
City of Portland
Office of Healthy Working Rivers
1120 SW 5th Ave., Rm. 1000
Portland, OR 97204
503.823.0275

Attn: Mr. Rick Bastasch

Sir:

I am writing to you as an interested party, since I berth and cruise my Tollycraft cabin cruiser on Willamette River 
waters. I am a member of a Yacht Club, and I am a Retired Marine Patrol Deputy Sheriff.

I would have communicated these thoughts through a motorized-boating interest group representative on the 
Advisory Panel, but it seems I don't have any representatives on that panel (I did on the previous panel in 2006), 
so I must communicate directly with you.

I am disappointed with the Draft Willamette River Recreation Strategy Plan for 2011, hereinafter referred to as 
the “2011 Plan”.

Firstly, I am disappointed with the make-up of the chosen Document Review Panel. It has exactly ONE member 
who might represent the interests of motor-boating, but whose main interest mostly lies in fishing for warm-water 
species. Other than that, there are no representatives of the motor-boating interest group on the Panel. In 
contrast, look at the same work done in 2006: that working group had on it's Water Recreation Task Group at 
least 4 members who directly represented the interests of the motor-boating river users.

I'm just making an educated guess here, Rick, but I'd bet that there are existing policy guidelines for this 2011 
Plan Document Review Panel you've set up, and one of those guidelines is to have diversity. Since there are 
previously-demonstrated interest groups representing both the motor-boaters and the human-powered boaters, 
and since one would think that the existence of both groups would be recognized in the make-up of any advisory 
panels you used to come up with your Strategy, forming a panel which represents only one of those groups is a 
clear demonstration of lack of diversity.

I may be getting ahead of myself, though. It's quite possible that the entire mission of writing a Recreational Use 
Strategy is an artificial construct. Consider the agencies already tasked with oversight of Willamette river uses:

• Federal: The US Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, the US District Court (salmon plan), the U.S. Coast Guard.

• State: The Oregon State Marine Board, The Department of Environmental Quality, the Division of State 
Lands, the ODFW

• Local: The Multnomah County Commission, the Multnomah County Department of Assessment and 
Taxation, the Multnomah County Sheriff (River Patrol Unit), the Multnomah County Vector Control unit, 
the Port of Portland, the Clackamas County Commission, The Clackamas County Division of 
Assessment and Taxation, the Clackamas County Sheriff (Marine Patrol Unit), City of Milwaukee, 

• City of Portland: Plans & Permits, Police Bureau, Fire Bureau, Water & Sewer

I probably missed a few, Rick. I worked on the River for seven years, in the Sheriff's River Patrol Unit, and the 
above agencies are just the ones I had contact with in that time.

The point of showing that list is that there are many regulatory agencies already, and many have grants of 
authority which extend far back in time. As I read your 2011 Plan, I note language that implies that the City is not 
satisfied just being one of the many players in the River's manuscript, the City wants to be the star character.

Let's take just one subject and examine the flow of existing authority and how the 2011 Plan want to modify it.

Let's look at dock Planning.



As it presently stands, if one wants to construct a new dock over the Willamette, the plans have to satisfy almost 
the entire above list of authorities, as each of them has something to say about the River. For example, in the 
initial concept for the dock, the USACE must be consulted, water-quality issues must be resolved, and they are 
constantly changed as regards the rules, the fish-passage issues must be resolved with several agencies, the 
State must be consulted as to pilings and over-water lease issues, and the Oregon State Marine Board must be 
consulted as they have money with which to pay for the project (assuming it's public-access). Engineering 
consulting companies generally maintain the expertise to contact all who demand a voice in the planning.

All that being the case, what does this language on Page 36 mean:

This Strategy seeks to address the primary issues surrounding dock permitting by

providing a comprehensive context for dock siting based on the City’s recreational

needs and policies (answering “the why”), developing principles to guide the dock

siting (“the where”), and establishing guidelines on dock design and operation (“the

how”). It is hoped that this new framework will be embraced by the City and its state

and federal regulatory agency partners.

It would appear that the tail (the City) is trying to wag the dog (the Federal/State government) in this case. It is 
traditional in these multi-agency combinations that the working policy is decided by the senior agency, which in 
this case, is probably the USACE. Sure, there are conflicts to be resolved, there always are, but all agencies 
must sit down at the same table and work them out, not have one agency seize control, as you want to do.

If efficiencies need to be introduced into the planning process, the best way to introduce them is to ask agencies, 
from the bottom up, to defer to the senior agency, not the other way around.

Then, in your dock planning section, is this ticking time bomb (last paragraph, P.36):

Decommissioning and/or removing over-water structures where appropriate,

including where the risk to the environment exceeds any benefit now accruing

to the public, where little public use is now occurring, or where costs of future

maintenance may warrant present removal.

Using that vague guideline (“risk to the environment”), almost any water-side structure could be condemned and 
demolished (presumably, by the City). Public or private, your proposed guideline doesn't say. Do private property 
rights mean anything anymore? Using that guideline, you would have the authority to vacate DSL leases, and 
something tells me that DSL won't agree to giving you that authority.

You continue in this property-rights-grabbing vein on Page 37:

Purpose and Need

The need for building, expanding, or maintaining a dock or similar structure must

be clearly justified. Citing policies, plans, or studies that support a proposed action

would offer the strongest demonstration that need has been carefully evaluated,

including through the examination of management alternatives.

As I've previously stated, agencies more senior than the City are involved in the dock-siting process. It is wholly 
inappropriate to put additional justifications for water-side structures into code that the senior agencies don't 
require (“must be clearly justified”). More tail wagging the dog.

Your favoritism towards non-motorized boating comes smartly to the fore on Page 45, where you recommend 
taking the last possibility for a multi-use marina in the city core and giving it over to the human-powered boaters:

 The old ferry landing at the right-of-way terminus is currently an unmaintained boat

ramp that formerly served Staff Jennings. The ramp will be removed and a gravel/

sand landing area is proposed for non-motorized boaters. The upland area at the

site would become a passive recreation site for picnicking. People will arrive by foot,

bike, kayak, or motorboat, but not by car. The outer dock facility may be retained

as a transient public dock. In addition, there will be bank and habitat restoration



opportunities. Some land may be reserved for bridge stormwater treatment.

Your lack of diversity and your preference for non-motorized water activities in your 2011 Plan doesn't get any 
more stark than that.

Then, you try to usurp the senior agencies' authority by trying to change the way THEY spend their money, as if 
it was YOURS to spend, not theirs (P.47):

The short answer is to create a separate replacement/renovation plan for

existing facilities and advocate for additional City funding. The longer-term

answer is to create a financial plan for this system of facilities and,

wherever possible, link ongoing maintenance costs to a revenue stream

that plans for timely repair and replacement.

This language either means grabbing control of the OSMB's revenue stream, which won't happen, or somehow 
creating a new revenue stream from fees and/or taxes. Since we are talking about tens to hundreds of millions of 
dollars here, don't you think that this subject deserves just a bit wider discussion than river users, since you can't 
get that much blood out of that few turnips?

I saved the most damning for last, though. Some history is in order here. Back about 1970, the Portland Police 
Bureau, strapped for cash, abandoned their Harbor Patrol, and left it to the Sheriff to patrol the City waterways, 
something the Sheriff has done ever since, with the financial assistance of the Oregon State Marine Board. Over 
the years, the Sheriff has had less resources  to put into this duty, so about 8 years ago, the City decided to task 
the Fire Bureau with water rescue on the Willamette, which they have done in an enormously expensive manner, 
but, they are effective at what they do.

Now you feel that the City needs to be the overseer of all river enforcement on the Willamette River (P.49):

 Enhance Waterway Enforcement

Convene marine law enforcement organizations to identify:

• Means of resolving on-river conflict, including through new

education programs, patrolling, partnerships with credentialed

citizens or boating groups (Sea Scouts, enhancing Coast Guard

Auxiliary).

• Effective approaches to providing security at recreational facilities

and addressing issues of vagrant boats.

• Remedies to address funding problems affecting the integrity and

effectiveness of on-river enforcement. 

You want to direct the patrolling of the river, even direct the activities of the Coast Guard Auxiliary, and give the 
Sea Scouts enforcement authority where they've never had any? What are “credentialed citizens”? Which 
Boating Groups do you want to do patrol with? Finally, how would you guarantee ANY funding to the other 
governmental units which actually HAVE the legal authority and responsibility to patrol the waters?

Rick, I'm sorry to be the bringer of bad tidings, but aside from vague promises of future new facilities (which may 
or may not welcome motorized boaters), we of the motor boating community feel that this 2011 Plan does 
nothing for us, yet holds the promise of severely limiting our waterborne forms of recreation. You would have 
known that before you put the Plan together had you bothered to ask us, but you didn't, so we have no choice 
now but to oppose the Plan in it's entirety, both by raising our voices locally, and by bringing the Plan to the 
attention of the more senior agencies whose authority you want to usurp.


