
 

1 
 

 

City of Rainier 

Regular City Council Meeting 

November 7, 2022 

6 p.m. 

Rainier City Hall 

 

Mayor Jerry Cole called the council meeting to order at 6 p.m.  

 

Council Present: Connie Budge, Scott Cooper, Robert duPlessis, Jeremy Howell and Mike 

Kreger  

 

Council Absent: Levi Richardson and Denise Watson 

 

City Attorney Present: No 

 

City Staff Present: Gregg Griffith, Police Chief; W. Scott Jorgensen, City Administrator; Sue 

Lawrence, Public Works Director 

  

Flag Salute 

 

Additions/Deletions from the Agenda: There were no additions or deletions from the agenda.  

 

Mayor’s Address: Mayor Jerry Cole read a proclamation declaring November National 

Domestic Violence Awareness Month.  

 

Visitor Comments: There were no visitor comments at this time.  

  

Consider Approval of the Consent Agenda 

Consider Approval of the October 3, 2022 Regular Council Meeting Minutes and Monthly 

Financial Statements—Council President Mike Kreger moved to approve the consent 

agenda. That motion was seconded by Councilor Scott Cooper and adopted unanimously.  
 

      New Business 

a. River’s Edge Mobile Home Park Emergency City Utility Connection—Public Works 

Director Sue Lawrence said she has received a request for the mobile home park to connect 

to the city’s sewer system at the end of Young Road. It’s an emergency situation because 

the septage field used by the park has failed, and there are no alternatives. The park owner 

will build the line and do the work. There are 13 units at the park now and space for 20. 

That means there would be 13 connection fees but one major connection. But the question 

is, there is nothing in the city’s municipal code that spells out what the fees should be, and 

she has to assess a connection fee. It can be done per individual unit or based on an estimate 

of flow load in the plant. She’s also received requests from residents along Dyke Road to 

connect, but that may have to go under the rail line. Cole said it would probably be cheaper 

to do a line to Dyke Road than deal with the railroad. He supports doing a local 

improvement district or a latecomer’s agreement to cover the costs of extending the line 

out that way. Councilor Connie Budge said the city should approach this with potential 

future development in mind. Lawrence said it would probably be a 16-to-20-inch line. 

Cooper said anyone in that area who wants to hook up to city services will have to annex 

into the city. Lawrence said she could see it being a gravity line from Young Road down. 
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City systems should be built with a 20-to-50-year expectation of growth. City 

Administrator W. Scott Jorgensen said that the city will have to stick with whatever it 

comes up with because there’s another trailer park on the south side of town that’s looking 

to hook into its systems. There are also many septic systems on the west side of town that 

are failing or pretty close to it. Cole said the charges should be based on individual units. 

Jorgensen said the city should also be mindful of timelines. A city ordinance states that 

properties have to annex in order to receive services, so those processes should be followed. 

Lawrence said she felt comfortable moving forward with the direction provided by council.  

b. Columbia River PUD Franchise Agreement Renewal—Brandon Staehely from  

Columbia PUD went over the changes in the proposed franchise agreement renewal. Budge  

moved to approve the agreement. That motion was seconded by Kreger and adopted  

unanimously.   

a. River’s Edge Mobile Home Park Emergency City Utility Connection—Owner Earl Scott  

addressed the council. He said the city was approached about the utility connection years  

ago. It was approved back then but did not happen. He obtained ownership of the park six  

or seven years ago and wants to hook up to the city sewer system. That’s because state  

regulations prohibit him from repairing its septic system. Hooking up to the city’s sewer  

system would enable him to bring seven more low-income housing units into the market.  

He only charges $400 per month in rent and has the money saved up to move forward. Cole  

Informed Scott that he would have to annex into the city in order to hook up to services.  

 c. Light Pole Insurance—Lawrence said the light poles are not currently covered under the  

city’s insurance policy. She received an estimate. The city had to replace one of the poles  

because the driver who hit it was uninsured. That cost around $9600. The insurance quote  

she received for the city’s 96 poles is $1700 per year for $10,000 in coverage. Cole  

suggested that the city set aside $2,000 annually into a light pole replacement fund. Cooper  

agreed. Lawrence said it could be created as a line item under the city’s street fund. Council  

agreed by consensus.  

d. Mutual Agreement and Order with the Oregon Department of Environmental  

Quality—Cole explained that outflows due to too much surface water get into the city’s 

plant. The city spent $50,000 on smoke testing to determine the inflow and infiltration 

sources. The main issue is the storm water, and this has caused the city to be fined over the 

last three to four years. Those fines have totaled around $29,000. Of that, $23,400 can be 

used on projects that can help solve the problem. Lawrence said that the smoke testing is 

done and she’s waiting on the report. Cooper moved to approve the MAO with DEQ. That 

motion was seconded by Councilor Robert duPlessis and adopted unanimously.  

 

     Unfinished Business 

a. Fox Creek Update—Lawrence said the feasibility study should be finished soon. It may  

            be ready in time for a council workshop in January.  

b. Appointment to Planning Commission Position #5—Jorgensen confirmed that Nina  

Pogue is a registered voter in Oregon. She never changed her registration while temporarily  

living in Longview. He also confirmed with her that her legal last name is still Halk- 

Phillips. Budge moved to approve her appointment. That motion was seconded by Cooper  

and adopted unanimously, with Kreger abstaining.  

c. Updated City Administrator Job Description—Council agreed by consensus to table the  

matter until its next meeting.  

d. Senior Center Agreement—Jorgensen explained that due to abstentions, there wasn’t a  

full quorum when the previous vote was taken to approve the agreement. Council will have 

to take another vote. Budge suggested that a provision be added that the council appoint a 

liaison to the senior center. Kreger moved to approve the agreement as amended by Budge. 
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That motion was seconded by Councilor Jeremy Howell and adopted unanimously, with 

Cooper abstaining.  

e. Downtown Beautification—Jorgensen presented the mockups he had put together for 

the banners. Cooper suggested having one depicting the Trojan nuclear facility. Other 

suggestions included having the Rainier Days logo and old pictures of the Sea Bees 

waterskiing and the River Rats. Council wanted to see the pictures enlarged, with a green 

background and white letters.   

 
     Staff Report—Lawrence said the SCADA system computer at the water treatment plant was  

     replaced, and there is a new valve at the water plant. Work has started on replacing the roof at  

     the old water plant. She is working with the city’s IT provider to move the server downstairs  

     and is getting an estimate for improvements to city hall. The report on the smoke testing should  

     be ready for the council’s December or January meeting. The First Street water line replacement  

     has been completed, along with the fix to the apron on West 2nd and C streets. OSHA has been  

     testing the air quality at city hall and the boat launch dock was rebuilt. Jorgensen said he’s been  

     working with the county assessor’s office on mapping for the potential urban growth boundary  

     land swap and fixing incorrect addresses in town. He toured Mountain Ministries and Riverside  

     Community Church and met with representatives of the Red Cross about doing future blood  

      drives at city hall. Updates have been made to the city’s website. 

     Council Reports—duPlessis said the new gazebo looks great and he enjoyed attending the  

     recent League of Oregon Cities conference in Bend. Kreger said the Trunk or Treat event was  

     a success.  

   City Calendar/Announcements—Cole said the tree lighting event will take place at city hall  

   December 4 at 5 p.m.  

 

   Cole adjourned the regular council session at 7:25 p.m. so the council could go into executive     

   session.  

 

   Executive Session--The Rainier City Council will hold an executive session  

          under ORS 192.660 (2)(i) to review and evaluate the employment-related 

          performance of the chief executive officer of any public body, a public officer, 

         employee or staff member who does not request an open hearing and ORS  

        192.660 (2)(f) to consider information or records that are exempt by law from  

        public inspection.  

 

      The executive session was called to order at 7:36 p.m. and adjourned at 8:30 p.m.  

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________________              ______________________________________ 

Mayor Jerry Cole                         W. Scott Jorgensen, City Administrator   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF RAINIER
CASH ON HAND/GENERAL LEDGER RECONCILIATION REPORT
CHECKING ACCOUNTS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT POOL ACCOUNT
9/1/2022-9/30/2022

ACCOUNT REGISTER SUMMARY CKS/DEBITS DEP/CREDITS
Ending Balance 362,586.49
PERS Deposits - 

New Ending Balance 362,586.49 0.00 0.00 362,586.49

BANK STATEMENT SUMMARY CKS/DEBITS DEP/CREDITS
Ending Balance SHCU 760072-1 34,344.80
Ending Balance SHCU 760072-2 489,960.14
Deposits not Shown on Statement 4,900.51
Outstanding Cks and Other Debits 145,073.43
PERS Outstanding 21,545.53
PERS Adjustment
Ending Balance 524,304.94 166,618.96 4,900.51 362,586.49 0.00

LGIP STATEMENT SUMMARY
Beginning Balance 6,604,732.19
Deposits 10,881.91
Withdrawals 100,000.00
Interest 10,003.18
S/C 0.10
Ending Balance 6,604,732.19 100,000.10 20,885.09 6,525,617.18

TOTAL CASH 6,888,203.67

GENERAL LEDGER RECONCILIATION
9/1/2022-9/30/2022

09/01/22 09/30/22
Beginning Total Total Ending

Fund Balance Revenue Expense Liabilities Balance
10 General 2,078,966.32 209,147.05 317,513.77 1,970,599.55
20 Debt 4,251.00 0.00 0.00 4,251.00
30 Sewer 557,931.91 85,129.56 68,238.93 574,822.54
40 Water 381,963.46 84,143.55 73,412.78 392,694.23
50 Timber 1,673,358.14 0.00 5,940.83 1,667,417.31
60 Street 207,823.06 13,776.55 18,824.69 202,774.92
65 0.00 0.00
70 0.00 0.00
81 Special Projects 229,587.72 0.00 13,137.32 216,450.40
83 Sewer Capital 1,036,250.23 6,733.50 29,850.94 1,013,132.79
84 Water Capital 432,650.01 100,321.70 120,109.66 412,862.05
85 Transportation Capital 344,426.92 0.00 207.50 344,219.42
90 Library Trust 88,950.52 52.11 23.17 88,979.46

General Ledger Total 7,036,159.29 6,888,203.67 0.00

Completed by:______ Date:_______ Approved by: ______ Date:________ 



City of Rainier
2022/2023 Budget Year
9/30/2022 Income/Expense
Budget Compared to Actual-Major Funds

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
General Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 1,591,980 138,111 8.68%
Expenditures 1,440,361 371,428 25.79%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Sewer Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 1,487,053 239,134 16.08%
Expenditures 1,778,036 191,022 10.74%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Water Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 967,000 239,318 24.75%
Expenditures 1,177,491 194,374 16.51%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Timber Fund YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 0 0 0.00%
Expenditures 254,412 41,857 16.45%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Street Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 259,059 38,386 14.82%
Expenditures 453,555 57,277 12.63%

*Excludes Beginning Balance



City of Rainier
2022/2023 Budget Year
9/30/2022
Budget Compared to Actual-Major Funds
Budget Variance by Appropriation

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
General Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 1,591,980 138,111 8.68%
Expenditures

10 General Government 91,143 29,317 32.17%
20 City Building Maintenance 17,500 603 3.44%
30 Land Use & Development 30,058 4,210 14.01%
50 Library 73,960 10,217 13.81%
60 Attorney 9,600 1,660 17.29%
70 Finance & Administration 49,731 10,081 20.27%
80 Municipal Court 62,585 15,452 24.69%
90 Public Properties 179,423 63,155 35.20%

100 Police Department 926,361 236,733 25.56%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Sewer Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 1,487,053 239,134 16.08%
Expenditures
Personnel Services 451,696 114,198 25.28%
Material & Services 315,100 76,823 24.38%
Capital Outlay 7,500 0 0.00%
Transfers 955,740 0 0.00%
Contingencies 48,000 0 0.00%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Water Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 967,000 239,318 24.75%
Expenditures
Personnel Services 486,105 123,653 25.44%
Material & Services 212,550 70,721 33.27%
Capital Outlay 7,500 0 0.00%
Transfers 462,336 0 0.00%
Contingencies 9,000 0 0.00%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Timber Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 0 0 0.00%
Expenditures
Material & Services 90,300 41,857 46.35%
Capital Outlay 14,000 0 0.00%
Contingencies 50,000 0 0.00%
Propery Purchase Reserve 100,112 0 0.00%

2022/2023 9/30/2022 9/30/2022
Street Fund  Budget YTD Actual YTD % Variance
*Revenue 259,059 38,386 14.82%
Expenditures
Personnel Services 68,076 19,330 28.39%
Material & Services 126,150 37,947 30.08%
Capital Outlay 7,500 0 0.00%
Contingencies 27,000 0 0.00%
Transfers 224,829 0 0.00%

*Excludes Beginning Balance 
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Presentation Overview

• Background Information

• Overview and Description of 
Alternatives

• Conclusions of Alternatives

• Recommendations and Next Steps

December 5, 2022

Looking upstream at the Fox Creek from W. C Street
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• Complex Ownership with City, ODOT 
and private segments

• Bisects many local businesses:
• Don Pedro’s Mexican Restaurant

• Earth-N-Sun Wood Stove Shop

• Rainier RV Center

• Chevron

• Crosses Highway 30 (ODOT)

• Outlets to Fox Creek in area previously 
improved 

Location Map
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How did we get here? 
2015: Heavy rain event caused debris to accumulate in the culvert leading to flooding on Hwy 
30 and a sink hole developed in the private segment of the exist. culvert

2016-2017:  Emergency culvert repair completed.
• ODFW sent notice to City for culvert being a fish passage barrier.

• The deadline to address these ODFW requirements has now passed 

2019: Heavy rain event caused significant local flooding between W C Street and Hwy 30

2020: Hydraulic evaluation was completed and determined the Fox Creek culvert is 
undersized, in addition to being a barrier for fish passage. 

Current: Feasibility Study by West Yost has developed 3 alternatives (5 options) with various 
sizes and configurations to resolve flooding and fish passage barrier issues.

• Replacement and upsizing of the exist. Hwy. 30 box culvert is anticipated to be a separate project 
completed by ODOT. 

December 5, 2022
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Overview of Alternatives
• Alternative 1 - Hydraulic Design Approach 

• Based on criteria for minimum flow depth and maximum velocity for fish species

• Design to provide the minimum size structure 

• May not meet requirements for fish passage 

Alternative 1a – Box culvert with open channel section

Alternative 1b – Continuous box culvert

• Alternative 2 - Stream Simulation Design Approach
• Preferred by state and federal agencies 

• Mimic natural conditions upstream and downstream of the culvert (slope, substrate, channel width …), 

• Requirement: new structure span to be 1.5 times the active channel width.

Alternative 2a – Large arch culvert with open channel section

Alternative 2b – Continuous large arch culvert 

• Alternative 3 – Maximize Daylighting
• Use the Stream Simulation approach

• Maximize open channel section

• These alternatives do not include costs for ODOT box culvert replacement.

Presentation Title  |  date



WEST YOST

Description of Alternatives 1a – Small Structure with Stream 
Daylighting

• City Segment: 15’ wide by 100’ long box 
culvert under W. C Street 

• ODOT Segment: 15’ wide by 100’ long 
box culvert on Hwy 30

• Private Segment: Mix of open channel 
and 15’ wide box culvert

• Estimated Cost: $6,540,000

• Benefits/Risks: 
• 15’ span may not meet future revision of fish 

passage requirements by ODFW

• Difficult maintenance of the culvert due to 
small size 

December 5, 2022
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Description of Alternatives 1b – Small Continuous Culvert

• Segment: Continuous 15’ wide by 
600’ long box culvert

• 10’ high structure with 7’ 
clearance

• Estimated Cost: $7,190,000

• Benefits/Risks : 
• 15’ span may not meet future revision 

of fish passage requirements by 
ODFW

• Difficult maintenance of the culvert 
due to small size

December 5, 2022
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Description of Alternatives 2a – Large Structure with Stream 
Daylighting

• City Segment: 30’ wide by 100’ long arch 
culvert under W. C Street 

• ODOT Segment: 15’ wide by 100’ long 
bridge/culvert on Hwy 30

• Private Segment: Mix of open channel 
and 30’ wide arch culvert

• Estimated Cost: $7,530,000

• Benefits/Risks : 
• 30’ span meets likely fish passage 

requirements

• Best option for long-term maintenance 
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Description of Alternatives 2b – Large Continuous Culvert

• Segment: Continuous 30’ wide by 
600’ long arch culvert

• 10’ high structure with 7’ clearance

• Estimated Cost: $8,980,000

• Benefits/Risks : 
• 30’ span meets likely fish passage 

requirements

• Best option for long-term maintenance

• Most expensive option 

December 5, 2022
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Alternative 3 – Maximize Open Channel

• City Segment: 30’ wide by 100’ 
long arch culvert under W. C 
Street 

• ODOT Segment: 30’ wide by 100’ 
long bridge/culvert on Hwy 30

• Estimated Cost: $6,790,000
(does not include real estate 
acquisition)     

• Benefits: 
• Maximizes open channel segment 

and minimizes culvert segments

• 30’ span meets likely fish passage 
requirements

• Lowest cost option

• Best option for long-term 
maintenance 

• Challenges:
• Impacts Don Pedro’s Mexican 

Restaurant
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WEST YOST

Conclusions

• Alternative 1 is lowest cost for passage hydraulic design flow, but are not 
considered viable due to fish passage limitations and permitting

• Alternatives 2a and 2b better for permitting, but higher cost

• Wider structure will function better under high flows and provide natural sediment and 
log/debris transport 

• Lower hydraulic scour forces and reduced likelihood of streambed material loss

• Improved O&M access results in lower long-term maintenance costs 

• Alternative 3 is best option for culvert replacement, but impacts local businesses
• Better fish passage conditions

• Visible/tangible public amenity and park setting benefits

• Maximizing the extent of daylighting is expected to be more cost effective and beneficial to 
stream habitat. 

December 5, 2022



WEST YOST

• Proceed with further evaluation of Alternative 2b or Alternative 3

• Identify funding sources and complete grant applications for next phase of 
work

• Complete Phase 1 Environmental Study and conduct additional geotechnical 
investigations

• Continue coordination with ODOT for Hwy 30 culvert replacement

• Discuss potential options/opportunities with local businesses and private 
property owners

Recommendations & Next Steps

Presentation Title  |  date
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THANK YOU
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WE SUPPORT OUR COMMUNITIES

WE ARE WATER FOCUSED

WE TAKE PRIDE IN WHAT WE DO

WE DO WHAT’S RIGHT

WE STRIVE TO BECOME OUR BEST

WE BELIEVE IN QUALITY

WE LISTEN

WE SOLVE HARD PROBLEMS

WE SEE THE BIGGER PICTURE

WE TAKE OWNERSHIP

WE COLLABORATE

WE HAVE FUN

WE ARE WEST YOST
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Fox Creek Culvert Feasibility Study Report 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Fox Creek is an open channel from its headwaters at the southern City of Rainier (City) City limits to West C 
Street in the center of town, flowing south to north. From West C Street, Fox Creek flows through a series 
of culverts, approximately 650 feet long, terminating at the Columbia River. There are at least three different 
owners of the series of culverts that contain Fox Creek. The City owns the upstream 66-inch corrugated 
metal pipe (CMP). Following is the 72-inch CMP owned by a private landowner, then into an 84-inch CMP 
(reportedly owned by the City, but not confirmed). Next it flows into an 8-foot by 4-foot box culvert owned 
by Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and finally through the restored stream segment and into 
the Columbia River. The ground area between the culvert inlet and outlet is lower in elevation causing a low 
point on private property. 

During heavy rain events in early December 2015, the culvert was overwhelmed with debris and material 
accumulating within the culvert and creating clogged points. As a result, major flooding occurred on 
Highway 30 and a sink hole developed in the area of the private property in the middle of the culvert 
threatening the three adjacent businesses.  

In response to the formation of the sinkhole, a large portion of the culvert was replaced in 2017, and local 
drains were connected to the new culvert. In 2019, another large rain event, approximately a 10-year 
storm event, occurred that caused significant flooding on West C Street and Highway 30 and collapse of 
the culvert. When repairing the culvert, state regulatory agencies brought to light that this series of 
culverts is a fish passage barrier for migratory fish species found in Fox Creek, and this barrier should be 
remedied. In 2020 a hydraulic evaluation of the Fox Creek was performed and it was concluded that the 
culvert is undersized. Based on this hydraulic analysis, the City hired West Yost to conduct a Feasibility 
Study to analyze structure sizes and alternatives to amend flooding and fish passage. The findings are 
presented in this report. Feasible fish passage options that comply with state and federal regulations were 
a significant component in determining the various structure alternatives. 

1.1 Project Area 

The project area Fox Creek Culvert (Project) is located in the City of Rainier, Oregon in Columbia County. 
The culvert runs under West C Street, an RV service center, a private vacant lot, a restaurant parking lot, 
and Highway 30 before discharging to an open channel which then confluences with the Columbia River 
(Figure 1). The Columbia River is approximately 900 feet north of the Project. 
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Figure 1. Fox Creek Existing Conditions 
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1.2 Project Phasing 

The Project will be divided into two phases. Phase 1 will include upgrading the series of culverts leading 
up to the ODOT owned box culvert that passes under Highway 30. Phase 2 will include upgrading ODOT’s 
segment of the Project. Phasing of the Project is necessary due to ODOT having different funding 
resources and a list of project prioritization throughout the state. A transition joint will be placed between 
the improved sections and the existing ODOT owned box culvert in order to make constructability simpler 
when ODOT can rehabilitate their segment. ODOT will oversee removing the transition piece.  

1.3 Geotechnical Analysis 

The project location is near the northern extent of the Portland Basin, a structurally controlled lowlands 
where the Columbia River passes through. Based on the Geotechnical Technical Memorandum TM 
prepared by McMillen Jacobs Associates (see Appendix A), the footprint of the existing culvert system did 
not have significant depressions at the ground surface or cracking within the asphalt. Additionally, erosion 
at the culvert inlet and discharge point was not observed. However, there are steep sloping embankments 
downstream of the box culvert beneath Highway 30 that are covered with vegetation that was considered 
to be at-risk of erosion, particularly during heavy rain events. 

To evaluate the subsurface conditions of the project area, a soil boring was completed on May 19, 2022 
and was advanced to approximately 26.5 feet below the asphalt pavement surface on West 3rd Street. 
Groundwater was observed at 16 feet below the top of the asphalt. A Standard Penetration Test (SPT) 
was also completed on May 19, 2022. Details on the subsurface findings can be found in Appendix A. 
Background data investigation also revealed that two borings were completed in 2016 following the 
collapse of the culvert. Each of these historical borings was drilled to a depth of 36.5 feet below ground 
surface and the logs indicated that boulders were encountered at various depths. 

The boring log revealed that soils in the project area are very loose to loose sandy soils down to a depth 
of approximately 22.5 feet, followed by a layer of sandy fat clay. These sandy soils are susceptible to 
liquefaction and lateral spread, and necessary measures, such as ground improvements, should be 
considered to mitigate these hazards. In the TM, only the soil bearing capacity for static conditions were 
provided. However, the design recommendation for the alternative analysis will be based on mitigating 
seismic hazards; therefore, excavating to a non-liquifiable layer (the clay layer at approximately 22.5 feet 
below ground surface) and backfilling approximately 8 feet with imported material to stabilize the ground 
conditions under the proposed structures will be required. Due to the loose sandy soils, trenching 
methods such as trench shoring or shielding will likely be the necessary during excavation. It is 
recommended that the subgrade be stabilized, and dewatering methods be utilized when preparing the 
subgrade in order to achieve the recommended bearing capacities. Further information can be found in 
the TM (Appendix A).  

Potential flowing soils conditions due to the presence of groundwater and sandy soils may create ground 
surface subsidence, such as sinkholes. Imported crushed rock, approximately ¾-inch minus, should be 
used to backfill voids between the trench wall and the outside face of the shoring up to 2 feet above the 
groundwater level when trenching surpasses the groundwater level. The trench box can be backfilled with 
the onsite sandy soils from 1 foot above the groundwater level to the ground surface. 
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2.0 STREAM AND HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

Wolf Water Resources (W2r) engineering staff, contracted by the City, walked Fox Creek on March 9, 2022 
to survey the creek and assess its general hydraulic and geomorphic conditions. W2r found the culvert 
inlet is small relative to the creek channel width. The debris barrier (trash rack) at the inlet of the culvert 
at West C Street does appear to function, but debris accumulation at the barrier causes sediment to 
deposit at the inlet and upstream. Sedimentation and blockage was estimated at 50 percent of inlet 
capacity on the day of the site visit. Fish passage is impaired at low flows at the inlet due to a steep stream 
profile (where flow cascades over racked debris and deposits sediment) and inlet constriction causing high 
velocity. Passage is also impaired at higher flows due to velocity as the culvert is undersized. 

In the vicinity of the culvert and immediately upstream of West C Street, the stream is a generally uniform 
U-shaped channel with steep banks. Instream habitat is simplified with few pools, riffles, or instream wood. 
Riparian and floodplain vegetation is sparse and poorly established, likely due to the incised channel and 
associated poor stream-floodplain connectivity and low groundwater levels. According to W2r, this general 
condition is due largely to the backwater effect of the undersized culvert at West C Street which prevents 
high flows from engaging the floodplain, but does not elevate low flow water surface elevations sufficiently 
to keep the water table high and promote healthy floodplain vegetation. 

Fox Creek in the vicinity of the culvert (Figure 2) has three distinct sub-reaches: a reference reach, a 
backwater reach, and a downstream reach. Each of the sub-reaches are characterized below, with basic 
parameters summarized in Table 1. Flow in Fox Creek was measured during W2r’s site visit and calculated 
as approximately 5 cubic feet per second (cfs). This flow could be considered a common winter (non-storm 
or low-receding limb) flow.  

 

Figure 2. Fox Creek Characteristic Reaches 
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Table 1. Fox Creek Characteristic Reach Parameters 

Reach Name 

Bank 
Height, 

feet 
Active Channel 

Width, feet 
Average 

Slope Substrate 

Reference  1 – 3 18 – 23 ~1.0% 
Naturally varying armored cobble (up to ~4”) 
bed with sand and gravel deposition 
throughout 

Backwater 3 – 5 10 – 16(a) ~0.6% Depositional bars of sand and gravel (up to ~1”) 

Downstream 2 - 5 15 – 20* ~0.8% 
Sand and gravels, large (4” to 24”) angular rock 
grade control at crossings 

(a) Active channel within the backwater and downstream reaches are not geomorphically representative of Fox Creek due to 
infrastructure constraints and backwater conditions upstream of the culvert.  

 

2.1.1 Reference Reach 

The Reference Reach is characterized by a channel with a low bank height, relatively good in-channel and 
floodplain habitat structure, and meandering planform that makes contact with both valley margins over 
its length. The general active (bankfull) channel width is considered 20 feet, with the range of values 
shown in Table 1. This reach has naturally-occurring large wood which was observed to result in: 

• Sorted gravels and other bed material size classes 

• Progressive stream planform changes 

• Pool and bar habitat 

• Good floodplain connectivity 

• Hydraulic diversity 

2.1.2 Backwater Reach 

The Backwater Reach is characterized by a U-shaped channel set into a high floodplain with sand and gravel 
deposition in the channel that are not consistent with the entrenchment of the channel. The backwater 
effects of the West C Street culvert extend significantly upstream (more than 1,000 feet) south of the road. 
The backwater condition appears to keep velocities low at higher flows and allows otherwise highly 
transportable material to settle out in the confined channel and the floodplain. Three constructed log weirs 
in the channel appear to be limiting continued vertical incision and causing small stream profile 
discontinuities, though they also show signs of rotting and flanking of flows (bank erosion around the weir).  

This reach will become higher energy following a culvert retrofit, so an eventual culvert replacement 
design should consider channel adjustments in this reach to limit excessive adjustments that could lead 
to fish passage issues at the weirs or other locations. 

2.1.3 Downstream Reach 

The Downstream Reach located north of the Hwy 30 culvert is characterized by significant confinement 
between high banks that are vegetated with willow, dogwood, and other tree, shrub, and grass species. The 
creek is constrained here by the crossings and adjacent development and infrastructure. Just downstream 
of Highway 30, an old sewer crossing is armored with rock (with sill at approximate elevation of 12.3 feet 
NAVD88) which backwaters the culvert outlet (elev. 8.4 feet NAVD88) and inlet (elev. 10.9 feet NAVD88). 
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This may contribute to the backwater morphological effects noted in the upstream reach. The armoring at 
the pipe is not causing an observable profile break that would constitute a fish passage barrier. 

Active channel width measurements and other parameters for the reference reach are documented in 
greater detail in Appendix B – Fox Creek Field Data Summary. 

3.0 FISH PASSAGE AND DESIGN CRITERIA 

The culverts conveying Fox Creek through the City are a known priority fish passage barrier. The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) fish passage database shows a partial fish passage barrier at the 
Highway 30 crossing location (ID 3,242, assessment revised in 2019). It is unclear if the West C Street 
culvert is included in assessment for ODFW Crossing ID 3242, or if the field assessment includes only 
Highway 30.  

Design of culverts for passage of aquatic species is required and enforced by both the ODFW and 
potentially the National Oceanographic and Aeronautic Association’s Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
depending on project funding, land ownership, and other factors. It is unclear if there will be a federal 
trigger for the Fox Creek crossing structure, so both ODFW and NMFS criteria are considered in this report. 

Fish passage design requirements consider the species and life stages present in the system over time. 
ODFW has the Fox Creek basin listed as habitat for Coho Salmon and Winter Steelhead (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Fish Distribution in the Clatskanie Population Range of the Lower Columbia Management 
Unit (ODFW, 2011). Fox Creek (at right in rainier) Supports both Winter Steelhead & Coho Salmon 

  

Project Vicinity 
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Life history and seasonal timing of fish presence has been summarized (Figure 4 and 5) by species by the 
Lower Columbia Fisheries Recovery Board (LCFRB) in the Lower Columbia Fisheries Recovery Plan 
(recovery plan). These figures illustrate typical periods over which the stages of the salmonid lifecycle 
occur (Spawning, Emergence, Outmigration, Estuarine Rearing, and Ocean Rearing). Both Winter 
Steelhead and Coho are typically entering freshwater and spawning between November and May. 

 

Figure 4. Life Cycle of Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon (LCFRB, 2010) 
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Figure 5. Life cycle of Lower Columbia River Winter Steelhead (LCFRB, 2010) 

Due to the diversity in downstream travel time to the Columbia River Estuary from spawning grounds in 
the basin and complex life history of many salmonids, there are juveniles present in the lower estuary and 
seeking margin habitat refuge (as can be found in Fox Creek) throughout the entire year (Figure 6). Coho 
typically spend at least one year after hatching in fresh water before entering the ocean. 

 

Figure 6. Presence and Abundance of Juvenile Salmonids in the Lower Columbia Estuary at and 
Downstream of Jones Beach (PNNL, 2009) 
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Fish passage design can be based on different approaches. For Fox Creek, two potential approaches for 
approval of the culvert replacement are the hydraulic design and stream simulation design. The hydraulic 
design approach requires detailed hydraulic modeling and identification of specific hydraulic criteria for 
high and low design flows to design the minimum structure size. In contract, the stream simulation design 
approach uses appropriate channel and floodplain characteristics upstream and/or downstream to guide 
the design of the new stream crossing structure. Each design approach is further described below.  

3.1 Hydraulic Design Approach 

The first design approach considered was the Hydraulic Design due to the periods of time when each 
salmonid species and life stage of interest is present can be used to develop high and low fish passage 
flow criteria for a project. For low and high fish passage flows, hydraulic assessment must demonstrate 
that minimum flow depth and maximum velocity thresholds are met with the proposed culvert. The 
velocity thresholds are defined by the species, life stage, and crossing length (Table 2). 

Table 2. Maximum Allowable Average Velocity for Fish by Species and Lifestage (NMFS, 2011) 

Culvert Length, feet 

Maximum Average Velocity (ft/s) 

Chinook, Steelhead, 
Sockeye, and Coho Adults Pink and Chum Adults Juvenile Salmonids 

<60 6.0 5.0 1.01 

60-100 5.0 4.0 1.0 

100-200 4.0 3.0 1.0 

200-300 3.0 2.0 1.0 

>300 2.0 2.0 1.0 

 

Depth criteria for Coho and Steelhead are: 

• Adult salmonid minimum depth is one foot 

• Juvenile salmonid minimum depth is six inches 

3.2 Stream Simulation Design Approach 

A second stream crossing structure design approach, the Stream Simulation Approach, was considered 
because it is the approach preferred by state and federal agencies. Instead of meeting specific hydraulic 
parameters, the stream simulation approach attempts to match natural conditions in the reach upstream 
and downstream of the crossing in terms of slope, substrate, channel width, and other parameters. 
Stream simulation design accounts for the long-term sediment dynamics in a system and improves both 
fish passage and long-term stability of the crossing by avoiding scour that might undermine a structure 
foundation or cause a break in the stream profile and supporting accumulation of woody material that 
occludes the crossing and restricts flood conveyance. 

ODFW’s stream simulation approach currently requires a structure span to be equal to or greater than the 
active channel width (ODFW, 2022), although this minimum is likely to be increased within the timeline 
of this Project. NMFS requires a minimum structure span to be 1.5 times the active channel width (NMFS, 
2022), and this criterion is used in this analysis. Using the active channel width of the reference reach, the 
resulting minimum structure span is estimated to be 1.5 x 20 feet, or 30 feet.  
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Additional stream simulation design parameters include: 

• Approximately matching upstream and downstream slopes 

• Sufficient clearance to allow maintenance debris removal as needed (minimum 6 feet) 

• Sufficient embedment to allow for intermittent scour of the substrate 

— Minimum 3 feet 

— Between 30 percent and 50 percent of the structure height 

• Streambed materials should be similar in composition to those found naturally upstream 
and downstream 

— Erosion resistant materials may be incorporated for hydraulic roughness to avoid 
simplification to a plane-bedded morphology 

3.3 Culvert Length and Lighting Considerations 

The existing culvert is 650 feet long which is longer than a typical roadway crossing culvert. This introduces 
specific challenges for fish passage, including lack of lighting (natural or artificial). Fish prefer ambient 
natural lighting and are less likely to enter a dark culvert. One method of improving lighting conditions is 
to shorten the culvert by daylighting a section of the creek. However, other methods of appropriately 
lighting the culvert should be considered in greater detail during design and could include increasing 
interior clearance in the culvert, adding skylights, adding artificial lighting, among others. 

4.0 HYDROLOGY & HYDRAULICS 

To appropriately size a passage structure/culvert using the hydraulic design approach, velocity and depth 
in the culvert under specific hydrologic conditions are checked against the requirements for the species 
and life stages present in the system. 

Continuous exceedance probability (CEP) flows and peak flows are summarized in Table 3. CEP 
percentages refer to the expected portion of a given calendar year when the listed discharge is equaled 
or exceeded. Peak flows are referred to by the Annual Chance of Exceedance (ACE) for the listed discharge. 

Table 3. Discharge Summary 

Recurrence Interval  
(or Flow Frequency) Flow Estimate, cfs Notes 

95% CEP <1 Low flow criterion 

50% CEP 3.9 
Juvenile criterion for depth, 
velocity 

5% CEP 42 How flow criterion 

Q2 – 50% ACE 150 
Channel forming flow 
(approximate) 

Q5 – 20% ACE 223 - 

Q25 – 4% ACE 336 - 

Q100 – 1% ACE 429 Conveyance & floodplain criterion 

Source: USGS Streamstats 2022 (Mean annual precipitation 58.6 in,; Basin area 3.12 mi2  
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These discharge values are not based on measured time series of flows (as no data is available); rather, 
they are estimated by regressions based on several basin characteristics including area and average 
annual rainfall. United States Geological Survey (USGS) Streamstats does not break out CEP flows by 
month, so the selected passage flows are a function of the entire calendar year as opposed to the actual 
time period during which fish are present. Two nearby streams (Tucca Creek and Sain Creek) which have 
available time series data were examined for suitability as reference streams from which seasonal CEP 
flows could be scaled, but neither was appropriate due to variation in basin size and rainfall amounts. Full 
Streamstats output is presented in Appendix C – USGS Streamstats Watershed and Flow Results. 

4.1 Culvert Hydraulics – Hydraulic Design Approach 

Stream hydraulics within a new crossing structure were evaluated using the hydraulic design approach, 
as suggested during coordination with ODFW (2022). Structure hydraulics were calculated using 
Manning’s Equation for normal depth and gradually varied flows and a spreadsheet calculator. A detailed 
spreadsheet summary is available in Appendix D. Using an iterative approach, minimum structure widths 
that meet depth and velocity criteria for Fox Creek were developed. Resulting parameters for the 
hydraulic design-based culvert are summarized below. 

• Approximate minimum structure width (span):  15 feet 

— Sufficiently wide to limit velocity at high flows 

• Overall structure / channel longitudinal slope: 0.5% 

— Approximately matches upstream & downstream 

— Sufficient to convey sediment 

• Inset low flow channel slope:  0.25% 

— Meandering inset channel to confine low flows to passable depths 

• Minimum vertical clearance - channel bottom to structure soffit:  7 feet 

— Meets minimum fish passage culvert clearance criteria of 6 feet 

— Includes additional 1-foot clearance to allow for easier bed construction with large rock 
materials such that minimum clearance is met and access/maintenance clearance 
is retained 

• Channel bottom Mannings Roughness (varies with depth): 0.035 to 0.08 

— Low roughness for high flows where flow depth is large relative to bed 
roughness elements 

— High roughness for low flows where flow depth is insufficient to overtop and deeply 
inundate bed roughness elements 

Culvert hydraulics resulting from these parameters are summarized in Table 4. Results show that hydraulic 
fish passage requirements are met by: 

• Velocities that are less than 2 ft/s during the 5% CEP flow (high fish passage flow) 

• Depths exceeding the minimum depth criterion during low and intermediate flows 
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Table 4. Summary Hydraulics for a (15-foot) Structure Span 

Statistic 
Limiting Species/ 

Lifestage 
Discharge, 

cfs 
Mannings 
Roughness 

Depth, 
ft 

Depth 
Criteria 

Velocity, 
ft/s 

Velocity 
Criteria 

100 year 
flood 

- 429 0.035 6.9 - 6.3 - 

2 year flood - 150 0.035 4.1 - 4.1 - 

5% CEP Adult Salmonids 42 0.08 3.3(a) 1.0 ft 1.5(b) <2 ft/s(c) 

50% CEP Juvenile Salmonids 3.9 0.08 1.6(a) 0.5 ft 0.5(a) <1 ft/s 

95% CEP Adult & Juveniles 1 0.08 1.2(a) 0.5 ft 0.3(a) <1 ft/s 

(a) Green cells indicate the criteria is met.  

(b) Yellow cells indicate criteria is met but criteria is likely to change. 

(c) Recently updated criteria reduced this threshold to 1 ft/s as well as increasing the associated flow rate. If held to updated NMFS 
hydraulic design guidance this culvert size is too narrow. 

 

As a note, new federal fish passage guidance has been issued that stipulates that the high passage flow 
should be the 1% CEP discharge and the maximum average velocity during that flow should be 1 foot per 
second (ft/s) (NMFS, 2022). In the event ODFW updates Oregon state guidelines to reflect current NMFS 
guidance (or if NMFS becomes involved in the permit approval), the minimum required structure span 
using a hydraulic design approach would increase. 

4.2 Fox Creek Flood Conveyance 

Depths of flow in the culvert at higher flows (2-year and 100-year) indicate that these flows can be 
conveyed in the 15-foot span by 7-foot deep structure, assuming it is not backwatered by the Columbia 
River. This would leave a minimum freeboard for flooding (initiating at West C Street) equal to the sum of 
the culvert wall thickness and burial depth. Future design work should analyze combined peak flow and 
backwater conditions to verify flood conveyance targets are met considering backwater conditions on the 
Columbia River. 

5.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Three alternatives were analyzed for fish passage. Fish passage requirements generally control the size of 
crossing structures in fish bearing streams. Therefore, the fish passage design requirements (stream 
simulation and hydraulic design) discussed above were used to inform the range of structure sizes 
considered for this analysis. Alternative 1 includes a stream crossing structure design based on the 
hydraulic design approach, and Alternative 2 assumes a structure design based on the stream simulation 
design approach. These approaches and their resulting minimum structure sizes are considered a 
reasonable structure size range for evaluating benefits and construction costs.  

Additionally, the alternatives consider daylighting for sections of the stream under both Alternatives 1 
and 2. A third alternative includes maximized stream daylighting with crossings only at West C Street and 
Highway 30. Alternatives are summarized in Table 5 and discussed in greater detail below. 
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Table 5. Alternatives Summary Table 

Alternatives 
Fish Passage 

Design Approach 
Structure 
Span, ft 

Max 
Structure 
Length, ft 

Programmatic 
Fish Passage 

Review Notes 

1A – Small Structures with 
Stream Daylighting  

Hydraulic Design 15 220 No 

High risk for future 
passage deficiency and 
maintenance 
requirements, improved 
habitat with daylighting 

1B – Small Continuous 
Culvert 

Hydraulic Design 15 600 No 

Highest risk for future 
passage deficiency and 
maintenance 
requirements  

2A – Large Structures with 
Stream Daylighting 

Stream 
Simulation 

30 220 Yes 

Low risk for future 
passage deficiency and 
maintenance 
requirements, improved 
habitat with daylighting 

2B – Large Continuous 
Culvert 

Stream 
Simulation 

30 600 Yes 

Moderate risk for future 
passage deficiency and 
maintenance 
requirements 

3 – Large Structure with 
Maximum Stream 
Daylighting 

Stream 
Simulation 

30 100 Yes 

Lowest risk for future 
passage deficiency and 
maintenance 
requirements, best 
habitat value 

(a) Recently updated criteria reduced this threshold to 1 ft/s as well as increasing the associated flow rate. If held to updated NMFS 
hydraulic design guidance, this culvert size is too narrow. 
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5.1 Alternative 1A – Small Structure Replacements with Stream Daylighting 

Alternative 1A consists of a box culvert with a 15-foot-wide and 7-foot-high clearance for maintenance 
vehicle access that begins just upstream of West C Street, intercepting Fox Creek and diverting flows 
northwest approximately 100 feet where Fox Creek meets the proposed open channel. The box culvert 
has 1.5-foot-thick walls and will contain a mix of streambed gravels, cobbles, and boulders as the channel 
bed. The open channel downstream of the culvert will be approximately 70 feet wide with a maximum 
depth of 15 feet and include 18-foot high benched structural walls constructed of ecoblocks that will 
include daylighting to existing grade on both sides. The second box culvert begins at the downstream end 
of the proposed open channel and extends approximately 220 feet (see Figure 7). A transition joint will 
be installed to connect the proposed box culvert to the existing 4-foot by 8-foot ODOT owned box culvert. 
Routine maintenance including removing sediment, debris, and unwanted vegetation, is expected for this 
alternative. The existing culvert will be removed. 

 

Figure 7. Plan and Section View of Alternative 1A 
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5.2 Alternative 1B – Small Continuous Structure Replacements 

Alternative 1B includes a box culvert with a 15-foot-wide and 7-foot-high clearance that intercepts Fox 
Creek upstream of West C Street, directing the flow in the northwest direction (Figure 8), and connects to 
the existing ODOT owned 4-foot by 8-foot box culvert. A transition joint will be installed to connect the 
two structures. The box culvert would be 600 feet long in total (including the ODOT section), have 
1.5-foot-thick walls, and contain a mix of streambed gravels, cobbles, and boulders as the channel bed. 
The existing culvert will be removed. Routine maintenance would include removing sediment, debris, and 
unwanted vegetation. 

 

Figure 8. Plan and Section View of Alternative 1B 
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5.3 Alternative 2A – Large Structure Replacements with Stream Daylighting 

Alternative 2A would consist of a 30-foot-wide and 15-foot-high box culvert that directs Fox Creek in the 
northwest direction and extends 100 feet to a proposed open channel. The open channel downstream of 
the culvert would be approximately 70 feet wide with a maximum depth of 15 feet, and include 18-foot 
high benched structural walls constructed of ecoblocks that will include daylighting to existing grade on 
both sides. Following the open channel, a 30-foot-wide and 15-foot-high oblong CMP extending 
approximately 220 feet will divert flows toward Highway 30 where it will connect with the existing 4-foot 
by 8-foot ODOT owned box culvert. A transition piece will be installed to connect the two strictures. The 
existing culvert will be removed. Figure 9 depicts the plan and section view of Alternative 2A. Routine 
maintenance includes removing sediment, debris, and unwanted vegetation. 

 
Figure 9. Plan and Section View of Alternative 2A 

5.4 Alternative 2B – Large Continuous Structure Replacements 

Alternative 2B includes a 30-foot wide and 7-foot-high oblong CMP that intercepts Fox Creek upstream of 
West C Street and the existing culvert. The structure will direct the flow in the northwest direction and 
extend 600 feet long in total (including the ODOT section. A transition joint will be installed to connect 
the two structures. The structure will contain a mix of streambed gravels, cobbles, and boulders as the 
channel bed. Expected maintenance for this alternative includes removing sediment, debris, and 
unwanted vegetation. The existing culvert will be removed. Figure 10 shows the plan and section view of 
Alternative 2B. 
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Figure 10. Plan and Section View of Alternative 2B 

5.5 Alternative 3 – Large Structure Replacement with Maximized Stream 
Daylighting 

Alternative 3 includes the installation of a 30-foot wide, 100-foot-long and 15-foot high culvert that would 
intercept Fox Creek just upstream of West C Street, direct flows northwest underneath the street 
(Figure 11), and discharge to a proposed open channel. The open channel would flow in the northwest 
direction where it will bend approximately 30 degrees directing flows in the north direction to the 
Highway 30 crossing. A transition piece will be installed to connect the open channel to the existing ODOT 
owned 8-foot by 4-foot box culvert. The open channel sections would include 18-foot high benched 
structural walls constructed of Ecoblocks that will daylight to existing grade on both sides.  

The relocation of a local restaurant and real estate acquisition within the Project vicinity would be 
necessary for this alternative. Although this would accrue additional costs, this would eliminate the 
importation of a significant amount of material necessary to stabilize ground conditions for structures. 
Therefore, overall this would lower cost and potentially allow the City to stay out of Federal funding 
and permitting.  
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Figure 11. Plan and Section View of Alternative 3 

5.6 Costs Analysis 

Cost estimates were developed for the five alternatives presented above. The factors considered in the 
cost analysis include construction duration, traffic control, bypass, restoration, mobilization, and a 40 
percent contingency. Costs such as permit fees, real estate acquisition, design, and coordination are not 
included in this analysis. Table 6 summarizes the anticipated construction costs for each alternative. A 
detailed cost breakdown is shown in Appendix E. 

Table 6. Summary of Preliminary Costs, dollars 

Description Alternative 1A Alternative 1B Alternative 2A Alternative 2B Alternative 3 

Excavation 600,000 425,000 800,000 750,000 1,000,000 

Shoring 600,000 1,000,000 600,000 1,000,000 400,000 

Subgrade Stabilization 150,000 280,000 280,000 550,000 180,000 

Ecoblocks 237,500 NA 237,500 NA 399,000 

Box Culvert/CMP 960,000 1,800,000 1,075,200 2,016,000 672,000 

Stream Bed Material 163,600 275,500 175,600 499,500 199,000 

Additional Items(a) 3,828,900 3,409,500 4,361,700 4,164,500 3,940,000 

Subtotal $6,540,000 $7,190,000 $7,530,000 $8,980,000 $6,790,000 

(a) Includes clearing and grubbing, backfill, demolition, stream diversion, utility relocation, surface restoration, ODOT transition piece, 
dewatering, paving traffic control, mobilization, contractor overhead and profit, market adjustment, and contingency. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Considering fish passage and stream functions, Alternatives 1a and 1b (the hydraulic design approach 
alternatives) are not recommended because: 

• The hydraulic design approach may not be the accepted fish passage design approach, 
especially if there is a federal nexus (funding, etc.) that necessitates National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)/NMFS review and not just ODFW review. Additionally, 
in lieu of a federal funding nexus, ODFW may revise state fish passage requirements for a 
hydraulic passage approach to be in-line with NMFS guidance that was made more 
restrictive during this analysis. The structure span described in Alternatives 1a and 1B is 
likely to be insufficient for hydraulic fish passage in the future 

• The resulting stream habitat within the structure(s) would be lower quality due to: 

— Higher likelihood of stream bed simplification to plane bed morphology (flat section) or 
entrainment (flows confined against culvert wall which are undesirable) which are 
detrimental to fish passage; 

— Less opportunity for morphological diversity from habitat wood (embedded log) 
placement in or near the structure(s), as risk of debris accumulation would be too high 
with a small structure. 

• City and ODOT maintenance would be more difficult with respect to: 

— Limited access (space to work) within a smaller structure that is also potentially very 
long, and  

— The risk of displacement/loss of streambed materials and subsequent required 
maintenance and replacement of the streambed by much higher, especially in a 
structure that will likely have at least one angle or bend, which tends to focus scour. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 (which are based on the stream simulation design approach) are recommended: 

• The wider structure span is based on geomorphic principles and more likely to function 
under higher future flows and natural sediment and large log (debris) transport processes 
that will occur during the lifespan of the structure(s). 

• Maintenance costs will be reduced with the wider structure, as there will be: 

— Improved access for small machinery for faster and safer machine and crew work; and 

— Lower hydraulic scour forces and reduced likelihood of streambed material loss that 
would necessitate rock replacement to maintain fish passage depths and velocities. 

Fox Creek daylighting options are recommended for the following: 

• Daylighting options provide significantly better fish passage conditions due to increased 
lighting and increased slack water margin habitat at stream edges. Upstream and 
downstream migrating fish would be reluctant to enter long dark crossings associated with 
non-daylighting options. 

• The daylighted stream would offer a visible/tangible public amenity and park 
setting benefits. 
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• Maximizing the extent of daylighting is expected to be more cost effective and beneficial to 
stream habitat, as daylighting costs would become incrementally lower but more beneficial 
to habitat as the daylighting segment(s) increases.  

Stream reconnection associated with fish passage structure replacement will likely have to extend 
upstream of West C Street to some degree for connectivity / continuity reasons, and to appropriately 
consider the relatively “fine” sands and gravels present in this reach due to backwatering. Upstream 
restoration would reduce the risk of erosion / headcuts that form as future unimpeded flows approach 
the new crossing at West C Street, and reduce the risk of inadvertent fish passage barriers forming in this 
reach. Reconnection would also improve floodplain habitat and raise groundwater levels which will also 
improve floodplain planting survival. 

7.0 NEXT STEPS  

The following list details the next steps required after selecting the preferred Alternative: 

• Funding sources 

• Phase 1 Environmental Study 

• Further geotechnical investigation for contaminated soil 

• Appraisal of restaurant relocation and real estate acquisition (Alternative 3) 

• Detailed hydraulic analysis 
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1.0 Introduction and Background Information 

1.1 General 

McMillen Jacobs Associates (MJ) has been retained by West Yost Associates to provide geotechnical 
engineering services for their feasibility study of the Fox Creek culvert in Rainier, OR. This 
memorandum includes a summary of our background review, site reconnaissance, geotechnical 
investigation, subsurface soil condition assessment, and preliminary geotechnical recommendations for 
the use in culvert design.  

1.2 Project Description  

The site is located between West C and West B (Highway 30) Streets, and between West 2nd and West 3rd 
Streets in Rainier, Oregon. Open channel flow from Fox Creek enters the culvert system at West C Street 
and is conveyed west through a culvert system of various sizes, then to the north beneath West B Street 
where it discharges to open channel flow that confluences with the Columbia River. The culvert system 
traverses properties owned by The City of Rainier, private individuals, private businesses, and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT). 

The existing culvert system is 66-inch diameter corrugated metal pipe (CMP) at it’s inlet, transitions to a 
72-inch corrugated metal pipe (CMP), then to an 84-inch CMP. The 84-inch diameter CMP then feeds an 
8 by 4-foot box culvert beneath Highway 30, which is ODOT jurisdiction. Figure 1 in Section 3.2 of this 
report shows the culvert alignment and approximate location of the various sizes of the system’s 
components. 
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Ground surface subsidence had been documented in 2014 when a sinkhole developed above a section of 
the 66-inch diameter culvert within a portion of a privately owned property. A significant section of the 
culvert system in the affected area was replaced in 2017. This construction included discharging nearby 
storm drains into the repaired section.  

Since replacement of this section of the culvert system, after heavy rainfall in February 2019 the 
properties between West C Street and Highway 30 had experienced flooding. It was noted that City of 
Rainier staff had not observed flooded conditions prior to the replacement of this section of the culvert 
system. 

A hydraulic evaluation of the stormwater from Fox Creek and the existing culvert system was previously 
performed. Preliminary recommendations included an option of increasing the size of the entire culvert 
system. Another option identified would be to only increase the culvert sizes beneath West C Street and 
Highway 30, and then replace the remaining culvert portion with a fish-friendly stream channel.  

1.3 Site Description 

The existing culvert system is generally located beneath nearly level to gently sloping terrain of a 
commercially and privately developed area of Rainier, Oregon. The alignment traverses beneath portions 
of asphalt and gravel parking lots used by the nearby business and residences. Figure 1 in Section 3.2 
shows the approximate location of the culvert system relative to surrounding features.  

2.0 Geologic Setting 

The site is located in northwest Oregon along the boundary between the Coast Range and Willamette 
Valley physiographic provinces. More specifically it is near the northern extent of the Portland Basin, a 
subbasin of the Willamette Valley (Orr, 2000). The Portland Basin is a structurally controlled lowlands 
through which the Columbia River passes on route to the Pacific Ocean. The Columbia River is about 900 
feet north of the Project site. 

The site is underlain by the Eocene-aged volcaniclastic sedimentary rock member of the Goble Volcanics 
(Phillips, 1987). This unit consists of light-colored volcanic-lithic sandstone, siltstone and conglomerate 
with lesser amounts of ash tuff beds, breccia and coal and carbonaceous shale. This formation weathers to 
a bright red, clay-rich soil that is typically more than 100 feet thick.  

3.0 Field Exploration and Laboratory Testing 

3.1 Site Reconnaissance 

McMillen Jacobs completed a site reconnaissance on May 19, 2022. The purpose of the site 
reconnaissance was to identify potential geologic hazards associated with construction and installation of 
a new covert system.  

Generally, the footprint of the existing culvert system, a gently sloping area, did not exhibit signs of 
subsurface instabilities, such as significant depressions at the ground surface or cracking in the asphalt 
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surface. The was however, standing water located at the junction of a gravel driveway and asphalt 
pavement near the central portion of the current alignment, on privately owned property.   

Clearly identifiable erosion at the culvert system inlet and discharge point was not observed. There are 
steeply sloping banks downstream of the box culvert beneath Highway 30 which are covered with 
vegetation that we consider at-risk of erosion and potential instabilities, particularly during heavy rain 
events. Also, the water pool appeared to deepen a few feet downstream of the box culvert discharge, 
which may be indication of erosion. 

3.2 Geotechnical Exploration  

To evaluate the subsurface conditions, one geotechnical soil boring (B-1) was completed on May 19, 
2022. B-1 was advanced to approximately 26.5 feet below the asphalt pavement surface at West 3rd Street 
using solid stem auger drilling methods. The drilling was performed by Western States Soil Conservation, 
Inc., of Hubbard Oregon, using a trailer-mounted Simco drill. The approximate location of our recent 
exploration B-1 is shown below in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1: Site Plan of existing culvert system (approximate alignment shown in green) and soil boring locations. 
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Disturbed soil samples were collected using Standard Penetration Testing (SPT) techniques at 2.5-foot 
intervals using a standard 2-inch diameter split-barrel sampler and manual (cathead) hammer. In each test, 
the sampler was advanced 18 inches by dropping a 140-pound hammer 30 inches for each blow in 
accordance with ASTM D1586. The number of hammer blows for each six inches of penetration was 
recorded and the standard penetration resistance (designated as the letter N) of the soil was calculated as 
the sum of the number of blows required for the final 12 inches of sampler penetration.  

A summary log of our recent soil boring is included in Attachment A. The stratigraphic contacts indicated 
on the boring log represent the approximate boundaries between soil types and actual transitions may be 
more gradual.  

3.3 Laboratory Testing 

Representative samples were selected for moisture content testing. The moisture content tests were 
completed in accordance with ASTM D2216 by Breccia Geotechnical Testing, LLC, of Tigard, Oregon. 
The results of laboratory tests are graphically shown on the boring log and detailed results are provided in 
Attachment B. 

3.4 Previous Site Explorations 

Logs of two previously completed soil borings by Redmond Geotechnical Services were found publicly, 
each dated September 2, 2016. The project identified on the available documents is CSWD Emergency 
Projects and CSWCD Rainier Sinkhole. Each boring was drilled to a depth of 36.5 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The location of these borings, B-1 (2016) and B-2 (2016), are shown in Figure 1 in Section 
3.2.   

4.0 Subsurface Conditions 

Recent boring B-1 encountered a 3.75-inch thick section of asphalt pavement underlain by about 12 
inches of base aggregate. Fill was encountered beneath the pavement section and extended to a depth of 
approximately 10.5 feet bgs. The fill soils were generally, fine to mediums, poorly graded sand, with trace 
gravel and trace fines. N-values from SPT samples within the fill ranged from 4 to 11, indicating very 
loose to loose conditions. A 4-inch cobble was encountered in the fill stratum at B-1. 

Similarly, fill was encountered in the historical borings B-1 (2016) and B-2 (2016). The respective boring 
logs cite the fill in the upper 13 and 8 feet. N-values from SPT tests ranged from 9 to 13 in the fill. 
Boulders at various depths are described on the historical boring logs within the fill stratum.  

Beneath the fill, we encountered native alluvial soils comprised of gray and light brown poorly graded, 
fine to medium sand with trace fines that extended to a depth of about 22 feet bgs in B-1. Based on N-
values, these soils were in a very loose to loose conditions. Laboratory test results for moisture content 
within the alluvial soils ranged from 9 to 29 percent.  

DRAFT



Fox Creek Culvert Feasibility Study Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations 

June 2022 5 McMillen Jacobs Associates 

In historical borings B-1 (2016) and B-2 (2016), the sandy fill soils were underlain by a 1-foot-thick layer 
of native soil comprised of very soft, wet, organic, sandy, clayey silt. This was followed by very loose, 
wet, clayey, silty fine sand with trace organics (SM). N-values from SPT samples obtained within the 
stratum ranged from 2 to 11. The color of the unit varied from bluish-gray at its surface and cited to 
change to orange-brown at 15 and 20 feet bgs in B-1 (2016) and B-2 (2016), respectively. Each of these 
historical boring terminated within the silty sand unit.   

The final stratum encountered in our recent boring B-1, was a light brown and red-brown sandy fat clay 
(CH). Coarse sand to fine gravel-sized nodules of hard clay were apparent in the unit. The two SPT 
samples obtained within the unit were 39 and 50, while laboratory moisture content results were 40 and 
44 percent. Based on SPT results, we consider this unit Residual Soil of Goble Volcanics. Our solid stem 
auger soil boring terminated within this unit due to practical auger refusal.  

Groundwater was measured inside recent boring B-1 prior to backfilling. A groundwater depth of 16 feet 
below the top of the asphalt was observed. 

5.0 Design and Construction Recommendations 

The following sections includes preliminary geotechnical recommendations for the design and 
construction of a new culvert system. These recommendations are based on information derived from our 
recent soil boring, the historical soil borings, and the previous geotechnical issues documented at the site.  

5.1 Bearing Capacity 

Based on the groundwater level and the loose sandy soils encountered, the project site is subject to 
seismic hazards such as liquefaction and lateral spread. Mitigation of these hazards would likely consist 
of ground improvement methods. We assume costs of such improvements are not within the Project 
budget. Therefore, we are providing recommendations for soil bearing capacity under static conditions 
only.  

Our soil bearing capacity recommendations vary based on possible depths of the new culvert. These 
recommendations assume the subgrade soils are prepared in accordance with our recommendations in 
Section 5.1.1.  

A net allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) can be used in the design for 
culvert invert elevations and foundations up to 10 feet bgs, The subgrade soils at this depth are expected 
to be either loose sand fill, or loose native alluvial sandy deposits. Groundwater is not expected to be 
encountered at this depth. 

Culvert invert elevations and other foundations below 10 feet bgs, can be designed using a net allowable 
bearing capacity of 1,500 psf.  The soils at this depth are expected to be either loose, wet, sandy alluvial 
deposits or soft sandy clay. Groundwater can be expected below 10 feet bgs. 
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5.1.1 Subgrade Preparation 

To achieve the recommended bearing capacities provided in the above section, we recommend subgrade 
stabilization and dewatering methods be employed.  

The foundation stabilization layer should consist of clean, open-graded, 2-inch to ¼-inch crushed 
aggregate. The foundation stabilization layer should be a minimum 12 inches thick and placed upon a 
reinforced geotextile fabric that provides both filtration/separation and reinforcement, The stabilization 
materials should be mechanically compacted using a drum roller in static mode. This subgrade 
stabilization backfill may also be used as the drainage layer for in-trench dewatering discussed in the 
subsequent sections.   

5.2 Excavations 

We expect installation of a new culvert system to consist primarily of trenching methods. We also 
anticipate installation of deep structures, such as manholes at some locations within the alignment.  

However, at the downsteam end of the culvert system at Highway 30 less conventional means to install a 
new drainage system are likely. This section of the alignment is part of a bridge structure owned by 
ODOT. Methods to increase the size of the culvert beneath the bridge may require modification or 
replacement of the bridge structure. Trenchless methods could be possible but are dependent of the 
structural entities of the existing bridge and the invert elevation of the underlying new culvert. 

The following sections include our concerns regarding the construction activities to replace the existing 
culvert system within the City of Rainier’s jurisdiction and the adjacent private properties.  

5.2.1 Trenching 

The near surface soils at the site consist of sandy soils. Installation of the new culvert system using open 
cut or cut slope methods are likely not feasible based on City-owned easements and surrounding 
structures. Trench shoring or shielding will likely be necessary for installation. Based on our experience 
conventional trench box systems can be used during installation.  

Groundwater in conjunction with the sandy soils within the trench zone could adversely impact the site. 
Potential flowing soil conditions may create ground surface subsidence, such as sinkholes. Voids between 
the trench wall and the outside face of the shoring should be immediately backfilled after the trench is 
shoring is placed. This backfill material should be imported crushed rock, approximately ¾-inch minus, 
when used beneath groundwater up to 2 feet above the groundwater level. The onsite sandy soils can be 
used to backfill the trench box system from 1 foot above the groundwater level to the ground surface.  

5.2.2 Boulders 

The historic soil borings identified boulders in the upper 13 feet within the culvert alignment. Earthwork 
activities should expect removal and disposal of boulders.  
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5.2.3 Groundwater Control 

A groundwater level of 16 feet bgs was observed in our recent soil boring. Construction excavations 
below groundwater levels will require additional measures to minimize subgrade disturbance which can 
cause reduction of soil shear strengths. Unless a water-tight shoring system (such as steel sheet piles) is 
used to cutoff the groundwater inflow, a positive dewatering system will need to be used to lower the 
groundwater table. For the feasible dewatering system, vacuum wellpoints or deep gravity wells can be 
considered. In addition to wells or wellpoints installation, water collection, treatment and discharge 
systems of the groundwater will need to be considered.  

5.3 Trench Backfill 

The current culvert alignment traverse beneath asphalt pavement, gravel driveways, and grass surfaced 
regions. Backfill of the drainage system should consist of imported crushed rock, approximately ¾-inch 
minus in grading where the finished surface is paved, subjected to vehicle loading, or within a zone that 
may impact adjacent structures.  

Backfill material where surface settlement is not a concern, such as grass surface lawns and areas that do 
not include adjacent structures, can be the on-site excavated sandy soils. The on-site soils reused as 
backfill should have particle sizes greater than 4-inches removed and be free of organic matter, or soft, 
wet fine-grained soils.  

All backfill materials should be compacted to 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by 
ASTM D698.  

5.4 Structural Fill 

Where needed, structural fill should be placed on subgrade that has been mechanically compacted to firm 
and unyielding conditions. The subgrade should be dewatered prior to compaction and placement of fill. 

Structural fill should consist of imported crushed rock with a grading of ¾-inch minus. Loose lifts of 
should be no more than 12 inches and compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density as 
determined by ASTM D698 (Standard Proctor). Lift thicknesses may need to be reduced depending on 
the contractor compaction equipment and methods. Structural fill should extend at least 12 inches beyond 
the footprint of the supported foundation.  

6.0 Closure 

This memorandum was prepared for the Fox Creek Culvert Study in Rainier, Oregon. The data, analyses, 
and preliminary recommendations presented in this report are based on the subsurface conditions at the 
time that the geotechnical investigation for the project was completed. This report also contains 
information and data collected from other relevant studies, as well as our professional experience and 
judgement. Additional geotechnical investigations and analyses will be required for the detailed design of 
the culvert improvement project. 
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In the performance of geotechnical work, specific information is obtained at specific locations at specific 
times, and geologic conditions can change over time. It should be acknowledged that variations in soil 
conditions may exist between exploration and exposed locations and this report does not necessarily 
reflect variations between different explorations. The nature and extent of variation may not become 
evident until construction. McMillen Jacobs Associates is not responsible for the interpretation of the data 
contained in this report by anyone; as such interpretations are dependent on each person’s subjectivity. If, 
during construction, conditions different from those disclosed by this report are observed or encountered, 
McMillen Jacobs Associates should be notified at once so we can observe and review these conditions 
and reconsider our recommendations where necessary. 

The site investigation and this report were completed within the limitations of the McMillen Jacobs 
Associates approved scope of work, schedule, budget, and terms and the conditions of subcontract 
agreement. The services rendered have been performed in a manner consistent with the level of care and 
skill ordinarily exercised by members of the profession currently practicing under similar conditions in 
the same area. McMillen Jacobs Associates is not responsible for the use of this report in connection with 
anything other than the project at the location described above.  

7.0 References 

Orr, E.L. and Orr, W.N., 2000, Geology of Oregon, Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company, Fifth Addition. 

Philips, W.M., 1987, Geologic Map of the Mount St. Helens Quadrangle, Washington and Oregon, 
Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources, Open File Report 87-4. 
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PERCENTAGE RANGE TERMS1,2

COARSE‐GRAINED SOIL DENSITY

FINE‐GRAINED SOIL 

CONSISTENCY

30% or more total coarse‐

grained and the lesser 

coarse constituent is 15% 

or more: with Sand or with 

Gravel

15% or more of a second 

coarse‐grained 

constituent: with Sand 

or with Gravel

Minor

1. ASTM D2488 specifies more than 15% fines

3 to 12 in. (76 to 305 mm)

BOULDERS > 12 in. (305 mm)

KEY TO SUBSURFACE LOGS

Coarse #10 to #4 (0.4 to 4.75 mm)

GR
AV

EL
Fine #4 to ¾ in. (4.75 to 19 mm)

Medium ¾ to 3 in. (19 to 76 mm)

COBBLES

Secondary
12%1 or more fine‐

grained:

Silty or Clayey

30% or more coarse‐

grained:

Sandy or Gravelly

PARTICLE SIZE DEFINITIONS

DESCRIPTON
SIEVE SIZE

 PER ASTM D2488

5 to 12%1  fine‐grained: 

with Silt or with Clay

15 to 30% coarse‐grained: 

with Sand or with Gravel

FINES < #200 (0.075 mm)

SA
ND

Fine #200 to #40 (0.075 to 0.4 mm)

Medium #40 to #10 (0.4 to 2 mm)

Some 30 to 45%

Mostly 50 to 100%

SOIL CONSTITUENCY DEFINITIONS 1. Gravel, Sand and fines are estimated 

by mass. Other constituents such as 

organics, cobbles, and boulders are 

estimated by volume.

2. Percentages per ASTM D2488.

CONSTITUENT
COARSE‐

GRAINED
FINE‐GRAINED

Major
Less than 50% fines:

SAND or GRAVEL

More than 50% fines:

SILT, ELASTIC SILT, 

LEAN CLAY, FAT CLAY, 

ORGANIC SOIL

Hard > 30 Few 5 to 10%

Little 15 to 25%

RANGE

Very Stiff 16 to 30 Trace < 5%

Medium stiff 5 to 8
Very Dense > 50

Stiff 9 to 15
DESCRIPTION

Soft 2 to 4
Medium Dense 11 to 30

Dense 31 to 50

Very Soft 0 to 1
Very Loose 0 to 4

Loose 5 to 10

RELATIVE 

CONSISTENCY

N, SPT
Relative Density

N, SPT

 Blows/footBlows/foot

Blows per foot (N)Wet Visible free water, typically below water table. 

Dry Atterberg Limits

Moist Moisture Content

ABBREVIATIONS

DESCRIPTION SYMBOL DEFINITION

MOISTURE CONTENT

CONDITION

Absence of moisture, dusty, dry to the touch.

Damp, but no visible water.



Gravel Measured Groundwater Level

KEY TO SUBSURFACE LOGS

Sand Observation Well – Screen

Asphalt Vibrating Wire Piezometer

Grab Sample

Rock Core Run

Bentonite Chips Grout

Concrete Observation Well ‐ Solid

2” OD Split Barrel Sampler

Shelby Tube Sample

BACKFILL, WELL, AND SAMPLE SYMBOLS

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS ORGANIC PT PEAT

NOTES:

1. The USCS described here is based on ASTM standards D2487 & D2488.

2. Dual symbol materials (e.g., SP‐SM) are used for soils between 5% and 12% fines or when liquid limit and plasticity index values plot in the CL‐ML

area of the plasticity chart, (LL: 12 ‐25, PI: 4‐7).

3. ASTM D2488 specifies the use of dual symbol coarse‐grained soils between 5% and 15% fines.

FAT CLAY WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY FAT CLAY

ORGANIC OH ORGANIC SOIL
ORGANIC SOIL WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY ORGANIC SOIL

SILT/CLAY2 INORGANIC CL‐ML SILTY CLAY
SILTY CLAY WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY SILTY CLAY

OL ORGANIC SOIL
ORGANIC SOIL WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY ORGANIC SOIL

SILTS AND 

CLAYS
(LL ≥ 50)

INORGANIC
MH ELASTIC SILT

ELASTIC SILT WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY ELASTIC SILT

CH FAT CLAY

FI
N
E‐
G
R
A
IN
ED

 S
O
IL
S

(5
0
%
 O
R
 M

O
R
E 
P
A
SS
ES
 N
O
. 2

0
0
 S
IE
V
E)

SILTS AND 

CLAYS
(LL < 50)

INORGANIC
ML SILT

SILT WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY SILT

CL LEAN CLAY
LEAN CLAY WITH SAND OR GRAVEL;

SANDY OR GRAVELLY LEAN CLAY

ORGANIC

 SANDS WITH 

FINES3

( > 12% FINES)

SM SILTY SAND SILTY SAND WITH GRAVEL

SC CLAYEY SAND CLAYEY SAND WITH GRAVEL

SP‐SM POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT AND GRAVEL

SP‐SC POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY AND GRAVEL

SW‐SM WELL‐GRADED SAND WITH SILT WELL‐GRADED SAND WITH SILT AND GRAVEL

SW‐SC WELL‐GRADED SAND WITH CLAY WELL‐GRADED SAND WITH CLAY AND GRAVEL

SA
N
D
S

(L
ES
S 
TH

A
N
 5
0
%
 R
ET

A
IN
ED

 O
N
 N
O
. 4

 S
IE
V
E) CLEAN SANDS

( ≤ 5% FINES)

SW WELL‐GRADED SAND WELL‐GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL

SP POORLY GRADED SAND POORLY GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL

SANDS2,4

(5 – 12 % FINES)

GRAVELS WITH 

FINES2

( ≥ 12% FINES)

GM SILTY GRAVEL SILTY GRAVEL WITH SAND

GC CLAYEY GRAVEL CLAYEY GRAVEL WITH SAND

WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL WITH CLAY AND SAND

GP‐GM POORLY GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT POORLY GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT AND SAND

GP‐GC POORLY GRADED GRAVEL WITH CLAY POORLY GRADED GRAVEL WITH CLAY AND SAND

WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL WITH SAND

GP POORLY GRADED GRAVEL POORLY GRADED GRAVEL WITH SAND

GRAVELS2,4

(5 – 12 % FINES)

GW‐GM WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT AND SAND

GW‐GC WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL WITH CLAY

MAJOR DIVISIONS SYMBOL TYPICAL DESCRIPTION ALTERNATE DESCRIPTIONS
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 S
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E) CLEAN GRAVELS

( ≤ 5% FINES)

GW WELL‐GRADED GRAVEL

UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM (USCS)1
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Hot Mix Aphalt - 3.75 inches thick. 
Pavement

Dry to moist, gray and light brown, Well 
Graded GRAVEL with Sand (GW); Įne to 
coarse angular gravel, Įne to coarse sand, 
trace cobbles up to 4 inch parƟcle size, trace 
Įnes.

Base Aggregate
Very loose to loose, moist, gray, Poorly Graded 
SAND (SP); Įne to medium, trace Įne gravel, 
trace Įnes.

Fill

Encountered red-brown coarse sand at 10 
feet; minimal recovery.

Very loose to loose, moist, gray and light 
brown, Poorly Graded SAND (SP); mostly Įne 
to medium sand, trace Įnes.

Alluvium

Becomes wet below 15 feet.

Encountered Įbrous wood fragment at 20 
feet.

Hard, moist, light brown and red-brown, 
Sandy FAT CLAY (CH); high plasƟcity, mostly 
medium to coarse sand, with coarse sand to 
Įne gravel sized hard clay nodules.

Residual Soil of Goble Volcanics

REMARKS
AND

TESTS

Groundwater level 
inside borehole 
measured to be 16 feet 
bgs aŌer drilling on 
5/19/2022.

PracƟcal auger refusal 
at 25 feet.

Borehole completed at 
26.5 feet below ground 
surface (bgs).
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Project: Fox Creek Culvert Feasibility Study
Project Location: Rainier, OR
Project Number: 6353.0

Log of Boring B-1

Date(s)
Drilled 05/19/2022 Geotechnical 

Consultant McMillen Jacobs Associates Logged
By J. Fissel Checked

By W. Lang

Drilling Method/
Rig Type Solid Stem Auger Drilling

Contractor Western States Soil Conservation, Inc. Total Depth
of Borehole 26.5 ft

Hole Diameter 4.25 in Hammer Weight/Drop (lb/in.)/Type 140 lb / 30 in / Cathead Winch Ground Surface 
Elevation/Datum 29.0 ft

Location West 3rd Street Coordinates Elevation Source

Boring B-1
Sheet 1
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Fox Creek Culvert Feasibility Study Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations 
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Attachment B – Laboratory Test Results 
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Client: McMillen Jacobs Associates By: JF
Project Name: Date: 5/24/2022
Project Number: 6353.0

Exploration ID B-1 B-1 B-1 B-1 B-1 B-1
Samples ID S-1 S-2 S-3 S-5 S-6 S-7
Samples Depth (ft.) 2.5-4 5-6.5 7.5-9 12.5-14 15-16.5 17.5-19
Moisture Content (%) 19.9 10.2 22.4 9.6 25.1 28.5

Exploration ID B-1 B-1
Samples ID S-9 S-10
Samples Depth (ft.) 22.5-24 25-26.5
Moisture Content (%) 43.9 39.5

Breccia Geotechnical Testing, LLC. Natural Moisture Content (ASTM D2216)

Rainier Fox Creek Culvert Study

DRAFT



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fox Creek Field Data Summary 

  

Appendix B 



 

Table 1. Active channel width data table – FC‐01 located upstream of C Street. 

Location ID:  FC‐01  Photo view:    

Location:  Fox Creek – Upstream 
of C ST culvert 

Tape 
measurement 
value (#1826.jpg)  

 

Observ. Date:  03‐09‐2022 1200 HRS     

Distance from 
culvert (ft): 

1,200 upstream 
(south) 

   

Measured 
ACW (ft): 

22     

Primary Visual 
Indicators: 

Clear erosion/ cut‐
bank and deposition 
on rt bank 

   

Channel 
morphology: 

Riffle‐pool     

Dominant bed 
substrate:  

Small, medium gravels     

Bed substrate 
D50 (mm/in):  

TBD  Tape across 
channel, looking 
U/S (#1827) 

 

Long. Slope:   Estim. 1%+     

Other notes:   Second location 
upstream and beyond 
influence of C ST 
culvert;  
Downed log spanning 
channel immediate u/s 
of measurement 
location; small mid‐
channel sand/gravel 
bar 

   

    View looking 
across channel 
from rt bank 
(#1828) 

 

Notes: ACW – active channel width; D/S – downstream; U/S – upstream; Long. ‐ longitudinal 



Table 2. Active channel width data table – FC‐02 located upstream of C Street. 

Location ID:  FC‐02  Photo view:    

Location:  Fox Creek – Upstream 
of C ST culvert 

Tape 
measurement 
value (#1831.jpg)  

 

Observ. Date  03‐09‐2022 1210 HRS     

Distance from 
culvert (ft) 

1,300 upstream 
(south) 

   

Measured 
ACW (ft) 

23     

Primary Visual 
Indicators 

Limit of scour/erosion 
on bench near channel 

   

Channel 
morphology 

Riffle‐run, glide     

Dominant bed 
substrate  

Small to large gravels     

Bed substrate 
D50 (mm/in)  

TBD  Tape across 
channel, looking 
D/S (#1832) 

 

Long. Slope:   Estim. 1%+     

Other notes:   Third location 
upstream and beyond 
influence of C ST 
culvert; 
Inset bench on rt 
bank; visible flood 
prone width outside of 
ACW visible in photo 
#1832; 

   

    View looking 
upstream from 
measurement 
location (#1835) 

 

Notes: ACW – active channel width; D/S – downstream; U/S – upstream; Long. ‐ longitudinal 

 



Table 3. Active channel width data table – FC‐03 located upstream of C Street. 

Location ID:  FC‐03  Photo view:    

Location:  Fox Creek – Upstream 
of C ST culvert 

Tape 
measurement 
value (#1841.jpg)  

 

Observ. Date  03‐09‐2022 1220 HRS     

Distance from 
culvert (ft) 

1,500 upstream 
(south) 

   

Measured 
ACW (ft) 

18     

Primary Visual 
Indicators 

Rt bank limit taken as 
edge of cobble & cut 
bank 

   

Channel 
morphology 

Riffle‐run     

Dominant bed 
substrate  

Medium gravels to 
medium cobbles 

   

Bed substrate 
D50 (mm/in)  

TBD  Tape across 
channel, looking 
D/S (#1843) 

 

Long. Slope:   Estim. 1%+     

Other notes:   Upstream‐most 
location; adjacent to 
large terrace (field) 
west of stream; 
Narrow eroded bench 
with grass on rt bank 
& eroding vegetated 
lft bank 

   

    View looking 
upstream from 
measurement 
location (#1844) 

 

Notes: ACW – active channel width; D/S – downstream; U/S – upstream; Long. ‐ longitudinal 



Table 4. Active channel width data table – FC‐04 located upstream of C Street. 

Location ID:  FC‐04  Photo view:    

Location:  Fox Creek – Upstream 
of C ST culvert 

Tape 
measurement 
value (#1841.jpg)  

 

Observ. Date  03‐09‐2022 1230 HRS     

Distance from 
culvert (ft) 

1,000 upstream 
(south) 

   

Measured 
ACW (ft) 

20     

Primary Visual 
Indicators 

Rt bank limit taken as 
edge of cobble & cut 
bank 

   

Channel 
morphology 

Run‐glide     

Dominant bed 
substrate  

Small to large gravels     

Bed substrate 
D50 (mm/in)  

TBD  Tape across 
channel, looking 
D/S (#1847)  

 

Long. Slope:   Estim. 1%+     

Other notes:   Downstream ‐most 
location; Extent on rt 
bank taken as limit of 
recent erosion/flow 
(see position of person 
in photo), not at 
narrower small cut 
next to channel 

   

    View looking 
upstream from 
measurement 
location (#1848) 

 

Notes: ACW – active channel width; D/S – downstream; U/S – upstream; Long. ‐ longitudinal 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

USGS Streamstats Watershed and Flow Results  

 

 

  

Appendix C 



StreamStats Report

 Collapse All

  Basin Characteristics

Parameter
Code Parameter Description Value Unit

ASPECT basin average of topographic slope compass
directions from elevation grid

185 degrees

BSLOPD Mean basin slope measured in degrees 11.7 degrees

DRNAREA Area that drains to a point on a stream 3.09 square miles

DRNDENSITY Basin drainage density defined as total stream
length divided by drainage area.

0.69 dimensionless

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 653 feet

Region ID: OR
Workspace ID: OR20220914230233650000
Clicked Point (Latitude, Longitude): 46.08663, -122.93877
Time: 2022-09-14 16:02:57 -0700







Parameter
Code Parameter Description Value Unit

ELEVMAX Maximum basin elevation 1190 feet

FOREST Percentage of area covered by forest 90.9 percent

I24H2Y Maximum 24-hour precipitation that occurs on
average once in 2 years - Equivalent to
precipitation intensity index

2.1 inches

IMPERV Percentage of impervious area 2.65 percent

JANAVPRE2K Mean January Precipitation 9.08 inches

JANMAXT2K Mean Maximum January Temperature from 2K
resolution PRISM 1961-1990 data

44.3 degrees F

JANMAXTMP Mean Maximum January Temperature 44.4 degrees F

JANMINT2K Mean Minimum January Temperature from 2K
resolution PRISM PRISM 1961-1990 data

31.2 degrees F

JANMINTMP Mean Minimum January Temperature 31.4 degrees F

JULAVPRE2K Mean July Average Precipitation 0.75 inches

LC11BARE Percentage of barren from NLCD 2011 class 31 0 percent

LC11CRPHAY Percentage of cultivated crops and hay, classes
81 and 82, from NLCD 2011

0 percent

LC11DEVHI Percentage of area developed, high intensity,
NLCD 2011 class 24

0 percent

LC11DVLO Percentage of developed area, low intensity,
from NLCD 2011 class 22

2 percent

LC11DVMD Percentage of area developed, medium
intensity, NLCD 2011 class 23

0 percent

LC11DVOPN Percentage of developed open area from NLCD
2011 class 21

6 percent

LC11FORSHB Percentage of forests and shrub lands, classes
41 to 52, from NLCD 2011

88 percent

LC11HERB Percentage of herbaceous from NLCD 2011
classes 71-74

4 percent

LC11IMP Average percentage of impervious area
determined from NLCD 2011 impervious dataset

1.11 percent

LC11WATER Percent of open water, class 11, from NLCD
2011

0 percent



Parameter
Code Parameter Description Value Unit

LC11WETLND Percentage of wetlands, classes 90 and 95,
from NLCD 2011

0 percent

MAJ_ROADS Length of non-state major roads in basin 0 miles

MAXBSLOPD Maximum basin slope, in degrees, using ArcInfo
Grid with NHDPlus 30-m resolution elevation
data.

30 degrees

MAXTEMP Mean annual maximum air temperature over
basin area from PRISM 1971-2000 800-m grid

60.3 degrees F

MIN_ROADS Length of non-state minor roads in basin 5.67 miles

MINBELEV Minimum basin elevation 19.7 feet

MINBSLOPD Minimum basin slope, in degrees, using ArcInfo
Grid with NHDPlus 30-m resolution elevation
data.

0.21 degrees

MINTEMP Mean annual minimum air temperature over
basin surface area as defined in SIR 2008-5126

40.2 degrees F

OR_HIPERMA Percent basin surface area containing high
permeability aquifer units as defined in SIR
2008-5126

23.1 percent

OR_HIPERMG Percent basin surface area containing high
permeability geologic units as defined in SIR
2008-5126

0 percent

ORREG2 Oregon Region Number 10001 dimensionless

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches

RELIEF Maximum - minimum elevation 1170 feet

SOILPERM Average Soil Permeability 0.76 inches per
hour

STATE_HWY Length of state highways in basin 0 miles

STATSGODEP Area-weighted average soil depth from NRCS
STATSGO database

58.5 inches

STRMTOT total length of all mapped streams (1:24,000-
scale) in the basin

3.42 miles

WATCAPORC Available water capacity from STATSGO data
using methods from SIR 2005-5116

0.14 inches

WATCAPORR Available water capacity from STATSGO data
using methods from SIR 2008-5126

0.14 inch per inch



  January Flow-Duration Statistics

January Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

IMPERV Percent Impervious 2.65 percent 0 2.961

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

January Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

January Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

January 5 Percent Duration 69.2 ft^3/s

January 10 Percent Duration 50.4 ft^3/s

January 25 Percent Duration 28 ft^3/s

January 50 Percent Duration 18.4 ft^3/s

January 95 Percent Duration 4.19 ft^3/s

January Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  December Flow-Duration Statistics





http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


December Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008
5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope
degrees

11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

December Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008
5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

December Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008
5126]

Statistic Value Unit

December 5 Percent Duration 52 ft^3/s

December 10 Percent Duration 42.9 ft^3/s

December 25 Percent Duration 31 ft^3/s

December 50 Percent Duration 16 ft^3/s

December 95 Percent Duration 2.38 ft^3/s

December Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  November Flow-Duration Statistics

http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


November Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008
5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope degrees 11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

MAXBSLOPD Maximum Basin Slope in
deg

30 degrees 34.073 68.78

November Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008
5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

November Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008
5126]

Statistic Value Unit

November 5 Percent Duration 37.4 ft^3/s

November 10 Percent Duration 26.9 ft^3/s

November 25 Percent Duration 12.4 ft^3/s

November 50 Percent Duration 4.82 ft^3/s

November 95 Percent Duration 2.4 ft^3/s

November Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  October Flow-Duration Statistics

October Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 219.691

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 653 feet 520.406 2101.874

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 71.6651 143.4891

October Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

October Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

October 5 Percent Duration 6.99 ft^3/s

October 10 Percent Duration 4.32 ft^3/s

October 25 Percent Duration 1.54 ft^3/s

October 50 Percent Duration 0.499 ft^3/s

October 95 Percent Duration 0.176 ft^3/s

October Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  September Flow-Duration Statistics

September Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008
5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 590.347



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

MINBELEV Minimum Basin Elevation 19.7 feet 10.5648 1381.5307

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

September Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008
5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

September Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008
5126]

Statistic Value Unit

September 5 Percent Duration 2.29 ft^3/s

September 10 Percent Duration 1.59 ft^3/s

September 25 Percent Duration 0.98 ft^3/s

September 50 Percent Duration 0.391 ft^3/s

September 95 Percent Duration 0.157 ft^3/s

September Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  August Flow-Duration Statistics

August Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

MINBELEV Minimum Basin Elevation 19.7 feet 10.5648 1381.5307



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

August Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

August Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

August 5 Percent Duration 1.66 ft^3/s

August 10 Percent Duration 0.842 ft^3/s

August 25 Percent Duration 0.671 ft^3/s

August 50 Percent Duration 0.528 ft^3/s

August 95 Percent Duration 0.224 ft^3/s

August Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  July Flow-Duration Statistics

July Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

WATCAPORR Available_Water_Capacity_OR_Risley 0.14 inch
per
inch

0.12 0.23



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope degrees 11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

July Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

July Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

July 5 Percent Duration 2.37 ft^3/s

July 10 Percent Duration 1.9 ft^3/s

July 25 Percent Duration 1.35 ft^3/s

July 50 Percent Duration 0.733 ft^3/s

July 95 Percent Duration 0.353 ft^3/s

July Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  June Flow-Duration Statistics

June Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope degrees 11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

WATCAPORR Available_Water_Capacity_OR_Risley 0.14 inch
per
inch

0.12 0.23



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


June Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

June Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

June 5 Percent Duration 5.15 ft^3/s

June 10 Percent Duration 3.55 ft^3/s

June 25 Percent Duration 2.1 ft^3/s

June 50 Percent Duration 1.54 ft^3/s

June 95 Percent Duration 1.03 ft^3/s

June Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  May Flow-Duration Statistics

May Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

1.953 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope degrees 11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

WATCAPORR Available_Water_Capacity_OR_Risley 0.14 inch
per
inch

0.12 0.23

May Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


May Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

May 5 Percent Duration 8.45 ft^3/s

May 10 Percent Duration 6.82 ft^3/s

May 25 Percent Duration 4.63 ft^3/s

May 50 Percent Duration 3.15 ft^3/s

May 95 Percent Duration 1.88 ft^3/s

May Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  April Flow-Duration Statistics

April Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope
degrees

11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

April Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

April Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

April 5 Percent Duration 20.5 ft^3/s



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Statistic Value Unit

April 10 Percent Duration 15.9 ft^3/s

April 25 Percent Duration 9.74 ft^3/s

April 50 Percent Duration 6.09 ft^3/s

April 95 Percent Duration 3.34 ft^3/s

April Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  March Flow-Duration Statistics

March Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

IMPERV Percent Impervious 2.65 percent 0 2.961

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope
degrees

11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

March Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

March Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

March 5 Percent Duration 30.5 ft^3/s

March 10 Percent Duration 25.5 ft^3/s

March 25 Percent Duration 18.3 ft^3/s



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Statistic Value Unit

March 50 Percent Duration 11.1 ft^3/s

March 95 Percent Duration 4.5 ft^3/s

March Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  February Flow-Duration Statistics

February Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

IMPERV Percent Impervious 2.65 percent 0 2.961

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope
degrees

11.7 degrees 10.382 25.482

February Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

February Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

February 5 Percent Duration 39.4 ft^3/s

February 10 Percent Duration 34.4 ft^3/s

February 25 Percent Duration 22.9 ft^3/s

February 50 Percent Duration 15.8 ft^3/s

February 95 Percent Duration 5 ft^3/s



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


February Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  Flow-Duration Statistics

Flow-Duration Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 590.347

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 122.9843

WATCAPORR Available_Water_Capacity_OR_Risley 0.14 inch
per
inch

0.12 0.23

Flow-Duration Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Flow-Duration Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

5 Percent Duration 41.2 ft^3/s

10 Percent Duration 27 ft^3/s

25 Percent Duration 11.8 ft^3/s

50 Percent Duration 3.82 ft^3/s

95 Percent Duration 0.37 ft^3/s

Flow-Duration Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  Peak-Flow Statistics

Peak-Flow Statistics Parameters   [Reg 2B Western Interior LT 3000 ft Cooper]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square miles 0.37 7270

BSLOPD Mean Basin Slope degrees 11.7 degrees 5.62 28.3

I24H2Y 24 Hour 2 Year
Precipitation

2.1 inches 1.53 4.48

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 653 feet

ORREG2 Oregon Region Number 10001 dimensionless

Peak-Flow Statistics Flow Report   [Reg 2B Western Interior LT 3000 ft Cooper]

PIl: Prediction Interval-Lower, PIu: Prediction Interval-Upper, ASEp: Average Standard
Error of Prediction, SE: Standard Error (other -- see report)

Statistic Value Unit PIl PIu SE ASEp Equiv. Yrs.

50-percent AEP flood 150 ft^3/s 88.5 254 32.6 32.6 2

20-percent AEP flood 223 ft^3/s 132 377 32.4 32.4 2.8

10-percent AEP flood 272 ft^3/s 160 463 33 33 3.6

4-percent AEP flood 335 ft^3/s 194 580 34.1 34.1 4.8

2-percent AEP flood 382 ft^3/s 217 672 35.1 35.1 5.5

1-percent AEP flood 428 ft^3/s 239 766 36.2 36.2 6.2

0.2-percent AEP flood 537 ft^3/s 288 1000 39.1 39.1 7.5

Peak-Flow Statistics Citations

Cooper, R.M.,2005, Estimation of Peak Discharges for Rural, Unregulated Streams in
Western Oregon: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2005-5116,
76 p. (http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2005/5116/pdf/sir2005-5116.pdf)

  Low-Flow Statistics





http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2005/5116/pdf/sir2005-5116.pdf


Low-Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 590.347

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 122.9843

WATCAPORR Available_Water_Capacity_OR_Risley 0.14 inch
per
inch

0.12 0.23

Low-Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Low-Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Ann Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.327 ft^3/s

7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.204 ft^3/s

Low-Flow Statistics Citations

Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  Monthly Flow Statistics

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

JANMINTMP Mean Min January
Temperature

31.4 degrees F 30.678 34.661

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit



Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

JANMINTMP Mean Min January
Temperature

31.4 degrees F 30.678 34.661

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

1.953 673.359

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit



Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 673.359

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 653 feet 520.406 2101.874

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 219.691

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 653 feet 520.406 2101.874

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 71.6651 143.4891

Monthly Flow Statistics Parameters   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008 5126]

Parameter
Code Parameter Name Value Units

Min
Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square
miles

0.367 590.347

PRECIP Mean Annual
Precipitation

58.7 inches 65.5923 151.2906

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Apr Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Apr 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 4.99 ft^3/s

Apr 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.9 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]



One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Aug Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Aug 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.224 ft^3/s

Aug 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.135 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Dec Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Dec 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 7.91 ft^3/s

Dec 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.41 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Feb Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Feb 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 9.39 ft^3/s

Feb 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.51 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jan Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit



Statistic Value Unit

Jan 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 10.5 ft^3/s

Jan 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.85 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jul Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Jul 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.354 ft^3/s

Jul 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.244 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Jun Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Jun 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 1.5 ft^3/s

Jun 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 1.03 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Mar Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Mar 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 8.01 ft^3/s

Mar 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.53 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]



One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow May Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

May 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 3.38 ft^3/s

May 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.44 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Nov Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Nov 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 2.13 ft^3/s

Nov 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.802 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Oct Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit

Oct 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.28 ft^3/s

Oct 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.146 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Disclaimers   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008 5126]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [LowFlow Sep Region01 2008 5126]

Statistic Value Unit



Statistic Value Unit

Sep 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.304 ft^3/s

Sep 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.164 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Flow Report   [Area-Averaged]

Statistic Value Unit

Apr 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 4.99 ft^3/s

Apr 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.9 ft^3/s

Aug 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.224 ft^3/s

Aug 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.135 ft^3/s

Dec 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 7.91 ft^3/s

Dec 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.41 ft^3/s

Feb 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 9.39 ft^3/s

Feb 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.51 ft^3/s

Jan 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 10.5 ft^3/s

Jan 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.85 ft^3/s

Jul 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.354 ft^3/s

Jul 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.244 ft^3/s

Jun 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 1.5 ft^3/s

Jun 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 1.03 ft^3/s

Mar 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 8.01 ft^3/s

Mar 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 4.53 ft^3/s

May 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 3.38 ft^3/s

May 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 2.44 ft^3/s

Nov 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 2.13 ft^3/s

Nov 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.802 ft^3/s

Oct 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.28 ft^3/s

Oct 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.146 ft^3/s

Sep 7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.304 ft^3/s

Sep 7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.164 ft^3/s

Monthly Flow Statistics Citations



Risley, John, Stonewall, Adam, and Haluska, Tana,2008, Estimating flow-duration and
low-flow frequency statistics for unregulated streams in Oregon: U.S. Geological
Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5126, 22 p.
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/)

  Bankfull Statistics

Bankfull Statistics Parameters   [Pacific Mountain System D Bieger 2015]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square miles 6.1776 8079.9147

Bankfull Statistics Parameters   [Pacific Border P Bieger 2015]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square miles 6.169878 3938.976756

Bankfull Statistics Parameters   [USA Bieger 2015]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square miles 0.07722 59927.7393

Bankfull Statistics Parameters   [Pac Maritime Mtn CastroJackson 2001]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 3.09 square miles 54.8 3093

Bankfull Statistics Disclaimers   [Pacific Mountain System D Bieger 2015]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report   [Pacific Mountain System D Bieger 2015]

Statistic Value Unit

Bieger_D_channel_width 20.8 ft

Bieger_D_channel_depth 1.39 ft

Bieger_D_channel_cross_sectional_area 36.3 ft^2



http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5126/


Bankfull Statistics Disclaimers   [Pacific Border P Bieger 2015]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report   [Pacific Border P Bieger 2015]

Statistic Value Unit

Bieger_P_channel_width 18 ft

Bieger_P_channel_cross_sectional_area 33.4 ft^2

Bieger_P_channel_depth 1.37 ft

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report   [USA Bieger 2015]

Statistic Value Unit

Bieger_USA_channel_width 18.4 ft

Bieger_USA_channel_depth 1.53 ft

Bieger_USA_channel_cross_sectional_area 31.4 ft^2

Bankfull Statistics Disclaimers   [Pac Maritime Mtn CastroJackson 2001]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors.

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report   [Pac Maritime Mtn CastroJackson 2001]

Statistic Value Unit

Bankfull Width 20.1 ft

Bankfull Depth 1.02 ft

Bankfull Area 32.8 ft^2

Bankfull Streamflow 194 ft^3/s

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report   [Area-Averaged]

Statistic Value Unit

Bieger_D_channel_width 20.8 ft

Bieger_D_channel_depth 1.39 ft



Statistic Value Unit

Bieger_D_channel_cross_sectional_area 36.3 ft^2

Bieger_P_channel_width 18 ft

Bieger_P_channel_cross_sectional_area 33.4 ft^2

Bieger_P_channel_depth 1.37 ft

Bieger_USA_channel_width 18.4 ft

Bieger_USA_channel_depth 1.53 ft

Bieger_USA_channel_cross_sectional_area 31.4 ft^2

Bankfull Width 20.1 ft

Bankfull Depth 1.02 ft

Bankfull Area 32.8 ft^2

Bankfull Streamflow 194 ft^3/s

Bankfull Statistics Citations

Bieger, Katrin; Rathjens, Hendrik; Allen, Peter M.; and Arnold, Jeffrey G.,2015,
Development and Evaluation of Bankfull Hydraulic Geometry Relationships for the
Physiographic Regions of the United States, Publications from USDA-ARS / UNL
Faculty, 17p. (https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/usdaarsfacpub/1515?
utm_source=digitalcommons.unl.edu%2Fusdaarsfacpub%2F1515&utm_medium=PDF&utm_
Castro, J.M, and Jackson, P.L.Castro, J.M, and Jackson, P.L., 2001, Bankfull Discharge
Recurrence Intervals and Regional Hydraulic Geometery Relationships: Patterns in the
Pacific Northwest, USA, Journal of the American Water Resources Association, Volume
37, No. 5, 14 p. (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1752-
1688.2001.tb03636.x)
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Hydraulic Analysis Results  

 

  

Appendix D 



Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL

Statistic
Limiting 

Species/Lifestage
Discharge 

(CFS)

Discharge 
(Mannings 
computed)

Difference
Mannings 
Roughness

Depth 
(ft) 

Depth 
(ft) 

(varied)

Depth 
Criteria

Velocity 
(ft/s)

 Velocity 
Criteria

100 year flood - 429 429 0.0 0.035 6.9 6.9 - 6.3 -
2 year flood - 150 150 0.0 0.035 4.1 4.1 - 4.1 -
5% Continuous Exceedance 
Probability

Adult Salmonids 42 42 0.0 0.08 3.3 3.3 1.0 ft 1.5 <2 ft/s*

50% Continuous Exceedance 
Probability

Juvenile Salmonids 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.08 1.6 1.6 0.5 ft 0.5 <1 ft/s

95% Continuous Exceedance 
Probability

Adults & Juveniles 1 1 0.0 0.08 1.2 1.2 0.5 ft 0.3 <1 ft/s

Sum 0.00 set sum to zero to solve all simultaneously 

Culvert/Channel Width (ft) 15
Inset Channel Depth (ft) 1
Inset Channel Width (ft) 1.5
Inset Ch Side Slopes (H:V) 1
Inset channel slope 0.0025
Streambed Roughness 0.035
Moderate Flow Roughness 0.08
Inset Channel Roughness 0.08
Outlet Elevation (ft) 12.3
Inlet Elevation (ft) 15.3
Culvert/Reach length (ft) 600
Slope 0.005

Color Code
Entered Value
Computed Intermediate
Meets Criteria
Does Not Meet Criteria

Complex Criteria Evaluation

Input Parameters

Feasibility Level Mannings Culvert/Channel Hydraulics

Input parameters entered at left are passed to Mannings Computations sheets for each flow.

"Discharge (Mannings Computed)" column above is calculated in each sheet using the "Depth 
(ft) (varied)" column above and other entered values.

Computed discharge above is subtracted from design discharge and the sum of differences is 
set to zero with Excelss solver function to compute expected depth in the culvert/channel 
section for each flow.



Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL
Flow: Q100

Location Station (ft) Elevation 
(ft NAVD88)

Wetted Perimeter
 (ft)

Sectional 
Area (ft2) Manning's Parameters

1 0 8 0 Depth (ft) 6.92
2 0 1 6.38 8.51 average slope 0.005
3 5.75 1 3.58 18.51 k 1.49
4 6.75 0 1.46 6.06 n (selected) 0.035
5 8.25 0 1.46 6.92 WP (ft) 22.8
6 9.25 1 3.58 11.47 Sectional Area (ft2) 68.5
7 15 1 6.38 17.03 Hydraulic Radius (ft) 3.0
8 15 8 0 0 Discharge (CFS) 429

Velocity (ft/s) 6.3
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Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL
Flow: Q2

Location Station (ft) Elevation 
(ft NAVD88)

Wetted Perimeter
 (ft)

Sectional 
Area (ft2) Manning's Parameters

1 0 8 0 Depth (ft) 4.07
2 0 1 6.38 4.42 average slope 0.005
3 5.75 1 3.58 9.61 k 1.49
4 6.75 0 1.46 3.57 n (selected) 0.035
5 8.25 0 1.46 4.07 WP (ft) 22.8
6 9.25 1 3.58 5.96 Sectional Area (ft2) 36.5
7 15 1 6.38 8.84 Hydraulic Radius (ft) 1.6
8 15 8 0 0 Discharge (CFS) 150

Velocity (ft/s) 4.1
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Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL
Flow: 5% Exceedance

Location Station (ft) Elevation 
(ft NAVD88)

Wetted Perimeter
 (ft)

Sectional 
Area (ft2) Manning's Parameters

1 0 8 0 Depth (ft) 3.30
2 0 1 6.38 3.30 average slope 0.005
3 5.75 1 3.58 7.17 k 1.49
4 6.75 0 1.46 2.88 n (selected) 0.08
5 8.25 0 1.46 3.30 WP (ft) 22.8
6 9.25 1 3.58 4.45 Sectional Area (ft2) 27.7
7 15 1 6.38 6.60 Hydraulic Radius (ft) 1.2
8 15 8 0 0 Discharge (CFS) 42

Velocity (ft/s) 1.5
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Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL
Flow: 50% Exceedance

Location Station (ft) Elevation 
(ft NAVD88)

Wetted Perimeter
 (ft)

Sectional 
Area (ft2) Manning's Parameters

1 0 8 0 Depth (ft) 1.56
2 0 1 6.38 0.81 average slope 0.0025
3 5.75 1 3.58 1.75 k 1.49
4 6.75 0 1.46 1.37 n (selected) 0.08
5 8.25 0 1.46 1.56 WP (ft) 22.8
6 9.25 1 3.58 1.09 Sectional Area (ft2) 8.2
7 15 1 6.38 1.61 Hydraulic Radius (ft) 0.4
8 15 8 0 0 Discharge (CFS) 4

Velocity (ft/s) 0.5
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Project : Fox Creek Culvert
Date: 9/15/2022
Staff: RCC

QC: CJL
Flow: 95% Exceedance

Location Station (ft) Elevation 
(ft NAVD88)

Wetted Perimeter
 (ft)

Sectional 
Area (ft2) Manning's Parameters

1 0 8 0 Depth (ft) 1.16
2 0 1 6.38 0.23 average slope 0.0025
3 5.75 1 3.58 0.49 k 1.49
4 6.75 0 1.46 1.01 n (selected) 0.08
5 8.25 0 1.46 1.16 WP (ft) 22.8
6 9.25 1 3.58 0.31 Sectional Area (ft2) 3.6
7 15 1 6.38 0.45 Hydraulic Radius (ft) 0.2
8 15 8 0 0 Discharge (CFS) 1

Velocity (ft/s) 0.3
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Fox Creek Cost Estimate 

 

 

Appendix E 



Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Total

1 15% LS  $             456,000.00 $456,000

2 1 LS  $                 3,500.00 $3,500

3 12,000 CY  $                      50.00 $600,000

4 420 CY  $                      70.00 $29,400

5 1 LS  $               70,000.00 $70,000

6 15,000 SF  $                      40.00 $600,000

7 1,500 CY  $                    100.00 $150,000

8 1 LS  $               90,000.00 $90,000

9 1 LS  $               20,000.00 $20,000

10 1 LS  $               15,000.00 $15,000

11 2,500 EA  $                      95.00 $237,500

12 320 LF  $                 3,000.00 $960,000

13 1 LS  $             163,600.00 $163,600

14 100 CY  $                    350.00 $35,000

15 90 Day  $                    158.00 $14,300

16 200 SY  $                      30.00 $6,000

17 90 Day  $                    500.00 $45,000
$3,495,300

Plus: General Conditions 12% $419,436
Plus: Contractor Overhead and Profit 15% $524,000

20% $699,000

Sub-Total $5,137,736

Contingency 40% $1,398,000
$6,540,000

Plus: Escalation to Mid-Point of Construction

Total Construction Cost (Rounded)

Subtotal

Backfill

Surface Restoration/ Improvements 

Stream Bed Material

Traffic Control

Stream Diversion

Ecoblocks 

Precast Box Culvert

Asphalt Paving

Demolition

Shoring

Dewatering

Utility Relocation

Transition piece to ex. ODOT culvert

Subgrade/Foundation Stabilization

Alternative 1A Construction Cost 

Description

Mobilization

Excavation

Clearing and Grubbing



Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Total

1 15% LS  $            617,000.00 $617,000

2 1 LS  $                3,500.00 $3,500

3 8,500 CY  $                     50.00 $425,000

4 550 LCY  $                     70.00 $38,500

5 1 LS  $              70,000.00 $70,000

6 25,000 SF  $                     40.00 $1,000,000

7 2,800 CY  $                   100.00 $280,000

7 1 LS  $              90,000.00 $90,000

8 1 LS  $              20,000.00 $20,000

9 1 LS  $              15,000.00 $15,000

10 600 LF  $                3,000.00 $1,800,000

11 1 LS  $            275,500.00 $275,500

12 100 CY  $                   350.00 $35,000

13 80 Day  $                   158.00 $12,700

14 200 SY  $                     30.00 $6,000

15 90 Day  $                   500.00 $45,000
$4,733,200

Plus: General Conditions 12% $567,984
Plus: Contractor Overhead and Profit 15% $710,000

20% $947,000

Sub-Total $6,958,184

Contingency 40% $227,000
$7,190,000Total Construction Cost (Rounded)

 Alternative 1B Construction Cost 

Demolition

Surface Restoration/Improvements

Transition piece to Existing ODOT culvert

Shoring

Description

Mobilization

Excavation

Utility Relocation

Precast Box Culvert

Stream Bed Material

Stream Diversion

Backfill

Clearing and Grubbing

Subgrade/Foundation Stabilization

Traffic Control

Subtotal

Dewatering

Asphalt Concrete

Plus: Escalation to Mid-Point of Construction



Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Total

1 15% LS  $               525,000 $525,000

2 1 LS  $              3,500.00 $3,500

3 16,000 CY  $                        50 $800,000

4 450 LCY  $                        70 $31,500

5 1 LS  $            70,000.00 $70,000

6 15,000 SF  $                        40 $600,000

7 2,800 CY  $                 100.00 $280,000

7 1 LS  $                 90,000 $90,000

8 1 LS  $                 20,000 $20,000

9 1 LS  $                 15,000 $15,000

10 320 LF  $                   3,360 $1,075,200

11 2,500 EA  $                        95 $237,500

12 1 LS  $               175,600 $175,600

13 100 CY  $                      350 $35,000

14 90 Day  $                      158 $14,300

15 200 SY  $                        30 $6,000

16 90 Day  $                      500 $45,000
$4,023,600

Plus: General Conditions 12% $482,832
Plus: Contractor Overhead and Profit 15% $604,000

20% $805,000

Sub-Total $5,915,432

Contingency 40% $1,609,000
$7,530,000

Utility Relocation

Stream Diversion

Total Construction Cost (Rounded)

 Alternative 2A Construction Cost 

Traffic Control

Demolition

Shoring

Subtotal

Dewatering

Surface Restoration / Improvements

Transition Piece to Existing ODOT Culvert

Clearing and Grubbing

Subgrade/Foundation Stabilization

Description

Mobilization

Excavation

Backfill

Plus: Escalation to Mid-Point of Construction

Precast CMP Culvert

Ecoblocks 

Stream Bed Material

Asphalt Concrete



Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Total

1 15% LS  $               771,000 $771,000

2 1 LS  $              3,500.00 $3,500

3 15,000 CY  $                        50 $750,000

4 350 LCY  $                        70 $24,500

5 1 LS  $            70,000.00 $70,000

6 25,000 SF  $                        40 $1,000,000

7 5,500 CY  $                 100.00 $550,000

7 1 LS  $                 90,000 $90,000

8 1 LS  $                 20,000 $20,000

9 1 LS  $                 15,000 $15,000

10 600 LF  $                   3,360 $2,016,000

11 1 LS  $               499,500 $499,500

12 100 CY  $                      350 $35,000

13 90 Day  $                      158 $14,300

14 200 SY  $                        30 $6,000

15 90 Day  $                 500.00 $45,000
$5,909,800

Plus: General Conditions 12% $709,176
Plus: Contractor Overhead and Profit 15% $886,000

20% $1,182,000

Sub-Total $8,686,976

Contingency 40% $284,000
$8,980,000Total Construction Cost (Rounded)

 Alternative 2B Construction Cost 

Traffic Control

Subtotal

Dewatering

Clearing and Grubbing

Subgrade/Foundation Stabilization

Description

Mobilization

Excavation

Backfill

Surface Restoration/Improvements

Precast CMP Culvert

Stream Bed Material

Asphalt Concrete

Stream Diversion

Demolition

Shoring

Utility Relocation

Transition Pieceto Existing ODOT Culvert

Plus: Escalation to Mid-Point of Construction



Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Total

1 15% LS  $                473,000 $473,000

2 1 LS  $               3,500.00 $3,500

3 20,000 CY  $                         50 $1,000,000

4 450 LCY  $                         70 $31,500

5 1 LS  $             70,000.00 $70,000

6 10,000 SF  $                         40 $400,000

7 1,800 CY  $                  100.00 $180,000

8 1 LS  $                  80,000 $80,000

9 1 LS  $                  20,000 $20,000

10 1 LS  $                  15,000 $15,000

11 200 LF  $                    3,360 $672,000

12 4,200 EA  $                         95 $399,000

13 1 LS  $                199,000 $199,000

14 100 CY  $                       350 $35,000

15 90 Day  $                       158 $14,300

16 200 SY  $                         30 $6,000

17 60 Day  $                       500 $30,000

$3,628,300

Plus: General Conditions 12% $435,396
Plus: Contractor Overhead and Profit 15% $544,000

20% $726,000

Sub-Total $5,333,696

Contingency 40% $1,451,000
$6,790,000Total Construction Cost (Rounded)

Ecoblocks

Demolition

Subgrade/Foundation Stabilization

 Alternative 3 Construction Cost 

Description

Mobilization

Excavation

Backfill

Clearing and Grubbing

Shoring

Stream Diversion

Utility Relocation

Surface Restoration / Improvements

Precast CMP Culvert

Subtotal

Plus: Escalation to Mid-Point of Construction

Stream Bed Material

Transition Piece to Existing ODOT Culvert

Dewatering

Asphalt Concrete
Traffic Control















CITY OF RAINIER 

ORDINANCE NO. 1088 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ANNEXATION OF  

SUSAN AND LARRY KNAUB 

WHO OWN THE HEREIN DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY TO THE  

CITY OF RAINIER, COLUMBIA COUNTY, OREGON 

 

 

WHEREAS, the Petition for Annexation of contiguous property was signed and filed by the 

petitioners who own the entire property described herein, Susan and Larry Knaub; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City caused notice of the hearing to be published once each week for two 

successive weeks prior to the date of the hearing in a newspaper of general circulation in the City 

pursuant to ORS 222.120 through 222.125; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City caused to be posted four public places in the City copies of the notice 

of the hearing pursuant to ORS 222.120 through 222.125; and 

 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on December 5, 2022, and a second hearing was held 

on January 9, 2023; and 

 

WHEREAS, it appears that ORS Chapter 220 concerning annexation of contiguous territory 

has been fully complied with. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF RAINIER DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1: That the following described contiguous real property situated in Columbia County, 

Oregon, is hereby annexed to and made a part of the City of Rainier, to wit: 

 

Tax Lot 7216-CC-00400. located just south of the cul-de-sac at the terminus of 

Crestview Lane, west of Debast Road, Columbia County, Oregon. 

 

  City Zoning per Ordinance #974 will be Low Density Residential (R1). 

 

 Amended Legal description marked Exhibit “A” is attached hereto and by this 

reference incorporated herein. 

 

 

Passed, Amended, and Adopted by the City Council of the City of Rainier, Oregon, this ___ 

day of _______, 2023. 

 

 

  

Jerry Cole, Mayor 

 

 

 

  

W. Scott Jorgensen, City Administrator  
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DRIVING AND USE OF VEHICLES 
 
Some positions at the City require the employee to drive for their jobs. As a result, we have 
developed the following rules that all employees are required to follow: 
 
Driver’s License and Insurability: Employees whose job requires the use of a vehicle must 
maintain a current valid driver’s license and a driving record acceptable to the City. If your position 
requires you to drive and you have any driving restrictions, you must let the City know 
immediately. Only employees who are properly licensed, insured and have been authorized by 
management are permitted to drive on City business. Employees who drive their own vehicles for 
City business must provide the City with proof of collision and liability insurance annually. While 
operating your personal vehicle for City use, you are responsible for maintenance and repairs to 
your vehicle. You are also responsible for any damage to your vehicle or to other vehicles while 
driving for City business. 
 
City vehicles are for business use only. Personal use of City vehicles is prohibited unless 
approved by the City Manger in writing on a case-by-case basis. Also, employees are prohibited 
from transporting any unauthorized passengers in City vehicles or personal vehicles while on City 
business. This includes friends, family members, etc. 
 
Compliance with the Law, Traffic Violations, and Good Judgment: All employees who drive 
on behalf of the City are expected to use good judgment and caution in the operation of the vehicle 
at all times. All employees who drive on behalf of the City are also expected to be aware of and 
comply with all applicable traffic laws and regulations at all times. This includes using safety belts 
at all times. The City does not pay for employee traffic violations. If you receive a traffic citation 
while using any automobile on City business, you are responsible for all fines, court costs, etc. 
 
Reporting Accidents and Traffic Citations: All accidents, traffic citations and damage, 
however small, must be reported in writing immediately to your supervisor. This applies to all 
types of accidents and damage, including damage to the property of others as well as City 
property and equipment. Employees are expected to cooperate fully with City accident and 
damage investigations. Within 24 hours of any accident, employees who are involved in any 
accident while on City business must write a detailed incident report with an explanation of the 
incident, including the date, time, location of the incident and what happened.  The incident 
report form must be turned into the City Manager.  You will also be responsible for filling out any 
necessary DMV accident reports.   Employees are expected to cooperate fully with City accident 
and damage investigations. 
 
If you are involved in an accident or receive a traffic citation in your personal vehicle while off 
duty, which results in a limitation of your driving privileges, you must report it to your supervisor 
as soon as possible before you drive on any CIty business. If an employee who drives for the City 
is cited or charged with any criminal driving offense, whether on or off duty, must promptly notify 
their management supervisor or the City Manager.   If an employee is found liable or pleas to any 
moving violation or higher offense, the employee is expected to report that to their management 
supervisor or City Manager with 10 calendar days.  Failure to adhere to these rules may lead to 
disciplinary action.  The City may also use a third party vendor to review DMV records for 
empoyees driving for City business.  Employees will be provided notice consistent with applicable 
law.   
 
Cell Phones While Driving: For employees who drive a City vehicle or personal vehicle on City 
business, your first responsibility is to drive safely at all times. All employees are expected to be 
aware of weather, traffic, pedestrians, and other driving conditions and to use caution and good 
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judgment at all times while driving on behalf of the City. Employees who must make or take a call 
while driving are required to use a hands-free device at all times. Even with a hands-free device, 
you are expected to be stopped in a safe location before dialing a call. If you do not have a hands-
free device available, or if weather or other driving conditions warrant extra caution even with a 
hands-free device, you must safely pull off the road and have the vehicle in park before engaging 
in the a call. Any use of a cell phone while driving that requires holding or touching the phone is 
strictly prohibited. This includes but is not limited to texting of any kind, reading, use of navigation, 
entertainment or other Apps, and taking notes (including writing down phone numbers or any 
other information). Such activity is all strictly prohibited while driving, regardless of whether or not 
you have a hands-free device. 
 
City Vehicle Use Checklist:   
 

Before leaving on any trip you must do all of the following: 

• Check the lights, tires, windshield wipers, horn.   

• Make sure the gas tank is at least ¼ full 

• Make sure you vehicle registration and proof of insurance. 

• Make sure no check engine lights are on. 

• If you discover any maintenance problems or safety hazards with City vehicles, do 
not drive the vehicle.  Rather, you must immediately report the problem to your 
supervisor. 

 
Employees must also do the following whenever they use a City vehicle: 
 

• If you must leave a City vehicle unattended, always lock the doors. 

• When returning from trips in City vehicles, you must clean the vehicle of all trash, 
personal belongings, educational equipment etc.   

 
Compliance With the Law, Traffic Violations, and Good Judgment:  All employees who 
drive on behalf of the City are expected to use good judgment and caution in the operation 
of the vehicle at all times.  All employees who drive on behalf of the CIty are also expected 
to be aware of and comply with all applicable traffic laws and regulations at all times.  This 
includes using safety belts for drivers and passengers at all times.   
 
The City does not pay for employee traffic violations.  If you receive a traffic citation while 
using any automobile on CIty business, you are responsible for all fines, court costs, etc. 
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In Case of Emergency:  In the event of a motor vehicle accident, employees are expected 
to use common sense and good judgment.  We have developed the following guidelines 
to assist employees in case of an accident: 
 

1. Pull the vehicle to a safe location if possible 
2. Turn off the engine and set the emergency brake 
3. Verify the health of any passengers and call 911 if necessary 
4. Call your supervisor or the City to immediately notify us of the accident 
5. If another party is involved in the accident, be sure to get the following information: 

o Full name, address, phone number and driver’s license number 
o Make model, year, license plate number and color of the other vehicle(s) 

involved 
o Insurance company name and policy number 
o The other party’s explanation for what happened 
o The names and address and phone numbers for any witnesses 
o DO NOT ADMIT FAULT 

6. If another party is involved in the accident, DO NOT ADMIT FAULT.  Simply 
provide them with your name, the City's name, phone number and insurance 
information. 

 
Receipts and Mileage Reimbursement:  All receipts for gas and vehicle maintenance must 
be turned provided to the Public Works Director in a timely manner and recorded in the 
vehicle maintenance log.  
 
Employees who incur mileage costs in their own vehicles for approved travel on behalf of 
the City and who wish to be reimbursed must submit a mileage report to payroll for review 
and approval.  Reimbursement will be made at a rate determined annually by policy or 
collective bargaining agreement.  Reimbursement will be made only for pre-approved 
travel, and will not include travel to and from work. 

 
Personal Automobile Use 
 
For those drivers utilizing their personal vehicles on City business, the following requirements 
apply:  

1. Must have a valid driver license in their state of residence, and meet the same MVR and 
accident criteria as drivers of City owned vehicles 

2. Automobile liability and property damage insurance coverage must be maintained by 
the driver with at least $300,000 underlying limits. The City must be provided with 
evidence of this insurance coverage, which clearly lists policy declarations and coverage 
limits 

3. In case of an accident and subsequent claim, the coverage provided by the employee's 
personal insurance will apply first 

4. The vehicle must be maintained in accordance with the same requirements as City  
vehicles 

5. Drivers must comply with all applicable state laws and regulations 
6. The City reserves the right to withdraw this privilege at any time 

 



Color Options & Qty 

  

Oxford White (YZ) –T641 T642 T643 T644 T645 T647 T648 T650 
T651 T652 T653 T654 T655 T656 T657 T658 T659 T660 T661 T662 
T663 T664 T665 T666 T667 T668 T669 T670 T671 T672 T673 T674 

T675 
  

  

  Tax Exempt: N 
 

Vehicle Options 

Order Code Option Description Qty Unit Price Ext. Price 

2022-0825-001 2022 Ford Maverick (gas only), All-Wheel Drive, Crew Cab (W8F/100A) 1 $22,373.00 $22,373.00 

 

2022-0825-002 INFORMATION ONLY: Bud Clary Ford offers a $300 Prompt Payment Discount if payment is received 
within 20 days of vehicle delivery. 

1 $0.00 $0.00 

 

2022-0825-003 INFORMATION ONLY: Bud Clary Ford CARS Cancellation Fees: NO fee to cancel order if vehicle has not 
been scheduled for production and is able to be cancelled at factory. $500 cancellation fee if vehicle has 
been serialized and is locked in for production by manufacturer. $750 cancellation fee if vehicle has been 

delivered to customer and must be picked up by dealer and re-stocked into inventory. Absolutely NO 
cancellation if customer has licensed/registered vehicle. Upfits/Equipment ordered for vans, trucks, 
chassis cabs and police/fire vehicles will have a 10-30% re-stocking fee; custom bodies cannot be 
cancelled. 

1 $0.00 $0.00 

 

2022-0825-010 2022 Ford Maverick (gas only), Intelligent All-Wheel Drive, Crew Cab, 4 1/2 ft Box, 2.0L EcoBoost DOHC, 
Ti-VCT, 250 HP @5500 rpm, 277 lb-ft TQ at 3000 rpm, 8-Speed Automatic Transmission, P225/65R 17in 

All-Season BSW Tires, 17in Sparkle Silver-painted steel wheels, full-size spare tire 
(W8F/100A/999/448/121WB/TT9W/51D) -- This is the BASE Vehicle, please refer to Vehicle Standard 
Specifications for complete description. 

1 $0.00 $0.00 

 

2022-0825-011 4K Tow Package (includes 225/65R17 All-Terrain Tires #T7J, trailer hitch receiver w/ 7-pin connector, 
transmission oil cooler, higher capacity radiator, upgraded cooling fan, upgraded drive ratio) (53Q) 

1 $728.00 $728.00 

 

2022-0825-015 Power 8-Way Driver Seat (90K)  1 $279.00 $279.00 

2022-0825-205 Spray-In Bedliner (Line-X) (DLR) 
 

1 $475.00 $475.00 

2022-0825-201 Floor Mats, HD Rubber Molded, Front (Weather Tech) (DLR) 

 

1 $120.00 $120.00 

2022-0825-202 Floor Mats, HD Rubber Molded, Rear (Weather Tech) (DLR) 1 $100.00 $100.00 

 

2022-0825-230 Stock Vehicle Upcharge (Call Dealer for Availability) (DLR) 1 $250.00 $250.00 
 

Quote Totals 

Total Vehicles: 1      

Sub Total: $24,325.00 

8.4 % Sales Tax: $2043.30 

Quote Total: $26,368.30 
 

 
 
CARS standard specifications page: https://apps.des.wa.gov/CARS/VehicleSpecifications.aspx?id=1898  
 

https://apps.des.wa.gov/CARS/VehicleSpecifications.aspx?id=1898


 
 

Thank you, 

Gary Jenks  
Gary Jenks 
(541) 912‐3766 
gjenks@tag‐inc.us       TAG standard terms apply 

 

Quote #221129G 
Nov. 29, 2022 

Sue Lawrence 
Public Works Director 
 
RE:  Rainier WTP ‐ PLC Upgrade 
 
Project Scope: 
 
TAG is providing a Quote to Upgrade the PLC, Power Supplies and Ethernet Switch. Below is list of items that are 
included.  
 
Materials: 

 Main Processor 1769‐L33ER  

 (2) 5 Amp 24vdc Power Supplies 

 12 Port Stratix Ethernet Switch (replaces existing Stratix 8000) 

 Dream Reports 50 TAG 
 
Tasks: 

 Install all above items 

 Move logic from Data Concentrator micro 1100 to the compact and add a switch between the radio for 
IGMP Snooping as the radios are in bridge mode.  

 Upgrade switch at the bottom of the PLC enclosure for Water Plant connections and move to the 
enclosure to the left and clean up ethernet cabling. Move any other device (IT) as necessary to clean up 
the PLC enclosure. 

 Upgrade PLC program and install the new PLC CPU  

 Place the existing PLC software in a support contract to upgrade to the latest version to be installed on 
the new Windows 10 OS and update PLC Firmware to latest Ver 33 

 Install Dream Reports software and create reports (2 Days included, additional days/time will be T&M) 

 Onsite Startup and follow‐up day for tuning and misc. tasks 
 
 
Clarification/Exclusions: 
 

 TAG’s Labor Pricing is not affected by the National Supply Chain Shortages but due to Vendors rapidly 
increasing material prices, we may need to reprice some materials at time of order.  

 Lead Times for specific materials are very unpredictable at this time and cannot be verified until orders 
are placed. We are also seeing some items slipping from the predicted delivery dates after order by a few 
weeks and also seeing some items showing up early. TAG will track progress on orders and provide 
updates.  

 
 
 
  Price……………………………………………………………………………$38,302.00 
   

The Automation Group, Inc.  
 www.tag‐inc.us 
CCB #172838 

Phone: 541‐359‐3755 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 
        

 

Quote #220326Gr1 
Nov. 29, 2022 

Sue Lawrence 
Public Works Director 
 
RE:  Rainier WWTP ‐ SCADA & PLC Upgrade r1 
 
Project Scope: 
 
TAG is providing a Quote to Upgrade the SCADA System, PLC System including Cards. Below is list of items that are 
included.  
 
Materials: 

 Dell SCADA PC RAID 5 Precision 5820 Tower 
o Intel Xeon Processor W‐2223 (4C 3.6GHz 3.9GHz Turbo HT 8.25MB 120W DDR4‐2666) 
o Windows 10 Pro for Workstations 
o Nvidia T400, 2GB, 3 mDP to DP adapter (Precision xx20T, R3930, 3650T) 
o 16GB 2x8GB DDR4 2933MHz RDIMM ECC Memory 
o 2x MegaRAID 9460‐16i 12Gb/s PCIe RAID controller (4GB cache) with 1‐2 Front FlexBay NVMe 

PCIe Drives 
o MegaRAID SAS 9460‐16i 12Gb/s PCIe SATA/SAS HW RAID controller (4GB cache) 
o 4x M.2 1TB PCIe NVMe Class 40 Solid State Drive 

 

 PLC System 
o Compact L33ER PLC System 
o Digital I/O cards to replicate the existing ones 
o Analog I/O cards to replicate the existing ones 
o Rack extensions  

 

 FTView Studio for SCADA Development (Wonderware Lic Trade‐in for reduced cost) 

 FTView Station 100 Display SCADA (Wonderware Lic Trade‐in for reduced cost) 

 New Compact 5000 Lite PLC Software 

 Upgrade Win911 Alarm Software Dialer (Adder for Win911 Mobile) 

 Grandstream Modem for Win911 

 FT A&E Server for Win911 

 Sensaphone 400 Backup Dialer 

 Dream Reports 50 TAG 
 
Tasks: 

 Install all above items 

 Build New SCADA Screens to match WTP upgraded modern look 

 Upgrade PLC program and install the new PLC System  

 Install Sensaphone Auto dialer as a 4‐channel backup dialer and install  

 Dialer Programming 

 Install Dream Reports software and create reports (2 Days included, additional days/time will be T&M) 

The Automation Group, Inc.  
 www.tag‐inc.us 
CCB #172838 

Phone: 541‐359‐3755 

 



 
 

Thank you, 

Gary Jenks  
Gary Jenks 
(541) 912‐3766 
gjenks@tag‐inc.us       TAG standard terms apply 

 

 Onsite Startup and follow‐up day for tuning and misc. tasks 

 Install/Upgrade Win911 and setup Alarms 
 
 
Clarification/Exclusions: 
 

 TAG’s Labor Pricing is not affected by the National Supply Chain Shortages but due to Vendors rapidly 
increasing material prices, we may need to reprice some materials at time of order.  

 Lead Times for specific materials are very unpredictable at this time and cannot be verified until orders 
are placed. We are also seeing some items slipping from the predicted delivery dates after order by a few 
weeks and also seeing some items showing up early. TAG will track progress on orders and provide 
updates.  

 
 
 
  Price……………………………………………………………………………$70,340.00 
  Adder #1 Win911 Mobile including setup…………………..…$1,900.00 











City Administrator Report 

December 5, 2022 Rainier Council Meeting 

 

Mayor Cole and Members of the Council, 

 

On November 1, me and the city’s contract Planner, Skip Urling, met with representatives of the 

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development about specific steps and processes 

to do an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) land swap.  

 

The following day, I met with Mike Sykes from the Columbia Public Utility District. I addressed 

Friends of Fox Creek at their meeting that evening.  

 

I attended a library board meeting November 4 and met with representatives of the Rainier 

Drainage Improvement Corporation.  

 

November 8, I participated in a meeting about potential grant funding streams for the Fox Creek 

project and another meeting regarding housing issues and opportunities. I conducted election 

duties that night.  

 

I represented the city at meetings of the Col-Pac board of directors and the Northwest Area 

Commission on Transportation November 10 at the Portland Community College Oregon 

Manufacturing Innovation Center in Scappoose.  

 

On November 15, I provided some assistance in obtaining documents for the city’s annual audit 

and coordinated the release of the library survey. I attended a Rainier Chamber of Commerce 

board meeting the following day and met with Col-Pac’s new grant coordinator.  

 

I met with the Columbia County Assessor’s Office November 17 to update mapping for the 

potential UGB land swap. That afternoon, I attended a meeting of the Rainier Oregon Historical 

Museum board of directors to update its members on the downtown historical banner 

beautification project. 

 

Councilor Cooper and I did our monthly lunch at the senior center on November 18. 

 

On November 21, I spoke with Columbia County Commissioner Casey Garrett and did a follow-

up with DLCD on the land swap.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

W. Scott Jorgensen, Executive MPA 

City Administrator 
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