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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE 

1.1 Introduction 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential effects of the proposal by the 

Tioga Sports Park Association (TSPA) to construct and operate the Tioga Sports Park (TSP). 

The TSP is a small arms training facility proposed to be constructed near Bandon, Oregon. The 

proposal includes the construction and operation of firing and archery ranges, a 

training/office building, parking areas, walking paths, and installation of required utilities on 

approximately 120 acres. The TSP would be used by local law enforcement, TSPA members, 

youth programs, and the general public.  The TSPA also would provide hunter education and 

firearms safety classes.  Construction of the range would facilitate the establishment of youth 

programs for hunters’ safety and related outdoor educational programs and provide a service 

to the local Coos County population that is currently unavailable. The TSPA would be funded, 

in part, by a Public Resource Grant from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). 

The Public Resources Grant is funded, in part, by Hunter Education Program funds distributed 

and administered by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Funds have also been provided 

by the Tioga Chapter of the Oregon Hunters Association (OHA). Future funding sources for 

operation and maintenance may include range fees, membership dues, and fundraising event 

proceeds. Construction is contingent on funding and approvals. Chapter 1 presents the 

purpose and need for the Proposed Action, defines the scope of the environmental analysis 

and issues to be considered, and identifies decisions to be made. 

1.2 Project History 

Coos County has granted the TSPA the rights to develop, operate, and maintain the proposed 

small arms range via a Concession Agreement issued on October 15, 2008 (Coos County 2008; 

Appendix A).  The Concession Agreement describes revenue-sharing payments between the 

TSPA and Coos County, allowed activities, applicable Coos County codes that apply to 

operations, maintenance of the premises, property taxes, and other miscellaneous 

requirements. 

The Concession Agreement describes phased development of the TSP.  Phase I development 

projects include construction of the Known Distance Ranges (100-yard, 200-yard, and 600-

yards); construction of the pistol range; installation of utilities, parking lots, walking paths, 

and access roads; construction of maintenance and storage buildings; and construction of 

other supporting features.   

The TSP would be constructed on Coos County land designated for rural industrial uses and 

would be operated and maintained by the TSPA in accordance with the terms described in the 

Concession Agreement. 

In 2011, the TSPA was awarded a Public Resource Grant from the ODFW.  The Public 

Resources Grant is funded, in part, by Hunter Education Program funds distributed and 

administered by the USFWS.  Funds have also been provided by the Tioga Chapter of the OHA. 

This project is estimated to cost just over one million dollars.  Grants from the Pittman-
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Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act, National Sports Shooting Foundation (NSSF), and National 

Rifle Association (NRA) would be the primary funding sources for development and operation 

of the project. Operating and maintenance costs would be funded by range fees, membership 

dues, and fundraising event proceeds. 

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

The TSPA has been awarded a grant  from the ODFW Shooting Range Development Grant 

Program to develop a public small arms range and training facility in unincorporated Coos 

County, near Coquille, Oregon. The purpose of the ODFW Shooting Range Development Grant 

Program is to increase the public’s accessibility to public shooting ranges, while prioritizing 

safety and encouraging environmental improvements. 

The TSP would provide a location for shooting sports activities, establish a positive image for 

shooting sports activities in the community, and increase awareness for public safety.  The 

TSP would be used by its members, OHA members, local scout troops, local outdoor education 

programs, hunter education programs, local law enforcement agencies, and the general public.  

The goals of development are to: 

 Provide recreational opportunities without conflicting with the natural setting of the 

area; 

 Provide educational programs and training facilities for law enforcement and public 

safety organizations; 

 Establish youth programs for hunters’ safety and related outdoor educational 

programs; 

 Provide a service to the local population that is presently unavailable in Coos County; 

and 

 Provide a designated area for large groups and the general public during special 

events. 

The ODFW requires all hunters under the age of 18 participate in hunter education courses to 

learn primary firearm safety rules.  The proposed TSP would provide facilities for hunter 

education and firearms safety classes. 

Firearms training facilities are currently not available for public use in Coos County.  

Additionally, only limited firearms training facilities are available for law enforcement training 

in Coos County. The need for a firearms training facility for local law enforcement agencies, 

regional hunter education, and shooting sports clubs and associations (including the TSPA) 

has been recognized for more than 30 years.  A regional need for a firearms training and 

recreation area in Coos County was initially documented by the U.S. Department of Interior 

(DOI) National Parks Service (NPS) in 1974. In a Development Plan completed for the 

proposed Coos County Sportsmen’s Recreation Area, the DOI stated “a great latent demand for 

recreation opportunity exists within the district… the greatest need on the County and local 

government levels is for space for heavy recreation use (DOI 1974).” 
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The proposed TSP would provide an opportunity for local law enforcement and the general 

public to engage in training and hunter safety programs.  Currently, no such training facility 

exists within Coos County (Coquille Valley Sentinel 2008).  The Myrtle Point Sportsmen’s Club, 

located approximately 23 road miles west of the proposed TSP location, operates a trap range 

and 200-yard rifle range.  However, waiting lines are common at the Myrtle Point Sportsmen’s 

Club, indicating that demand exceeds the facility’s capacity. 

Providing a firearms practice facility would decrease the occurrence of informal firearms 

practice areas on private and public lands.  Informal firearms practice areas are associated 

with potential safety and environmental concerns.  The proposed TSP would provide a safe, 

confined, and controlled environment for firearms training and would provide education 

opportunities for youth and the general public.  Development of the TSP would address the 

current and future firearms training needs within Coos County and from rural areas outside 

the County. 

1.4 Scope of Analysis 

Since Federal money will fund construction of the TSP, USFWS is required to comply with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. This EA satisfies NEPA requirements and 

implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Its purpose is to inform decision-makers and the public of the likely environmental 

consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives. This EA identifies, evaluates, and 

documents the potential effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives.  

1.5 Decision To Be Made 

The ODFW and the USFWS will select one of the alternatives analyzed in this document and 

the USFWS will determine, based on the facts and recommendations herein, whether this EA is 

adequate to support a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) decision or whether an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will need to be prepared. 

1.6 Legal Framework 

A decision whether to proceed with the Proposed Action rests on numerous factors such as 

schedule, availability of funding, safety, and environmental considerations. In addressing 

environmental considerations, the USFWS is guided by relevant statutes (and their 

implementing regulations) and Executive Orders (EOs) that establish standards and provide 

guidance on environmental and natural resources management and planning. These Federal 

standards and guidance include, but are not limited to, the following:  

 Clean Air Act 

 Clean Water Act  

 Noise Control Act  

 Endangered Species Act  

 Migratory Bird Treaty Act  

 National Historic Preservation Act 
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 Archaeological Resources Protection Act  

 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)  

 Toxic Substances Control Act  

 Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA)  

 Section 438; EO 11988 

 Floodplain Management  

 EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands 

 EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards  

 EO 12580, Superfund Implementation  

 EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs  

 EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 

and Low-Income Populations 

 EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 

 EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks  

 EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation 

Management 

 EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments  

 EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds  

 EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance. 

 

1.7 Scoping 

Both internal and external scoping was performed for the TSP EA. Internal scoping included 

an interdisciplinary team meeting with USFWS, ODFW, TSPA, and contractor staff on 

September 17, 2014. Meeting topics included: 

EA scope 

 Disciplines/Resources evaluated 

 Alternatives considered 

 Public notice process 

 Response to public comments 

 Agency review 

 Decision notice and public record 

Public involvement  

 Communication procedures 

 Notifications 

 Media outlets 

External scoping and public outreach included print, radio, and email communication. The 

TSPA and OHA provided project information to their members via announcements on their 

web sites. 
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Project information was provided to Oregon Outdoors, an AM radio program carried on KBBR 

1340. The show was recorded in November 6, 2014. The radio program did not provide a 

venue for public comment, but did inform listeners to contact James Reed, ODFW Statewide 

Hunter Education Coordinator, for additional information on the project or to provide 

comment on the project.    

USFWS and ODFW conducted a 30-day public comment period from November 18, 2014 

through December 18, 2014. Public notice was published November 18, 2014 in The World, a 

weekly newspaper circulated in Coos County; including Bandon, Coquille, and Coos 

Bay/Charleston.  The USFWS and ODFW invited public comment for both alternatives 

analyzed in this EA: the No Action and Propose Action. The notice was posted on the ODFW 

website: http://www.dfw.state.or.us/education/hunter/ranges/ tioga/index.asp. Comments 

were accepted via the website, e-mail, and mail. A total of six (6) public comments were 

received within the comment period. 
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Introduction 

As referenced in the CEQ NEPA regulations regarding the contents of the EA (40 CFR 

1508.9[b]), NEPA Section 102(2)(E) requires Federal agencies to develop, study, and briefly 

describe alternatives to any proposed action with the potential to result in unresolved 

resource conflicts. This chapter describes reasonable alternatives for constructing and 

operating the TSP.  

2.2 Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the TSPA would not construct and operate the TSP. Training 

and recreational areas for local law enforcement agencies, shooting sports clubs and 

associations, and the general public would be unavailable in Coos County.  Regional hunter 

education needs may also remain unmet.  Recreational shooting in informal locations would 

likely continue, raising safety issues from unintended targets, lack of safety training, 

uncontrolled shooting, and shooting-related debris left at various locations. 

2.3 Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, a small arms range would be constructed on land owned by Coos 

County in Bandon, Oregon, to provide small arms training and recreational facilities for 

residents of Coos County and surrounding communities.  The TSP would provide public safety 

and recreational firearms training facilities for local law enforcement, TSPA members, youth 

programs, and the general public.  Because there are no other firearms training facilities in or 

near Coos County, the TSP is expected to become a major public use facility for Coos County 

(Gary Combs LLC 2002).  Figure 1 shows the proposed location of the TSP. 

2.3.1 Conceptual Project Design 

Conceptual Site Layout 
The conceptual site layout plan is shown in Figure 2 and more detailed site plans are included 

in Appendix B.  Proposed site plans include construction of the Known Distance Ranges, the 

Law Enforcement and Tactical Ranges, and associated buildings and infrastructure described 

in detail below. 

Known Distance Ranges 
The Known Distance Ranges (600-Yard Range and 100-Yard Range) would be constructed at 

the northwestern portion of the TSP.  The 600-Yard Range would have a fixed shooting 

position and would include target lines at 200, 300, 400, 500, and 600-yard distances.  Ten 

firing lanes are proposed at the 600-Yard Range.  Target lifters would be located in recessed 

target pits at each target line, allowing targets to be changed without calling for a cease fire.  

The targets could be accessed during training activities on a protected road along the northern 

edge of the Known Distance Range.    
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Twenty firing lanes are proposed at the 100-Yard Range, which would provide target lines at 

25, 50, and 100 yards.  The 100-Yard Range would have a fixed firing position.  Targets would 

be managed by calling for a cease fire and changing targets when the firing positions are clear. 

Bullet impact berms would be constructed at the end of each range to contain bullets from 

firearms training activities. Safety and noise side berms would be constructed along the 

boundaries of both ranges, as shown in Figure 2.  An access road would be constructed from 

the existing road to the entrance of a parking area that would accommodate users of these 

ranges. 

Tactical Range 
A Tactical Range would be constructed at the southern portion of the TSP.  The Tactical Range 

would consist of multiple shooting bays, allowing for changing the range configuration 

dependent on range use.  The Tactical Range has been designed for independent use by 

multiple range users.  The Tactical Range would be open to all range users and would allow 

for engaging targets at up to 90 degrees from the target.  Bullet impact berms would be 

constructed at the end of each range to contain bullets from firearms training activities. Safety 

and noise side berms would be constructed along the boundaries of both ranges, as shown in 

Figure 2.  Access to the Tactical Range would be directly off the TSP driveway, with parking 

immediately in front of the ranges. 

Law Enforcement Range 
A Law Enforcement Range would be constructed at the southern portion of the TSP.  The Law 

Enforcement Range would be designated for law enforcement training only.  Having a 

separate law enforcement training area would provide access to law enforcement without 

schedule conflicts of either local law enforcement or TSPA members.  Local law enforcement 

agencies would provide range safety personnel with knowledge of law enforcement training 

and safety requirements.  The Law Enforcement Range has been designed to allow range users 

to engage the target at up to 180 degrees from the target.  Safety and noise side berms would 

be constructed along the boundaries of both ranges, as shown in Figure 2.  Access to the Law 

Enforcement Range would be directly off the TSP driveway, with parking immediately in front 

of the range. 

Training/Office Building 
A training room and office space would be provided in a building located adjacent to the 

driveway.  The training room would be used for hunter education programs and local 

organizations by law enforcement, TSPA members, and the public. 

2.3.2 Plan of Development 

Basic requirements for developing the TSP, including site planning, range design, utilities, 

buildings, and fencing, are described in this section.  During the development design phase, 

engineering analyses would be performed to identify specific site requirements for 

construction, including geotechnical, drainage, and environmental constraints.   
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Site Planning and Preparation 
Site planning is the organizational phase of the development process and includes the 

planning of site uses, design, resources, and capital improvements.  Compliance with local, 

state, and Federal regulations would be ensured by obtaining necessary permits, performing 

resource protection where necessary, and complying with applicable regulations.  Site design 

review would be conducted with Coos County. Site preparation activities would include 

vegetation clearing, surveying, and grading of proposed range areas. 

Ranges 
Conceptual range design is described below and is shown in Figure 2.  The ranges would be 

constructed with a balanced cut and fill to avoid having to import material for earthen berm 

construction and to effectively capture bullets, minimize the potential for lead migration from 

the range, minimize maintenance requirements, and provide for multiple discipline shooting 

activities.  The range design took into consideration the following standards and guidelines: 

 Army Small Arms Training Range Environmental Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

Manual, United States Army Environmental Center, SFIM-AEC-AT-CR-2006007, 

February 2005 

 Best Management Practices for Lead at Outdoor Shooting Ranges, United States 

Environmental Protection Agency, EPA-902-B-01-001, June 2005 

 Engineering Technical Letter (ETL) 08-011: Small Arms Range Design and 

Construction, Department of Air Force, October 2008 

 Environmental Aspects of Construction and Management of Outdoor Shooting Ranges, 

National Shooting Sports Foundation, 1997 

 Environmental Management at Operating Outdoor Small Arms Firing Ranges, 

Interstate Technology Regulatory Council, February 2005 

 Outdoor Shooting Ranges BMPs, Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 2003 

 Range Safety, Department of the Army, Pamphlet 385-63, April 2003 

The TSP range would include the following project elements. 

Bullet Traps 
The bullet traps are used to capture all bullets fired on ranges.  Bullet traps for the TSP would 

include the following construction specifications for earthen berm backstops and bullet traps: 

 The earthen berm would consist of compacted soil and rock placed at a 2H:1V slope 

and blended into natural topography. 

 A minimum of 2 feet of ballistic sand bullet trap material would be placed to a 

minimum height of 6 feet at a 1:5H:1V slope. 

 The ballistic sand bullet trap material would be ¼-inch to #10 mesh sand. 

 Earthen berm backstop would be 20 feet in height at a minimum.  

 The top of the earthen berm would be flat and 4 feet wide. 

 The toe of slope of backstop would be stabilized to prevent erosion. 
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Earthen backstops would be kept vegetated to prevent erosion and sediment migration.  

Vegetation would consist of native grass and herb species that require minimal maintenance 

and irrigation.  Woody vegetation, such as trees and shrubs, would not be planted on 

backstops because their roots could weaken the structure. 

Interior and Exterior Earthen Berm 
Interior and exterior earthen berms may consist of earthen material.  Exterior berms would be 

constructed to a minimum height of 12 feet with a 2H:1V slope, and interior earthen berms 

would be constructed to a minimum height of 8 feet with a 1.5H:1V slope.  A 4-foot-wide flat 

top is recommended for exterior earthen berms. 

Earthen berms would be kept vegetated to prevent erosion and sediment migration.  Like the 

bullet traps, vegetation at berms would consist of native grass and herb species that require 

minimal maintenance and irrigation, and woody vegetation would not be planted.  Ditching or 

sloping may be constructed at the outside of the exterior berm to prevent water ponding. 

Firing Line Bench Rests 
Firing line bench rests are typically two-seated, flat, steady tables or surfaces used by shooters 

to steady themselves.  Each bench rest is considered a firing point.  Bench rests may allow for 

increased individual accuracy and development of consistent habits during training and 

provide a safety buffer between shooters.  The firing line bench rests are usually constructed 

to a height of 30 inches.  A firing line bench rest would be installed at each firing lane of the 

600-Yard and 100-Yard ranges.   

Firing Line Enclosure 

The 600-Yard and 100-Yard ranges would include a firing line enclosure.  The firing line 

enclosure can protect shooters from the elements, provide storage space and sound 

abatement, and eliminate blue sky above the shooter’s vision of the backstop.  The firing range 

enclosure would be constructed to provide year-round use to shooters and would consider 

economic, noise, and security needs at the TSP. 

Vegetated Buffer Plantings and Visual Block 
Vegetation would be used to provide visual and aesthetic benefits.  Available space for 

vegetative planting within the borders of the range is the primary element when designing 

vegetative buffers.  Native vegetation would be used as a buffer and visual block suited to 

proposed TSP conditions to minimize maintenance and irrigation requirements. 

Utilities 
Utilities potentially required at the TSP include water, sewer, trash collection, and electricity. 

Water 
A municipal water connection is not currently available at the TSP.  Under the Proposed 

Action, water would be trucked in to the site. There would be no potable water source 

available at the TSP. 
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Sewer 
A municipal sewer connection is not currently available at the TSP.  Initially, portable toilet 

facilities would be used at the site for sanitation. However, flush toilets could be constructed 

at the TSP in the future. If flush toilets are constructed, the TSP would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with State of Oregon Department of Human Services and Coos 

County health ordinances. All necessary permits would be obtained from Coos County. 

Electricity 
Electricity is available on overhead lines on Highway 101 and on the Beaver Hill Disposal Site 

Road.  A connection would be established in coordination with utility providers.  Portable 

generators may be used for some phases of the project. 

Trash Collection 
Trash generated from facility use would be collected in dumpsters.  Dumpsters may require 

protection from wildlife and vandalism.  Trash service would remove waste from the TSP. 

Training and Office Building 
A training and office building would be constructed at the TSP for training, education, 

meetings, and to support range use.  The building would be approximately 4,000 square feet 

and would be designed in accordance with the Coos County Development Code Chapter III 

Supplemental Provisions: Structures, Uses, Lots, and Yards.  The requirements for issuance of 

building permits are defined in this code.  Building entrances, interior doors, public areas, and 

bathrooms would be designed to provide ample width and accessibility for all range users and 

would be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Fences and Gates 
Fences would be installed to prevent access to the ranges, except through designated gates.  

Inaccessible terrain may also serve to limit unauthorized access if perimeter fencing is not 

feasible.  Entry gates may include automated security systems to track range use. 

Landscaping 
Landscaping materials and design would be chosen to: (1) provide shade; (2) screen from 

wind; (3) separate different site uses or activities; (4) provide erosion protection; and (5) 

facilitate a pleasing aesthetic image.  Native vegetation would be disturbed to the minimum 

extent possible, and native plant species would be used where practicable to minimize water 

and maintenance requirements.  Berms would be seeded with native grass species to prevent 

erosion and enhance the natural appearance of the site (Gary Combs LLC 2002). 

Access  
An existing road used to access Coos County managed land would be modified.  The change to 

the road would not restrict access, and vehicles would be safely outside the range area and 

protected from bullet shot by earthen berms.  The road would be barricaded when not in use 

to prevent trespassers from entering the TSP, and access would be coordinated between Coos 

County and the TSPA. 



14  
 

Access to the TSP would be from Highway 101.  Any proposed modifications to the existing 

access road would be coordinated with the Oregon Department of Transportation.  Interior 

roads and parking areas would provide access to ranges and other facilities, as shown on 

Figure 2.  Roads would be constructed in accordance with Coos County Development Code 

Article 7.2 for Rural Road Standards.   

Parking areas would be constructed in accordance with Coos County Development Code 

Chapter 10 for Off-street Parking and to provide accessibility to individuals with various 

degrees of disabilities.  Designated disabled parking areas would be clearly labeled and well 

graded or paved. 

Walkways would be constructed to provide access between and across ranges and facilities.  

Walkways would be constructed on non-slip surfaces, such as crushed stone, asphalt, or 

concrete.  Handicap ramps and slopes would be constructed at walkways to provide access for 

handicapped facility users, as defined by Coos County.  

2.3.3 Operations and Management 

Operation of the TSP would include management of TSPA memberships and users, safety, 

environmental resources, facility maintenance, and public relations.  Operations and 

management procedures regarding range use and environmental protection would be 

planned by establishing range rules and completing an Environmental Stewardship Plan 

(ESP).  The implementation of the ESP would allow for safety and environmental protection 

considerations to be incorporated in ongoing operations and management of the TSP. 

Facility Users 

Facility users would include TSPA members, local law enforcement, and the general public.  

Hunter education and firearms safety training would be offered at the TSP.  The marketing 

area is expected to consist of a 60-minute driving radius around the TSP (Gary Combs LLC 

2002).  Regional events and competitions are expected to draw participants from greater 

distances, including neighboring states. 

Local law enforcement groups that are expected to train at the TSP include city, county, state, 

and Federal law enforcement agencies.  Law enforcement departments and the number of 

personnel expected to train at the TSP are shown in Table 1.  The list of interested 

departments may increase as the project develops. 
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Table 1. Law Enforcement Facility Users 

Law Enforcement Department Number of Personnel 

Coos County Sheriff 60 

Coos County Emergency Response Team Special 
Weapons and Tactics  

14 

Oregon State Police 20 

Coos Bay Police 20 

North Bend Police 12 

Coquille Police 8 

Myrtle Point Police 6 

Bandon Police 6 

South Coast Interagency Narcotics Team 4 

Powers Police 2 

Total 152 

 

Hunting and Firearms Safety and Training Programs 
Training programs for hunting and firearms safety should include the following best practices 

(NSSF 2007): 

 Clearly state purpose with consistent mission, goals, and objectives. 

 Evaluate the effectiveness of the program. 

 Determine needs of the program. 

 Ensure adequate support, resources, and staffing for the program. 

 Provide experienced, well-informed, prepared, and ethical staff. 

 Provide frequent and sustained recruitment and retention opportunities. 

 Involve stakeholders and partnerships in all levels of development. 

 Allow access to all audiences. 

Detailed descriptions of best practices and recommendations for creating and sustaining 

training programs can be found in Best Practices Workbook for Hunting and Shooting 

Recruitment and Retention (NSSF 2007). 

Safety Plan 
A Safety Plan will be completed for the TSP to describe administrative rules and regulations 

for facility operation.  Specific standards would be determined for range schedules, parking, 

guest policies, member and user responsibilities, hours of operation, security, programs, and 

range supervision and enforcement (Gary Combs, LLC 2002).  Safety and noise requirements 

would be determined for the facility, in accordance with local land use regulations, local law 

enforcement policy, and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requirements. 
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Environmental Stewardship Plan 
An ESP will be completed in accordance with the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) publication Best Management Practices for Lead at Outdoor Shooting Ranges 

(EPA 2005).  The ESP will describe BMPs to minimize or eliminate lead contamination and 

migration.  BMPs will be chosen specifically for site conditions at the TSP apply to range 

design, operation, and maintenance and cover the following:  

 Vegetative Cover – Vegetative cover will be maintained on berms and bay floors to 

prevent erosion and transport of sediment and lead in stormwater runoff. 

 Optimal Soil pH - The optimal soil pH for minimizing lead solubility and preventing 

the migration of lead through the soil column into underlying groundwater is above 

6.5 (EPA 2005). Soil pH samples would be taken as part of ESP development, and lime 

will be used to treat soils if they are below (more acidic) than the optimal pH level per 

EPA guidelines. 

 Erosion and Sediment Controls - Erosion and sediment control BMPs will be 

implemented during any construction or maintenance projects that involve ground 

disturbance. The purpose of the erosion and sediment control BMPs is to prevent 

erosion of material potentially containing with lead. 

 Stormwater Management –Engineered stormwater drainage swales will be 

constructed to prevent stormwater damage to adjacent properties. The drainage 

swales will receive stormwater runoff from the ranges and remove stormwater 

pollutants through filtration from vegetation and infiltration.  

Funding 
Funding sources for development of the TSP are expected to include grants.  Future funding 

sources for operation and maintenance may include range fees, membership dues, and 

fundraising event proceeds. Potential grants that may be obtained for development and 

operation of the TSP include grants from the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act, the 

NSSF, and the Friends of the NRA. 

Range fees may be established for range use at the TSP.  National averages for 

visitor/participant fees per visit are $7.00 per visit (Gary Combs, LLC 2002). Fees for use of 

the TSP would be established by the TSPA to reflect actual costs of use and maintenance of the 

ranges. 

Facilities Maintenance 
General maintenance activities would include upkeep of landscaping and outdoor structures, 

housekeeping of ranges and facilities, and occasional lead recovery and recycling.  The 

frequency of maintenance events would depend on the amount of use of the ranges and 

facilities.  Maintenance may be conducted by TSP personnel or trained volunteers. 
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Introduction 

Several resources would potentially be affected by the Proposed Action, and have been 

brought forward for detailed analysis in this EA. The resources selected for detailed analysis 

are listed below. Chapter 3 describes the background/baseline conditions for each resource 

analyzed in detail. 

 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
 Wetlands 
 Water Quality, Water Resources, and Floodplains 
 Historical, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 
 Noise 
 Land Use  
 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
 Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 

 
The analysis is based on the conceptual TSP design and layout as described in Chapter 2 and 

shown on the plan set in Appendix A.  

3.2 Physical Environment 

The proposed TSP is located off 55726 Highway 101, Coos County, near Bandon, Oregon. The 

approximately 120-acre lease area is adjacent to the Beaver Hill Disposal Area, a Coos County 

municipal landfill (Figure 1, Figure 2). 

The proposed TSP is within the Pacific Border Province of the Pacific Mountain System (NRCS 

2006). The proposed TSP would be located on a plateau just west of Beaver Hill Road at an 

elevation of approximately 330 feet above sea level. The terrain is fairly flat, gaining elevation 

moderately to the east to Beaver Hill Road and gradually losing elevation to the west.  

The proposed TSP is within the Coquille River Watershed. Past development in the area has 

resulted in diking and filling of many areas of wetlands, creeks, and sloughs within the 

Coquille River Watershed. The watershed has been heavily forested in the past, affecting the 

watershed and water quality of the Coquille River and its tributaries and affected the 

distribution of native species and wildlife in the area.  

3.3 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Fish 
The affected environment includes fish species known to occur or that are likely to occur 

given the presence of suitable habitat and known distribution in streams within the proposed 

TSP lease area.  Information on fisheries resources was collected from the Oregon Biodiversity 

Information Center (ORBIC 2015), the USFWS (USFWS 2014), StreamNet (StreamNet 2015), 

and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NOAA Fisheries 2014).  
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There are three intermittent streams located within the proposed TSP lease area, which 

include three unnamed tributaries of Sevenmile Creek, a perennial stream located east and 

north of the proposed TSP. These waterways are characterized in Section 3.5, Water 

Resources. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
The main Federal statute that protects fish in the proposed TSP lease area is the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and steelhead 

(O. mykiss) are the two species of fish listed under the ESA that potentially occur in perennial 

and intermittent streams within 2 miles of the proposed TSP (ORBIC 2015). Sevenmile Creek, 

located approximately 4100 feet from the project, is the nearest perennial stream to the 

proposed TSP. Sevenmile Creek has spawning and rearing   habitat for coho salmon and 

steelhead (StreamNet 2015). Figure 3 shows the upstream extent of fish distribution of coho 

salmon, steelhead, and Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha).   

State-listed Species 
Chinook salmon is the only Oregon state-listed fish species of sensitive-critical concern that 

potentially occurs within 2 miles of the proposed TSP (ORBIC 2015). In the Coquille River 

Watershed, Chinook salmon are in the Oregon Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU). 

Chinook salmon in the Oregon Coast ESU are not listed under Federal ESA, as they are in 

several other ESUs in the Pacific Northwest. Chinook salmon spawning and rearing habitat has 

the potential to occur in Sevenmile Creek. Sevenmile Creek is not located within the proposed 

TSP lease area. 

Essential Fish Habitat 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) has designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

for the Pacific salmon fishery, groundfish, and coastal pelagic fisheries (PFMC 2015).  Of these, 

only species associated with the Pacific salmon fishery occur within and near the proposed 

TSP.  The Pacific salmon fishery in this designation includes all streams, lakes, ponds, 

wetlands, and other water bodies currently or historically accessible to salmon in Oregon, 

except above the impassable barriers identified by the PFMC.  The Pacific salmon fishery 

includes Chinook, coho, and pink salmon (O. gorbuscha) in its designation, of which Chinook 

and coho salmon are present within 2 miles of the proposed TSP (ORBIC 2015; StreamNet 

2015). 

Wildlife 

General Wildlife 
General wildlife expected to occur in and around the proposed TSP include black bear (Ursus 

americanus), Roosevelt elk (Cervus canadensis), black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus 

columbianus), coyote (Canis latrans), fox (Vulpes sp.), bobcat (Lynx rufus), American beaver 

(Castor Canadensis), North American river otter (Lontra canadensis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), 

striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), opossum (Didelphis 

virginiana), rabbits, squirrels, mink (Mustela vison), bushy-tailed wood rat (Neotoma cinerea), 

bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), crow (Corvus sp.), ruffed 

grouse (Bonasa umbellus), blue grouse (Dendragapus obscurus), common raven (Corvus corax), 
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merganser (Mergus merganser), belted kingfisher (Megaceryle alcyon) , and band-tailed pigeon 

(Patagioenas fasciata). Salamanders, newts, and slugs are common in the decomposing forest 

litter (NRCS 2006). 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
The fisher (Pekania pennanti) is the only mammal with potential to occur within the proposed 

TSP lease area (USFWS 2014).  The status of the fisher throughout the range of the west coast 

distinct population is currently being reviewed by the USFWS to determine if it warrants 

protection under the ESA. The fisher was proposed for listing by USFWS as “threatened” under 

the ESA on October 7, 2014 (79 FR 60419 60443). The USFWS extended the comment period 

for the proposed rule to list the fisher on December 23, 2014 (79 FR 76950 76951). On April 

14, 2015, the USFWS announced a 6-month extension of the final determination to list the 

fisher as threatened and reopened the public comment period on the proposed rule (80 FR 

19953 19954).  Fishers in Oregon have historically occurred in forests throughout the Cascade 

and Coastal mountains. The remaining population of fisher in Oregon is restricted to the 

northern Siskiyou Mountains and the southern Cascade Range. Fisher habitat is characterized 

as moderate to dense forest cover with a large amount of wood on the forest floor, a moderate 

amount of shrubs, and mix of hardwood trees (USFWS 2015a).    

Birds listed under the ESA that have the potential to occur in the proposed TSP lease area 

include the western snowy plover   (Charadrius nivosus nivosus), northern spotted owl (Strix 

occidentalis caurina), and marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) (USFWS 2014).   

The snowy plover is a small shorebird listed as threatened under the ESA in 1993 (USFWS 

2015b). The snowy plover’s habitat is characterized by barren to sparsely vegetated sand 

beaches, dry salt flats in lagoons, dredge spoils deposited on beach or dune habitat, levees and 

flats at salt-evaporation ponds, river bars, along alkaline or saline lakes, reservoirs, and ponds 

(Page et al. 2009). 

The USFWS listed the northern spotted owl as threatened under the ESA in 1990 (USFWS 

2015c). Critical habitat for the northern spotted owl was designated in 1992 and revised in 

2008 (USFWS 2015c). Northern spotted owls live in forests characterized by dense canopy 

closure of mature and old-growth trees, abundant logs, standing snags, and live trees with 

broken tops. Northern spotted owls prefer older forest stands (USFWS 2015c). 

The USFWS listed the marbled murrelet as threatened under the ESA in 1992 (USFWS 2015d). 

Marbled murrelets are seabirds that spend most of the life in the ocean and marine 

environments, but they generally nest in old-growth forests (USFWS 2015d). 

State-listed Species 
In addition to its status as a Federal candidate species, the fisher is also listed in Oregon as 

sensitive (ODFW 2014). 
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Vegetation 

General Vegetation 
The proposed TSP is located in the Coastal Uplands ecoregion (EPA 2015). Coastal uplands are 

composed of spruce-cedar-hemlock forest/Douglas-fir, and/or western hemlock canopy. 

Common plant species associated with this ecoregion include, with salal (Gaultheria shallon), 

sword fern (Polystichum munitum), vine maple (Acer circinatum), Oregon grape (Mahonia 

aquifolium), rhododendron (Rhododendron sp.), and evergreen huckleberry (Vaccinium 

ovatum).  

The proposed TSP lease area also supports wetland and riparian vegetation (AECOM 2014). 

Common plants found in wetland and riparian areas include red alder (Alnus rubra), bigleaf 

maple (Acer macrophyllum), western redcedar (Thuja plicata), salmonberry (Rubus 

spectabilis), and currant (Ribes sp.). 

Much of the proposed TSP lease area was recently logged. As a result, the land east and west of 

the proposed ranges site is now vegetated with shrubs and young conifer trees. The land 

further east of the proposed ranges was logged during years prior to the most recent logging, 

and that land now has taller second-growth conifers and shrubs. To the south and southwest, 

there is dense forest of mature conifer and hardwoods between the proposed ranges and the 

residences to the southwest. To the northwest, there is a narrow stand of mature conifer trees 

along the drainage and some young second growth conifers and hardwoods further northwest 

of the drainage. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
The western lily (Lilium occidentale) has the potential to occur within the proposed TSP lease 

area (USFWS 2014). The western lily is endemic to Coos County, Oregon, and listed as 

threatened under the ESA. It occurs in forest or thicket openings near ephemeral ponds and 

small streams under shrubs (Kartesz 1994). It typically flowers in June and July. A site-specific 

survey for the western lily was conducted in July 2015; no western lily plants were found 

within the TSP lease area (AECOM 2015).  

State-listed Species 
There are four Oregon state-listed species of plants that have the potential to occur in Coos 

County (Oregon Department of Agriculture [ODA] 2015): the pink sandverbena (Abronia 

umbellate var. breviflora), Point Reyes bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. palustris), 

western lily, and silvery phacelia (Phacelia argentea). The pink sandverbena, Point Reyes 

bird’s-beak, and western lily are listed as endangered. The silvery phacelia is listed as 

threatened. 

The pink sandverbena is either an annual or short-lived perennial plant historically occurring 

from Vancouver Island, British Columbia, to northern California. In the northern part of its 

range, which includes Oregon, pink sandverbena is found on broad beaches and/or near the 

mouths of rivers and streams. It most commonly occurs in fine sand between the high-tide line 

and driftwood zone (ODA 2015).  
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The Point Reyes bird’s-beak is an annual plant found in coastal salt marsh habitat along the 

Pacific Coast from Tillamook County, Oregon, to Santa Clara County, California. In Oregon, the 

Point Reyes bird’s-beak is restricted to Netarts Bay, Yaquina Bay, and Coos Bay. The silvery 

phacelia is a perennial plant found near the coast from Bandon, Oregon, south to Crescent City, 

California. Habitat for this species includes open sand above the high tide line, inland sand 

dunes, and coastal bluffs. The western lily is described above. 

Migratory Birds 
The protection of birds is regulated by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and 

Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). Any activity, intentional or unintentional, resulting in 

take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by the 

USFWS (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). The MBTA has no provision for 

allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally killed or injured by otherwise 

lawful activities. 

The USFWS IPaC system listed 10 migratory birds of conservation concern with potential to 

occur in or near the proposed TSP (USFWS 2014).  Migratory birds of conservation concern 

(in addition to those birds considered species of concern) that likely occur in the proposed 

TSP lease area include Allen's hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), bald eagle (Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus), black oystercatcher (Haematopus bachmani), marbled godwit (Limosa fedoa), 

olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), purple finch (Carpodacus purpureus), rufous 

hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), short-billed dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus), western 

grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis), and willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii). 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to fish, wildlife, plants, and 

migratory birds. 

Proposed Action 

Fish 
Sedimentation and turbidity are primary contributors to the degradation of salmon habitat 

(Bash et al. 2001).  High levels of turbidity can reduce feeding efficiency and food availability, 

clog gill rakers, and erode gill filaments of salmon (Bash et al. 2001).  Standard erosion control 

measures at work areas would contain overland flow and prevent sediment from entering fish 

habitat. A stormwater management swale, or similar type of facility, would be constructed to 

manage and treat stormwater generated from the TSP. The stormwater swale would limit the 

amount of sediment transported to receiving streams through stormwater runoff. If sediment 

does reach fish habitat, sediment inputs are expected to be a small pulse and temporary in 

duration.  Overall, because no major work would occur within fish-bearing streams, the 

Proposed Action would have a minor impact on fish, primarily a result of the possible 

temporary minor input of sediment to streams from adjacent upland construction. 

Potential impacts on fish habitat resulting from accidental oil or fuel spills into streams from 

construction equipment used adjacent to streams would be minor because BMPs listed and 
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described in Section 3.5.2 would be implemented, including setbacks from water bodies for 

fueling and staging areas to minimize spills. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Fish Species 

Avenues of impact on ESA-listed species from the Proposed Action could include increased 

sediment to receiving streams and accidental oil and fuels spills as described for other fish 

species and would result in a minor impact on listed species.  Construction would not occur in 

streams that support ESA-listed fish species, and adverse impacts are not expected.  Impacts 

would include potential sedimentation and turbidity as a result of construction-related 

erosion from work sites near streams.  No impacts on proposed or designated critical habitat 

for ESA-listed fish species are anticipated. There is designated critical habitat for Coho in 

Sevenmile Creek and two tributaries of Sevenmile Creek. The upper extent of designated 

critical habitat for Coho in these streams is located, from north to south, 4100’, 3300, & 4500’ 

from the project (figure 3). There is no designated critical habitat for steelhead in any of these 

streams.   

State-listed Species 

Avenues of impact on Oregon state-listed species from the Proposed Action could include 

increased sediment to receiving streams and accidental oil and fuels spills as described for 

other fish species and could result in a minor impact on listed species.  Construction would not 

occur in streams and adverse impacts are not expected.  Impacts would include potential 

sedimentation and turbidity as a result of construction-related erosion from work sites near 

streams. However, the stormwater management swale would minimize those impacts.  

Essential Fish Habitat 

Construction would not occur in EFH; therefore, impacts to EFH are not expected. 

Wildlife 
Proposed construction activities would result in 3.2 acres of permanent habitat modification 

and 14.7 acres of temporary habitat disturbance in the proposed TSP lease area.  Potential 

project effects on wildlife, in addition to habitat loss and modification, include noise 

disturbance, disruption of wildlife movement, alteration of foraging behavior, spread of 

noxious weeds, and incidental mortality.  

Noise disturbances from heavy equipment during construction may cause wildlife to move 

away from the construction zone.  Because wildlife habitats in the proposed TSP lease area are 

well connected to other similar habitats, most mobile wildlife species (e.g., deer, birds, etc.) 

may relocate from these temporary disturbance areas to nearby areas during construction.  

Wildlife species with limited mobility would not be able to move away quickly from 

construction.  Construction noise would likely temporarily disrupt or mask communication 

necessary for mating and predator avoidance but not likely reach thresholds for mortality.  

These impacts would be temporary because they would end with the completion of project 

construction. After construction, noise from the use of the ranges (gunshot sound) and the 

presence of humans is expected to alter wildlife movement for foraging and travel within the 

proposed TSP lease area, especially in close proximity to the firing ranges during operational 
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hours. Noise during operation would be long-term. The effect would be low because the site is 

already subjected to levels of human activity and noise from the nearby roads and the Beaver 

Hill Disposal Site.  

The threat of incidental mortality to most species would be limited to the duration of 

construction and those small areas where ground disturbance occurs.  Wildlife would likely 

avoid the immediate construction area and use alternative routes, resulting in a temporary 

disruption of local wildlife movement by the Proposed Action.  In the long term, wildlife would 

continue to use the TSP and surrounding area for breeding, foraging, and dispersal. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 

There would be no impacts to the fisher, snowy plover, northern spotted owl, and marbled 

murrelet because suitable habitat does not occur in the proposed TSP lease area. 

State-listed Species 

There would be no impacts to the fisher because suitable habitat does not occur in the 

proposed TSP lease area. 

Migratory Birds 
Similar to effects on general wildlife species, migratory birds would be affected by habitat loss 

or modification, noise disturbance, disruption of movement, and alteration of foraging 

behavior.  In addition, construction noise could disrupt nesting and result in nest 

abandonment.  Birds in noisy environments may compensate for decreased auditory cues by 

increasing vigilance behavior, such as visual scans from the nest entrance or flushing from the 

nest, leading to changes in energy allocation or extended periods away from the nest during 

incubation.  This behavior appears to be followed, at a high rate, by nest abandonment 

(Strasser and Heath 2013). 

Migratory birds nest not only on tree branches and in tree and snag cavities, but also among 

shrubs and downed vegetation, on open ground, and on cliffs.  Most nests are well 

camouflaged or otherwise almost undetectable.  While adult birds can usually escape 

construction activities, their eggs and chicks do not have this ability.  Destruction of active bird 

nests, eggs, or nestlings could result from vegetation clearing, grubbing, and other site 

preparation and construction activities. 

Removal of vegetation that could support nesting birds could result in the disruption of 

nesting if removal occurs during the nesting season.  However, most bird species presumed to 

be nesting in the proposed TSP lease area are relatively common and are not considered 

sensitive species.  Because of this, disruption of nesting or the loss of nests of common birds is 

not a biologically adverse effect in the context these species’ local populations.   

If construction occurs during the avian breeding season (generally March 15 through 

September) then surveys would be conducted no sooner than 72 hours prior to any ground-

disturbing activity to ensure the project does not result in take of any ground-nesting or tree-

nesting avian species or nests protected under the MBTA or disturbance to other raptors that 

may occur within 0.25 mile or less of the proposed TSP lease area. If construction has to occur 
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during the avian breeding season, appropriate coordination with the USFWS would occur to 

identify avoidance and mitigation measures to ensure construction does not result in nest 

abandonment. 

Vegetation 
The Proposed Action would involve minor adverse impacts to vegetation; however, the 

proposed TSP lease area has been previously disturbed due to past logging and brush removal 

activities. Construction of the Proposed Action would result in 3.2 acre of permanent impacts 

associated with long-term loss of vegetation, and 14.7 acres of temporary removal of 

vegetation in the proposed TSP lease area.  Nearly all of the permanent impacts would be 

associated with the training office, access roads, and parking areas, where vegetation would 

be removed, preventing regrowth of vegetation.   

Site preparation and construction activities under the Proposed Action could contribute to the 

establishment and spread of noxious weeds within the proposed TSP lease area.  Established 

populations of noxious weeds are already present in the proposed TSP lease area as a result of 

past logging and brushing activities.  Removal of vegetation and soil disturbance would create 

site conditions likely to favor the establishment of noxious weeds.  Additionally, construction 

vehicles and equipment could transport weed seeds and propagules, potentially leading to the 

establishment of new populations of these species.  Creation of new access roads could 

provide sites for noxious weeds to colonize.   

The TSPA would limit the establishment and spread of noxious weeds by minimizing ground 

disturbance in proximity to existing noxious weed populations and using weed-free materials 

during construction and restoration activities.  TSPA would also control noxious weeds at 

construction sites following project activities to minimize their potential to colonize disturbed 

areas.  Additionally, as part of the normal maintenance for the TSP as included in the 

Concessionaire Agreement with Coos County (Appendix B), the TSPA would annually maintain 

vegetation including control of noxious weeds. With these BMPs in place, impacts on native 

vegetation associated with the establishment and spread of noxious weeds would be minor. 

Hazardous materials, such as fuels and hydraulic fluids used by vehicles and construction 

equipment, could be accidentally released, potentially harming vegetation and reducing the 

vigor of native populations.  The risk of spills of hazardous materials would be minimized 

through mitigation measures, and impacts would be localized to areas where construction 

equipment is used if a spill were to occur as described in Section 3.5.2.   

Upon completion of construction, all ranges and berms would be seeded with native seed mix 

to prevent erosion, dust, and weed proliferation. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 

Field surveys for western lily were conducted in July 2015. There is no suitable habitat for the 

western lily and no occurrences of western lily were found (AECOM 2015).  
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State-Listed Species 

There would be no impacts to Oregon state-listed species because suitable habitat does not 

occur in the proposed TSP lease area. 

3.4 Wetlands 

Site visits were conducted March 30 through April 3, 2015, to identify wetlands and/or waters 

within the proposed TSP lease area. Wetland presence was determined by wetland scientists 

using the methods outlined in the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands 

Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the 

Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast 

Region (Regional Supplement) (USACE 2010).  

Wetlands were classified per the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 

United States (Cowardin et al. 1979). Under the Cowardin classification scheme, wetlands are 

grouped into systems based on shared hydrologic factors. Palustrine wetlands include all 

nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, emergent herbaceous plants, mosses, and/or 

lichens. Palustrine wetlands are divided into classes, including forested (PFO), scrub-shrub 

(PSS), and emergent (PEM), based on the percent cover of woody vegetation and the height of 

the dominant vegetation. The Cowardin system classifies waterways as Riverine if they are 

contained within a channel with continuously or periodically flowing water.  

To more adequately describe wetlands, modifiers are often included in the Cowardin 

classification to indicate water regime and other pertinent information. Modifiers used in this 

investigation include Seasonally Flooded (C), Permanently Flooded (H), and Excavated (x). 

Wetlands were also classified according to the Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) method. The HGM 

classification groups wetlands based on the hydrologic and geomorphic characteristics that 

control many wetland functions (Adamus 2001). HGM classifications observed during 

fieldwork include Slope, Riverine (flow-through and impounding), and Depressional. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Many wetlands observed during the site visits were similar in nature, ostensibly created 

during prior logging operations. Wetlands appear to have developed within compacted tire 

ruts, log skid tracks, and stump removal locations. Eighteen on-site wetlands, three off-site 

wetlands, three streams, and several manmade stormwater features were identified in the 

proposed TSP lease area (Figure 4).  Fifteen wetlands were characterized as PEM, two as PSS, 

and one as PFO. Of these wetlands, all are anticipated to be under state (Oregon Department of 

State Lands [DSL]) jurisdiction and five are anticipated to be under Federal (USACE) 

jurisdiction. The Wetland Delineation Report has been submitted to the DSL; however, it is 

currently under review.  

Wetland impacts are regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   Under Section 

404(b)(1), the USACE reviews applications for permits in accordance with EPA's Section 

404(b)(1).  Guidelines that require no discharge of dredged or fill materials shall be permitted 

if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less adverse 
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impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant 

adverse environmental consequences.  The USACE must also determine that the project is not 

contrary to the public interest (33 C.F.R. 323.6). 

Nine small wetlands occur at the south end of the northern portion of the proposed TSP.  

Seven of these are in isolated depressions, while two have hydrologic connections to a stream. 

Three additional small wetlands occur throughout the remaining part of the northern area of 

the proposed TSP. The southern area of the TSP contains four small, isolated wetlands and one 

larger wetland associated with a stream. The access road connecting the north and south 

project sites crosses one small wetland and stream. Table 2 below summarizes wetlands and 

waters within the proposed TSP lease area. 

Table 2. Existing Wetlands within Proposed TSP Lease Area 

Wetland 
Name 

Acres Anticipated State 
(DSL) Jurisdiction 

Anticipated Federal 
(USACE) Jurisdiction 

Notes 

 
A/2A 
 

 
0.130 
 

Likely  Likely  

A and 2A are separated by a 
road culvert. Flows into Stream 
2. Flows to tributary of Water 
of the U.S. 

B 
C 
D 

0.034 
0.003 
0.005 

Likely  Not likely  
Closed depressions 
significantly disturbed by 
logging and stump removal. 

E 
F 
G 
H/M 
I 
K 
L 

0.069 

Likely  Not likely  

Closed depressions 
significantly disturbed by 
logging and stump removal. 
Wetland F is connected to a 
sediment pond by a 
constructed ditch through 
uplands. 

0.009 
0.022 
0.045 
0.019 
0.044 
0.027 

J 0.153 Likely  Likely  Sheet flows into Wetland N  
N 0.101 Likely  Likely  Flows into Stream 3 
O 0.020 Likely  Not likely  Closed depression  

P 0.063 Likely  Likely  
Drains to sediment pond, which 
drains through a swale into 
Stream 3 

Q 0.020 Likely  Not likely  Closed depression 
R 0.009 Likely  Likely  Associated with Stream 1 

S 0.012 Likely  Not likely  
Associated with a constructed 
ditch that does not connect to 
another water or wetland 

Total 0.8    

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

The proposed TSP would impact approximately 28,457 square feet (0.7 acre) of wetlands. 

Construction of the proposed TSP would require fill in wetlands to construct and operate the 

100-yard and 600-yard range, tactical range, the law enforcement range, and parking areas. 

Fill in existing wetlands would affect or remove wetland habitat in the proposed TSP lease 

area. Wetland impacts are regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and a Removal-

Fill Permit is required. To minimize impacts to wetlands, the construction plan would perform 
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work during the dry season to minimize rutting and disturbing wetlands and vegetation. The 

DSL may require mitigation as a condition of the Removal-Fill Permit, when issued. Since the 

action alternative will incur a loss of wetlands (Table 3), consultation and an approved 

wetland mitigation plan would be required from the USACE to mitigate the loss as a condition 

of the Removal-Fill Permit.  Therefore, project implementation on the proposed project site 

will not take place until a USACE Removal-Fill Permit is approved.  A wetland mitigation plan 

will be prepared for the loss of wetlands on the proposed range site, and will be mitigated at a 

replacement ratio as negotiated with the USACE for protected wetlands into perpetuity, per 

Title 33 U.S.C. 401 et seq.; 33 U.S.C. 1344; and Pub. L. 108-136 (73 FR 19670), and the Oregon 

Administrative Rules (OAR 141-85-400 through 141-85-445).  Wetland impacts are 

summarized in Table 3 below, by wetland.  

Table 3. Wetland Impact Summary 

Wetland ID Area (Square Ft) 
Wetland A 386 

Wetland B 1,469 

Wetland C 110 

Wetland D 216 

Wetland E 2,997 

Wetland F 387 

Wetland G 966 

Wetland H/M 1,947 

Wetland I 808 

Wetland J 6,646 

Wetland K 1,929 

Wetland L 1,163 

Wetland N 3,889 

Wetland O 880 

Wetland P 3,288 

Wetland Q 860 

Wetland S 516 

Total 28,457 

 

3.5 Water Resources 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

During the site visits to the proposed TSP conducted March 30 through April 3, 2015, one 

unnamed, intermittent stream (Stream 1) was observed crossing the access road near the 

middle of the proposed TSP lease area (Figure 4). Stream 1 drains south from Wetland R, 

north of the proposed TSP lease area, through an 18-inch culvert under the access road, and 

downslope south of the proposed TSP lease area. Two additional unnamed streams outside 

the proposed TSP lease area are fed by wetlands located within the proposed TSP lease area. 

The two additional streams are referred to as Stream 2 and Stream 3. Stream 2 drains 

Wetland A west off-site before it connects with a tributary of Sevenmile Creek. Stream 3 is east 

of the north half of the proposed TSP lease area and drains northward to Sevenmile Creek. 
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Stream 3 contained (spatially) discontinuous seasonal surface flows in the upper reaches 

nearest the proposed TSP lease area and continuous surface flows near the northeast corner 

of the lease area. Wetland N drains into the upper reach of Stream 3.  The off-site seep wetland 

drains into the lower reach of Stream 3.   

All streams on or adjacent to the proposed TSP lease area drain to tributaries of Sevenmile 

Creek. Sevenmile Creek drains to the Coquille River east of Bandon, Oregon, approximately 6.8 

miles downstream of the proposed TSP lease area. Sevenmile Creek is not listed as water 

quality limited. However, the Coquille River is 303(d)-listed for Chlorophyll a, dissolved 

oxygen, E. coli, Fecal Coliform, and temperature. A TMDL was issued for river mile 8 to 35.6 of 

the Coquille River (DEQ 2012). 

The proposed TSP lease area contains three main soil types with varying capacities for water 

infiltration and pollutant retention: Joeney-Templeton complex, 0 to 7 percent slopes; 

Templeton silt loam, 7 to 30 percent slopes; and Templeton silt loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes 

(NRCS 2015). The Joeney-Templeton complex, 0 to 7 percent slopes, is a hydric soil, and 

therefore is poorly drained. The remaining portions of the proposed TSP lease area allow for 

some infiltration into soils. Field observations indicate much of the proposed TSP lease area is 

underlain by a shallow aquitard of dense clay-bearing soils and/or an iron pan that restricts 

water infiltration, causing shallow inundation.  

Areas of proposed development for the 600-yard and 100-yard ranges were logged around 

2008. Tree stumps were also removed around this time in anticipation of site development.  

The logging, skidding, and stump removal procedures have altered site hydrology by 

removing the coniferous forest and understory, woody debris, organic duff layers, and 

permeable surface soil layers, and exposing less permeable and/or compacted subsoils.  These 

alterations have led to increased runoff and ponding in small depressions and swales in the 

gently sloping portions of the impacted areas and increased potential for erosion and 

sediment migration off-site. Areas east and west of the proposed 600-yard range firing line 

shed are now vegetated with low standing brush and very young conifer trees. Four sediment 

ponds exist in the proposed TSP lease area, which were installed as erosion and sediment 

control measure best management practices (BMPs) associated with the DEQ 1200C 

construction stormwater permit, obtained for the 2008 clearing and grubbing activity.  

There are no floodplains designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency within 

the proposed TSP lease area. 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed so there would be no effect 

to water resources. 

Proposed Action 
Under the proposed action, approximately 17.9 acres of land would be developed. There 

would be 0.1 acre of new impervious surface associated with the new buildings, covered 
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shooting areas, and sidewalks, and 3.1 acres of new gravel surface associated with parking 

areas and new roads. The conversion of vegetated area to impervious and gravel surfaces 

would increase the flow rate and volume of stormwater generated off the proposed TSP lease 

area. The proposed TSP development could also introduce additional pollutants to 

stormwater, such as sediment, oil and grease, and metals that could discharge into streams 

and wetlands on or downstream of the lease area. The proposed TSP lease area is relatively 

flat, and as mentioned in Section 3.5.1 above, the majority of the proposed TSP lease area has 

poor infiltration capacity.   

A stormwater swale, or similar facility, would be constructed on site to manage and provide 

some treatment for stormwater generated from the TSP. The stormwater swale would limit 

the amount of sediment transported to receiving streams through stormwater runoff. 

Receiving streams could still experience some increase in flow during rain events and 

pollutant loads from stormwater generated from the TSP. However, due to the small areas of 

impervious surface that would be developed, and the stormwater management swale that 

would manage stormwater generated off of the TSP, the pollutant load to receiving streams 

from stormwater would be low. No trees providing shade to waterbodies would be removed, 

so there would not be an effect to in-stream temperature from the Proposed Action. 

Additionally as discussed in Section 2.2.3, BMPs would be in place at the TSP to prevent 

migration of lead off the proposed TSP lease area to receiving waterbodies and groundwater.  

Erosion and sediment control BMPs would be implemented during construction to protect 

receiving streams and wetlands from sediment-laden runoff and other pollutants generated 

during construction. Due to the BMPs that would be implemented, and the infiltration 

capability of on-site soils, impacts to stormwater runoff and associated water quality of 

receiving streams are expected to be minor. 

3.6 Historical, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources are those physical remains, objects, places, historic records, and traditional 

cultural practices or beliefs that connect people to their past.  Historic properties, as defined 

by 36 CFR 800, the implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; 

16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), are a subset of cultural resources that includes any prehistoric or 

historic district, site, building, structure, or object that meets defined eligibility criteria for the 

National Register of Historic Places (National Register).  Historic properties can include 

artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within sites and properties of 

traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 

organization (also known as Traditional Cultural Properties).  No Traditional Cultural 

Properties were identified within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and are not 

discussed further. 

The NHPA requires cultural resources be inventoried and evaluated for eligibility for listing in 

the National Register, and Federal agencies evaluate and consider effects of their actions on 

such resources.  Cultural resources are evaluated for eligibility of listing in the National 

Register using four criteria commonly known as Criteria of Eligibility A, B, C, and D, as 

identified in 36 CFR Part 60.4(a-d).  These criteria include an examination of the cultural 
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resource’s age, integrity (of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association), and significance in American culture, among other things.  A cultural resource 

must meet at least one criterion to be eligible for listing in the National Register and to be 

considered a historic property. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed TSP lease area and its vicinity were used by ancestral Coosans throughout the 

precontact and ethnographic periods, and the Coquille River, estuaries, and adjacent coastline 

were, and continue to be, important for subsistence and settlement activities.  European 

American historic use of the proposed TSP lease area may have occurred as early as the 1850s 

and 1860s, with the establishment of the mining and logging industries near Coos Bay.  

Historic maps dating to 1929 indicate that the proposed TSP lease area was owned by the 

Coos Bay Lumber and Coal Company (AECOM 2014). 

In compliance with NHPA, historical, archaeological, and cultural resources in the APE have 

been identified, documented, and evaluated for eligibility for listing in the National Register.  A 

literature review of known sites within 1 mile of the proposed TSP lease area was conducted 

in 2014 (AECOM 2014).  This literature review identified three previous cultural resources 

investigations conducted within 1 mile of the proposed TSP lease area. No previously 

recorded historic, archaeological, or cultural resources were identified. An intensive-level 

pedestrian survey was conducted in the APE to identify archaeological sites, historic 

properties, and other cultural resources (AECOM 2014). No historic, archaeological, or 

cultural resources were observed. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be built and there would be no effects to 

cultural resources. 

Proposed Action 
Based on the results of the survey, no adverse effects to historic, archaeological, or cultural 

resources are anticipated. An unanticipated discovery of archaeological remains is always 

possible during excavation activities.  In the event of an unanticipated discovery during 

construction, all work in the vicinity of the discovery will stop until a qualified archaeologist 

meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR Part 61) 

for archaeology can make a determination on the significance of the find and identify an 

appropriate course of action, in compliance with state and Federal regulations. In the event 

that Native American ancestral remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 

cultural patrimony are encountered, all work will stop and the State Police, State Historic 

Preservation Office, Commission on Indian Services (CIS), and all appropriate Native American 

Tribes as designated by the CIS, and the county coroner shall be immediately notified (ORS 

97.745(4)). 
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3.7 Noise 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

Noise Descriptors 
Sound is the term given to variations in air pressure that are capable of being detected by the 

human ear. Small fluctuations in atmospheric pressure (sound pressure) constitute the 

physical property measured with a sound pressure level meter. Because the human ear can 

detect variations in atmospheric pressure over a large range of magnitudes, sound pressure is 

expressed on a logarithmic scale in decibels with a reference level of 20 micropascals (dB re 

20 μPa, or dB) used to represent the lower threshold of human hearing. 

The human auditory response to sound is a function of the magnitude of the sound, the 

frequency spectrum of the sound (the specific pitch components of the sound), the duration of 

the sound, and the existence of other sounds. It is difficult to describe a sound with a single 

number because of the many parameters that influence the human auditory response. 

However, studies have shown conclusively that at equal sound pressure levels, people are 

generally more sensitive to certain higher frequency sounds (such as made by speech, horns, 

and whistles) than lower frequency sounds (such as made by motors and engines) (DSA 

2007). To address the preferential response to frequency, the A-weighted scale was 

developed. The A-weighted scale adjusts the sound level in each frequency band in much the 

same manner that the human auditory system does. Thus, the A-weighted sound level (dBA) 

becomes a single number that defines the level of a sound and has some correlation with the 

sensitivity of the human ear to that sound. 

The A-weighted sound level alone, however, is not sufficient to describe the acoustic 

environment at any given location, due to the fact that environmental sound levels tend to 

change frequently with time. Therefore, an environmental noise descriptor needs to address 

the length of time sound is present as well as the level of the sound. One environmental noise 

descriptor used widely throughout the United States is the "Statistical Sound Level.” The 

statistical sound level is given as “Lxx,” which corresponds to the level exceeded “xx” percent 

of the specified measurement time. For example, the L50 would be that level exceeded 50 

percent of the time during a specified time period. Typically, in noise regulations and 

standards, the specified time period is 1 hour. 

The very short duration and extreme sound pressure levels produced by gun shots affect 

humans more than the traditional A-weighted sound pressure level indicates. A third noise 

descriptor is often used to quantify impulsive sounds such as gunshots – the unweighted 

instantaneous peak sound pressure level (LPEAK). The peak sound pressure level is defined as 

the absolute peak to peak sound pressure level. 

Noise Criteria 
Sound generated by the proposed gun firearms training facility will be regulated by the DEQ’s 

Noise Control Regulations for Industry and Commerce (OAR 340-035-0035). Within the 

regulation, there are two criteria that apply to the proposed gun firearms training facility; the 
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first is the statistical noise level criteria described in OAR 340-035-0035 (1) (b) and the 

second is the impulsive noise level criteria described in OAR 340-035-0035 (1) (d).  

Statistical Noise Level Criteria 
DEQ noise regulations state that any property that has not been used for industrial or 

commercial activities within the past 20 years will be considered a previously unused 

industrial or commercial site (OAR 340-035-0015(47). The proposed firearms training facility 

would be located in a section of the Coos County forest that has never been used for industrial 

or commercial activity, and therefore, would be considered a new noise source located on a 

previously unused industrial or commercial site under the DEQ noise regulations. Pursuant to 

OAR 340-035-0035 (1)(b)(B), a new industrial or commercial noise source located on a 

previously unused industrial or commercial site cannot produce sound levels that cause the 

existing ambient hourly L10 and L50 noise levels at a noise sensitive receiver to increase by 

more than 10 dBA nor exceed specified maximum hourly statistical noise levels (Table 4). The 

first part of the two-part criterion is often referred to as the “ambient noise degradation” 

criterion and the second part is referred to as the “maximum allowable noise level” criterion. 

The sound generated by a new source on a previously unused site must be less than the lower 

of the two criteria. 

Table 4. DEQ Hourly Statistical Noise Level Limits for TSPA Firearms Training 

Facility 

Location L01 (dBA) L10 (dBA) L50 (dBA) 
1 - North 75 46 45 
2 – Northeast 75 60 45 
3 – Southwest 75 45 45 

Source: OAR 340-035-0035, Table 8  

The ambient noise degradation criterion is based on existing ambient sound levels at the 

respective receiver. Ambient noise measurements were taken at three locations 

representative of the nearest residences north, northeast, and southwest of the proposed 

firearms training facility.  

Location 1, the north location, is located just south of Hemlock Lane, approximately ¾ mile 

west of Beaver Hill Road. Location 1 was selected to represent ambient noise present at the 

group of houses just west of the monitoring location. Location 2, the northeast location, is 

located across Beaver Hill Road from the residence just south of the intersection of Hemlock 

Lane and Beaver Hill Road. Location 2 was selected to represent ambient noise present at the 

residence across the street. Location 3, the southwest location, is located near the southwest 

corner of the county property near a group of residences located ¼ mile north of the 

intersection of Seven Devil’s Road and Whiskey Run Road. Location 3 was selected to 

represent ambient noise present at the group of houses north of the intersection of Seven 

Devil’s Road and Whiskey Run Road. The sound measurement locations are shown in Figure 5. 

Table 5 below shows the range of statistical noise levels recorded during each ambient sample 

period. Measurements were taken on September 23 and 24, 2007. Five measurements were 

taken for each location for duration of 15 minutes. Noise levels are expected to still reflect 
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baseline conditions since the level of development in the area remains consistent with 2007 

conditions. 

Table 5. Existing Ambient Statistical Noise Levels in the Vicinity of the Proposed 

TSP Lease Area 

Location 15 min L10 (dBA) 15 min L50 (dBA) 
1 - North 36 - 48 35 - 40 
2 – Northeast 50 – 56 35 - 39 
3 – Southwest 35 – 42 35 - 39 

 
Sound sources generating ambient noise varied little between each of the three ambient 

measurement locations. Sources observed at each location include a breeze moving through 

trees and foliage, aircraft flying overhead, dogs, birds, occasional traffic on local roads, distant 

traffic on Highway 101, and the ocean (DSA 2007).  

There was a small difference between the L10 and L50 statistical noise levels during most 

measurement periods. The small difference in statistical levels indicates that ambient sound is 

fairly constant. Locations 2 and 3 experienced more sound generated by the ocean due to their 

higher elevations. Table 5 above shows that there is very little difference in measured L50 

noise level at the various locations indicating that the background sound level is fairly 

constant over a wide area. The differences in measured L10 sound levels at the various 

locations are assumed due to the proximity to local roads (DSA 2007). 

As described above, the controlling hourly statistical noise limits for the proposed firearms 

training facility would be the lower of the DEQ maximum allowable noise level limits shown in 

Table 5 above and the ambient hourly L10 and L50 sound levels plus 10 dB. Table 6 presents the 

hourly statistical L01, L10 and L50 noise level limits that apply to the proposed firearms training 

facility. 

Table 6. Hourly Statistical Noise Level Limits for the Proposed TSP Lease Area 

Location L01 (dBA) L10 (dBA) L50 (dBA) 
1 – North 75 46 45 
2 – Northeast 75 60 45 
3 – Southwest 75 45 45 

 

Impulsive Noise  
Gunshot sound is considered an impulsive sound: a single peak or burst of peaks lasting less 

than a second. OAR 340-035-0035 (1)(d)(B) states that no person shall cause sound whose 

un-weighted peak sound pressure level exceeds 100 dB between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or 80 dB 

between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. at a noise sensitive receiver. Sound generated at the proposed 

firearms training facility must comply with this noise limit in addition to the statistical noise 

level limit described above. 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 
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Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed and the proposed TSP 

would not be used for a shooting range. There would be no change to noise levels as a result of 

the No Action Alternative. 

Proposed Action 

Predicted Sound Levels 
Future shooting-generated sound levels that would radiate from the proposed firearms 

training facility were predicted at three noise sensitive receivers near the proposed facility as 

described above and shown on Figure 5. Sound levels were predicted using established 

acoustical formulas for outdoor sound propagation as published in the Handbook of Acoustical 

Measurements and Noise Control, Third Edition (Harris 1991). The formulas calculate the 

sound pressure level at a receiver due to any number of sources and account for sound 

attenuation due to distance, atmospheric conditions, barriers, and vegetation. 

Reference sound level data for the sound radiation predictions were measured at the 

proposed firearms training facility site in Coos County, Oregon, and at the Tri-County Gun Club 

facilities, an existing firearms training facility near Sherwood, Oregon. The measurements in 

Coos County were made on September 23, 2006. Measurements at the Tri-County Gun Club 

were made on March 28, 2007. Sound levels were measured and recorded in three directions 

from a reference shooting position. The three directions were directly in front of the shooters, 

to the left of the shooters (perpendicular to the direction of fire), and directly behind the 

shooters. The measurements were made approximately 230 feet in each direction from the 

bullet discharge end of the gun barrel. 

Eleven firearms representing the range of fire-power that might be found at the proposed 

firearms training facility were included in the sound tests conducted at the Coos County site. 

Firearms ranging in fire-power from a 9 mm pistol to a 50 caliber rifle were used in the sound 

tests. Table 7 below presents the loudest hourly statistical RMS noise levels and instantaneous 

Peak sound pressure levels expected at the nearest residences north, northeast and southwest 

of the proposed firearms training facility. The results in Table 7 assume individuals are firing 

from an open area without a shooting structure to house the shooter or earthen berms 

surrounding the shooting range. 

Table 7. Predicted Sound Levels in the Vicinity of the Proposed TSP1 

Receiver Peak (dB) L01 (dBA) L10 (dBA) L50 (dBA) 
1 – North 105 61 54 N/A2 
2 – Northeast 105 76 67 N/A2 
3 – Southwest 97 57 48 N/A2 
Notes: 
1Levels in bold italics indicates an exceedance of the DEQ noise limit 
2Sound generated by firing did not exceed 5 minutes in duration during the 10-minute simulation and is 
not expected to exceed 30 minutes in any 1 hour period. 
 

The results in Table 7 indicate that with the assumptions made in the analysis, sound levels 

reaching the nearest residence to the north could exceed the DEQ maximum allowable hourly 

statistical L10 noise level and the maximum peak sound pressure level. The results in the table 
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also indicate that with the assumptions used in the analysis, sound levels reaching the nearest 

residence to the northeast could exceed the DEQ maximum allowable hourly statistical L01 and 

L10 noise levels and the DEQ maximum Peak sound pressure. However, these predicted noise 

levels are conservative and actual sound levels would likely be lower because of sound-

reducing design features included in the Proposed Action. The sound-reducing features 

include three-sided shooting sheds, which would contain rifle and pistol shooters and earthen 

berms approximately 10 feet tall, which would be maintained over the life of project 

operation. The sound-reducing features are typical sound mitigation best management 

practices used at small arms ranges to decrease the sound levels at nearby sound receivers.  

3.8 Land Use  

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed location for the TSP is on undeveloped forestland owned by Coos County. The 

TSPA was granted the rights to develop, operate, and maintain shooting facilities on Coos 

County Park Land by Coos County in a Concession Agreement executed on October 15, 2008 

(Appendix A). Specific terms for payment, activities, condition of premises, and additional use 

requirements are also included in the Concession Agreement. As part of the existing 

Concession Agreement, Coos County retains the right to use the area for timber production. 

The proposed TSP lease area was logged in 2010 and is currently covered by young trees and 

shrubs. Existing land use in and around the proposed TSP lease area include timber 

production, residential development, solid waste disposal, and recreation.  A municipal landfill 

is located at the parcel directly north of the proposed TSP lease area. Residential development 

is relatively sparse in the surrounding area, with the closest residence approximately 0.7 

miles north-northwest of the proposed TSP. The Dunes Golf Resort is located more than 2.5 

miles southwest of the rifle firing structure. 

The proposed TSP is zoned as Industrial land by Coos County. Adjacent land parcels are zoned 

as Industrial to the east and County Forest to the south and west. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed so the lease area would 

remain vacant and there would be no change to land use. 

Proposed Action 
As described above, the TSPA was granted the rights to develop, operate, and maintain 

shooting facilities in the lease area by Coos County in a Concession Agreement executed on 

October 15, 2008. Construction and operation of the TSP would be consistent with the 

Concession Agreement held with the County. Construction and operation of the TSP would not 

affect the ability of the adjacent parcels to be used for Industrial and County Forest uses, per 

their prescribed zoning. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect to land use as a result of 

the construction and operation of the TSP. 
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3.9 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations” requires Federal agencies to identify and address 

disproportionate adverse effects of proposed actions on minority populations and low-income 

communities. 

Population and income statistics from the 2010 census indicate that Coos County has a higher 

percentage of low-income residents compared to the state average. However, the difference is 

small and does not indicate a disproportionate low-income population. Table 8 below 

summarizes the demographics of Coos County in relation to the State of Oregon average. 

Table 8. Demographic Information 

Demographic Information Coos County State of Oregon 
2014 Population 62,475 3,970,239 
Minority Population (%) 13.8% 22.5% 
House Ownership Rate (%) 66% 62% 
Income per Capita $22,239 $26,809 
Median Household Income $37,940 $50,229 
Persons below poverty level (%) 17.8% 16.2% 
Unemployment Rate (%) 12.5% 10.6% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2015; OCF 2011 

 

The top industries within Coos County include retail, health care and social assistance, 

accommodation and food service, and construction and constitute approximately 50 percent 

of the industry in the county (U.S. Census Bureau 2014). The immediate vicinity of the 

proposed TSP lease area is rural with limited residences. The closest towns with visitor 

services including lodging are Bandon, Oregon, and Coquille, Oregon. Both towns are less than 

10 miles from the proposed TSP lease area. 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action  

Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed. There would be no 
impacts to socioeconomics or environmental justice. 
 

Proposed Action  

Construction of the TSP would provide some short-term employment opportunities. However, 

due to the relatively small scale of the proposed construction, the number of jobs would be 

minimal and effects to employment rates and the local economy from the construction labor 

force would be negligible.  

Once in operation, the TSP would become a public use facility. It would provide the club 

members, local law enforcement, community organizations, and the general public with a 

facility to safely practice shooting firearms.  The proposed TSP would be operated by 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/41/41011.html
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volunteers and there would be no full-time employment provided by the operation of the TSP 

facility. There could be a potential increase in sales of firearms and ammunition associated 

with the TSP use; however, these sales are not expected to result in a noticeable increase in 

revenue for the area. As discussed in Section 3.7.2, there could be noise-related impacts to 

nearby residences which could affect the community setting. However, due to the small 

number of residences nearby and the forested nature of the area, these impacts would be 

minor. The area has a minority population below the state average and low-income 

population close to the state average; therefore, the proposed action would not result in a 

disproportionate adverse effect to environmental justice populations. 

3.10 Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by state and Federal laws, specific 

statutes governing hazardous waste, and a variety of laws regulating spill cleanup, air and 

water quality, human health, and land use. 

The primary Federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). RCRA provides for “cradle to 

grave” regulation of wastes and regulates underground storage tanks, which are a common 

source of contamination. The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as Superfund, is to clean up 

contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not compromised. Other relevant 

Federal laws and regulations include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992 

 Clean Water Act  

 Clean Air Act  

 Safe Drinking Water Act 

 Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response 

 Toxic Substances Control Act  

 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act  

Waste management, hazardous waste, cleanup, and underground storage tanks in Oregon are 

regulated under the authority of RCRA and CERCLA, and the Revised Statutes: ORS 459, 459a, 

ORS 465m, and ORS 466, respectively. Other Oregon laws that affect hazardous materials, 

waste, and hazardous waste are specific to water quality, transportation, emergency planning, 

community right-to-know, and worker health and safety requirements. 

Health and safety for both workers and the public are key issues when dealing with hazardous 

materials and hazardous waste. Proper management of hazardous materials and disposal of 

hazardous waste are vital if disturbed during project construction. 

The DEQ Facility Profiler 2.0 online database was used to identify potential environmental 

sites of concern within 2 miles of the proposed TSP lease area. Existing potential 
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environmental sites of concern within 2 miles of the proposed TSP include domestic sewage 

disposal, active solid waste disposal and landfill, past disposal sites, industrial wastewater 

discharges from mining operations, and potential petroleum contamination associated with a 

former wood product mill (DEQ 2015). The Coos County Beaver Hill Disposal Site is an active 

landfill and transfer station located immediately adjacent to the proposed TSP lease area to 

the east.  

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed and the proposed TSP 

lease area would not be used for a shooting range. There would be no impacts associated with 

hazardous materials or solid waste, because no environmental sites of concern would be 

disturbed, and no hazardous materials or solid waste would be used, stored, generated, or 

released into the environment. 

Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there would be potential short-term and long-term 

adverse impacts associated with hazardous materials and solid waste.  

Short-term adverse impacts could be caused during construction. Oil, grease, hydraulic fluid, 

and fuel could be released into the environment if spills or leaks from construction equipment 

were to occur. However, BMPs would be implemented during construction activities to avoid 

and minimize such impacts. BMPs would include secondary containment, storing hazardous 

materials off-site, performing fueling operations off-site, and using drip pans for parked 

vehicles and construction equipment.  Due to the BMPs that would be implemented during 

construction, short-term impacts would be minor. 

Long-term adverse impacts would occur from lead bullets accumulating in bullet impact 

berms. As described in Section 2.2.2, bullet impact berms and earthen berms would be 

constructed to contain bullets at each shooting range. The possibility for lead to migrate from 

the range and into the environment is low because BMPs would be installed during 

construction and maintained during operation of the TSP, which would prevent soil erosion 

and maintain soil pH levels within the optimum range. The majority of lead would remain on 

the ranges, in solid form. As described in Section 2.2.3, occasional lead recovery and recycling 

would occur at the range to remove the lead bullets from the upper 1 to 2 inches of soil on the 

bullet impact berms and on the range floor. No known existing environmental sites of concern 

would be disturbed under the Proposed Action. Long-term impacts associated with hazardous 

materials and solid waste would be low because lead would accumulate on the range, but 

would have a low probability to migrate off of the range because the BMPs defined in the ESP 

will prevent lead migration. 
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CHAPTER 4 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This chapter discloses the incremental impacts that the alternatives are anticipated to have 

when considered in the context of impacts associated with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions (RFFAs) that have occurred, or are likely to occur, in the area.  

Past development within the Coquille River Watershed has resulted in diking and filling of 

many areas of wetlands, creeks, and sloughs. The Coquille River Watershed has been heavily 

forested in the past, affecting water quality of the Coquille River and its tributaries. The 

Coquille River is 303(d)-listed for Chlorophyll a, dissolved oxygen, E. coli, Fecal Coliform, and 

temperature. A TMDL was issued for river mile 8 to 35.6 of the Coquille River for dissolved 

oxygen (DEQ 2012). Conservation efforts have led to watershed improvements including 

fencing to protect riparian vegetation, fish passage culverts, and creation and enhancement of 

juvenile rearing habitat (CWA 2015).  

RFFAs considered in this analysis include five Bureau of Land Management (BLM) timber 

sales, one transmission line rebuild project by Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), six 

timber sales by Coos County Department of Forestry, and the South Dunes Power Plant north 

of Coos Bay managed by the Oregon Energy Siting Council (EFSC). These RFFAs are 

summarized below according to management agency. 

Bureau of Land Management 

The BLM Coos Bay District Office has five timber sale notices for 2015, all of which are within 

the Coquille River Watershed. The projects are summarized briefly below. 

Johns Creek CT 

The Johns Creek CT Timber Sale consists of 147 acres of commercial thinning and 2 acres 

of right-of-way clearing in the Matrix and Riparian Reserve land use allocations (LUAs). 

The Johns Creek CT timber sale will require construction of 0.47 mile of new road and 

renovation/reconstruction of 5.96 miles of existing road. The Johns Creek CT timber sale 

will include decommissioning of 1.44 miles of newly constructed and renovated roads 

(BLM 2015a).  

Weekly CT Timber Sale  

The Weekly CT Timber Sale consists of 181 acres of commercial thinning and 1 acre of 

right-of-way clearing in the Matrix and Riparian Reserve LUAs. The Weekly CT Timber 

Sale will require construction of 0.16 mile of new road and renovation/reconstruction of 

4.85 miles of existing road. The Weekly CT timber sale will include decommissioning of 

0.83 mile of newly constructed and renovated roads (BLM 2015b). 

Auto Reload CT Timber Sale  

The Auto Reload CT Timber sale proposes to thin approximately 6,370 acres of conifer 

and convert approximately 974 acres of red alder to conifer, primarily in 40-75 year old 

stands. The edges of the project area overlap into Daniels Creek, Beaver Slough, 

Cunningham Creek, Isthmus Slough, and Catching Slough sub-watersheds, which are all 

within Coos County (BLM 2015c).  
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Maintenance Shop CT Timber Sale  

The Maintenance Shop CT Timber Sale consists of 34 acres of commercial thinning, 51 

acres of density management thinning, and 1 acre of right-of-way clearing in the Matrix 

and Riparian Reserve LUAs. The Maintenance Shop CT Timber Sale will require 

construction of 0.55 mile of new road and renovation/reconstruction of 2.85 miles of 

existing roads. The Maintenance Shop CT timber sale will include decommissioning of 

1.40 miles of newly constructed and renovated roads (BLM 2015d). 

Steel 23 CT Timber Sale 

The Steele 23 CT Timber Sale would implement treatment on 257 acres. This treatment 

area consists of 162 acres of commercial thinning within the General Forest Management 

Area, and 95 acres of density management thinning within the Riparian Reserve LUA 

(BLM 2015e).  

From all five BLM timber sales combined, there would be a total of 7,040 acres of thinning, 4 

acres of right-of-way clearing, 1.2 miles of new road, and 13.7 miles of reconstructed roads. 

Approximately 3.7 miles of newly constructed and renovated roads would be 

decommissioned.  

BPA 

BPA is rebuilding its Alvey-Fairview 230-kilovolt Transmission Line between Eugene and 

Coquille, Oregon. The project will remove and replace the wood-pole transmission line 

structures, restring the existing conductors and fiber optic cable, replace about a half mile of 

overhead ground wire, install a circuit switcher and potential transformer within existing 

right-of-way, and replace insulators and hardware that holds conductors on existing lattice-

steel towers. The project would also improve the access road system (construct, grade, gravel, 

or reconstruct road beds and install, replace, or repair culverts and bridges); remove some 

vegetation along the transmission line right-of-way and access roads; establish temporary 

staging areas and tensioning sites; and re-vegetate areas disturbed by construction activities. 

Construction is scheduled to be complete in December 2015 (BPA 2014). 

Coos County 

Coos County Department of Forestry held timber sales on March 18, 2015. Six allotments 

were sold to the highest bidder. Trees including in the sale were Douglas fir, Sitka spruce, 

hemlock, Port Orford cedar, western red cedar, white fir, and alder for a total of 12,285 

million board feet (Coos County 2015). 

Oregon EFSC 

An application was submitted to EFSC to construct and operate the South Dunes Power Plant, 

a 420-megawatt, nominal capacity, thermal combustion gas plant to provide power for the 

proposed Jordan Cove Liquefied Natural Gas export facility. The South Dunes Power Plant 

would consist of a combined cycle plant used to supply uninterrupted power to the proposed 

Jordan Cove Liquefied Natural Gas Plant (LNG Plant), as well as process steam for gas 

conditioning prior to delivery to the LNG Plant. Boil off gas from the proposed LNG Plant 

would provide primary fuel for the South Dunes Power Plant, with supplemental gas coming 
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from the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline. The project would be located on the east side of 

Jordan Cove, North Spit of Coos Bay, and 1 mile north of the City of North Bend (ODOE 2015). 

4.1 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

4.1.1 No Action 

There would be no effects to fish, wildlife, or plants, including Federal threatened, 

endangered, and candidate species, state-listed species or EFH under the No Action 

Alternative; therefore, there would be no contribution to cumulative effects. 

4.1.2 Proposed Action 

Fish 
The Proposed Action would have a minor contribution to cumulative effects to fish. There 

could be small periodic increases in in-stream sediment or flows during and shortly after rain 

events due to increased impervious surfaces and exposed ground surface associated with the 

Proposed Action. However the scale of the TSP is small when compared to numerous timber 

sales proposed in the Coquille Watershed that would include thousands of acres of tree 

thinning and removal and miles of new roads. The Proposed Action’s contribution to 

cumulative effects from increased sediment and flows would be the same for Federal 

threatened, endangered, and candidate species and state-listed species. The Proposed Action 

would not affect EFH and therefore would not contribute to cumulative effects to EFH. 

Wildlife 
The Proposed Action would have a minor contribution to cumulative effects to wildlife. 

Vegetation clearing and grubbing that have occurred in the proposed TSP lease area and 

surroundings have affected wildlife habitat abundance and quality. The additional 3.2 acres of 

permanent habitat modification would be negligible compared with previous disturbances 

and developments. Additionally, the intensity of habitat modification resulting from the 

Proposed Action would be low because the proposed TSP lease area has been logged and 

cleared in the past. There would be no impacts to threatened, endangered, and candidate 

species or state-listed species under the Proposed Action, and therefore no contribution to 

cumulative effects.  

Migratory Birds 
The Proposed Action could affect migratory birds due to construction and operation-related 

noise and vegetation removal, which would contribute to cumulative effects to migratory 

birds. The 3.2 acres of permanent vegetation removal associated with the Proposed Action 

would be negligible when compared with the thousands of acres of vegetation removal and 

thinning associated with timber sales proposed in the Coquille Watershed. Therefore, the 

Proposed Action would have a negligible contribution to cumulative effects to migratory 

birds. 

Vegetation 
The Proposed Action would result in 3.2 acres of vegetation removal and could introduce 

noxious weeds into the proposed TSP lease area. However, the 3.2 acres of permanent 
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vegetation removal associated with the Proposed Action would be negligible when compared 

with the thousands of acres of vegetation removal and thinning associated with timber sales 

proposed in the Coquille Watershed. BMPs would also be implemented to avoid and minimize 

the spread of noxious weeds, including use of native seed mix for re-establishing vegetative 

cover on disturbed areas. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have a minor contribution to 

cumulative effects to vegetation. There are no known occurrences of threatened, endangered, 

or special status plants in the proposed TSP lease area. Therefore, the Proposed Action would 

not contribute to cumulative effects to threatened, endangered, and candidate plant species. 

4.2 Wetlands 

The Coquille River Watershed is the cumulative effects analysis area for wetlands. 
 

4.2.1 No Action 

There would be no effects to wetlands under the No Action Alternative; therefore, there 

would be no contribution to cumulative effects. 

4.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would involve removal-fill of approximately 0.7 acre of wetlands within 

the proposed TSP lease area. The majority of the impacted wetlands within the proposed TSP 

lease area are not hydraulically connected to streams or and do not provide high quality 

habitat. It is likely that the DSL would require mitigation for wetland impacts as a condition of 

the Removal-Fill permit. Therefore, the abundance of wetland habitat within the Coquille 

River Watershed would not be diminished, and wetland habitat would be enhanced as part of 

the mitigation that would be performed in accordance with the Removal-Fill permit. 

Therefore, the Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulative effects to wetlands. 

4.3 Water Resources 

The Coquille River Watershed is the cumulative effects analysis area for water resources. 

4.3.1 No Action 

There would be no effects to water resources under the No Action Alternative; therefore, 

there would be no contribution to cumulative effects. 

4.3.2 Proposed Action 

As described in Section 3.5.2, there would be a minor effect to water quality of receiving 

streams as a result of the Proposed Action. The Coquille River is considered water quality 

limited for Chlorophyll a, dissolved oxygen, E. coli, Fecal Coliform, and temperature due to 

past actions in the Coquille River Watershed. The primary pollutants that would be generated 

from the TSP are expected to be sediment, oil and grease, and metals and would not affect the 

water quality parameters that the Coquille River has been listed for. Therefore the Proposed 

Action is not expected to contribute to the water quality issues surrounding the 303(d)-listing 

or TMDL for the Coquille River. Planned timber sales in the Coquille River Watershed could 
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cause impacts to the Coquille River, particularly associated with an increase in sediment 

loading and flow rates to the Coquille River and its tributaries. The Proposed Action would 

contribute to cumulative effects to sediment and flow rates to Coquille River. However, the 

contribution would be minor due to the small scale of the TSP with respect to the Coquille 

River watershed and with compared with the much larger scale of the timber sales within the 

Coquille River Watershed. 

4.4 Historical, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

There would be no effect to cultural resources under the No Action Alternative or the 

Proposed Action Alternative; therefore, there would be no contribution to cumulative effects 

to cultural resources under either alternative analyzed in this EA. 

4.5 Noise 

4.5.1 No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed; therefore, there would be 

no contribution to cumulative effects to noise. 

4.5.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would result in an increase in noise levels in the area and could affect 

residences nearby. These noise level increases would contribute to cumulative effects to 

noise. However, since no future projects have been identified near the TSP that would 

noticeably affect noise levels within the cumulative impact analysis area, the cumulative 

impact to noise would not differ substantially from the Proposed Action’s direct effects to 

noise as described in Section 3.7. 

4.6 Land Use  

Coos County is the cumulative effects analysis area for land use. 

4.6.1 No Action 

There would be no change to land use under the No Action Alternative; therefore, no 

contribution to cumulative effects to land use would occur. 

4.6.2 Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, the TSP lease area would be developed and used as a shooting 

facility and sports park. Coos County has several parcels of land used for recreation purposes, 

including state and county parks, state and county forests, and public beaches. There are no 

other shooting ranges open to the public within Coos County. The Proposed Action would 

increase the amount of land used for recreation and provide for a different recreation 

opportunity (shooting practice) than exists in the area. The TSP would be constructed on land 

zoned Industrial. However, this is not expected to cause a noticeable reduction to land 

available for industrial use within Coos County or limit opportunities for industrial 
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development. Therefore, the Proposed Action would cause an overall positive contribution to 

cumulative effects to land use within Coos County. 

4.7 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Coos County is the cumulative effects analysis area for socioeconomics and environmental 

justice. 

4.7.1 No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed; therefore, there would be 

no contribution to cumulative effects to socioeconomics and environmental justice. 

4.7.2 Proposed Action 

As described in Section 3.9 above, the Proposed Action would have a minor beneficial effect to 

socioeconomics. Additionally, as described above in Section 4.6, the TSP would provide an 

additional and type of recreational opportunity to Coos County that is not available in the 

community, which would be beneficial to some members of the population. The Proposed 

Action would have a minor beneficial contribution to cumulative effects to socioeconomics 

within Coos County. 

The Proposed Action would not affect environmental justice populations; therefore, it would 
not contribute to cumulative effects to environmental justice. 
 

4.8 Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 

The Coquille River Watershed is the cumulative effects analysis area for hazardous materials. 

4.8.1 No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the TSP would not be constructed; therefore, there would be 

no contribution to cumulative effects to hazardous materials. 

4.8.2 Proposed Action  

The Proposed Action would result in a minor level of effects from hazardous materials. 

However, as described in Section 3.10.2 there is a low potential for lead to migrate to surface 

water bodies and groundwater. The waste transfer station immediately northeast of the 

proposed TSP is an environmental site of concern with the potential to affect the surface and 

groundwater quality in and downgradient from the lease area. The Proposed Action would 

contribute to cumulative effects to hazardous materials from the transfer station and other 

potential contributors in the Coquille River Watershed. However, the contribution to 

cumulative effects would be minor due to the low potential for lead migration to surface and 

groundwater.  
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CHAPTER 5 COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION - AGENCIES 

The Cultural Resources Report has been by the SHPO and they concur that a good faith effort 

was implemented to survey and locate cultural resources, and also concur with the USFWS 

determination that the project will likely have no effect on any significant archaeological 

objects or sites. 
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CHAPTER 6 PREPARERS 

Table 9 below lists the individuals who prepared this EA. 

Table 9. List of Preparers 

Name Title Organization 

Barbara Behan Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program USFWS 

James Reed Statewide Hunter Education Coordinator ODFW 

Scott Kranz AECOM Project Manager AECOM 

Shawn Childs EA Author; NEPA Lead AECOM 

Emily Newell EA Author  AECOM 

Kim Degutis Biological Resources and Scoping 
AECOM 

Brad Rawls Biological Resources and Scoping 
AECOM 

Brian Fletcher Wetland Delineation AECOM 

Stephanie Butler Cultural Resources  AECOM 

Danni Kline Technical Editor AECOM 
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Figure 2.  Tioga Sports Park Facilities Map.
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Figure 3.  Seven Mile Creek Fish Distribution.
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Figure 4.  Wetlands and Water Resources.
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Figure 5.  Noise Receivers.
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