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1.0. Purpose of and Need for Action  

 

1.1 Introduction 

In an effort to aid the recovery of fish habitat, riparian habitat and water quality, the Mt. Hood 

National Forest (Forest) has accomplished numerous restoration projects over the past decade.  

The focus of several of these watershed restoration projects has included decommissioning over 

a hundred miles of road.  As recognized by the Northwest Forest Plan, ñthe most important 

components of a watershed restoration program are control and prevention of road-related runoff 

and sediment productionò (NWFP p. B-31).  Also, the Forestwide Roads Analysis recommended 

decommissioning roads that have low access needs and considerable environmental risk (USDA 

Forest Service 2003).  Therefore, in order to continue the Forestôs long-standing efforts to 

improve watershed health, this Environmental Assessment (EA) focuses on road 

decommissioning ï the stabilization and restoration of unneeded roads to a more natural state. 

 

   

   What does the term ñunneededò mean? 
 

The term unneeded in this document does not imply that there are no 
potential administrative uses for a road or that no one uses it for 
recreation.  In this document, an unneeded road is one that is not currently 
vital to Forest Management operations and that does not access primary 
recreational destinations. It means that the limited potential uses do not 
warrant the cost of annual maintenance to keep a road on the 
transportation system. 
 

 

This EA analyzes the environmental effects for decommissioning approximately 42 miles of road 

on the Zigzag Ranger District.  Road decommissioning activities are proposed to improve 

hydrologic function and aquatic and terrestrial habitat in eight sixth-field subwatersheds: Cedar 

Creek ï Sandy River, Clear Creek ï Sandy River, Gordon Creek, Headwaters Sandy River, 

North Fork Eagle Creek, Tanner Creek ï Columbia River, Wildcat Creek ï Sandy River, and 

Zigzag Canyon (see maps in Appendix A).  This EA analyzes three alternatives, including the 

Proposed Action and No Action alternatives; and the results of the analysis are captured in this 

document.   

 
1.2 Document Structure 

This Environmental Assessment is written to fulfill the purposes and requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as to meet policy and procedural 

requirements of the USDA Forest Service.  The intent of NEPA, its implementing regulations, 

and Forest Service policy is to evaluate and disclose the effects of proposed actions on the 

quality of the human environment.  The document is organized into three parts: 

  

 Purpose of and Need for Action:  The section includes information on the history of the 

project proposal, the purpose and need for action, and the agencyôs proposal for 

achieving that purpose and need.  This section also details how the Forest Service 

informed the public of the proposal and how the public responded. 
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 Alternatives, including the Proposed Action:  This section provides a more detailed 

description of the Proposed Action as well as the No Action Alternative and one other 

action alternative.  This discussion also includes possible design criteria that were added 

as a result of environmental analysis.   

 

 Environmental Consequences:  This section describes the environmental effects of no 

action as well as the trade-offs and effects of implementing the Proposed Action and 

other action alternative.  This analysis is organized by resource area.  Within each 

section, the existing environment is described first, followed by the estimated effects of 

no action that provides a baseline for evaluation, and finally the estimated effects of the 

Proposed Action and action alternative.  

 

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project-area resources, may be 

found in the project planning record located at the Mt. Hood National Forest Supervisorôs Office 

in Sandy, Oregon. 

 

1.3 Background 

In order to better manage the Forestôs transportation system, the Forest has embarked on several 

planning processes that address travel and access management.  This project ï aimed specifically 

at managing roads posing an aquatic risk on the Zigzag Ranger District ï is just one of these 

planning efforts.  This project is part of a larger aquatic restoration planning process which plans 

to review approximately 20 percent of the existing Forestwide road system each year to identify 

roads to decommission or close.  To date, the Forest has completed two road decommissioning 

projects in the highest risk areas, such as the Bull Run Watershed, on the Zigzag Ranger District.  

The Forest is committed to examining all of its watersheds for restoration opportunities, and this 

project would complete the Forestôs current road decommissioning efforts in the Sandy River 

Basin. 

  

The Forestôs decision to examine the transportation system and the risk it poses to downstream 

aquatic habitat was reinforced with the information found in the Forestwide Roads Analysis 

(2003).  The Roads Analysis, which addressed both the access benefits and ecological impacts of 

road-associated effects, highlighted the fact that Forest Service budgets have not kept pace with 

what it costs to maintain all roads so they are functioning properly.  With this trend of declining 

budgets expected to continue, the Forestôs backlog of roads needing maintenance could impact 

hydrologic function.  In response, the Roads Analysis recommends decommissioning road 

segments having environmental risk factors coupled with low access needs.  In the end, these 

efforts, along with future efforts, will systematically lead us to achieving a minimum road system 

needed for safe and efficient travel and for managing the Forest lands (FSH 7709.55, Chpt 20 

(January 8, 2009)). 

 

1.4 Desired Conditions 

The following statements represent desired conditions based on the Mt. Hood National Forest 

Land and Resources Management Plan, as amended. 

 

 The transportation  system allows safe access through the Forest where appropriate, and it 

is carefully designed and maintained to minimize impacts to aquatic resources. 
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 Habitats provide for viable populations of existing native and desired non-native wildlife, 

fish, and plant species well distributed throughout their current geographic range within the 

National Forest System.  Landscapes contain a diversity of habitats. 

 Watersheds have hydrologic and sediment regimes that function within their ranges of 

natural variability. They contain a network of healthy riparian areas and streams. 

 Streams provide a diversity of aquatic habitat for fish and other stream-dwelling 

organisms. They offer sufficient quantities of large woody debris; they have clean and 

abundant spawning gravel; and they have stable banks that are well vegetated and have 

cool water. 

 Riparian areas contain plant communities that are diverse in species composition and 

structure. They provide summer and winter thermal regulation; nutrient filtering; and have 

appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration.  

 

1.5 Purpose of and Need for Action 

The need for this project is evident when the above desired conditions are compared to existing 

conditions site-specifically.  The purposes are bolded below followed by the description of the 

needs. 

 

Reduce impacts to water quality and aquatic habitats associated with unneeded roads 

If unneeded roads are not maintained or decommissioned in the near future, there is an increased 

risk for surface erosion, gullying, and landslides.  Such potential risks may result in increased 

sediment delivery to streams and reservoirs.  Increased sedimentation can degrade water quality, 

aquatic habitats, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive aquatic species.  The desired 

transportation system on the Forest is maintained to minimize environmental damage. 

 

Reduce road density to improve wildlife  habitat utilization  

High open road density can result in habitat fragmentation, poaching and wildlife harassment.   

Lower open road densities promote healthier deer and elk populations.  Decommissioned roads 

can increase forage as old roadways begin to grow native grasses and shrubs.  Some wildlife 

species tend to utilize more contiguous habitats.  Decommissioned roads would have fewer 

barriers to animals with limited dispersal ability.  For wildlife, decommissioning roads would 

result in greater solitude, vigor, health, and reproductive success. 

 

Reduce the spread of non-native invasive plants associated with unneeded roads 

Roads serve as potential conduits for non-native invasive plants.  Invasive plants displace native 

plants; reduce functionality of habitat and forage; increase potential for soil erosion; alter 

physical and biological properties of soil; reduce riparian area function; and degrade habitat for 

culturally significant plants.  Invasive plants may spread, displacing native plants on adjacent 

lands.  These factors can affect desired healthy native ecosystems.  

 

Reduce road maintenance costs  

Current and anticipated road maintenance budgets are insufficient to properly maintain Forest 

Service system roads for safe and efficient access.  There are miles of roads on the Forest that 

have not been maintained or properly repaired.  Many such roads are no longer drivable due to 

brush encroachment.  With the trend of declining budgets expected to continue, the backlog of 
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roads needing maintenance could affect hydrologic function and safety.  Routine inspection of 

culverts and ditches on these roads is not always possible because of lack of access, personnel 

and funding. 

 

1.6 Proposed Action 

In response to the needs for action discussed above, this project would decommission 

approximately 42 miles of unneeded roads over several years, as implementation funding 

becomes available. A list of these roads is found in Chapter 2; also maps of roads proposed for 

decommissioning are found in Appendix A.  

 

          Road decommissioning in this document means: 
  

V Stabilizing and restoring unneeded roads to a more natural state (36 
CFR 212.1). 
 

V Re-establishing vegetation and restoring hydrologic and ecological 
processes interrupted or adversely impacted by the unneeded road. 

 

V Entrance management to block vehicles. 
 

V Removing the road from the Forest Service transportation system 
database. Decommissioned roads would no longer be maintained. 

 

Road decommissioning would be accomplished by both active (i.e., mechanical) and passive 

(i.e., inactive) methods.  Decommissioned roads would no longer need maintenance of any kind, 

since the ground occupied by decommissioned roads would return to a more natural, forested 

landscape.  All decommissioned roads identified in this project, including ñactivelyò and 

ñpassivelyò decommissioned roads, would be removed from the Forest Service Infrastructure 

Database, which is the database system used for the storage and analysis of information in the 

transportation atlas for the agency.   

 

Roads and road segments proposed for active decommissioning cross streams and require work, 

such as slope rehabilitation and culvert removal.  Any drainage structures to be removed or 

treated, such as culverts, bridges, or fords, must be accomplished in such a way that restores 

natural drainage.  This usually involves the excavation of road fill and removal of culverts for 

drainages and streams, thereby restoring natural contours of stream channels.  For road surface 

drainage and intercepted shallow groundwater (springs and sheet wash), cross drains are 

excavated, culverts removed and flow from ditches routed to the cross drains.  Cross drains are 

designed to be sufficiently large to capture all of the road related runoff and suitably spaced to 

limit the storm runoff to small discharges and slow velocities.  Additionally, a barrier closure 

device or feature (e.g., berm, gate, or guardrail) may be constructed at the beginning of some 

actively decommissioned roads to deter vehicle access.  In locations where a barrier closure 

device has been determined not to be an effective tool, the first portion (approximately 1/8 mile) 

of a road segment would made impassable by vehicles using mechanical methods (i.e., the road 

entrance would be obliterated so vehicles cannot travel beyond it).   

 

Roads and road segments proposed for passive decommissioning would be decommissioned by 

allowing them to return to a natural condition as native vegetation grows.  Most of the roads 
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identified for passive decommissioning have not been maintained and natural vegetation has 

already made them inaccessible by vehicle.  Also, most of these road segments are on relatively 

flat terrain where erosion and sedimentation are not a risk.  Additionally, a barrier closure device 

or feature may be constructed at the beginning of some passively decommissioned roads to deter 

vehicle access.  In locations where a barrier closure device has been determined not to be an 

effective tool, the first portion (approximately 1/8 mile) of a road segment would made 

impassable by vehicles using mechanical methods (i.e., the road entrance would be obliterated so 

vehicles cannot travel beyond it).   

 

The treatment needed for decommissioning each road segment would vary based on site-specific 

conditions: each road has a different history, lies on different terrain, and has different natural 

resource features.  The techniques described above would be used where appropriate to achieve 

hydrologic stability and to block motorized access.  The proposed treatment strategies for each 

road would consider the following factors: 

 

 Proximity to streams; 

 Potential of sediment delivery to streams; 

 Proximity to special wildlife habitats; 

 Presence of erosion features; 

 Slope of land; 

 Cost; 

 Likelihood of successfully eliminating illegal vehicle traffic; and, 

 Amount of vegetation currently growing in roadway.  

 

Prior to advertisement of a contract for decommissioning a road, the provisions of the contract and 

other implementation plans would be checked with this document to insure that required elements 

are properly accounted for.  Monitoring would be conducted in conjunction with adaptive 

management to insure that treatments are effective.  During implementation, Contract 

Administrators monitor compliance with the contract that contains provisions for resource 

protection.  Monitoring of noxious weeds and invasive plants would be conducted where 

appropriate to track changes in populations over time and corrective action would be prescribed 

where needed.  Effectiveness monitoring is also conducted at the Forest level (USDA Forest 

Service 1990, pp. 5-6 ï 5-76).   

 

1.7 Adaptive Management 

This project will utilize the concept of adaptive management.  The treatment strategy that is 

currently considered appropriate for each road segment was based on initial field visits and 

analysis.  However, after monitoring, the exact treatment details and the priority for a road may 

be adjusted at the time of implementation based on factors such as: 

 

 Future weather events may cause road damage.  

 Unauthorized uses by off-highway vehicles or other vehicles that were not observed 

during initial field visits may cause a need for more entrance work. 

 A landslide or earth movement may occur. 

 After implementation, monitoring may indicate that additional treatment is necessary to 

more effectively block vehicles or to more effectively control erosion.  
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Before changes are made, an interdisciplinary team would be assembled to review the change 

and make recommendations to the Zigzag District Ranger.  The review would consider whether 

the change meets the purpose and need, would consider its cost effectiveness and would 

determine whether the scope of the change and the anticipated effects fall generally within the 

range of effects and benefits described in the EA.  It would consider effects and benefits to 

threatened, endangered, sensitive or rare species of plants and animals.  If necessary, a 

supplemental heritage resource report would be prepared.  Documentation of the change would 

be signed by the Zigzag District Ranger and kept in the analysis file. 

 

For example, if after installing the entrance management structures, the closure is breached by 

unauthorized vehicles, a site-specific treatment would be considered such as fortifying the 

barriers with large boulders to block further unauthorized vehicle access.   

 

1.8 Decision Framework 

The deciding official (i.e., Responsible Official) for this project is the District Ranger for the 

Zigzag Ranger District, Mt. Hood National Forest.  Based on the analysis in this document, and 

considering the public comments received, the Responsible Official will decide: 

 Whether to decommission the roads as proposed, including all associated project design 

criteria; 

 To select another alternative; 

 To select and modify an alternative; or, 

 To take no action at this time. 

 

The primary factor that will influence the District Rangerôs decision is based on how well the 

purpose and need are addressed.  The Decision Notice will document and describe what 

activities will be implemented to address the purpose and need.  The decision will be consistent 

with the Mt. Hood Forest Plan, as amended by the Northwest Forest Plan, and will incorporate 

the associated project design criteria. 

 

1.9 Management Direction 

This environmental assessment is tiered to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and 

Record of Decision (ROD) for the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management 

Plan (hereafter referred to as the Forest Plan) (USDA Forest Service 1990), as amended.  The 

Forest Plan guides all natural resource management activities and establishes management 

standards and guidelines for the Forest.  It describes resource management practices, levels of 

resource production and management, and the availability and suitability of lands for resource 

management.  Goals, objectives, and desired future conditions of the management areas within 

the project area are discussed below in the description of land allocations.  Additional 

management direction for the area is also provided in the following Forest Plan amendments: 

 

 The Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) - Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest 

Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the 

Northern Spotted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for 

Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the 

Northern Spotted Owl (USDA & USDI 1994);  
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 Survey & Manage ï Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments 

to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards 

and Guidelines (USDA Forest Service et al. 2001); and, 

 

 Invasive Plantsï Pacific Northwest Invasive Plant Program Preventing and Managing 

Invasive Plants Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service 2005); and Site-Specific 

Invasive Plant Treatments for Mt. Hood National Forest and Columbia Gorge Scenic 

Area in Oregon (USDA Forest Service 2008).  

 

1.10 Public Involvement 

The project was initially listed in the summer (July) 2009 Schedule of Proposed Actions, which 

the Forest publishes quarterly. This was mailed to over 200 interested individuals and parties, as 

well as posted on the Forest website.  Then, in September, the Proposed Action along with maps 

was mailed to over 200 people.  A legal advertisement notifying the public about the Proposed 

Action was published in The Oregonian newspaper on September 22, 2009.  The 30-day 

comment period ended on October 21, 2009.  By the end of the comment period, a total of 24 

individuals and organizations had commented on the Proposed Action.  The IDT and 

Responsible Official considered all comments received (as per 36 CFR Part 215).  Appendix B 

provides specific ñResponses to Commentsò; and copies of the comments received are available 

in the project files at the Supervisorôs Office in Sandy, Oregon.  

 

1.11 Issues 

Public comments were reviewed by the Interdisciplinary Team to identify public concerns and 

issues relative to the proposed action.  The Responsible Official reviewed the public comments 

received during scoping to determine the significant issues to be addressed in this analysis. 

 
 

An issue is a point of debate, dispute, or disagreement regarding anticipated effects 
of implementing the proposed action.  Issues may be significant or non-significant.  
Non-significant issues include those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) 
already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) 
irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by 
scientific or factual evidence.  Significant issues are directly or indirectly caused by 
implementing the proposed action.  Significant issues generally suggest a problem 
with the proposed action such that alternative actions need to be developed to solve 
that problem.  Identifying the significant (or key) issues provides focus for the 
analysis.  Significant issues are not only used to develop alternatives to the 
proposed action, but are also used to develop mitigation measures and track 
environmental effects.  
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The following are a description of the significant issues: 

 

1)  Potential effects to recreation 

Equestrian Riders 

Closing Forest Road 3626-150 in the North Fork Eagle Creek subwatershed would close 

direct access to the Douglas Trail, which also provides access to the Eagle Creek Trail and 

Mcintyre Ridge Trail.  Decommissioning Forest Road 1828-380 from Riley Horse 

Campground in the Headwaters Sandy River subwatershed would eliminate a popular 

equestrian riding loop.  

 

Mountain Biking 

Decommissioning Forest Road 1828-380 from Riley Horse Campground in the Headwaters 

Sandy River subwatershed would eliminate mountain biking experiences on the Forest.  Also, 

decommissioning Forest Roads 2634-073 and 086 in the Zigzag Canyon subwatershed would 

eliminate mountain biking that is away from the traffic of Highway 26. 

 

2)  Potential effects to the management and access to private land 

Decommissioning a portion of Forest Road 2609 in the Cedar Creek subwatershed would 

restrict access to private lands owned by Longview Timber.  

 

3)  Potential effects to the management and access to a Portland General Electric (PGE) 

powerline 
Decommissioning Forest Roads 2634-073 and 086 in the Zigzag Canyon subwatershed would 

restrict access to maintaining a PGE powerline adjacent to Highway 26. 

 

4)  Potential effects to water quality in Alder Creek 

Not decommissioning roads immediately in the Wildcat Creek subwatershed could impact the 

watershed that provides drinking water to the City of Sandy. 

 

5)  Potential effects to water quality from ñghostò roads (i.e., non-system roads) 

Not decommissioning roads that still exist on the ground, but are no longer identified in the 

Forestôs transportation system database could pose an aquatic risk if not properly restored. 
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2.0. Alternatives  
 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter includes a description of the range of reasonable alternatives developed to respond 

to the need for actions described in Chapter 1.  First, this chapter describes the alternatives 

considered but eliminated from further analysis.  Next, two action alternatives and the no action 

are described and are presented in comparative form, so that the differences among them are 

clear to both the decision-maker and the public.  Also described in this chapter are the design 

criteria that would be implemented to minimize or prevent adverse effects of road 

decommissioning.  

 

2.2 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 

Decommissioning the 3626-105 and establish a new trailhead for Mcintyre Ridge on Road 36 

This alternative would decommission the entire 3626-105 (approximately 2.5 miles).  A new 

trailhead for the Mcintyre Ridge Trail would be relocated to the 36 Road.  A new trail, about one 

mile in length, would be constructed from this location to the trailôs current access point towards 

the end of the 3626-105 spur.  This alternative was considered, but eliminated from detailed 

study because new trail construction did not fit the Purpose and Need for this project.  

Additionally, the Interdisciplinary Team felt as though adding more trail miles to the existing 

trail system would be less feasible than improving the road to better access the trail.  While this 

specific alternative was not considered in detail, an alternative (Alternative 3) was considered 

which included decommissioning a portion of the 105 (approximately 1.8 miles) and improving 

the trailhead at the 3626-150.  Alternative 3 is analyzed in detail in Chapter 3.  

 

2.3 Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Alternative 1 ï No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, no road decommissioning would be implemented in the project 

area.  Approximately 127 miles of roads would remain as they currently are on the landscape.  

Portions of the transportation system would continue to receive little or no maintenance.  

 

Alternative 2 ï Proposed Action 

Alternative 2 is the Proposed Action, as described in Chapter 1.  Implementing this alternative 

would include decommissioning approximately 42 miles of road.  Maps highlighting the roads 

proposed for decommissioning are in Appendix A.  In the table below is a list of roads proposed 

for decommissioning by subwatershed.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



11 

 

Table 2.1. Roads proposed for decommissioning by subwatershed. 
Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Cedar Creek 

2609136 Decommission with delay 1.72 

2609140 Decommission with delay 0.16 

2609150 Decommission with delay 0.03 

2609130 Decommission 0.06 

2609155 Decommission 0.02 

2609160 Decommission 0.29 

3626113 Decommission 0.33 

2609000 Decommission a portion 0.65 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 3.3 
 

Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Clear Creek 

1825380 Decom beyond Cast Creek trailhead 1.70 

1800017 Decommission 0.16 

1800025 Decommission 0.05 

1825386 Decommission 0.30 

1825388 Decommission 0.49 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 2.7 
 

Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Eagle Creek 

3626150 Close with barrier device (i.e., boulders) 0.20 

3626155 Decommission end portion 0.45 

3636355 Decommission with delay 0.41 

3626015 Decommission with delay 0.10 

2609000 Decommission 0.89 

2609104 Decommission 0.14 

2609106 Decommission 0.02 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 2.2 
 

Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Gordon Creek 

1500166 Decommission 0.19 

1509017 Decommission 0.18 

1509019 Decommission 0.76 

1509040 Decommission 0.25 

1509041 Decommission 0.19 

1509180 Decommission 0.66 

1509190 Decommission 0.24 

2000000 Decommission 1.89 

2000011 Decommission 0.69 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 5.1 
 

Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Tanner Creek 
2030050 Decommission 1.31 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 1.3 
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Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Sandy River 

1828118 Decommission end portion with delay 1.35 

1825111 Decommission past junction of 109 1.49 

1825380 Decommission past Riley Horse Camp 1.62 

1828024 Decommission with delay 0.16 

1828125 Decommission with delay 2.55 

1800017 Decommission 0.21 

1800025 Decommission 0.09 

1800036 Decommission 0.17 

1800048 Decommission 0.13 

1800051 Decommission 0.16 

1800120 Decommission 0.58 

1800140 Decommission 0.48 

1825050 Decommission 0.53 

1800120 Decommission 0.58 

1800140 Decommission 0.48 

1825050 Decommission 0.53 

1825053 Decommission 0.21 

1825055 Decommission 0.47 

1825071 Decommission 0.14 

1825101 Decommission 0.22 

1825386 Decommission 0.89 

1825388 Decommission 0.49 

1828020 Decommission 0.14 

1828021 Decommission 0.34 

1828022 Decommission 0.27 

1828023 Decommission 0.17 

1828110 Decommission 0.23 

1828180 Decommission 1.61 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 16.3 
 

Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Wildcat 

1400500 Decommission beyond BLM land 0.65 

3626109 Decommission end portion 0.31 

2609140 Decommission with delay 0.29 

2609150 Decommission with delay 0.39 

3626107 Decommission with delay 2.00 

3626111 Decommission with delay 0.18 

3626114 Decommission with delay 0.30 

1400570 Decommission 0.14 

2609155 Decommission 0.32 

3626113 Decommission 0.16 

3626115 Decommission 0.30 

3626038 Decommission 0.18 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 5.2 
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Watershed Road Number Proposed Action Miles 

Zigzag Canyon 

2627000 Decommission end portion 1.56 

2600440 Decommission past pit  0.65 

1819018 Decommission 0.13 

2600070 Decommission 0.17 

2600072 Decommission 0.19 

2600073 Decommission 0.17 

2600086 Decommission 0.67 

2600088 Decommission 0.13 

2600092 Decommission 0.20 

2627014 Decommission 0.16 

2627015 Decommission 0.21 

2627016 Decommission 0.14 

2627017 Decommission 0.07 

2639025 Decommission 0.29 

2600522 Decommission end portion 0.64 

Total miles proposed for decommissioning: 5.4 

 

Active decommissioning methods would include ripping pavement, constructing crossdrains, 

removing fill at stream crossings, constructing boulder weirs in perennial stream channels, 

removing bridges and culverts, seeding or mulching disturbed areas, and planting at stream 

crossings.  These methods are discussed in more detail below: 

 

Pavement Ripping:  The purpose of pavement ripping is to: 1) to break-up of the impervious 

surface by physical disturbance and root action, and 2) to revegetate with native species, 

contributing litter, and seed to improve the site for vegetation establishment.  The asphalt layer 

on Forest Roads is 4-6ò in depth, on average.  The asphalt would be broken up with an excavator 

and spread out evenly over the road surface, being careful to keep the broken asphalt on the road 

surface and out of ditches, waterbars, and streams.  At 15ô intervals, a soil crater would be 

created to speed the establishment of plants.  A hiking tread would be left intact on the edge of 

the roadbed. 

 

For paved and gravel roads, cracking by various means is accomplished as heavy equipment 

operates.  Removal of pavement pieces about 3 'x 3' on wheel treads spaced about every 15' and 

replacement with nearby vegetation is planned.  Areas would be de-compacted down to mineral 

soil and existing vegetation would be planted when available.  Pavement does not need to be 

removed to stop its function as an impervious surface to runoff.  In many areas where paved 

roads have not been maintained in the watersheds, numerous tree species have become 

reestablished naturally.  Inboard ditchlines would not be filled with broken asphalt. 

 

Crossdrains:  Crossdrains would be constructed as appropriate with a maximum distance of 200 

feet between crossdrains.  Suitable construction equipment includes, excavators, backhoes, and 

track mounted loaders. 

 

Decommissioned Stream Crossing:  Removal of the fill at stream crossings is meant to restore 

the stream channel and banks to original pre-road (natural) contours as much as possible.  The 

removed material would be carefully placed at cutslopes or on the road surface beyond the 
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natural channel slope at a less than 2 to 1 slope angle.  Stream channel width would be at least 

1.1x bankfull as measured above the stream crossing.  Stream banks would constructed at a 

maximum of 1.5 to 1 slope angle (66% slope).  All  fill materials would be tamped by the bucket 

of the excavator to reduce settling.  Woody debris (which must be removed to access the area) 

would be saved and scattered on the disturbed areas parallel to the slope in order to serve as: 

contour barriers to surface soil movement, as a source of large woody debris to help reestablish 

vegetation, and as a means to reduce fuels hazards.  The debris would be one layer thick and 

spaced to allow foot travel along roads. 

 

Cross Vane or Upstream U:  Boulder weirs (upstream Uôs) would be constructed in most 

perennial stream channels.  The purpose of the weirs is to decrease stream bed and bank erosion 

by keeping the flow of the stream in the center of the channel. 

 

Bridge Deck Removal:  Log stringer bridges on log crib abutments with wooden plank deck 

overtopped with asphalt pavement would be removed as part of the decommissioning associated 

with the proposed action.  Prior to removal of the bridge, a sheet plastic cover or similar covering 

would be placed underneath the bridge to prevent falling debris from entering the water and 

streambed.  Turbidity monitoring would occur before, during, and after the project at locations 

above and below the project.  An increase of 10 NTU's (Nephlometric Turbidity Units) below 

the project area would cause work to stop and the operator would need to take remedial measures 

to clean the stream and prevent entry of soils into the stream.  Also, in the event that chemically 

treated wood materials are found within the bridge structure, then those materials would be 

removed and disposed of in accordance with state standards. 

 

The pavement would be removed by a loader and bucket or similar equipment and end hauled to 

a local disposal site outside of the Riparian Reserve.  The decking would be removed to a 

disposal site for later burning during the rainy season.  The log stringers would be cut into two 

pieces and yarded from the each end of the bridge.  The log cribs would be removed and the 

accompanying fills pulled back and end hauled to a disposal location where the spoils would be 

spread and revegetated.  The exposed stream banks would be mulched with weed-free ryegrass 

or wheat straw, seeded with a native grass seed mix, and replanted with a diversity of woody 

species present in the immediate vicinity. 

 

Erosion Control with Seed and Mulch:  Following earthwork, the disturbed areas would be 

seeded with a native seed mix or annual ryegrass and mulched with a weed-free annual ryegrass 

or wheat straw.  Other materials may be used for mulching if they provide equivalent or better 

stabilization from erosion and protection from introducing non-native species.  Attempts would 

be made to seed disturbed areas during conditions favorable for germination.  When possible, 

plant materials would be saved and stockpiled from the areas of excavation and replanted on the 

disturbed areas.  Native plants may also be transplanted to openings created in the wheel tread 

portion of the pavement. 

 

All design criteria listed Section 2.4 would be included in the implementation of Alternative 2. 
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Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 responds to the key issues described above and would decommission about 45 

miles of road.  The roads proposed for decommissioning remain the same as Alternative 2 ï 

Proposed Action, except the following: 

 

 Forest Road 1825-380 (Headwaters Sandy River):  This road would be converted to a 

non-motorized trail in order to maintain an equestrian loop ride from the Riley Horse 

Campground (Key Issue #1).  Also, converting this road to a non-motorized trail would 

allow for continued mountain bike use (Key Issue #1).  The trail crossings over Cast and 

Lost creeks would be constructed so there would be minimal impacts on water quality 

and aquatic species (see Project Design Criteria in Section 2.4). 

 

 Forest Road 3626-108 (Wildcat Creek):  This road would be improved and a trailhead to 

access the Mcintyre Ridge would be established towards the end of this road (Key Issue 

#1).  The trailhead location would allow for horse-trailers to park and turn-around. 

 

 Forest Roads 3626-255, 3626-155, 3626-355, 3626-150, and 3626-105 (Eagle Creek):  

The 255 road would be decommissioned since it is currently inaccessible due to the burnt 

down bridge on the North Fork Eagle Creek and a trailhead to access the Douglas Trail 

would be better established at the end of the 3626-150 (Key Issue #1).  Because trailhead 

access would be at the 150 road, then the remaining portion of the 105 would be 

decommissioned as well as the 155 road.  The 155 to the junction with the 355 would be 

decommissioned once vegetation management activities have occurred.  

 

 Forest Road 2609 (Cedar Creek):  This road would remain open and maintained as 

needed to provide access to private lands owned by Longview Timber (Key Issue #2). 

 

 Forest Roads 2600-073 and 2600-086 (Zigzag Canyon):  These roads would remain open 

and maintained as need to provide access to a powerline maintained by Portland General 

Electric (Key Issue #3).  Also, keeping this road open would allow for continued 

mountain bike use (Key Issue #1). 

 

 Forest Roads 3626-038, 3626-107, 3626-111, 3626-114, 2609-140, and 2609-150 

(Wildcat Creek):  These roads would be decommissioned as soon as possible, rather than 

wait until vegetation management activities have occurred (Key Issue #4).  

 

 Forest Roads N20100A and 3626-253 (Eagle Creek):  While these roads have already 

been decommissioned and are no longer included on the Forestôs transportation database, 

they continue remain on the landscape; therefore, these roads would be restored to a 

natural hydrologic condition (Key Issue #5).   

 

Active decommissioning methods would include ripping pavement, constructing crossdrains, 

removing fill at stream crossings, constructing boulder weirs in perennial channels, removing 

bridges and culverts, seeding or mulching disturbed areas, and planting at stream crossings (for 

more information on each of these methods see Alternative 2 above). 
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All design criteria listed in the section below would be included in the implementation of 

Alternative 3. 

 

2.4 Project Design Criteria 

The following design criteria and standard management practices and requirements for the 

protection of resources are an integral part of the action alternatives, and are considered in the 

effects analysis in Chapter 3.  These PDCs apply to active decommissioning only. 

 

Botany Design Features  

B-1: In order to prevent the spread of invasive plants, all equipment would be cleaned of dirt and 

weeds before entering National Forest System lands.  This practice would not apply to service 

vehicles traveling frequently in and out of the project area that would remain on the roadway.  

 

B-2: Existing roadways would be used to minimize the impacts to riparian vegetation and 

function. Native vegetation in and around project activity would be retained to the maximum 

extent possible consistent with project objectives.  

 

B-3: Soil disturbance that promotes invasive plant germination and establishment would be 

minimized to the extent practical (consistent with project objectives).  

 

B-4: The contractor would be educated in simple techniques to avoid spreading weeds (e.g., 

provide the contractor with the flyer, Simple Things You Can Do to Help Stop the Spread of 

Weeds).  

 

B-5: If a road is part of a proposed noxious weed treatment site or provides access to a site, then 

complete treatment before making the road unavailable.  If the road and the land it accesses are 

not listed in the Invasive Plant EIS, then check with the district noxious weed coordinator and 

consider a review or site visit to be sure there are no weed sites that would need to be treated.  If 

a weed site is found that needs treatment, then complete treatment of the site prior to closing the 

road.  Prior to initiating any decommissioning activities, a treated site should be monitored by a 

botanist in order to determine the effectiveness of treatment.  

 

Fisheries Design Features  

F-1: An experienced fisheries biologist, hydrologist, and/or technician would participate in the 

design and implementation of the project.  

 

F-2: Slide and waste material would be disposed of in stable, non-floodplain sites.  However, 

disposal of slide and waste material within existing road prism or adjacent hillslopes would be 

acceptable if restoring natural or near-natural contours.  For road removal projects within 

riparian areas, recontour the affected area to mimic natural floodplain contours and gradient to 

the greatest degree possible.  If natural contours are greater than 2 to 1 ratio, then slopes will be 

shaped to a 2 to 1 ratio or less.  

 

F-3: Disturbance of existing vegetation in ditches and at stream crossings would be minimized to 

the extent necessary to restore the hydrologic function of the subject road.  
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F-4: Soil disturbance and displacement caused by project activities would be minimized, but 

where sediment risks warrant, soil movement off-site into water bodies would be prevented 

through the use of filter materials (such as weed-free straw bales or silt fencing) if vegetation 

strips were not available.  

 

F-5: Project activities would be implemented during dry-field conditions (also see WQ-1).  

 

F-6: The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Guidelines for Timing of In-Water 

Work would be followed.  Exceptions to ODFW guidelines for timing of in-water work would be 

requested and granted from appropriate regulatory agencies.  

 

F-7: Power equipment would be refueled at least 150 feet from water bodies to prevent direct 

delivery of contaminants into a water body. If local site conditions do not allow for a 150-foot 

setback, then refueling would be as far away as possible from the water body. For all immobile 

equipment, absorbent pads would be used (also see WQ-13).  

 

F-8: An approved Spill Prevention Control and Containment Plan (SPCCP) would be created, 

which describes measures to prevent or reduce impacts from potential spills. The SPCCP would 

include a description of the hazardous materials that would be used; and a spill containment kit 

would be located on-site. Refer to WQ-16 for specific criteria when an SPCCP would be 

required.  

 

F-9: Hazard trees within riparian areas needing to be felled for safety purposes would be 

directionally felled, if possible, towards the stream.  

 

F-10: For culvert removal, natural drainage patterns would be restored and promote passage of 

all fish species and life stages present in the area. Channel incision risk would be evaluated and 

in-channel grade control structures would be constructed when necessary.  

 

F-11: Drainage features should be spaced to hydrologically disconnect road surface runoff from 

stream channels (also see WQ-11).  

 

F-12: When removing a culvert from a first or second order, non-fishing bearing stream, project 

specialists should determine if culvert removal should follow the conservation measures under 

activity #5 in the programmatic biological and conference (Opinion) by the National Marine 

Fisheries Service (April 28, 2007) and by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (June 14, 2007). 

Culvert removal on fish bearing streams should adhere to the conservation measures activity #5 

in the programmatic biological and conference (Opinion) by the National Marine Fisheries 

Service (April 28, 2007) and by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (June 14, 2007).  

 

F-14: If other aquatic restoration activities are used as complementary actions, follow the 

associated design criteria and conservation measures.  

 

Heritage Design Features  

H-1: In the event that archaeological properties are located during implementation, all work in 

the vicinity of the find would cease and a District or Forest archaeologist would be contacted.  
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Any other protection measures would be developed in consultation with the Oregon State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), appropriate Tribes, and, if necessary, the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation.  

 

Recreation Design Features  

R-1: As much as possible, post signs on roads proposed to be closed for a summer season prior 

to project implementation.  This would allow those users to at least become aware of the 

proposal if they were not already.  Signs should say:  

 

This Road Proposed for Closure in 2010 (or 2011).  For More Information,  

Call (Rangerôs Name or Project Lead Contact and Phone Number).   

 

R-2: Trailhead access and parking would be maintained or closure would be minimized during 

implementation.  If any existing trailheads become inaccessible by decommissioning a road 

(none have been identified to date), then the affected trailheads and trails would be relocated 

prior to initiating any decommissioning activities.   

 

R-3: If the distance added for accessing the trail is longer than ½ mile, then an alternate trail 

should be located rather than converting the road to a trail for aesthetic reasons.  For short 

sections less than ½ mile, then converting the road to a may be considered.   

 

R-4: Roads converted to trails should meet Forest Service standards for trail construction as 

contained in the Forest Service Manual and Handbook.  A qualified trails engineer should 

perform trail layout and design.  Drainage structures, fill and cut slopes, and future brushing 

needs should be within trail budgets to maintain.  All trails created from decommissioned roads 

should meet the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines on page Four-115 and 116 for visual 

quality within five to ten years of conversion activities. Any relocated trails not on road beds 

should meet standards within one year of construction.   

 

R-5: Conversion of a road to a trail, or relocation of the affected trail and trailhead including any 

additional surveys, analysis, documentation, design, and construction costs should be funded as 

part of the road decommissioning project.  If funding is not available for this mitigation, the road 

decommissioning should be dropped until other benefitting function funding is available.   

 

R-6: Any road converted to a snowmobile trail or route, needs to have a minimum width of 16 

feet to provide passage for a groomer.  Trails would need to be brushed regularly to prevent 

encroachment.  Also, roads converted to a snowmobile trail or route, should provide for safe 

passage of snowmobiles and groomers.  This requires that closure devices have less height than 

the prevailing snow depth when use begins.  Gates that can hook skis would not be acceptable.  

Where a closure barrier is necessary, berms are preferred.  However, berms must not present a 

hazard to snowmobiles with abrupt drop-offs not visible when approaching on a machine.  

 

Water Quality Design Features  

WQ-1: Road decommissioning activities would be suspended if there is more than 2 inches of 

rainfall in a 24 hour period in the project area.  Activities may be resumed after consultation with 

appropriate Forest Service personnel. 



19 

 

 

WQ-2: Project operations would be suspended if soil moisture is recharged and streamflows rise 

above baseflow levels.  

 

WQ-3: Removal of the fill at stream crossings would attempt to restore the stream channel and 

banks to original pre-road (natural) contours as much as possible (also see F-2).  

 

WQ-4: The removed material would be carefully placed at cutslopes or on the road surface 

beyond the natural channel slope at a less than 2 to 1 slope angle.  

 

WQ-5: Stream channel width would be at least 1.1x bankfull as measured above the stream 

crossing. Stream banks would be constructed at a maximum of 2 to 1 slope angle (50% slope).  

 

WQ-6: 50-75% of the road surface where decompaction is prescribed would be de-compacted 

through the sub-grade and native vegetation could be placed on road surface no more than one 

layer deep.  

 

WQ-7: All perennial streams would be evaluated to determine if ñUpstream Uôsò are necessary 

to prevent streambed and bank erosion. The ends of structures would be keyed into the stream 

bank for at least ¼ of the diameter of the boulder to minimize the stream cutting into the stream 

bank at high flows. Structures would be installed as outlined in the following table:  

 
Table 2.2. Pool to pool spacing. 

Wetted Stream 
Width (feet) 

Minimum Boulder 
Size Needed (inches) 

Stream Gradient (percent) 
0-2% 2-6% 6-15% 15-30% 

0 to 5 18 42 feet 15 feet 8 feet 4 feet 
5 to 10 24 63 feet 21 feet 12 feet 6 feet 
10 to 15 24 105 feet 36 feet 20 feet 10 feet 
15 to 25 30 167 feet 57 feet 32 feet 16 feet 

 

WQ-8: Activities associated with culvert or bridge removal in streams with active streamflow 

would be suspended if there is an increase of 10 NTU's (Nephlometric Turbidity Units) below 

the project area. Also, activities could be suspended if turbidity criteria are exceeded as 

determined by appropriate Forest Service personnel.  

 

WQ-9: Removal-Fill Permits would be obtained for project activities when appropriate.  

 

WQ-10: A site-specific water quality control plan would be submitted and approved for each 

stream diversion prior to the start of excavation. Live streams would be diverted during 

excavation to prevent mobilization of fill material.  

 

WQ-11: Where roads are actively decommissioned drainage structures would be installed at a 

maximum of every 200ô or closer dependent upon road grade and associated geology, unless 

determined unneeded by appropriate Forest Service personnel.  

 

WQ-12: All vehicles and machinery would be free of petroleum leaks. Any leaks that occur 

would be immediately repaired and the appropriate personnel would be notified.  
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WQ-13: Absorbent pads would be required under all stationary equipment and fuel storage 

containers during all servicing and refueling operations (also see F-6).  

 

WQ-14: All trucks used for refueling should carry a hazardous material recovery kit (also see F-

7). Any contaminated soil, vegetation or debris must be removed from National Forest System 

lands and disposed of in accordance with state laws.  

 

WQ-15: All petroleum products being transported or stored would be in approved containers 

meeting Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards and Oregon Department of 

Transportation.  

 

WQ-16: All vehicles hauling more than 300 gallons of fuel would have an approved 

communication system with which to report accidental spills. If any fuel or fluid storage 

container exceeds a capacity of 660 gallons, the contractor would prepare a spill prevention 

control countermeasures plan. Such plan would meet applicable Environmental Protection 

Agency requirements (40 CFR 112) including certification by a registered professional engineer.  

WQ-17: The contractor would be liable for cleanup of any hazardous material or fuel spill 

occurring as a result of his/her work on this contract.  

 

WQ-18: The contractor would, on a daily basis, remove all trash and refuse from the project 

work area.  

 

WQ-19: In order to preclude erosion into or contamination of the stream or floodplain, staging 

areas (used for construction equipment storage, vehicle storage, fueling, servicing, hazardous 

material storage, etc.) would be located beyond the 100-year floodplain (also see F-7).  

 

WQ-20: Following earthwork, especially near stream banks, the disturbed area would be seeded 

with a native seed mix if available and mulched with a weed-free straw, at approximately 2000 

pounds per acres or so that there is completed coverage of the disturbed and the mulch is 4 

inches deep. Attempts would be made to seed disturbed areas during conditions favorable for 

germination. Other materials may be used for mulching if they provide equivalent or better 

stabilization from erosion and protection from introducing non-native species.  

 

WQ-21: The non-motorized trail crossings over Cast and Lost creeks (in Alternative 3) would be 

constructed so there would be minimal impacts on water quality and aquatic species. 

 

Wildlife Design Features   

W-1: Hazard trees outside of the riparian areas that pose a safety risk would be directionally 

felled, where feasible, away from the road prism and into the surrounding forestland. 

 

W-2: No snow plowing, road decommissioning, use of motorized equipment or blasting would be 

permitted in severe winter range as determined by the Forest Service, or within any B10 land 

allocation (i.e., Deer and Elk Winter Range areas) between December 1 to March 31.  No road 

decommissioning, use of motorized equipment or blasting would be permitted within key summer 
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range areas as determined by the Forest Service, or within in any B11 land allocation (i.e., Deer 

and Elk Summer Range areas) from April 1 ï July 31.   

 

W-3: No activity shall take place within the disruption distance of a known or predicted activity 

center during the March 1 to July 15 critical nesting period, unless the habitat is known to be 

unoccupied or there is not nesting activity, as determined by survey to protocol.  The distance and 

timing may be modified by a Forest Service wildlife biologist according to site-specific 

information.  Restrictions on chainsaw, heavy equipment, and helicopter use would apply to 

decommissioning and associated activities on Forest Roads 3626-110, 1825-052, and 1825-053.  

In the event that any new Northern Spotted owl activity center(s) is/are located, then seasonal 

operating restrictions would be implemented for the road affected.   

 

W-4: Woody debris, which must be removed to access the area, would be saved and scattered on 

the disturbed areas.  During placement they would be laid parallel to the slope to serve as contour 

barriers to surface soil movement.  The material would serve as a source of large woody debris to 

help reestablish vegetation, and the scattering of material would act as a means to reduce fuel 

hazards.   

 

W-5:  If a wooden bridge is identified to be removed, then the bridge would first be assessed by a 

wildlife biologist to see if bats are using it for habitat.  If so, then additional bat roosting habitat 

(e.g., bat boxes or snags) would be provided in the vicinity of the bridge. 

 

2.5 Comparison of Alternatives 

The following tables display the three alternatives.  Alternatives are compared in such a way that 

the differences among them in terms of road decommissioning are highlighted for the public and 

the Responsible Official. 
 
Table 2.3. Comparison of alternatives by miles of decommissioning.  (Miles of roads proposed 
for decommissioning by alternative.) 

Watershed 
Alternative 1 ï  

No Action 
Alternative 2 ï 

Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Cedar Creek ï Sandy River 0 4.2 4.2 

Clear Creek ï Sandy River 0 2.8 2.5 

Gordon Creek 0 5.1 5.1 

Headwaters Sandy River 0 16.1 16.1 

North Fork Eagle Creek 0 1.5 5.5 

Tanner Creek ï Columbia River 0 1.4 1.4 

Wildcat Creek ï Sandy River 0 6.7 6.7 

Zigzag Canyon 0 4.6 3.8 

Total miles of road remaining 0.0 42.4 45.3 
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Table 2.4. Comparison of alternatives by miles remaining on the Forestôs transportation system.  
(Miles of roads remaining in subwatershed after decommissioning activities have occurred.) 

Watershed 
Alternative 1 ï  

No Action 
Alternative 2 ï 

Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Cedar Creek ï Sandy River 8.8 4.6 4.6 

Clear Creek ï Sandy River 9.2 6.4 6.7 

Gordon Creek 12.4 7.3 7.3 

Headwaters Sandy River 43.7 27.6 27.6 

North Fork Eagle Creek 6.9 5.4 1.4 

Tanner Creek ï Columbia River 3.4 2.0 2.0 

Wildcat Creek ï Sandy River 15.3 8.6 8.6 

Zigzag Canyon 27.2 22.6 23.4 

Total miles of road remaining 126.9 84.5 81.6 
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3.0. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  
 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter includes a summary of the physical, biological, social, and economic environments 

of the affected project area (the baseline or existing condition) and the expected effects or 

changes to those environments, if any of the alternatives were to be implemented.  This chapter 

provides the scientific and analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives, presented on the 

previous page.  Specialist Reports (available in the project files) are incorporated by reference, 

and all specialists have contributed directly to the preparation of this final document. 

 

The chapter is arranged by resource, with the affected environment discussion presented first, 

followed by the estimated project effects (direct and indirect), and then estimated cumulative 

effects.  Cumulative effects are those effects on the environment resulting from the incremental 

effect of the proposed road decommissioning activities when added to the effects of other past 

projects (that still have residual or on-going effects); the estimated effects of other current 

projects; and the effects of reasonably foreseeable future activities (federal or non-federal) (40 

CFR Parts 1500-1508).  The analysis was guided by the June 24, 2005 memo Guidance on the 

Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis, Executive Office of the President, 

Council on Environmental Quality. 

 

3.2 Hydrology 

In this section, the effects to water resources are addressed by three key elements: 

 

1) Flow regime; 

2) Soils and geology; and, 

3) Sediment yield. 

 

Affected Environment ï General 

The road network analyzed is on National Forest System lands within the Mt. Hood National 

Forest in nine emphasis subwatersheds on the Zigzag Ranger District, which are listed in the 

table below.  Figure 3.1 shows the location of the subwatershed.   

 
Table 3.1. Emphasis subwatersheds. 

Subwatershed Total Acres 
Acres on Mt. Hood National Forest and 

Columbia Gorge Scenic Area 

Cedar Creek-Sandy River 22,604 2,237 
Clear Creek-Sandy River 11,954 10,825 
Gordon Creek 11,177 3,382 
Hamilton Creek-Columbia River

1 28,212 9,604 
Headwaters Sandy River 22,213 22,213 
North Fork Eagle Creek 17,842 2,767 
Tanner Creek-Columbia River 29,472 14,040 
Wildcat Creek-Sandy River 18,240 6,037 
Zigzag Canyon 23,357 23,345 

                                                 
1
 Hamilton Creek subwatershed was assessed for potential road decommissioning; however, no roads are proposed 

for decommissioning in this analysis. 
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Figure 3.1. The nine emphasis subwatersheds on the Zigzag Ranger District. 

 

  

 


