the region.

Another method of comparing the relative value or quality of wildlife habitat in resource sites
across the region is to look at the wildlife model score. Table 17 shows the percent of the
wildlife habitat receiving scores, from a range of one (low-scoring) to nine. Site #23 (Tryon
Creek) contains the highest percentage (84%) of area receiving wildlife scores in the top third of
the scoring range, while sites such as #21 (Lower Johnson Creek — Willamette River) and #10
(Middle Tualatin River — Gordon Creek) rank 26" and 27" among the resource sites,
respectively. The sites on the lower end of the point scale typically contain more fragmented
wildlife habitat resources and a lesser amount of forest canopy cover compared to higher-scoring
sites.

In addition to the riparian corridor and wildlife habitat data described above, Metro’s inventory
includes information on the condition of riparian corridors by resource site. The Site Analysis
section provides a summary of each data item. The inventory includes regionally consistent data
for:

Miles of DEQ 303(d) listed streams,

Road density (road miles/square miles in subwatershed),

Miles of stream with known anadromous fish presence,

Acres of hydrologically connected wetlands,

Acres of floodplains (100-year FEMA + 1996 inundation area),

Building permits since 1996 (number),

Characteristics of stream miles by resource site, and riparian vegetation by resource
site. .
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by resource site.

Table 12. Quantity of riparian corridor resources in Metro region

f S esiminani  Percent of site| - Non-piped ¢
, . cres | Totalacresin. | . -on L
i riparian corridor In‘riparian :‘s:trgam;gmles In
. o Gueamssiie e |+l corridor 2| Y resource site
\' 'ﬁ?\r:r Sandy River-Columbia 5712.3 3,498.3 61.2% 236
|Beaver Creek-Sandy River 10,336.6 3,666.8 35.5% 34.7
|{hamette River-Boeckman 7.616.8 2,248.1 20.5% 222
|Willamette River-Lower
ualatin River 11,403.7 4172.2 36.6% 355
Council Creek 5,708.2 1,142.4 20.0% 15.8
|McKay Creek 3,842.7 635.8 16.5% 8.3
| Fddie Rock Creelc-Tualatin 7,300.2 2,390.8 32.7% 27.8
Beaverton Creek 24,297.0, 5,788.0) 23.8% 81.1
ower Rock Creek-Tualatin o
River 8,717.3 1,736.4 19.9% 25.1
: :\:n::gf Tualatin River-Gordon 43473 0415 21.7% 15.3
Lower Tualatin River-Lake
Oswego Canal 15,231.1 5,830.7, 38.3% 56.3
|apperand Middle Fanno 11,1835 2,651.7 23.7% 38.6
 |Summer Creek 3,769.1 855.6 22.7% 14.1
. jLower Fanno Creek 8,453.8 1,864.0 22.0% 29.4
Rock Creek (south o
Washington Co.) 4,239.3 1,102.2 26.0% 10.9
“|Richardson Creek 6,465.5 2,271.8 35.1% 30.1
Rock Creek-Clackamas River 11,120.7 41779 37.6% 443
& |2ohnson Creek-Sunshine 12,372.9 47775 38.6% 452
:|Kelley Creek 3,175.6) 1,423.1 44.8% 12.1
2 |Middle Johnson Creek 8,949.7 1,639.2 17.2% 10.0
4% |Lower Johnson Creek-
Willamette River 5,950.3 1,897.0 31.9% 245
‘|Lake Oswego 4,168.7 1,541.7 37.0% 16.9
ryon Creek 4,356.5 1,972.8 45.3% 211
‘{Johnson Creek-Crystal o
[springs 7,844.6 1,176.5 15.0% 143
/[Mount Scott Creek 11,809.8 2,662.6 22.5% 31.0
. |Lower Willamette River 32,899.2 10,940.8 33.3% 55.1
.| Columbia Slough 54,610.0 20,129.8 36.9% 111.8
295,882.5 93,035.4 na 854.9
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Table 13. Percent of the region's riparian corridors by resource site.

Acres of resourcer | Rercentof reglon's ¢ -
. oinrparian | rparian coridors n
. rridor | resourcesite
Lower Sandy River-
Columbia River 3,498.3 3.8%
Bgaver Creek-Sandy 3,666.8 3.9%
River
Willamette River- o
. |Boeckman Creek 2,248.1 2.4%
Willamette River-Lower o
Tualatin River 41722 4.5%
- |Council Creek 1,142.4 1.2%
- |McKay Creek 635.8 0.7%
Middle Rock Creek- o
. |Tualatin River 23908 2.6%
|Beaverton Creek 5,788.0 6.2%
Lower.Roc.k Creek- 1736.4 1.9%
Tualatin River
Middle Tualatin River- o
Gordon Creek '941‘5 1.0%
Lower Tualatin River- o
Lake Oswego Canal 5.830.7 6.3%
Upper and Middle o
Fanno Creek 26517 2.9%
‘|Summer Creek 855.6 0.9%
_|Lower Fanno Creek 1,864.0 2.0%
Rock Creek (south o
-|Washington Co.) 11022 1.2%
_|Richardson Creek 2,271.8 2.4%
~ Rpck Creek-Clackamas 41779 ) 4.5%
_{River
Johnson Creek- o
Sunshine Creek 4771.5 5.1%
" |Kelley Creek 1,423.1 1.5%
Middle Johnson Creek 1,539.2 1.7%
Lower Johnson Creek- o
Willamette River 1,897.0 2.0%
Lake Oswego 1,541.7 1.7%
|Tryon Creek 1,972.8 2.1%
Joh_nson Creek-Crystal 11765 1.3%
| Springs
. |Mount Scott Creek 2,662.6 2.9%
. |Lower Willamette River 10,940.8 11.8%
. |Columbia Slough 20,129.8 21.6%
i 93,035.4 100.0%
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Table 14. Percent developed floodplain by resource site.
iplain | Developed
Floodplain -
" Acres
40.8 2.6%
(]
|sandy River 2,173.0 59.6| . 2.7%
Willamette River- o
Boeckman Creek 411.2 32.8 8.0%
_{Willamette River-
Lower Tualatin 1,172.3 229.4 19.6%
 |River
Council Creek 626.0 242 3.9%
McKay Creek 344.9 26.4 7.7%
|Middle Rock Creek-| .
. |Tualatin River 239.2 8.2 3.4%
. |Beaverton Creek 1,246.1 421.9 33.9%
' |Lower Rock Creek- o
Tualatin River 854.3 166 1.9%
| middle Tualatin o
_|River-Gordon Creek 83.7 135 16.1%
Lower Tualatin
_|River-Lake Oswego 1,132.0 2831 25.0%
' {Canal
_|Upper and Middle o
|Fanno Creek 517.5 107.8 20.8%
. |Summer Creek 61.8 7.0 11.3%
. |Lower Fanno Creek 829.0 87.8 10.6%
|Rock Creek (south o
Washington Co.) 315.0 22.8 7.2%
Richardson Creek 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Rock Creek- o
Clackamas River 761.9 871 11.4%
Johnson Creek- o
Sunshine Creek 346.8 11.8 3.4%
:|Kelley Creek 34.4 1.2 3.5%
Middle Johnson 378.9 164.4 43.4%
Creek
Lower Johnson
7171 74.6 10.4%
590.2 75.8 12.8%
Tryon Creek 107.7 37.1 34.4%
Johnson Creek- 572.0 295.4 51.6%
_|Crystal Springs
.{Mount Scott Creek 706.5 149.6 21.2%
Lower Willamette 3,400.4 317.8 9.3%
River
Columbia Slough 15,814.1 993.8 6.3%
‘Total = 35,008.9 3,590.3 10.3%
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Table 15. Percent of riparian corridor by ecological function score by resource site (excludes Habitats
of Concern outside of model patches).

Ecological function score " @i g
- = ito 13121017 181023 | 241029 | =301
Lower Sandy River- o o o o o
Columbia River 37.4% 7.2% 16.0% 19.6% 11.1% 8.8%
Beaver CreelSandy 24.7% 51%|  124%|  34.4%|  132%]  105%
Willamette River- ° o o o o
Boeckman Creek 47.1% 12.8% 8.7% 9.0% 14.3% 8.1%
Willamette River-Lower o o o ° o °
Tualatin River 54.7% 7.0% 7.6% 15.8% 9.8% 51%
Council Creek 27.1% 9.3% 26.1% 4.7% 24.1% 8.7%
McKay Creek 28.7% 8.8% 18.9% 3.1% 23.8% 16.7%
Middle Rock Creek- o o o o o
:<|Tualatin River 57.8% 10.7% 4.7% 3.6% 17.9% 5.2%
. |Beaverton Creek 54.6% 8.2% 7.8% 2.1% 20.3% 6.9%
Lower Rock Creek- o o o o o o
Tualatin River 21.9% 9.4% 20.1% 3.2% 24.7% 20.7%
 [Middle Tuatatin River- 57.9%|  104%|  10.3% 52%|  14.0% 2.6%
Lower Tualatin River- o o o o o o
Lake Oswego Canal 58.1% 8.6% 6.4% 5.1% 15.2% 6.6%
g:ﬁ:; %"rg:"’('dd'e 53.6% 7.4% 7.7% 13%|  23.9% 6.1%
Summer Creek 50.2% 10.6% 7.4% 3.1% 22.2% 6.3%
|Lower Fanno Creek 34.5% 6.3% 15.8% 5.0% 22.7% 15.6%
Rock Creek (south o o o o o o
Washington Co.) 42.3% 12.0% 8.4% 2.2% 21.8% 13.3%
Richardson Creek 60.4% 13.7% 4.9% 8.5% 10.8% 1.8%
g;f:r Creek-Clackamas|  g¢ g0y 8.8% 8.4% 6.7% 14.6% 48%
Johnson Creek- o o o o o o
Sunshine Creek 69.0% 7.8% 3.5% 2.9% 12.5% 4.3%
Kelley Creek 73.5% 8.3% 2.3% 2.4% 11.5% 2.0%
Middle Johnson Creek 67.7% 6.0% 7.9% 1.1% 12.8% 4.5%
Lower Johnson Creek- o o o o o o
|wilamette River 37.2% 8.5% 10.1% 19.3% 17.2% 7.7%
Lake Oswego 45.4% 6.6% 31.7% 2.7% 10.2% 3.4%
. |Tryon Creek 62.8% 8.2% 4.9% 2.3% 19.8% 2.0%
« é%'::;i" Creek-Crystal | g5 5oy 6.5%  11.4% 24%  18.4% 5.7%
Mount Scott Creek 53.7% 7.6% 8.2% 10.6% 12.4% 7.5%
Lower Willamette River 55.6% 4.2% 6.3% 23.6% 8.6% 1.7%
Columbia Slough 17.1% 3.7%| . 23.4% 39.0% 7.0% 9.7%
WiTotals | 44.3% 6.9% 12.1% 16.7% 13.1% 6.9%
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Tabls 16. Quant

of wildlife habitat resources in Metro region by resource site.

L i i 1 e of reglon's
o ! % of site In Totzl acres of - Inventoried
In wildlife . HOC outside|. - inventoried .
| patchés | patches patches ' | witdiite habitat | WW/dlife habitatin
. b e s, | 4 resource site
.|Lower Sandy River- o, o, o o
{Columbia River 57123 2,490.4 43.6%) 1,894.2, 33.2% 392.6 6.9% 2,883.1 3.8%
, g:z;’;’,ﬁ:‘:"' 10,3366 21183  205% 9437 9.1% 317.3 3.1% 24356 3.2%
Willamette River- o o o
Boeckman Creek 7.616.8 2,041.0 26.8%) 273.7| 3.6% 20.0 0.3% 2,061.0 2.7%
Willamette River-
Lower Tualatin 11,403.7, 3,232.5 28.3% 767.8 6.7% 7.7 0.1% 3,240.3 4.3%
River
Council Creek 5,708.2 901.4] 15.8% 230.4 4.0% 11.1 0.2% 912.5 1.2%
McKay Creek 3,842.7 482.7 12.6%) 74.6) 1.9% 1.6 0.0% 484.4 0.6%
Middle Rock Creek- o o, o o
Tualatin River 7,300.2 2,349.0 32.2% 2344 3.2% 19.4 0.3% 2,368.4 3.1%
‘|Beaverton Creek 24,297.0 5,146.4 21.2%) 529.0) 2.2% 80.0 0.3% 5,226.4 6.9%
Lower Rock Creek- o o o
Tualatin River 8,717.3 1,608.2 18.4% 314.7 3.6% 9.2 0.1% 16174 2.2%
Middle Tualatin
|River-Gordon 4,347.3 904.3 20.8% 2141 4.9% 45.1 1.0% 9494 1.3%
Creek
Lower Tualatin
15,2311 5,345.8 35.1%| 1,019.2 6.7% 8.6 0.1% 5,354.4 7.1%
11,183.5 2,501.3 22.4% 200.7 1.8% 21.0 0.2% 2,522.3 3.4%
3,769.1 818.6] 21.7%| 91.8 2.4% 13.7 0.4% 832.3 1.1%
ower Fanno Creek 8,453.8 1,509.8 17.9%) 263.5 3.1% 23.6 0.3% 1,533.4 2.0%
|Rock Creek (south o o o o
|washington Co.) 4,239.3 1,031.5 24.3% 661.0 15.6% 40.9 1.0% 1,072.5 1.4%
Richardson Creek 6,465.5 2,208.1 34.2% 436.3 6.7% 4.5 0.1% 2,212.6 2.9%
- |Rock Creek- o, o o, o
\|Clackamas River 11,120.7, 3,755.2 33.8% 675.9 6.1% 6.6 0.1% 3,761.7 5.0%
[Johnson Creek- 12,3729 47346  38.3% 2487, 2.0% 87.7 0.7% 48223 6.4%
. |Sunshine Creek
. IKelIey Creek 3,175.6) 1,410.0] 44.4% 330.0 10.4% 12.1 0.4% 1,422.0 1.9%
) 8,949.7 1,351.7 15.1%) 425.2 4.8% 276.4 3.1% 1,628.1 2.2%
5,950.3 1,457.2 24.5% 247.7| 4.2% 14.0 0.2% 1,471.2 2.0%
4,168.7] 1,005.3 24.1% 0.1 0.0% 3.0 0.1% 1,008.3 1.3%
4,356.5 1,896.9] 43.5% 646.6) 14.8% 0.6 0.0% 1,897.5 2.5%
7,844.6 810.8 10.3%)| 91.4 1.2% 77 0.1% 818.5 1.1%
11,809.8 2,152.5 18.2% 544.1 4.6% 50.5 0.4% 2,203.1 2.9%
32,899.2 8,479.1 25.8% 5,369.6 16.3% 282.9 0.9% 8,761.9 1.7%
54,610.0 9,615.9 17.6%) 6,380.7| 11.7% 2,083.8 3.8% 11,699.7 15.6%
295,882.5| 71,358.7 24.1%)| 23,108.9 7.8% 3,841.7 1.3% 75,200.3 100.0%
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ore and resource site (excludes Habitats of Concern).

& Wildtife Model Score i R L
i o] 6 7 a8 9
v 'c-m"n";:“;gl :r"’e" 01%|  04%|  7.8%| 156% 6.1% 54%| 646% 0.0%|  0.0%
|Reaver Greek-Sandy 06%|  59%| 245%| 143%| 159%| 237%| 152%|  00%|  0.0%
' ‘é‘gg‘:’;;‘a‘: 2‘:;,; 1.8%|  63% 17.7%| 138%| 204%| 157%| 136%| 107%| o00%
w:fa?:‘::iv"e';’e“°“’e' 13%]  73%| 11.9%| 59%| 115% 53.7% 0.9% 74%|  0.0%
Council Creek 26%|  62%|  350%| 10.3%|  16.9%| 12.7%|  17.4%| _ 0.0%| _ 0.0%
McKay Creek 42%)  11.2%|  31.7%| _ 141%| _ 8.4%|  20.2%| _ 4.5%| _ 5.8%| _ 0.0%
[iadie Rock Creek- 13%  60%| 139%| 125%| 41wl  s7%|  19%] s46%  0.0%
caverton Creek 28%|  83%|  9.3%| 13.8%| _10.0%| _13.6%| _ 47%| _3556%] _ 0.0%
ower Rock Creek- :
Roce 33%|  74%| 134%| 60%| 85%| 204%| 19.9%| 215% 0.0%
ualatin River
| "G”;"r‘;':nTgfe'z’;" River- 6.1%| 143%| 202%| 197%| 230%| 166% 0.0% 00%|  00%
::’:’C)Ts‘;f;:‘:‘c‘;';’:{ 24%|  27%| 133%| 127%|  84a%| 400%| 42%| 162% o00%
/|Upper and Middle Fanno 54%|  60%| 107%| 12.3%| 28.8% 31.3% 0.3% 52%|  0.0%

2.4% 11.0% 10.9% 21.6% 40.0% 10.5% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%
8.1% 8.4% 10.7% 22.0% 24.4% 20.6% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0%

26% 08%| 11.5%| 196%| 3.7%| 557%| 6.0% 00%|  00%
‘IRichardson Creek 0.4% 3.8% 29.2% 23.5% 4.1% 18.5% 2.7% 17.9% 0.0%
Rock Creek-Clackamas 1.1% 6.1%| 185%| 142%| 14.4%| 153%| 20.0% 1.8% 0.0%

ohnson Creek- 06%| 28%| 140%| 149%| 164%| 274%| 239%| o00%| o0.0%

|Kelley Creek 1.0% 1.1% 16.6% 9.1% 5.5% 23.5% 43.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle Johnson Creek 6.5% 1.8% 3.9% 8.1% 22.1% 2.9% 54.8% 0.0% 0.0%

V;“’e’““"s‘.’” Creek- 5.6% 82%| 12.0% 83%| 12.3%| 536% 0.0% 00%|  0.0%
illamette River

" [Lake Oswego 22%|  49%|  124%|  61%|  7.8%|  645%]  00%| _ 04%| _ 0.0%
ryon Creek 1.2% 2.4% 4.3% 4.5% 0.5% 2.7% 0.0% 84.2% 0.0%
:2;2‘;" Creek-Crystal 9.2%| 194%| 136%| 97%| 413%| e7%| o041%| o00%| o00%
“[Mount Scoft Creek 6.0%]  84%|  133%| _ 16.3%| _ 35.0%| 17.0%] _ 0.2%| _ 40%| _ 0.0%

[Lower Willamette River 3.7% 3.0% 1.5% 3.3% 1.0% 9.4% 12.3% 65.8% 0.0%

Columbia Slough 2.7% 7.4% 13.0% 10.2% 6.0% 15.0% 13.2% 18.6% 13.8%
2.9% 5.5% 12.5% 11.6% 11.4% 20.9% 13.2% 20.2% 1.9%
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Summary

The discussion above describes how Metro’s Goal 5 inventories for riparian corridors and

wildlife habitat meet the requirements of the Goal 5 rule by including regionally consistent
information on the location, quantity and quality of resources in the region; fieldwork adds
credibility to the inventory methods. Based on this, Metro’s inventory is determined to be
adequate for purposes of making a significance decision.

Determining regionally significant resources

Goal § legal requirements

If the information gathered about a resource site is considered adequate, the Goal 5 process then
calls for a determination of whether a resource site is “significant.” Significance is determined
based upon the location, quantity and quality of the resource. Some of the criteria for
determining significance are found in the rules governing specific Goal 5 resources. Local
governments also may rely on “any additional criteria adopted by the local government” (OAR
660-023-0030(4)(c)). This represents a broad delegation of authority from the Land
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to local governments to add criteria to
determine the significance of resource sites.

ldentifying significant riparian resources

All of the areas mapped as providing function to the riparian corridor are ecologically
significant. As discussed thoroughly in Metro’s Science Literature Review, activities throughout
the entire watershed impact the health of the riparian corridor and the streams, thus affecting the
quality of the habitat for fish and wildlife. The biological integrity of the riparian corridor
depends, in part, on the width and condition of the riparian area, which dictates stream functions
and ultimately the type of plant and animal species that can live in and around streams. Based on
the previously described functional approach and consistent with Goal 5 TAC recommendations,
Metro staff has proposed defining the riparian corridor for purposes of the Goal 5 inventory as
any site that receives a primary or secondary ecological function score'?.

A landscape perspective of riparian corridors as contiguous, interconnected, and dynamic
systems within a nested array of watersheds is critical in determining the significance of a
specific riparian corridor. Metro’s Science Literature Review identifies and discusses the
ecosystem functions of riparian corridors. It emphasizes the value of the connectivity of the
linear stream system across the landscape and the width of the riparian corridor as essential
components for providing the properly functioning habitat for fish and wildlife. Each riparian
corridor is important to enable a properly functioning network of streams and rivers to support
fish and wildlife in the Metro region.

12 The riparian corridor is defined based on five functions: microclimate and shade; streamflow moderation and
water storage; bank stabilization, sediment and pollution control; large wood and channel dynamics; and organic
material sources.
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Based on a landscape approach and supported by the scientific literature, Metro
Executive Officer Mike Burton proposes that:

Any area within the riparian corridor boundary (which is any area receiving a
primary or secondary functional score) is significant.

Scientific basis

To the maximum extent possible, all perennial, intermittent and ephemeral streams should be
protected from surrounding land use activities by a buffer (May 2000). The effectiveness of a
riparian corridor protection program depends on the percentage of stream miles that are
protected; the more miles protected, the more effective a program will be (Wenger 1999). As
stated by Fischer et al. (2000): “Continuous buffers are more effective at moderating stream
temperatures, reducing gaps in protection from non-point source pollution, and providing better
habitat and movement corridors for wildlife.”

Several functions important for fish and wildlife are influenced by the entire system of streams.
For instance, nearly half of the large woody debris found in low gradient streams is delivered
from upstream sources (Pollock and Kennard 1998). Studies have also found that the
temperature of streams is influenced not only by the condition of adjacent forest but also by
upland forest conditions and upstream conditions (Pollock and Kennard 1998). The hydrologic
regime of a stream at any given point is directly related to development patterns and activities in
all hydrologically connected upstream drainages (Wigmosta et al. 1994; Booth 2000).

The entire stream network functions as a system, thus removing the connection between
intermittent and perennial streams may have detrimental consequences to the physical and
biological components of stream ecosystems, particularly in the long term (FEMAT 1993).
Naiman et al. (1992) stated that intermittent streams are an important, often overlooked,
component of aquatic ecosystems.

Riparian buffers are especially important along the small headwater streams that typically make
up the majority of stream miles in any basin (Osborne and Kovacic 1993; Binford and
Bucheneau 1993; Hubbard and Lowrance 1994; Lowrance et al. 1997; May et al. 1997a; Fischer
et al. 2000). These smaller streams have more interaction with the land and riparian vegetation
plays an integral role in reducing sediment and other pollutants, maintaining temperature
regimes, and providing large woody debris and other organic inputs (FEMAT 1993). Riparian
buffers along larger streams have less of an impact on water quality, however they often are
longer and wider thus providing better wildlife habitat (Fischer et al. 2000).

In urban areas the functions of the aquatic ecosystem are altered, as described in the previous
section. Increased urbanization causes an increase in negative inputs such as contaminants,
sediments and stormwater flow, and also reduces the amount of large woody debris and other

1 Thus, any site receiving an ecological function score for any of the functional criteria is deemed significant.
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organic inputs required for the survival of aquatic life (Booth et al. 1997; Todd 2000). Johnson
and Ryba (1992) stated that “ a large buffer in an area of high-intensity land use...is more
essential than in low-intensity land use areas.” FEMAT (1993) recommends 91 m (300 ft) on
each side of fish bearing streams in a forested landscape, as well as protecting permanently
flowing non-fish bearing streams; constructed ponds, reservoirs, and all wetlands greater than
one acre; all lakes and natural ponds; and seasonal or intermittent streams, smaller wetlands, and
unstable areas to a lesser extent. The protection of all of these areas is crucial to maintaining
habitat for aquatic and riparian-associated wildlife. In an urban area, with the greater impacts
associated with urbanization, a protection scheme of less than that recommended by FEMAT in
the forested landscape may not be sufficient to fully provide fish and wildlife habitat.

Identifying regionally significant riparian resources

The Goal 5 rule includes language specific to Metro that allows the protection of regional
resources. The rule states that a “regional resource is a site containing a significant Goal 5
resource...” (OAR 660-23-080 (1)(b)). The regional resources must be identified on a map
adopted by Metro ordinance. This language implies that Metro has considerable leeway in
defining a regional resource. Title 3 Section 5 states that Metro will protect “regionally
significant resources.” Therefore, Metro is considering “regionally significant resources” and
“regional resources” to be synonymous. Metro’s Regional Framework Plan also calls for
protection of “regionally significant parks, natural areas, open spaces, trails and greenways” in
Section 3.2.

There are many alternative methodologies that could be selected to identify “regionally
significant resources.” In July 2001 the Metro Council adopted a Vision Statement that included
a vision, goal, and objectives. The document was also endorsed by the Metropolitan Policy
Advisory Committee (MPAC), a body that consists of elected officials representing the cities and
counties within the Metro region. The language in the Vision Statement reflects the many
regional, state, and federal policies that guide Metro in developing a strategy for protecting fish
and wildlife habitat. The vision and goal as described in the document are:

Vision: Our region places a high priority on the protection of its streams, wetlands and floodplains to
maintain access to nature; sustain and enhance native fish and wildlife species and their habitats; mitigate
high storm flows and maintain adequate summer flows; provide clean water; and create communities that
fully integrate the built and natural environment. As ribbons of green, stream and river corridors maintain
connections with adjacent upland habitats, form an interconnected mosaic of urban forest and other fish and
wildlife habitat, and contribute significantly to our region’s livability. The RUGGOs state that the region
should “Manage watersheds to protect and ensure to the maximum extent practicable the integrity of
streams, wetlands and floodplains, and their multiple biological, physical, and social values,” as well as that
“A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be developed. This system should be
preserved, restored where appropriate, and managed to maintain the region’s biodiversity.”

Goal: The overall goal is to conserve, protect and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside
corridor system, from the streams’ headwaters to their confluence with others streams and rivers, and with
their floodplains in a manner that is integrated with the surrounding urban landscape. This system will be
achieved through conservation, protection and appropriate restoration of streamside corridors through time.

In the same document the Metro Council committed to developing a program that is consistent
with state Land Use Planning Goal 5 and the federal Endangered Species Act.
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Table 18 below shows several alternatives for identifying regionally significant riparian
corridors, a brief discussion of each alternative, and an assessment of how well each alternative
meets the criteria for identifying regionally significant resources (below). These options were
considered by staff, various advisory committees, the executive officer, and the Council, in that
order. Staff recommended retaining all areas receiving one or more primary functions as
regionally significant. However, after much discussion the MTAC committee recommended
retaining everything on the map as significant, to also be regionally significant. Executive
officer Mike Burton forwarded this recommendation to Council, as described above, and the full
inventory was subsequently accepted as regionally significant. The discussion below follows the
thought process providing the basis for this decision.

1. Science-based means that the option is compatible with the information presented in Metro’s
Goal 5 Science Literature Review, and that it is likely to provide some level of protection for
each of the five identified Ecological Functional Values addressed in Metro’s GIS model.

2. Watershed approach implies that the option provides resource protection with the minimum
spatial unit considered being a watershed. This is consistent with Metro’s Regional Urban
Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) Objective 12 and Metro’s Regional Framework
Plan (RFP) section 4.13, dealing with watershed management and regional water quality, and
is an important component of master planning because conditions in one part of the
watershed may be influenced by activities in all other parts of the watershed.

3. Protects hydrology within this context suggests that an option will help protect existing
hydrologic function from further human-induced alteration. In urbanized watersheds, altered
hydrology is a fundamental pathway to ecological and biological degradation. However, it is
important to recognize that hydrology in many of the region’s watersheds is already
substantially altered, and restoration of more natural hydrological regimes will require
programs that address the fundamental impacts on hydrology, such as impervious surfaces
and piping of stormwater runoff directly to streams.

4. Promotes connectivity: Connectivity refers to how tributaries are connected to larger rivers,
how groundwater interacts with surface water, how water moves among streams, wetlands
and floodplains, and how fish and wildlife move among watershed components (aquatic and
terrestrial). The ecological health of a watershed (and its wildlife) depends in part on the
connectivity between and among streams and other water resources, as well as the riparian
area, over space and time. Well-connected streams and riparian buffers serve as movement
corridors for wildlife and plants, allowing re-population of extirpated species, gene flow over
space, and dispersal and migration corridors. Metro’s Vision Statement reiterates our
commitment to regional connectivity: “As ribbons of green, stream and river corridors
maintain connections with adjacent upland habitats, form an interconnected mosaic of urban
forest and other fish and wildlife habitat, and contribute significantly to our region’s
livability.”

5. Multispecies benefits implies protection of vertebrate and invertebrate biological diversity
(not just fish). This is consistent with Metro’s RUGGOs stating that the region should
“Manage watersheds to protect and ensure to the maximum extent practicable the integrity of
streams, wetlands and floodplains, and their multiple biological, physical, and social values.”
To protect the region’s biodiversity, options with multispecies benefits provide a more
holistic ecological approach, and may help prevent future Endangered Species Act listings of
other species.

6. Restoration potential: alternatives addressing this criterion will address certain areas within
and near the riparian corridor that may be currently degraded, but are important to wildlife
and hydrology and could be restored to increase ecological function. While not required by
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Goal 5, restoration of such areas is consistent with Metro’s RUGGOs and Vision Statement
and would likely result in higher levels of ecological function, increase the potential for ESA
compliance, and decrease the potential for future ESA listings.

7. Meets Goal 5 requirements: alternatives likely to be in compliance with the rules outlined
in the Goal 5 rule.

8. Meets the goals in the Vision Statement: alternatives that support the goals outlined in
Metro’s Vision Statement.

9. Likely to address ESA requirement: alternatives that are likely to be consistent with
National Marine Fisheries Services’ matrix of Pathways and Indicators and what is necessary
to protect critical fish habitat.

Each alternative in Table 18 is evaluated based on how well it meets all nine of the above criteria
for identifying regionally significant resources. Metro staff applied the information in the
Technical Report for Goal 5 and best professional judgement in evaluating each alternative
against the criteria.
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Table 18. Alternatives for determining regionally significant riparian corridors.

Alternatives for
determining regional
significance

Discussion

1. Identifying all areas
within Metro’s defined
riparian corridor as
significant regional
resources.

A wealth of scientific literature describes the important functions and values of
riparian corridors for fish and wildlife habitat. Federal, State, local and Metro policy
also identifies the importance of riparian comidors, while public opinion indicates
high value placed on streams as well. Protecting riparian corridors is an important
part of a salmonid recovery strategy for the Metro region, in response to the ESA
listings. While not every riparian corridor in the region contains a salmon-bearing
stream, this does not negate the importance of every riparian corridor in the larger
picture of salmonid fish populations and habitat for other fish and wildlife species.
While some riparian corridors may currently be degraded, the resource still may be
deemed significant due to its restoration and enhancement potential. This option
provides the most potential for protecting and restoring fish and wildlife habitat in
the Metro region.

2. ldentifying all areas
receiving an ecological
function score of 3 or
more within Metro's
defined riparian corridor
as significant regional
resources.

This alternative would reduce the amount of land that would fall within the area
identified as being a regional resource by omitting areas receiving secondary
scores for either the water storage or microclimate functions. Forest patches
receive a secondary score for microclimate between 101-780 feet from a stream
and for water storage until there is a break in the patch.

3. Identifying all areas
receiving an ecological
function score of 6 or
more within Metro's
defined riparian corridor
as significant regional
resources.

All of the sites receiving an ecological function score provide an important
contribution to fish and wildlife habitat. However, the areas receiving primary
ecological function scores are the most critical to maintain and restore healthy
streams and riparian corridors. Most of the widths delineating primary ecological
functions are based on a minimum corridor width identified in the science. Aslong
as vegetation is present, this alternative results in a 150-ft corridor without the
presence of steep slopes, which extend it to 200 ft. The minimum corridor width is
50 ft. Based on Metro's Technical Review for Goal 5, this alternative depicts the
minimum area likely to provide the basis for a scientifically sound decision.

4. Identifying all areas
receiving an ecological
function score of 12 or
more within Metro's
defined riparian corridor
as significant regional
resources.

This alternative would identify all sites that receive two or more primary ecological
function scores as regional resources. The result of this alternative would be a
100-ft corridor (with vegetation present) up to 150 ft with steep slopes, or a 50-ft
default for bank stabilization and channel migration. While this alternative may
meet state Goal 5 requirements, it is not likely to meet the Council adopted Vision
Statement or federal ESA requirements. This option fails to adequately safeguard
the full suite of riparian functions necessary to protect fish and wildlife habitat and
water quality, such as Ecological Functional Values that often extend spatially
beyond the limits outlined here (e.g., Microclimate and Shade, Streamflow
Moderation and Water Storage). Ecologically important but degraded areas (e.g.,
unvegetated but undeveloped areas that could be restored) would be excluded.
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Alternatives for
determining regional
significance

Discussion

5. Identifying only the
riparian corridors on fish-
bearing streams as
regional resources.

This option only addresses the symptoms of ecological degradation (endangered
species), not the causes, and is narrowly focused on fish. The data and maps
depicting fish-bearing streams are inadequate for the Metro region and therefore
using this criterion could exclude many miles of fish-bearing streams, resulting in
inconsistent resource protection. It also excludes streams that could bear fish if
structural blockages were altered or removed, as well as non-fish-bearing streams
that add cold water, large wood, and nutrients that feed into fish-bearing streams.
This option is unlikely to adequately protect any of the identified Ecclogical
Functional Values on a regional basis.

6. Identifying only the
riparian corridors with
high quality habitat as
regional resources.

There is no comprehensive database or map of riparian corridor habitat quality for
the Metro region. Riparian corridor habitat assessments have been conducted for
only selected watersheds around the region. In addition, “high quality” is a
judgement call. This project does not exclusively focus on the quality of the
riparian corridor habitat because its goals are to protect, restore and conserve
riparian corridors regardless of their current condition. If this option were chosen, it
would result in identifying a limited and potentially inadequate number of riparian
corridor miles as regional resources, and would not adequately protect the
identified Ecological Functional Values on a regional basis.

7. ldentifying only the
riparian corridors with
designated threatened,
endangered or sensitive
fish and wildlife species
present as regional
resources.

This option only addresses the symptoms of ecological degradation (endangered
species), not the causes, and is narrowly focused on species that are already at
risk. The goal described in the Vision Statement is to protect, conserve and
restore riparian corridors for all fish and wildlife species that use these corridors for
food, shelter, protection and as travel corridors in the Metro region. Lack of
comprehensive, consistently collected data would result in inconsistent and
inadequate resource protection under this option. This project has used a multi-
species approach in order to ensure that the greatest numbers of species are
protected. If this option were chosen, it would fail to protect the identified
Ecological Functional Values in the region.

8. Identifying only the
riparian corridors
currently protected by
cities and counties as
significant regional
resources.

Metro's analysis of Goal 5 fish and wildlife habitat protection programs in the region
revealed that Goal 5 protection varies significantly from high levels of protection to
little or no protection. Current individual Goal 5 programs do not add up to a
regionally consistent or comprehensive protection program for riparian corridor fish
and wildlife habitat. If this option were chosen, it would not result in adequate
protection of the identified Ecological Functional Values at the regional level.
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Based on the policies included in the Vision Statement and Goal 5 TAC recommendations, Metro staff
recommends utilizing the ecological functions approach to identify regionally significant resources. As
described previously, this approach combines GIS mapping technology, scientific recommendations, and
fieldwork for an inventory that encompasses the entire Metro region. The approach provides adequate
information on the location, quantity, and quality of the riparian corridor resources in the region.

The ecological functions and criteria provide a tool to define the riparian corridor, determine
resource significance, and identify regional resources.

Metro Executive Officer Mike Burton recommends that at a minimum, any area within the
riparian corridor boundary receiving a score of three or more is regionally significant.
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Identifying significant wildlife habitat resources

All of the areas mapped as providing habitat are biologically significant. As discussed in Metro’s
Technical Report for Goal 5, wildlife habitat loss has been pervasive in our region and has resulted in
widespread fragmentation and degradation of remaining habitats. Several habitat types and numerous
wildlife species are formally recognized to be at-risk by natural resources agencies in our region.

Important guidelines in developing a conservation plan for wildlife habitat are: large patches are better than
small patches; small patches of unique habitat are worth saving; connectivity to other patches is important;
and connectivity and/or proximity to water resources is valuable. These factors help determine habitat
quality, thus they play key roles in what species can utilize habitat patches and persist over the long term in
our region. »

A substantial portion of existing wildlife habitat in the region was excluded from Metro’s wildlife habitat
inventory at the outset. For example, our inventory focused on patches with closed forest canopy, with
low-structure vegetation only appearing in the inventory if within 300 feet of a waterway. The inventory
also set a minimum patch size of 2 acres (except for wetlands). Thus, upland forested patches that were not
in closed canopy conditions were excluded, as were most low-structure patches further than 300 feet from
water sources and most patches smaller than 2 acres. Taking this into account and considering the
substantial losses of natural cover over time, each habitat patch in the inventory may be important to enable
a properly functioning habitat network to support the long-term persistence of wildlife in the Metro region.

A landscape perspective of wildlife habitats as contiguous, interconnected, and dynamic systems within a
nested array of watersheds is critical in determining the significance of a specific habitat patch. Metro’s
Science Literature Review identifies and discusses the ecosystem functions of wildlife habitats. It
emphasizes the value of connectivity across the landscape as an essential component for providing properly
functioning habitat for wildlife. Based on the previously described inventory approach and consistent with
Goal 5 TAC recommendations, Metro Executive Officer Mike Burton has proposed defining wildlife
habitat for purposes of the Goal 5 inventory as any site that receives a score of one or more, or any site that
has been mapped as a Habitat of Concern.

Based on a landscape approach and supported by the scientific literature, Metro staff proposes
that:

Any habitat patch receiving a score of one or more, and all Habitats of Concern, are
significant.

Scientific basis

Urban environments have similar ecological problems worldwide, including habitat loss, fragmentation,
damage and simplification (instream and terrestrial); introduced species; and human disturbance (see
Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5, Impacts of Urbanization section). Native vegetation plays a critical
role in a watershed, particularly the longitudinal and lateral connectivity of the riparian corridor but also
within specific upland habitat types such as oak. Downed wood and snags (or large woody debris),
frequently found in natural ecosystems but often lacking in disturbed environments, are crucial in providing
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high quality habitat in both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems; many at-risk species in our region depend on
large wood to meet their life-history needs.

The characteristics that Metro has incorporated into its wildlife habitat inventory are designed to conserve
the features known to be most critical to a healthy regional system of wildlife habitats. The importance of
these characteristics are reviewed in Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002). For example,
large habitat patches typically contain more large wood, fewer nonnative plants and animals, and better
three-dimensional structure than smaller patches. Patch shape also influences these factors. Between-patch
connectivity along streams provides both water and passage to wildlife, allowing post-breeding dispersal
and natural reintroduction of locally extirpated species. The wildlife habitat inventory represents a regional
“backbone” of habitats that have the potential to support healthy, productive and diverse wildlife
populations as the region’s human population increases over time. This habitat system’s value could be
further increased by building additional connectivity and improving native conditions through carefully
planned habitat restoration; our regional approach to evaluating wildlife habitats provides an excellent
opportunity to identify key restoration sites based that may disproportionately, positively influence
conditions for wildlife.

ldentifying regionally significant wildlife habitat resources

The Goal 5 rule includes language specific to Metro that allows the protection of regional resources. The
rule states that a “regional resource is a site containing a significant Goal 5 resource...” (OAR 660-23-080
(1)(b)). The regional resources must be identified on a map adopted by Metro ordinance. This language
implies that Metro has considerable leeway in defining a regional resource. Title 3 Section S states that
Metro will protect “regionally significant resources.” Based on habitat loss over time, it could validly be
argued that all habitats identified in the inventory are regionally significant and contribute to the vitality of
the region’s wildlife. However, smaller, more isolated habitat patches lacking in water resources generally
provide less value to wildlife than larger, well-connected patches with water; fieldwork confirms what the
scientific literature tells us.

There are many alternative methodologies that could be selected to identify “regionally significant
resources.” Metro’s goals in identifying regionally significant wildlife habitats are to meet the vision, goals
and objectives in the regional framework plan (described in the regional significance section for riparian
corridors, above) and to comply with the Goal 5 rule. The Regional Significance decision should aim for
“A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be developed. This system should be
preserved, restored where appropriate, and managed to maintain the region’s biodiversity.” (Metro’s
Vision Statement)

Table 19 below shows several alternatives for identifying regionally significant riparian corridors, a brief
discussion of each alternative, and an assessment of how well each alternative meets the criteria for
identifying regionally significant resources (below). These options were considered by staff, various
advisory committees, the executive officer, and the Council, in that order.

Each alternative in Table 19 below is evaluated based on how well it meets all five of the criteria for
identifying regionally significant wildlife habitat resources. Metro staff applied the information in the
Technical Report for Goal 5 and best professional judgement in evaluating each alternative against the
criteria,
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1. Meets Goal 5 requirements: alternatives likely to be in compliance with the rules outlined in the Goal
5 rule.

2. Meets the goals in the Vision Statement: alternatives that support the goals outlined in Metro’s Vision
Statement.

3. Supports the goals in ODFW’s Wildlife Diversity Plan: Options meeting this criterion should
directly support a goal, priority, or strategy stated in ODFW’s Wildlife Diversity Plan (ODFW 1993).
The Goal 5 rule states that when gathering information regarding wildlife habitat under the standard
inventory process in OAR 660-23-030(2), local governments shall obtain current habitat inventory from
ODFW and other state and federal agencies. Because such habitat information is limited, Metro has
also incorporated ODFW’s wildlife diversity goals for the state into the Goal 5 inventory process. The
stated goal of ODFW’s Wildlife Diversity Plan is: “To maintain Oregon’s wildlife diversity by
protecting and enhancing populations and habitats of native wildlife at self-sustaining levels throughout
natural geographic ranges.” The Plan also recognizes that habitat is most often the key to maintaining
wildlife populations, and that a multi-species, ecosystem-based approach to research and management
should be used whenever possible. Metro’s vertebrate species list (Appendix 7) identifies wildlife
species that are native to this region (e.g., species whose natural geographic ranges fall within the metro
area). Options with a high level of agreement with this criterion should: (1) be science-based, (2)
consider at least a watershed approach, and (3) pay particular attention to the protection of at-risk
habitats and species (including groups of at-risk species such as Neotropical migratory birds), as
manifested in the Habitats of Concern and through patch size and connectivity issues.

4. Consistent with Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 means that the option is compatible with the
information presented in Metro’s Goal 5 Technical Review (scientific literature review), and that it is
likely to qualitatively differentiate habitat patches based on each of the four identified habitat
characteristics addressed in Metro’s GIS model (patch size, shape, connectivity to other patches, and
water resources).

5. Ecosystem approach: ODFW’s Wildlife Diversity Plan recognizes that a multi-species, ecosystem-
based approach to research and management should be used whenever possible, stating that:

...Maintaining wildlife diversity means maintaining the full array of native species and populations of those species. To
this end, the Plan calls for a multi-species, ecosystem-based approach whenever possible...An ecosystem approach to
wildlife management represents (in its broadest sense) a philosophy of natural resource management that emphasizes
sustaining ecological values and functions while deriving socially-defined benefits. Ecosystem management considers
all natural components, both biological and physical, rather than focusing on single species or groups of species.
(ODFW 1993)

ODFW does not provide a spatially explicit definition of ecosystem, but states that ecosystem
management assumes that by preserving adequate amounts, quality and connectivity of habitat, all
wildlife species will be maintained. The metro region is largely contained within ODFW’s recognized
Western Interior Valleys physiographic province, and forms a cohesive ecosystem unit via the
influences of the greater Portland region’s urbanization patterns, which exert varying (but predictable)
degrees of human influence along the urban-rural gradient. Alternatives supporting this criterion
should consider the region’s wildlife habitats as a cohesive, interrelated system.

6. Promotes sensitive species/habitat conservation: the Goal 5 rule states that when gathering
information regarding wildlife habitat under the standard inventory process in OAR 660-23-030(2),
local governments shall obtain current habitat inventory from ODFW and other state and federal
agencies, including at least the following:

o Threatened, endangered, and sensitive wildlife species habitat information;
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Sensitive bird site inventories; and

Wildlife species of concern and/or habitats of concern identified and mapped by ODFW...

Sensitive, or at-risk, species and habitats are also identified as priorities by ODFW. Note that neither
ODFW nor any other agency has systematically mapped species or habitats of concern specifically for
the metro region. Partial information is available from a variety of sources, and Metro used such data
to incorporate site-specific sensitive species information into the Habitats of Concern layer (for
example, know native turtle nesting and crossing areas). Although site-specific species information is
limited, many sensitive species are habitat specialists relying on sensitive habitats, such as riparian or
grasslands; regional loss of these habitats contributes to these sensitive species’ decline. The Habitats
of Concern layer includes all of the sensitive habitat information that Metro has received (verified using
aerial photos and GIS data) and that meet our definition of Habitats of Concern (based on ODFW,
USFWS, Partners in Flight, and the Oregon Biodiversity Project), including: priority conservation
habitats (based on ODFW, USFWS, the Oregon Biodiversity Project, and the Oregon/Washington
chapter of Partners in Flight); riverine islands and deltas; and patches providing unique or critical
wildlife functions, such as migration corridors and stopover habitat, inter-patch connectors, and
biologically or geologically unique areas habitat vital for a sensitive species. Alternatives supporting
this criterion should include the full known extent of the Habitats of Concern layer.

Maintains existing connectivity: Metro’s RUGGOs state that, “A region-wide system of linked
significant wildlife habitats should be developed. This system should be preserved, restored where
appropriate, and managed to maintain the region’s biodiversity.” Connectivity in the wildlife habitat
context refers to how well fish and wildlife can move among watershed components (aquatic and
terrestrial). The ecological health of a watershed and its wildlife depends in part on the connectivity
between and among streams and other water resources, as well as the riparian area and upland habitats,
over space and time. Well-connected streams, riparian buffers, and upland patches serve as movement
corridors for wildlife and plants, allowing re-population of extirpated species, gene flow over space,
and migration and dispersal corridors. Within Metro’s wildlife habitat inventory, many patches
providing important connectivity corridors are not forested, but consist of low-structure vegetation,
including agricultural lands; in addition to connectivity, these habitats are very important to wildlife
species dependent on non-forested habitats, such as grassland bird and mammal species. Alternatives
resulting in significant reduction of existing connectivity, such as substantial omission of low-structure
connector patches or options failing to consider connectivity, would not meet this criterion (and would
also reduce the amount of available grassland and shrub habitat in the inventory).

Maximizes restoration potential: alternatives addressing this criterion will address certain areas that
may be currently degraded, but are important to wildlife and could be restored to increase wildlife
habitat functions and value. The more lower-scoring areas included as regionally significant, the more
restoration potential exists in a regional wildlife habitat plan, in terms of improving both habitat quality
and connectivity. For example, low-structure vegetation within 300’ of streams, or small “stepping-
stone” upland habitats providing important inter-patch connectivity for birds, could be enhanced with
native plants or improved with connectivity in mind. While not required by Goal 5, restoration of such
areas is consistent with Metro’s RUGGOs and Vision Statement as well as ODFW’s Wildlife Diversity
Plan, and would likely result in higher levels of ecological function, increase the potential for retaining
sensitive species, and decrease the potential for future ESA listings. Alternatives supporting this
criterion would be more inclusive of smaller connector patches, regardless of their current condition.
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***PDRAFT June 5, 2002* * * Table 19. Options for determining regionally

y significant wildlife habitats.

Options for
determining regional
significance

Discussion

Criteria for identifying regionally significant resources

Meets Goal 5
requirements
Vision Statement
in ODFW's Wildlife
Diversity Plan
Consistent with
Metro's Technical
Report for Goal 5
Promotes sensitive
specles/habitat
conservation
Maintains existing
connectivity
MaxIimizes
restoration potential

Meets the goals In the
Supports the goals

Ecosystem approach

1. Identify all areas
within Metro's
wildlife habitat
inventory as
significant regional
resources, including
all Habitats of
Concern (HOCs).

Considerable research documents the importance of habitat patch size and shape, water
resources, and habitat connectivity to wildlife, and Metro’s 2001 fieldwork validates the
importance of these habitat characteristics in our area. Federal and state wildlife agencies
and conservation organizations document significant and continuing losses of the
proposed wildlife HOCs, and consistently consider these habitats to be at risk in our area.
A habitat network that includes all of the above characteristics is most likely to enhance
sensitive species persistence and biological diversity. Risk to the resource: this option
provides the most potential to protect and restore the region’s wildlife habitat by including
all identified wildlife habitat including the smallest forest patches and low structure (non-
forest) vegetation within 300 feet of water as regionally significant. The only risk to wildlife
habitat resources is to habitat not included in the current inventory.

2. Identify all areas
within Metro’s
wildlife habitat
inventory scoring 2
or greater plus
HOCs as significant
regional resources.

Same as Option 1, except that all habitat patches with a score of 1 would be omitted
(approximately 2,070 acres), these patches tend to be in developed settings and may or
may not be near other, similar patches. Sizes range: 2 to 20+ acres. Risk to the resource:
the most important wildlife functions for these smaller patches are migratory bird stopover
habitat, locally important wildlife habitat, and building blocks with which to retain existing
and enhance future connectivity through carefully planned restoration or creation of
proximal patches.

3. Identify all areas
within Metro's
wildlife habitat
inventory scoring 3
or greater plus
HOCs as significant
regional resources.

Risk to the resources: same as Option 2, except that all habitat patches with a score of 1
and 2 would be omitted (approximately 6,012 acres). Patches omitted include larger
patches compared to option 2 (up to 100+ acres) and some patches with excellent water
resources. For example, a narrow 106-acre patch nearly 4 miles long, comprising the
riparian vegetation along the Willamette River/Multnomah Channel shoreline across from
Smith and Bybee Lakes, would be omitted. This option would likely reduce existing
connectivity; reduce potential for restoration of connectivity because important “stepping
stones” would be lost; reduce existing connectivity of habitat patches to water; and result in
the omission some important riparian habitats. Increased chance of adversely affecting
sensitive species.
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Options for
determining regional
significance

Discussion

Criteria for identifying reglonally significant resources
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4. Identify all areas
* within Metro's
wildlife habitat
inventory scoring 4
or greater plus
HOCs as significant
regional resources.

Risk to the resource: same as Option 3 except that all patches with a score of 1,2, and 3
would be omitted (approximately 14,933 acres). Compared to Option 3, this option
doubles the acreage of wildlife habitat omitted. Patches omitted include larger patches
and substantially larger amounts low-structure vegetation within 300’ of water sources
compared to Option 3. In addition, some larger habitat upland patches would be omitted
compared to Option 3. For example, a 227-acre low-structure patch along a long stream
segment would be omitted. These patches are important connectors and provide
grassland habitat. Areas with scarce habitat, such as southeast and northeast Portland,
would likely be strongly influenced because a significant percentage of their remaining
habitat patches could be excluded from the inventory. This option could also have a strong
negative influence on the connectivity of the region’s wildlife habitat system and is unlikely
to provide a regional wildlife habitat system that meets Metro’s and ODFW's stated wildlife
habitat goals.

5. Identify only wildlife
habitat patches that
are already in the
existing riparian
corridor inventory
plus all HOCs.

This option would retain the wildlife score structure, but would consider habitats to be
regionally significant only if they fall within the Council-approved riparian corridor inventory
except for HOCs. All HOCs would be retained as regionally significant, whether in the
riparian inventory or not. Over 90% of wildlife habitats fall within the riparian corridor
inventory. Risk to the resource: one result of this option would be omission of habitats in
areas generally lacking in water and habitat resources, such as developed areas in
northeast and southeast Portland. The forested portions of certain butte tops would be
omitted because they do not meet the definition of Habitats of Concern; however, these
patches provide important breeding and migratory stopover habitat to songbirds, including
Neotropical migrants.
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Options for
determining regional
significance

Discussion

Criteria for identifying regionally significant resources

6. ldentify only wildlife
habitat patches with
known sightings of
designated
threatened,
endangered or
sensitive wildlife
species as regional
resources.

The Safe Harbor provision in the Goal 5 rule states that local governments may determine
that significant wildlife habitat is only those sites where one or more of the following
conditions exist: “(a) the habitat has been documented fo perform a life support function for
a wildlife species listed by the federal government as a threatened or endangered species
or by the state of Oregon as a threatened, endangered, or sensitive species; (b) the habitat
has document occurrences of more than incidental use by a species described in
subsection (a) of this section; (c) the habitat has been documented as a sensitive bird
nesting, roosting, or watering resource site for osprey or great blue herons...; (d) the
habitat has been documented to be essential to achieving policies or population objectives
specified in a wildlife species management plan adopted by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Commission pursuant to ORS Chapter 496; or (e) the area is identified and mapped by
ODFW as habitat for a wildlife species of concem and/or as a habitat of concem...”

Risk to the resource: this option only addresses the symptoms of ecological degradation
(at-risk species), not the causes, such as habitat loss and fragmentation. Further, although
Metro has collected available information of over 300 sensitive species sightings, there is
no comprehensive, consistently collected database or survey of sensitive species in the
Metro region, nor does the existing data distinguish between incidental and “more than
incidental® use. This option would likely result in inconsistent, and probably inadequate,
resource protection; it could fail to protect many important habitat patches solely due to
lack of survey data, and would fail to address large-scale pattems of habitat connectivity
and fragmentation. This option is not likely to promote biodiversity or the long-term
persistence of sensitive species and habitats in the region, nor would it meet the goals in
the Vision Statement.
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Based on the policies included in the Vision Statement and Goal 5 TAC recommendations, Metro staff
recommends utilizing the multi-tiered approach to identify regionally significant wildlife habitat resources.
As described previously, this approach combines GIS mapping technology, scientific recommendations,
and fieldwork for an inventory that encompasses the entire Metro region. The approach provides adequate
information on the location, quantity, and quality of the riparian corridor resources in the region.

The wildlife habitat criteria provide a tool to define wildlife habitats, determine resource
significance, and identify regional resources.

Executive Officer Mike Burton recommends Option 2 for identifying regionally significant
wildlife habitat resources.

Conclusion

This document contains a detailed description of Metro’s Goal 5 inventory approach, methodology, and site
analyses for riparian corridors and wildlife habitat. Metro’s analysis of how its inventory meets the
requirements of the Goal 5 rule by including regionally consistent information on the location, quantity and
quality of riparian corridor resources in the region is also covered. Based on this documentation, Metro’s
inventory has been determined to be adequate for purposes of making a significance decision.

A landscape perspective of both riparian corridors and wildlife habitat as contiguous, interconnected, and
dynamic systems within a nested array of watersheds is critical in determining the significance of a specific
riparian or wildlife resource. Although the two types of resource may be examined separately, they are
closely related, as the substantial overlap between the two inventories indicates. Fish rely on streams, but
fish are also a type of wildlife; in turn, terrestrial wildlife relies on healthy riparian areas to meet daily
survival needs. Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 identifies and discusses the ecosystem functions of
riparian corridors and the elements that are important to wildlife habitat. It emphasizes the importance of
the connectivity of the linear stream system across the landscape, width of the riparian corridor, and
configuration of wildlife habitat patches as essential components for providing the properly functioning
habitat for fish and wildlife. Riparian areas and wildlife habitat should be considered within the context of
the subwatershed, watershed, and regional system. Metro’s inventory provides the means to do just that.

Metro’s review of the scientific literature, combined with a survey of historic and present conditions and
the current negative trend of wildlife and water resources, argue for a strong conservation effort. Each
riparian corridor is important to enable a properly functioning network of streams and rivers to support fish
and wildlife in the Metro region. Each patch of remaining habitat is important to the region’s wildlife, and
the removal of any habitat patch should be considered carefully if thoughtful wildlife habitat conservation
is to be a regional goal. Such consideration will be undertaken in the next step of the Goal 5 Process, the
ESEE analysis (Environmental, Social, Economic and Energy consequences of allowing, limiting, or
prohibiting development).
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The biological integrity of the riparian corridor depends, in part, on the width and condition of the riparian
area, and these factors help dictate stream functions and ultimately the type of plant and animal species that
can live in and around streams. Based on the ecological function approach and consistent with Goal 5 TAC
and other technical advisory committee recommendations, Executive Officer Mike Burton proposed
defining significant riparian corridors for purposes of the Goal § inventory as any site that receives a
primary or secondary ecological function score. This recommendation was forwarded to Metro Council,
who voted to accept this definition of regional significance in Resolution No. 01-3141C on December 13,
2001 (Appendix 3).

Several alternatives for defining regionally significant riparian corridors are described in this document.
After a period of public review and comments in addition to Metro advisory committee deliberations and
recommendations, Executive Officer Mike Burton proposed defining regionally significant riparian
corridors as any site that receives a primary or secondary ecological function score. This recommendation
was forwarded to Metro Council, who voted to accept this definition of regional significance in Resolution
No. 01-3141C on December 13, 2001 (Appendix 3).

The biological integrity of the region’s wildlife habitat depends, in part, on the size, shape, and connectivity
of habitat patches, in addition to the availability of water resources. Combined with habitat type, these
factors help dictate wildlife habitat quality and ultimately the type of plant and animal species that can live
in the region. The Habitats of Concern data layer incorporates sensitive species information inasmuch as is
possible, through identification of at-risk habitat types with which declining species are associated, and
identification of known areas critical to the life-history requirements of sensitive species. Based on the
multi-tiered approach to mapping wildlife habitat and consistent with Goal 5 TAC recommendations,
Executive Office Mike Burton has proposed defining significant wildlife habitat for purposes of the Goal 5
inventory as any site that receives a score of one or more, or any site that has been identified as a Habitat of
Concern. This recommendation will be forwarded to Metro Council, who is scheduled to deliberate the
options and vote to approve one option in the summer of 2002.

Several alternatives for defining regionally significant wildlife habitats are described in this document.
After a period of public review and comments in addition to Metro advisory committee deliberations and
recommendations, Metro staff and Executive Officer Mike Burton recommend Alternative 2 to define
regionally significant wildlife habitat. These are habitat patches that received a score of two or more in the
GIS model portion of the inventory, or patches that have been identified as Habitats of Concern. This
recommendation will be forwarded to Metro Council, who is scheduled to deliberate the options and vote to
approve one option in the summer of 2002.

The inclusion of a property in the riparian corridor inventory, wildlife habitat inventory, or both does not
mean that landowners will be forced to abandon the property or that future development will be prohibited.
This document represents only the inventory — that is, what has been identified as part of the Goal 5
riparian or wildlife resource. The ESEE analysis will be followed by a program to conserve, protect, and
restore the region’s natural resources. Taken together, the inventory, ESEE, and program steps in the Goal
5 process are designed to help ensure an equitable, unbiased decision process that will provide guidance to
local jurisdictions in how to protect and improve the ecological integrity of the region’s natural resources.
Involvement of the public and local jurisdictions has been and will continue to be a vital part of this
process.
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1, Why the update is needed

This document is an addendum to update Metro’s riparian corridor and wildlife habitat inventories. In
2002, Metro Council adopted draft maps of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat via
Resolution #02-3176 and 02-3177a, with the intention of updating the inventories as needed prior to
adopting a final Goal 5 (“Nature in the Neighborhoods™) ordinance. The inventories have now been
updated, as outlined below.

The Goal 5 rule states that an inventory must contain information on location, quantity, and quality of
fish and wildlife habitat. Metro’s intention is to provide the region with the best inventory information
possible, while recognizing that the inventory is fluid and will never be perfect!. The information
contained herein improves the inventories’ information regarding quality, quantity, and location of
regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat.

The underlying criteria for the fish and wildlife habitat model have not changed (presented in the
primary inventory document, updated April 2005). Changes to Metro’s 2001 fish and wildlife habitat
inventory are categorized in three ways: updates with new information; corrections involving either
initial mapping errors or changes that have occurred since the inventory was last conducted; and
combining the fish and wildlife habitat inventories to produce a single program for each resource area.
The following section describes these changes.

2. New or improved information incorporated into the inventories
The following new or improved information has been incorporated into Metro’s fish and wildlife
habitat inventories.

New watershed (Hydrologic Unit Codes, or HUCs) developed by USGS now re-delineate each
watershed boundary (Figure 1). Statistics reported here use the new HUC delineations. At the time
that Metro Council passed the resolutions determining regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat,
the formal Natural Resource Conservation Service’s watershed delineations through the Hydrologic
Unit Code (HUC) system were not yet complete for this region. The formal HUCs are now complete,
and for the purpose of data consistency, Metro will use the new HUCs beginning with this inventory
iteration.

Metro conducted global GIS and data updates such as re-digitized forest canopy, new aerial
photographs, streamline corrections, etc. These help Metro provide the best available information on
quality, quantity and location of fish and wildlife habitat. New floodplain data was incorporated from
several jurisdictions (e.g., Tualatin Basin; Portland). In addition, new stream and wetland layers from
several jurisdictions were incorporated (e.g., City of Portland, Clean Water Services, City of
Gresham).

! Explain about spatial scale and site-level validation.



3.  Map corrections

Metro has solicited and processed hundreds of map verifications and corrections based on specific
information from landowners, agencies, and local jurisdictions. Most jurisdictions in the Tualatin
Basin carefully reviewed the maps and provided corrections in 2003-2004, to facilitate the coordinated
Tualatin Basin fish and wildlife habitat work, which is on a faster time-track than Metro’s current
Nature in the Neighborhoods process. Non-private party entities that submitted substantial map
corrections include:

Beaverton
Columbia Corridor
Cornelius
Fairview

Forest Grove
Gresham
Hillsboro

Lake Oswego
Port of Portland
Tigard
Troutdale
Tualatin
Wilsonville
Wood Village

Metro also processed a large number of map corrections submitted by private parties or their
representatives. Corrections often included items such as vegetation that has recently been removed,
new development, stream realignments, forest canopy corrections, and similar issues. Each map
correction is assigned a case number and entered into a master database. An ongoing map corrections
process will be an important part of Metro’s inventory maintenance and staff will continue to maintain
the map with the most current information possible, keeping careful records on what corrections were
made, why, and on behalf of whom.

4. Combining the riparian corridors and wildlife habitat inventories

As part of Metro’s Environmental, Social, Economic and Energy (ESEE) process and to avoid
developing two different program approaches for the same spot on the map, Metro re-ran the
inventories in September 2004 (with map corrections) and then combined the riparian corridors and
wildlife habitat inventories as described in the Phase I ESEE analysis (Resolution #03-3376B, Phase I
ESEE). The “first cut” was high-value riparian habitat. The qualitative and quantitative descriptions
in the main Inventory document are still quite useful for characterizing fish and wildlife habitat
conditions by watershed. This addendum is simply an update on the inventory so that the process can
be completed. The underlying data for the two separate inventories is still retained for future
assessment.



5. Update on public participation process

A great deal of public participation and consultation has occurred since the 2001 inventory report was
completed, summarized in the following public information documents available online through
Metro’s website or though Metro’s Goal 5 public affairs records documents:

¢ Public comment report, May 2004 (addendum) — an introduction and comment summary
table to describe the public comments received by Metro after the interim May 2004
comment report, from May 13 to May 20. This includes testimony received at the May 20
Metro Council hearing. The report contains copies of individual comments.

¢ Public comment executive summary, May 2004 — an executive summary and comment
summary table to describe the public comments received by Metro through May 2004.

e Public comment report, May 2004 — a compilation of all public comments received by
Metro through May 2004. In addition to the items in the executive summary, the report
contains copies of individual comments.

e Public comment executive summary, March 2004 — an executive summary and comment
summary table to describe the public comments received by Metro through March 2004.

¢ Public comment report, March 2004 — a compilation of all public comments received by
Metro through March 2004. In addition to the items in the executive summary, the report
contains copies of individual comments.

¢ Public notice for metro area — the version of the public notice mailed in February 2004
that shows Metro's regional fish and wildlife habitat inventory and talks about protection
options for the region as a whole.

o Public notice for Tualatin Basin — the version of the public notice mailed in February
2004 that talks specifically about the Tualatin Basin proposal for protecting habitat.

e Protecting the nature of the region — an overview of Metro's fish and wildlife habitat
protection efforts, including a description of the three-step planning process currently in
progress. Step 1 involved an inventory of regionally significant habitat that was approved
by the Metro Council in 2002. Step 2, an analysis of the economic, social, environmental
and energy (ESEE) consequences of protecting - or not protecting - regionally significant
fish and wildlife habitat, was completed in May 2004. Step 3 is beginning now and will
result in adoption of a regional fish and wildlife habitat protection program.

o Glossary — terms used in describing Metro's habitat protection program.

In addition, Metro’s website includes a new interactive mapping tool. The tool includes the data Metro
used to develop the habitat inventory. For more information, call Natural Resources Planning at (503)
797-1839, fax (503) 797-1911 or send e-mail to habitat@metro-region.org. The hearing impaired can
call TDD (503) 797-1804.

6. New watershed data

Tables 1 and 2 present the revised information on quality, quantity, and location of regionally
significant fish and wildlife habitat. The total numbers are slightly different due to the complexities of
GIS operations involved, which can create small errors.


mailto:habitat@metro-region.org

Figure 1. Comparison of Metro’s 2002 (black numbers) and 2005 (light-colored lines) HUC watershed units. At the time of the 2002
inventory version, NRCS hydrologic unit codes (HUCs) were unavailable, but were subsequently available for the 2005 inventory.
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7. Summary

Metro has re-visited the fish and wildlife habitat inventories with improved information on
quality, quantity and location of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat, as presented in
Figure 1 and Tables 1 and 2 here. The maps associated with the inventory are part of the “Nature
in the Neighborhoods” ordinance scheduled for adoption in Spring 2005. This update will
supplement both the primary inventory document as well as the maps depicting regionally
significant habitat.

I\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal 5\Goal 5 Report REVISION\Inventory Process\2005 Update\INVENTORY ADDENDUM 2005.doc



Table 1. Quantity of fish and wildlife habitat in Metro region by watershed (includes open

water).
Acres in
. Resource as %| Resource as
Sub-watershed name watershed |Habitat acres sub-watershed % total
and Metro |in watershed

jurisdiction area resource area

ABERNETHY CREEK 3,652 1,458 41% 1.5%
BEAVER CREEK 13,997 5,589 40% 5.9%
BEAVER CREEK/WILLAMETTE RIVER 2,777 535 19% 0.6%
BEAVERTON CREEK 24,212 5,762 24% 6.1%
CHICKEN CREEK 2,144 540 25% 0.6%
CHRISTENSEN CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 735 279 38% 0.3%
CLACKAMAS RIVER / ROCK CREEK 13,710 5,334 39% 5.7%
COFFEE LAKE CREEK 7,678 2,170 28% 2.3%
COLUMBIA SLOUGH 37,060 7,898 21% 8.4%
CORRAL CREEK 130 41 32% 0.0%
DEEP CREEK / NORTH FORK OF DEEP CREEK 4,485 1,668 35% 1.7%
FANNO CREEK 20,184 4612 23% 4.9%
GILBERT RIVER 742 677 91% 0.7%
KELLOGG CREEK 11,067 2,137 19% 2.3%
LACAMAS CREEK 43 43 100% 0.0%
LATOURELL CREEK 2,069 1,747 4% 1.9%
LOWER DAIRY CREEK 3,611 832 23% 0.9%
LOWER GALES CREEK 747 274 37% 0.3%
LOWER JOHNSON CREEK 15,859 2,967 19% 3.2%
LOWER MCKAY CREEK 3,822 629 16% 0.7%
LOWER ROCK CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 12,744 2,362 19% 2.5%
LOWER WEST FORK OF DAIRY CREEK 64 21 33% 0.0%
LOWER WILLAMMETTE 40,182 12,151 30% 12.9%
MOLALLA RIVER/WILLAMETTE RIVER 40 7 18% 0.0%
ROCK CREEK/LOWER TUALATIN RIVER 5,931 1,716 29% 1.8%
SAUM CREEK/LOWER TUALATIN RIVER 14,696 5,603 38% 6.0%
. ITANNER CREEK 5,839 2,281 39% 2.4%
TRYON CREEK/WILLAMETTE RIVER 16,389 5,851 36% 6.2%
TUALATIN RIVER 2,073 228 11% 0.2%
UPPER JOHNSON CREEK 15,116 6,409 42% 6.8%
UPPER ROCK CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 8,040 2,695 34% 2.9%
COLUMBIA RIVER ISLANDS 10,095 9,732 96% 10.3%
Grand Total 299,830 94,148 31% 100.0%




Table 2. Quality of fish and wildlife habitat in Metro region by watershed (includes open water).

Sub-watershed Riparian| [Riparianll |Riparianlll |Wildlife A |Wildlife B [Wildlife C |Total

ABERNETHY CREEK 377 179 62 203 500 136 1,458
BEAVER CREEK 3,297 375 79 976 369 493 5,589
BEAVER CREEK/WILLAMETTE RIVER 82 115 19 15 178 127 535
BEAVERTON CREEK 2,168 741 450 1,146 802 455 5,762
CHICKEN CREEK 294 76 22 69 34 44 540
CHRISTENSEN CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 42 10 5 171 0 52 . 279
CLACKAMAS RIVER / ROCK CREEK 1,361 810 188 1,207 1,026 741 5,334
COFFEE LAKE CREEK 837 305 53 172 460 343 2,170
COLUMBIA SLOUGH 4,477 1,313 624 291 427 765 7,898
CORRAL CREEK 11 0 0 25 5 41
DEEP CREEK / NORTH FORK OF DEEP CREEK 281 340 19 93 563 271 1,568
FANNO CREEK 1,712 634 334 357 1,152 424 4,612
GILBERT RIVER 232 5 1 438 0 1 677
KELLOGG CREEK 585 268 127 386 518 253 2,137
LACAMAS CREEK 43 43
LATOURELL CREEK 1,307 8 0 293 109 31 1,747
LOWER DAIRY CREEK 312 258 33 16 75 138 832
LOWER GALES CREEK 156 79 10 1 17 12 274
LOWER JOHNSON CREEK 919 283 492 908 284 81 2,967
LOWER MCKAY CREEK 342 99 50 5 39 93 629
LOWER ROCK CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 1,308 426 94 69 243 221 2,362
LOWER WEST FORK OF DAIRY CREEK 1 5 1 14 21
LOWER WILLAMETTE 5,362 435 523 5,436 190 204 12,151
MOLALLA RIVER/WILLAMETTE RIVER 1 6 7
ROCK CREEK/LOWER TUALATIN RIVER 677 255 65 327 258 134 1,716
SAUM CREEK/LOWER TUALATIN RIVER 1,674 678 278 788 1,690 496 5,603
TANNER CREEK 726 250 156 567 388 193 2,281
TRYON CREEK 1,748 1,062 331 1,039 1,170 501 5,851
TUALATIN RIVER 163 34 13 2 0] 16 228
UPPER JOHNSON CREEK 1,641 677 76 1,414 1,958 643 6,409
UPPER ROCK CREEK/TUALATIN RIVER 1,020 325 46 618 428 257 2,695
VANCOUVER 125 0 125
COLUMBIA RIVER ISLANDS 9,550 91 67 20 4 9,732
Grand Total 42,832 10,139 4,218 17,051 12,878 7,155 94,273




