Exhibit I Appendix F.2

Goal 5 ESEE Analysis for
Significant Wetlands and
Riparian Corridors

Winterbrook Planning prepared this analysis of the economic, social,
environmental and energy consequences of three regulatory options for protecting
significant wetlands and riparian corridors within the Clear Lake Road Urban
Growth Boundary Expansion Area east of the Eugene Airport. The ESEE Analysis is
required by Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources) and serves as the basis
for adoption of a locally tailored program to resolve conflicts between planned
urban development and protection of significant resource sites. The Clear Lake
Road UGB expansion area will provide large, suitable sites for an elementary
and/or middle school, a community park, and future employment identified in the
Eugene Economic Opportunities Analysis.

For the Clear Lake
Road Urban Growth
Boundary Expansion
Area

Figure 1 Planned Land Uses in the Clear Lake Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Area
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Commonly Used Acronyms
DSL
DLCD
EOA

Oregon Department of State Lands
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
Economic Opportunities Analysis (in this case the Eugene 2012 Economic Opportunities
Analysis, ECONorthwest)
ESEE
Goal 5 Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy Consequences Analysis (in this case, the
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis, Winterbrook Planning, 2016)
Goal 5
Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural, Scenic and Cultural Resources)
Goal 5 Rule OAR 660, Division 023 (Procedures and Requirements for Complying with Goal 5
Goal 5 Program Options (as used in this document):
 Prohibit or Full Protection Program means adopt local Goal 5 regulations that prohibit all
uses that conflict with the full protection of significant water resources
 Limit or Limited Protection Program means adopt local Goal 5 regulations that limit
conflicting uses for significant water resources (in Eugene’s case, the WR/ Water Resource
Conservation Overlay District)
 Allow or No Local Protection Program means do not adopt Goal 5 regulations to protect
significant water resources, but instead rely on the Eugene’s adopted Goal 6 (Water Quality)
and Goal 7 (Floodplain Management) regulations, in combination voluntary programs and
state and federal wetland regulations to conserve and enhance water quality and storage
functions of wetlands and stream corridors.
Goal 6
Statewide Planning Goal 6 (Air, Land and Water Resources Quality)
Goal 7
Statewide Planning Goal 7 (Natural Hazards)
Goal 8
Statewide Planning Goal 8 (Parks and Recreation)
Goal 9
Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development)
Goal 14
Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization)
LCDC
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission
LSW
Locally Significant Wetlands (Wetlands determined by PHS to meet Department of State
Lands criteria for determining local significance)
LWI
Local Wetland Inventory (in this case the Clear Lake Local Wetlands Inventory, PHS 2014 and
referred to in this document as the Clear Lake LWI).
PHS
Pacific Habitat Services (the firm that prepared the Clear Lake Local Wetlands Inventory)
URIAG
Urban Riparian Inventory and Assessment Guide (a method for evaluating riparian corridors
development by PHS for DSL)
UGB
Urban Growth Boundary (in this case, the Eugene UGB – which separates urban land that will
eventually be annexed to the City from rural lands in Lane County)
USACE
United States Army Corps of Engineers
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Introduction
This report includes an analysis of the ESEE (economic, social, environmental and energy) consequences
of three potential programs for protecting significant wetlands and riparian corridors in the proposed
Clear Lake Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Area (UGB Expansion Area) in Eugene. The ESEE Analysis
has been prepared in accordance with applicable provisions of Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Goal 5) and
the Goal 5 Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 023).

Why do an ESEE Analysis?
Statewide Planning Goal 5 and the Goal 5 Rule require that “significant” resource sites be “inventoried”
and “protected”. According to the Goal 5 Rule, the ESEE analysis must:


Serve as the basis for the local government decision to adopt local Goal 5 protection programs
for significant resource sites;
 Be adopted as part of the comprehensive plan;
 Be consistent with applicable statewide planning goals;
 Identify uses and activities that conflict with resource protection; and
 Consider ESEE consequences of three Goal 5 regulatory options for each significant water
resource site or groups of similar sites: (1) “prohibit” uses that conflict with Goal 5 resource
sites; (2) “allow” conflicting uses or (3) “limit” conflicting uses.
Notably, Goal 5 does not require a specific outcome. Although Goal 5 on its face appears to require that
natural resources be “protected”,1 Goal 5 and its implementing rule are more about going through a
conflict-resolution process than actually protecting particular resource sites. The term “protection” is
defined in the Goal 5 Rule (OAR 660-023-0010) as follows:
(7) "Protect," when applied to an individual resource site, means to limit or prohibit uses that conflict with a
significant resource site * * *. When applied to a resource category, "protect" means to develop a program
consistent with this division.

The Goal 5 Rule requires that the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of these
three regulatory options (or programs) be considered. In this ESEE analysis, the three Goal 5 regulatory
options are interpreted as follows:




1

“Prohibit” means prohibit all land uses that conflict with full protection of significant Goal 5
water resource sites by adopting and applying highly-restrictive local Goal 5 regulations.
“Limit” means allow some conflicting uses on a limited basis by applying the Eugene WR/ Water
Resources Conservation Overlay Zone to significant Goal 5 water resource sites.
“Allow” means to allow conflicting uses fully – without applying Goal 5 regulations to protect
significant water resource sites, but relying instead on existing Goal 6 Water Quality and Goal 7
Flood Hazard regulations combined with voluntary programs and state and federal wetland
regulations to avoid, minimize and mitigate for development impacts. In this ESEE analysis,
“allow” means “no Goal 5 protection” but recognizes that other local, state and federal
regulations do, in fact, conserve many wetland water quality and flood storage functions and
values.

Goal 5 reads as follows: To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces.
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However, an ESEE Analysis is not required when local governments apply Goal 6 (Water Quality) or
Goal 7 (Flood Hazard) regulations to wetlands and stream corridors.
(6) "Program" or "program to achieve the goal" is a plan or course of proceedings and action either to prohibit,
limit, or allow uses that conflict with significant Goal 5 resources, adopted as part of the comprehensive plan
and land use regulations (e.g., zoning standards, easements, cluster developments, preferential assessments, or
acquisition of land or development rights).

This ESEE Analysis supports the rigorous application of Eugene’s existing Goal 6 (water quality) and Goal
7 (flood management) regulations to ensure that existing wetlands and stream corridors function as
“green infrastructure”. As documented below, wetlands and riparian corridors that are braided
throughout the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area are of relatively low quality. Full or limited Goal 5
protection of these water resources plus related conservation setback areas would make it extremely
difficult to provide large, buildable sites for industrial development, schools and parks.
Eugene already has an array of local measures that mitigate impacts from run-off and flooding to
wetlands and riparian corridors under Statewide Planning Goals 6 (Water Quality) and 7 (Natural
Hazards). Moreover, Department of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) already
provide limited protection to wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area – regardless of whether they are
deemed “locally significant” and regulated by local land use regulations. Thus, in Eugene’s case, the
“allow” option is really a “no additional Goal 5 protection” option – that relies on existing Goal 6 and 7
regulations in combination with state and federal wetland protection programs to ensure that water
quality and storage values are protected.
Given Eugene’s values and planning context, the relevant question addressed in this ESEE Analysis is:
Do Eugene’s existing stormwater and flood management regulations – when combined with state
and federal wetland rules – provide a reasonable level of protection for significant stream corridors
and wetlands in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area?

The Eugene Planning Context
To be meaningful, any ESEE analysis needs to consider the local planning context. This ESEE analysis is
conducted in the context of Eugene’s vision for its future and related growth management, natural
resource and economic development planning efforts. We specifically consider the following important
documents and studies in this iterative analysis.
Envision Eugene
In June 2012, the Eugene City Council reviewed and accepted Envision Eugene: A Community Vision for
2032. This document established the community vision for managing growth based on seven basic
principles, or “pillars” – six of which are relevant to the Goal 5 ESEE analysis found in this report:


Provide ample economic opportunities for all community members



Promote compact urban development and efficient transportation options



Protect, restore, and enhance natural resources



Plan for climate change and energy resiliency



Protect, repair, and enhance neighborhood livability



Provide for adaptable, flexible and collaborative implementation

As part of the Envision Eugene process the City prepared an analysis of social justice issues related to the
proposed Clear Lake Road UGB expansion (Environmental Justice Issue Briefing, Au and Harding, July 30,
2014).
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Eugene Economic Opportunities Analysis
Over the last few years, Envision Eugene has helped to guide the preparation of the Eugene Economic
Opportunities Analysis (EOA), which, among other things, identified commercial and industrial land needs
and supply through 2032. The EOA determined that the Eugene UGB lacked sites with size and locational
characteristics reasonably necessary to attract targeted employment opportunities. To meet
employment needs for the next 20 years, Eugene should amend its UGB to include 11 large employment
sites ranging from 10 to 75+ acres, with an estimated need of about 495 suitable acres.2 Notably,
significant wetlands and riparian corridors that are fully protected through the Goal 5 process are not
considered “suitable” for commercial and industrial development.
Plans for Community Park
The City’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Project and Priority Plan identifies the need for a new
community park surrounding the Golden Garden ponds, and calls for developing the site as a community
park with significant natural areas components and trails. The future park is also anticipated to be
developed with athletic fields and courts and associated lighting and other active and passive
recreational uses. The city’s website describes recent natural area enhancements.
Golden Gardens is a natural area park * * * Enhancements to the ponds for improved wildlife habitat and user
safety were completed in 2009. With help from the Friends of Golden Gardens, Prairie Mountain School, Active
Bethel Citizens and the entire Bethel community, several new features were added: a mile-long soft surface
walking path around the ponds; natural, gently sloping pond edges that provide greater safety for park users
and also benefit wildlife; additional native trees, shrubs, and grasses; improved wildlife habitat; emergency
access roads and ramps to each pond.

The community park site is shown in green on Figure 1 as “Parks and Open Space”.
Bethel School District Facility Plan
In 2012, Envision Eugene (p. 2-17) called for the expansion of the UGB by 80 acres to “encompass Bethel
School District owned property (south of Clear Lake Road) to address projected enrollment.”
Subsequently, the Bethel School District Long Range Facility Plan (2013) refined the need to 25 suitable
acres, including the following discussion of its Terry Street site (pp. 28-29):
Over the 2012 to 2032 period, the School District will need to have about 25 acres of the 78 acre site brought
into the Eugene UGB to allow for development of an elementary, middle, or K-8 school. The new site will
require land for the following uses: (1) a new school building, (2) transportation facilities, and (3) outdoor
recreational facilities such as playgrounds and ball fields. * * * The School District selected the North Terry
street site because when the full site was assembled it was large enough to co-locate at least two schools and
possibly other facilities as needed.

The Bethel School District site is shown in blue on Figure 1 as “Government and Education”.
UGB Alternatives Analysis
After identifying a need to add 11 large employment sites, or about 495 suitable employment acres to
the UGB, the City applied Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization)3 location factors and ORS 197.298
Priorities for urban growth boundary expansion to determine where to expand the UGB. Except where
special site needs are identified, the City is required to include parcelized “exception areas” before

2

The 495 acre number is the mid-point based on a range of site sizes identified in the EOA. At the low end of the range, a
minimum of 380 suitable acres is required; at the high end of the range, approximately 605 suitable acres are required.
3 Goal 14 reads as follows: To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban
population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable
communities.
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bringing in farm land. Based on a thorough Goal 14 alternatives analysis, the City determined that the
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area best meets identified employment land needs.
As noted above, the Eugene EOA identifies specific site characteristics for targeted employment
opportunities (notably large, flat sites with access to state-designated truck routes such as Highway
99W). These site characteristics are not found in highly parcelized exception areas; after evaluating
alternatives, the City determined that sites with these characteristics are available in the proposed Clear
Lake UGB Expansion Area.
Figure 2 shows hydric soils in the UGB Expansion Area. Hydric soils often indicate the presence of
wetlands. The known presence of extensive wetlands east of the Eugene Airport led to the City’s decision
to prepare a local wetlands inventory (LWI).

Figure 2 Hydric Soils in Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area

In July 2014, Pacific Habitat Services (PHS) completed the City of Eugene Local Wetlands Inventory for the
Clear Lake Road UGB Expansion Area. All these wetlands are of relatively low quality: they have been
drained and actively farmed for many years.
As noted in the Clear Lake LWI, and as shown on Figure 3, wetlands are distributed throughout the UGB
Expansion Area. However, “locally significant wetlands” (LSW) are found only in the southern two-thirds
(Maps 2 and 3) of the study area.
The Goal 5 rule makes it clear that only LSW can be considered in the local ESEE analysis and only LSW
may be protected by local Goal 5 regulations. However, Goal 6 and 7 protection may be applied to any
water resource, regardless of Goal 5 “significance”.
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Figure 3 Clear Lake Wetlands, Stream Corridors and Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW)
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PHS determined that seven wetlands (covering 131 acres) marginally meet DSL criteria for “local
significance.” Although all wetlands are protected by DSL and the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE); only LSW may be considered for local Goal 5 protection. The Clear Lake LWI also describes and
maps the Amazon Channel (locally named A-2 to distinguish it from Amazon Creek) riparian corridor in
the southern portion of the UGB Expansion Area. PHS calculated the width of the riparian corridor based
on the potential cottonwood tree height of 120 feet; Winterbrook used this information to determine
that there are about 12 acres of potential riparian corridor area. Thus, the UGB Expansion Area includes
approximately 143 significant resource (LSW and riparian corridor) acres.
Public Facilities and Transportation Projects
As part of the Envision Eugene planning process, City staff prepared preliminary public facilities and
transportation sketches and project lists for the Clear Lake Expansion Area. Transportation and public
facilities projects necessary to serve the area include:









Extend Terry Street north to serve industrial, park and school properties
Extend Theona Drive westward to serve park and industrial properties
Make additional local street connections as development necessitates
Construct bicycle facilities along Clear Lake Road (multi-use path), Jesson Drive (shared use path
along A-2 Channel), and through the community park (connecting to the Terry Street extension)
Upgrade EWEB water line in Greenhill Road to at least 24 inches in diameter and construct
additional water lines in street rights-of-way
Construct wastewater collection facilities (Clear Lake Road and Terry Street) and pump station at
topographic divide
Utilize existing and construct new electrical facilities
Utilize wetland system where feasible for storm water storage and treatment (i.e., green
infrastructure concept)

Airport Master Plan
The Eugene Airport Master Plan Update (2010) identifies potential conflicts between wildlife (especially
birds) and airport operational safety (pp. 6-2 - 6-5).
Wildlife-aircraft strikes have resulted in the loss of life, and billions of dollars in aircraft and property damage.
Airports are often surrounded by open, undeveloped land intended to enhance safety and reduce noise impacts.
These open areas can present potential hazards to aviation, especially if they attract wildlife. Constructed and
natural areas, such as wetlands, detention/retention ponds, waste water treatment plants, and landfills, can
provide ideal habitat for wildlife. These uses on and near airports can cause a hazard to safe air navigation,
driving the need for proper land use planning.

FAA guidelines recommend that wildlife attractors not be developed within 10,000 feet of the Eugene
Airport. The Clear Lake Road UGB Expansion Area is entirely within this 10,000 foot radius.
FAA AC 150/5200-33N, Hazardous Wildlife Attractant on or near Airports, recommends airports used by jet
aircraft (as opposed to piston) have a 10,000 foot separation between current and new development of wildlife
attractants such as water impoundments. * * * Similar projects should be considered regarding their proximity
to the Airport, and their potential to attract wildlife.

The Airport Master Plan includes a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) that limits conflicting uses within its
boundaries:
One design standard is the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). An RPZ is an area beyond each runway end that
protects against incompatible objects and land uses. It is desirable to clear all objects from the RPZ, although
some objects and land uses are permitted, provided they do not attract wildlife and do not interfere with
navigational aids.
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Land uses specifically prohibited from the
RPZ include fuel storage facilities,
residences, and places of public assembly
(churches, schools, hospitals, office
buildings, shopping centers, or other uses
with similar concentrations of people). The
RPZ is designed with the intent to protect
people and property on the ground.
Due to recognized conflicts between airport
safety and creation of new wildlife habitat,
the recommended Goal 5 program will
provide that there be no net increase in
wetland area as a result of proposed on-site
mitigation.

Eugene Wetlands Mitigation Bank
Since the 1980s, the Eugene Wetlands Mitigation Bank
has provided an effective alternative to on-site mitigation. Although the bank is nearing capacity the City
is committed to working with employment land developers in the UGB Expansion Area to find alternative
banking options. The Coyote Creek Mitigation Bank has been recognized by DSL as an excellent example
of how wetland mitigation banking should work.
As noted on the City’s website http://www.eugene-or.gov/497/Wetland-Mitigation-Bank:

Figure 4 Commercial Airport Safety Zone

The Eugene Wetland Mitigation Bank (Bank) is a venture in which the City of Eugene Parks and Open Space
Division undertakes projects that restore, create or enhance wetlands, and sells credits to interested parties to
offset wetland impacts as a requirement of their approved Joint Fill-Removal Permit from the Department of
State Lands (DSL) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Bank is the cornerstone of the nationally acclaimed
West Eugene Wetlands Program. The first wetlands mitigation bank in the state, Eugene’s Bank has been
providing exceptionally high-quality habitat restoration involving wet prairie, vernal pool, emergent, and
riparian habitats for the Eugene-Springfield metro area and beyond since the early 1990s.
The Bank’s service area includes the City of Eugene’s Urban Growth boundary, but also extends from just north
of Cottage Grove to west of Salem.

Eugene Stormwater Management Manual
In 2014, the City adopted revised stormwater management controls to address the link between urban
development, which entails vegetation removal, excavation and creation of impervious surface areas)
and stormwater quantity and quality. Wetlands (whether locally significant or not) play an important role
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in stormwater retention and quality. Notably, these are the key functional attributes (as opposed to fish
and wildlife habitat) of wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area. As noted in the Introduction to the
Stormwater Management Manual:
* * * This Stormwater Management Manual was developed in order to implement the Stormwater Development
Standards as outlined in Eugene Code 9.6791 through 9.6797. Stormwater management is a key element in
maintaining and enhancing the City’s livability. There is a direct link between stormwater runoff and the City’s
surface and ground water quality and quantity. As cities develop, impervious surfaces that are created increase
the amount of runoff during rainfall events and prevent groundwater recharge. Stormwater runoff picks up
pollutants from parking lots, roadways, and rooftops and transports them to streams, rivers, and groundwater.
Without controls, these conditions cause eroded stream channels and increased levels of water pollution.
Properly managing stormwater is vital to protecting our water resources for a great number of uses, including
fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and drinking water.
The Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 established a national commitment to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters. * * * The City’s Stormwater Development Standards, as
set forth in Eugene Code 9.6791 through 9.6797 and this Stormwater Management Manual, emphasize lowimpact development practices, source control measures for certain land use and activities, and operations and
maintenance practices designed to properly manage stormwater runoff and protect our water resources.

Revision of the Stormwater Management Manual is timely. The manual can now be used as the basis for
preparation of an area-wide stormwater management plan prior to annexation of land within the UGB
Expansion Area to the City. This plan will incorporate wetlands and the A-2 Channel into the “green
infrastructure” that will help maintain the water quality and water storage functions of both significant
and non-significant wetlands identified in the Clear Lake LWI.
The /WR Water Resource Conservation Overlay Zone
The /WR overlay zone has been applied to significant wetlands, riparian corridors and associated wildlife
habitat within the existing Eugene UGB. The /WR overlay zone protects the resource site itself plus a
conservation setback area: the setback for streams ranges from 0’ to 100’ depending on the nature of
the stream; the setback for wetlands ranges from 0’ to 50’ depending on the quality of affected
wetlands. (Eugene Land Use Code, Section 9.4920) Because the LSW and riparian corridors in the Clear
Lake UGB Expansion Area are of relatively low quality, wetland and stream conservation setback areas
would be at the lower end of the range.
Construction of new public facilities (including streets) may be permitted subject to a determination that
that there is no reasonable alternative and strict mitigation standards. (LUC Section 9.4930(2) and (3))
However, “filling, grading and excavating” necessary for industrial, commercial and active park
development projects is prohibited. (LUC, Section 9.4930(4)) Since industrial, commercial, school and
active recreational uses (such as athletic fields) typically have large, flat footprints, the /WR prohibition
would make it extremely difficult to meet the siting requirements for these uses. This issue is addressed
in more detail in subsequent sections of this ESEE Analysis.

Land Need and Supply Considerations
The UGB Expansion Area includes 924 gross acres – 10 of which are in street rights-of-way and another
five acres or so are developed. Overall, over a third of the UGB Expansion Area is constrained (276 acres)
by a combination of wetlands, riparian corridors, floodplains and open water areas. The Bethel School
District and the City of Eugene own about 300 acres which are planned for schools and parks. Planned
public streets and facilities will consume another 15 acres or so.
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The Eugene Economic Opportunities Analysis (Eugene EOA) identifies a need for 380-605 acres, with a
mid-range estimate of 495 acres in 11 large parcels ranging in size from 10-75+4 acres.
Table 1 summarizes employment land supply characteristics in the UGB Expansion Area. The figures are
rounded to the nearest acre. The area planned for employment covers 648 gross acres. However,
wetlands (both locally significant and not) and floodplain constrain 213 acres – leaving 433 unconstrained
acres. Constrained areas amount to almost one-third of the gross area planned for employment in the
UGB Expansion Area. If land with wetlands and floodplains were considered unsuitable for employment
uses, the City would be about 62 acres short of the 495-acre employment acreage target within the
broader range described previously.
Table 1. Employment Land Characteristics in the UGB Expansion Area
Gross Land
Area

Significant
Water
Resources

Non-LSW
Wetlands

Floodplain
Acres
(Outside
Wetlands)

Subtotal
Constrained

Unconstrained

Proposed New
Streets

648

114

82

18

213

435

10

Moreover, about 10 additional acres will be needed for access streets and public facilities within the
proposed employment area, further reducing the effective land supply to about 425 acres. Of greater
importance, wetlands and floodplains are braided throughout employment area, making it impossible
to find large, unconstrained sites on existing tax lots in a developable configuration. The unavoidable
conclusion is that some wetlands will need to be filled and removed to make room for the 11 large,
suitable sites called for in the EOA.

The Feasibility of Providing Large Employment Sites
Winterbrook Planning worked with city staff to prepare a preliminary concept plan for the UGB
Expansion Area to illustrate one way that wetlands could potentially be partially filled, removed and
mitigated to make room for planned employment, park, school, transportation and public facility
projects.
Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Area Feasibility (Section 2 under Goal 9 Economic
Development, page 57) shows one way that 12 sites comprising about 490 acres (within the 380-605 acre
range determined to be needed by the EOA) of large, developable sites could be created – provided that
some wetlands are filled and removed consistent with state and federal regulations.5 The feasibility
concept plan also identifies planned streets and public facilities, and appropriate areas for on-site
wetland mitigation.
The non-binding concept plan shows how large-site Campus Industrial and Light-Medium Industrial
needs can be met in the north-central portion of the UGB Expansion Area while protecting (or mitigating
for the loss of) most of the locally significant and non-significant wetlands. The concept plan (shown and

4

To determine the upper range of needed site acres Winterbrook assumed that the largest sites would be from 75-100 acres. In
Table 1 of the Eugene EOA, ECONorthwest used 88 acres (the midpoint between 75 and 100) to reach its estimate of 495 total
needed acres.
5 Recognizing that tax lots likely will be reconfigured through lot consolidation and property line adjustments during the 20-year
planning period, the concept plan does not account for tax lot lines as they currently exist. In actuality, individual property
owners will apply for future DSL/USACE wetland fill and removal permits for tax lots under their control, which will result in a
somewhat different map of conserved wetlands and buildable area than shown in the concept plan.
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discussed further under Goal 9 Economic Development) also shows how large developable areas for the
following land uses potentially could be accommodated:





Commercial service areas where Highway 99W intersects with Clear Lake Road and Airport Road;
A school site with at least 25 developable acres on land owned by the Bethel School District in
the southwest portion of the expansion area;
Development of a community park; and
Potential on-site wetland mitigation areas.6

The Basis for the Proposed No Local Protection and Limited Protection
Program Options
One of the problems commonly faced by local governments in the ESEE process is determining the
baseline from which to evaluate potential Goal 5 regulations. Since Eugene has adopted effective Goal 6
(water quality and storage) and Goal 7 (floodplain management) regulations, the “allow” option means
relying on a combination of state, federal and local regulations to protect water quality and storage (Goal
6) and floodplain management (Goal 7) values provided by wetlands.






Full protection would mean adoption of stringent local land use regulations that prohibit all
conflicting uses and activities– ranging from trails near wetlands, public facility and street
crossings over or under wetlands or riparian corridors, to industrial buildings constructed over
wetlands. Full protection could result in no reasonable use of private property. In practice, we
know of no local governments that have chosen to implement the full protection option.
Limited protection would mean application of the /WR overlay zone to significant stream
corridors and wetlands in addition to local Goal 6 and 7 regulations. This is the overlay zone that
the City has applied to most significant riparian corridors and wetlands within the existing UGB
and requires that the area within the boundaries of LSW, significant stream corridors and related
conservation setback areas be protected from most types of urban development – including
schools, active park and recreation facilities, and industrial development.
In Eugene’s case, the Allow option means “no additional Goal 5 protection” and reliance on local
water quality and flood management regulations in combination with state and federal wetland
and floodplain regulations to mitigate for development impacts on significant water resource
sites.7 In this sense, it is a misnomer to imply that the local protection is the only way to protect
significant Goal 5 resources. The No Local Protection Program proposed by Eugene planning,
engineering and parks and open space staff effectively balances conflicting local objectives
(resource conservation vs. development) in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area, consistent with
applicable statewide planning goals. As documented below, such a balanced approach can be
implemented without applying the /WR overlay zone to LSW and the A1 riparian corridor.
Overall, the No Local Protection Program is designed to implement and balance the six applicable
“pillars” set forth in Envision Eugene by:

6

Appendix A is a memorandum prepared by Anita Smyth, Certified Wetland Scientist, which provides the rationale for wetland
potential fill and mitigation options. The memorandum was based her understanding of state and federal regulations as they
existed in 2016.
7 In the case of wetlands and riparian corridors, this includes fairly effective programs managed by the Oregon Departments of
State Lands (DSL), Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Environmental Quality (DEQ), to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Fish and Wildlife (USDFW), and the Fisheries Division of the Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). While primary responsibility for review of wetland fill and removal permits rests with DSL
and USACE, the other agencies listed above frequently comment on fill and removal permits.
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Providing ample economic opportunities for all community members by providing at least 11
large employment sites consistent with the Eugene EOA; while
 Promoting compact urban development and efficient transportation options by providing the
minimum area necessary to meet and provide access to planned employment, school and
park sites as documented in the UGB Alternatives Analysis; while to the extent practicable
 Protecting, restoring, and enhancing natural resources by (a) conserving most of the
wetlands through the DSL and USACE review process and coordinating with DSL and USACE
to mitigate for wetland functions and values lost through wetland fill and removal; (b)
applying the Water Quality ( /WQ) overlay to the two major drainageways within the UGB
Expansion Area; (c) maintaining opportunities for off-site wetland banking; (d) working with
property owners and volunteer efforts to restore and enhance some of the wetland water
quality and storage functions on-site; (e) relying on the environmental policies of the Parks
and Open Space Comprehensive Plan to guide the Division of Parks and Open Space in future
designs of the community park ; and (f) incorporating wetlands, riparian corridors and
floodplains into an area-wide stormwater management plan; while
 Planning for climate change and energy resiliency by providing employment, parks and
schools adjacent to the existing UGB and near existing neighborhoods and planned
transportation facilities, and maintaining floodwater capacity through stormwater master
planning; while
 Protecting, repairing, and enhancing neighborhood livability by providing employment
opportunities, a community park, and a school near the under-served Bethel neighborhood;
while
 Providing for adaptable, flexible and collaborative implementation through effective master
planning (for the Eugene Airport, the community park, and storm drainage based on
ecosystem management principles); minimizing local regulatory obstacles and coordinating
with state and federal agencies to accomplish the objectives outlined above; and by limiting
the creation of new bird habitat areas that could adversely affect aviation safety near the
Eugene Airport.
Thus, the proposed No Local Protection Program relies on a combination of wetland banking, interagency
coordination and stormwater management planning to provide limited protection for most significant
wetland and riparian corridor resources within the UGB Expansion Area. Due to the relatively low quality
of wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area – and conflicts with airport operations and safety – city staff from
several departments has concluded that it is inappropriate to encourage additional restoration of wildlife
habitat near the Eugene Airport. Therefore, the focus of the No Local Protection Program is on
protecting water quality and storage functions of wetlands and drainage channels – rather than
protecting the area within existing boundaries of wetlands that have been significantly degraded as a
result of farming practices.

Summary of Recommended No Local Protection Program based on the ESEE
Analysis
The combination of low-quality interspersed wetlands, planned large-scale urban development and the
Goal 14 requirement that urban land be used efficiently make it impractical to apply the WR/ overlay to
LSW and significant riparian corridors in the UGB Expansion Area. By explaining why substantial fill and
removal within the UGB Expansion Area is necessary to meet large-site employment needs identified in
the Eugene EOA, this ESEE analysis also provides support for future wetland fill and removal permit
applications on individual properties that will be necessary to accommodate planned employment uses.
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis • Winterbrook Planning • December 8, 2016
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The recommended No Local Protection Program relies on the following adopted regulations to resolve
conflicts between planned development and locally significant wetlands:
 Apply the /WQ Water Quality overlay to the two major stormwater conveyance channels in the
UGB Expansion Area: first to the floodplain north of Clear Lake Road (referred to in this
document as the “Clear Lake Channel”) which includes portions of W-5, W-6 and W-7 from the
PHS report); and second to the A-2 Channel (referenced as CL-R-1 and CL-R-3 in the Clear Lake
LWI). The /WQ Overlay zone is designed to implement Statewide Planning Goals 6 and 7 by
improving stormwater water quality, storage capacity, and conveyance. The /WQ overlay also
encourages wetland and riparian corridor restoration and enhancement as “green infrastructure”
within an area-wide stormwater system.
 Require city approval of an area-wide stormwater master plan that incorporates ecosystem
management (i.e., green infrastructure) principles, prior to annexation to the City.
 Apply Eugene Land Use Code floodplain protection standards (Eugene Code 9.6705) and Public
Works stormwater quality and detention standards (Eugene Code 9.6790) to the entire UGB
Expansion Area upon annexation.
 Coordinate with and rely on state and federal agencies (DSL and USACE) to implement the Clean
Water Act by reviewing and providing limited wetland protection in this area.
 Support opportunities for on-site wetland mitigation (such as illustrated on Figure 8 Concept
Plan: Large Employment Area Feasibility) and off-site mitigation through wetland banking
supported by the City of Eugene.
 Retain the City’s requirement to notify DSL of proposal to develop on properties with known
wetlands.
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SECTION 1: REQUIRED STEPS IN THE GOAL 5 PROCESS
Goal 5 requires that wetlands and riparian corridors be inventoried, that their “significance” be
determined, that conflicting uses be identified, that natural resource “impact areas” be described, and
that a local program to “protect” (resolve development conflicts) each significant resource be adopted
based on an analysis of economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences. Before
responding to the ESEE process requirements,8 the results of the Goal 5 inventory and significance
determination are addressed.

Local Wetlands and Riparian Corridor Inventory and Significance
Determination
The Goal 5 rule requires that the location, quality and quantity of wetlands and riparian corridors be
inventoried and the “significance” of each resource site determined. PHS prepared the Goal 5 inventory
for wetlands and riparian corridors in the Clear Lake Road UGB Expansion Area consistent with Goal 5
rule requirements.9 (See City of Eugene Local Wetland Inventory – Clear Lake Area UGB Expansion Area,
Pacific Habitat Resources, May 2014).
As shown on Figure 3 Clear Lake Wetlands, Stream Corridors and Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW),
the Clear Lake Road UGB Expansion Area has two types of natural resources: wetlands and riparian
corridors.10 Figure 3 shows that wetlands are braided throughout the entire UGB Expansion Area. The
location and approximate size of LSW (outlined in dark blue), non-significant wetlands (light blue), and
streams (dotted blue lines) are shown within the UGB Expansion Area.
Table 4 from the Clear Lake LWI (p. 14) provides a summary of the quality (functions) and size of each of
the 17 wetlands (totaling 218 acres) inventoried by PHS. As shown on Winterbrook Table 2 (Table 4 of
the Clear Lake LWI), the wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area are of relatively low quality. PHS, in
consultation with DSL, determined that over half (131 acres) of the 219 acres of wetlands are “locally-

8

The Goal 5 rule (OAR 660-023-0040) summarizes the Goal 5 conflict resolution process as follows:
ESEE Decision Process
(1) Local governments shall develop a program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant water resource sites based
on an analysis of the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) consequences that could result from a
decision to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. This rule describes four steps to be followed in conducting
an ESEE Analysis, as set out in detail in sections (2) through (5) of this rule. Local governments are not required
to follow these steps sequentially, and some steps anticipate a return to a previous step. However, findings shall
demonstrate that requirements under each of the steps have been met, regardless of the sequence followed by the
local government. The ESEE Analysis need not be lengthy or complex, but should enable reviewers gain a clear
understanding of the conflicts and the consequences to be expected. The steps in the standard ESEE process are
as follows: (a) Identify conflicting uses; (b) Determine the impact area; (c) Analyze the ESEE consequences; and
(d) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5.
9

(3) For areas inside urban growth boundaries (UGBs) * * *, local governments shall: (a) Conduct a local wetlands inventory
(LWI) using the standards and procedures of OAR141-086-0110 through 141-086-0240 and adopt the LWI as part of the
comprehensive plan or as a land use regulation; and (b) Determine which wetlands on the LWI are "significant wetlands" using
the criteria adopted by the Division of State Lands (DSL) pursuant to ORS 197.279(3)(b) and adopt the list of significant wetlands
as part of the comprehensive plan or as a land use regulation.
10 The Clear Lake UGB Expansion area also contains significant upland wildlife habitat on publicly owned land. While that
resource is not addressed as part of this ESEE, it is addressed separately by the City as part of the UGB Adoption Package as it
does not relate to wetland dependent wildlife species.
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significant” based on Goal 5 rule criteria. Notably, the “significance” of these wetlands resulted from
their water quality or hydrological functions – not from fish and wildlife habitat values.
Table 2. PHS Functional Ranking of 17 Wetlands in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area

PHS ranked seven of these wetlands as “locally significant” (acreage figures are rounded to the nearest
10th): W-3 (26.7 acres); W-5 (58.9 acres); W-8 (01.7 acres); W-14 (27.1 acres); W-15 (11.9 acres); W-16
(01.7 acres); and W-17 (02.6 acres) – for a total of 130.6 acres. [Note: For the remainder of this report,
wetland references will drop the “CL” because all referenced wetlands are in the UGB Expansion Area.]
Notably:






None of the 17 wetlands provides “diverse wildlife habitat” (all provide habitat for “some
species”);
Only one of the 17 wetlands provides fish habitat (W-5 provides “degraded fish habitat”);
Seven11 of the 17 wetlands provide “intact water quality function”
Only two of the 17 wetlands provide “intact hydrological control function” (the hydrological
control function of the remaining 15 wetlands is degraded);
None of the 17 wetlands provide educational or recreational opportunities – in part because of
their relatively low quality.

11

W-10 shows a score of “1” meaning that water quality function is intact. However, the work sheet for C-W-10 shows a score of
“2”. Figure 3, which is copied from the Clear Lake LWI, also shows C-W-10 as non-significant.
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From the above, it is clear that even locally-significant wetlands (LSW) are of relatively low quality.
Importantly, the significance of the seven LSW is based on water quality and (to a lesser extent)
hydrological control functions– but not fish and wildlife habitat values.
PHS also prepared a riparian corridor inventory using the URIAG (Urban Riparian Inventory Assessment
Guidelines) method developed for and approved by DSL. The A-2 Channel, located in the southern
portion of UGB Expansion Area, is the only significant riparian corridor identified by PHS. The Eugene LWI
(pp. 17-19) defines “riparian corridor” as follows:
A "riparian area" is defined as the area adjacent to a river, lake, or stream, consisting of the area of transition
from an aquatic ecosystem to a terrestrial ecosystem. A "riparian corridor" is a Goal 5 resource that includes
the water areas, fish habitat, adjacent riparian areas, and often wetlands, within the riparian boundary.

The A-2 Channel is the only significant riparian corridor in the UGB Expansion Area. This channel feeds
into the ponds (barrow pits) that are the centerpiece of the community park. The channel is ranked
“high” for its water quality function, with moderate to low wildlife habitat and flood management
functions. PHS used URIAG (Urban Riparian Inventory and Assessment Guide) methods to determine the
quantity, quality and location of this significant resource area.
PHS determined the width of the A-2 Channel riparian corridor based on the “potential tree height” of
the tallest mature tree (in this case cottonwood) growing adjacent to the channel (120 feet).
Winterbrook calculated the area of the riparian corridor by measuring 120 feet on either side of the
channel centerline. The A-2 Channel riparian corridor (outside of the ponds) covers 22.3 acres. Most of
the riparian corridor is within the 100-year floodplain.

Impact Area Determination
The Goal 5 Rule defines “impact area” as “a geographic area within which conflicting uses could
adversely affect a significant Goal 5 resource.” (OAR 660-023-0010(3))
As shown on Figure 3 Clear Lake Wetlands, Stream Corridors and Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW),
wetlands and floodplain areas are braided throughout the UGB Expansion Area and serve both water
quality and hydrological control (flood mitigation) functions for surrounding upland areas. As noted in
the 2014 LWI prepared by PHS, the entire UGB Expansion Area is located in the same “hydrological unit”
(sub-watershed). LSW within this hydrological unit are interconnected and have been substantially
modified over time:
Watersheds within the study area are defined by the boundaries of the 6th field hydrologic unit (HUC). As such,
the entire study area is located with the Amazon Creek 6th field HUC. Hydrologic features within the study area
include several agricultural drainages and ditches, the A-2 Channel of Amazon Creek, and five excavated ponds.
Though the field drainages are ephemeral to intermittent, being driven by seasonal hydrology, the A-2 Channel
is perennial.
The A-2 Channel is a tributary to Amazon Creek. The headwaters of Amazon Creek are located in the hills of
east Eugene, flowing down from the slopes of Mt. Baldy and Spencer Butte. The A-2 Channel is not fed from
these headwaters but is rather a collection of stormwater drainages and channels that flow from industrial and
residential area south and east of the study area. The A-2 Channel flows into the main stem of Amazon Creek
about two miles downstream from the Clear Lake area. Amazon Creek continues an additional 10 miles to the
north before its confluence with the Long Tom River.
The excavated ponds, three in Golden Gardens Park, and two west of 99W, are all barrow pits where material
was excavated for local roadway projects. Each maintains annual inundation and is presumed to be connected
to a local groundwater source of hydrology because water levels in these features does not appear to fluctuate
seasonally.
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LSW and floodplains are found on land in all three of the major land use categories: schools, parks and
employment sites. The proposed /WQ overlay will be applied to the major drainageways within identified
floodplains that include wetlands. The required stormwater management plan will cover the entire UGB
Expansion Area and will incorporate existing wetlands, riparian corridors and floodplains as green
infrastructure – relying on these highly impacted (but originally natural) features as part of the solution
to stormwater quality and quantity issues.
To the extent that wetlands are filled and removed through the DSL / USACE review process, on-site
mitigation could occur anywhere within the UGB Expansion Area and is likely to occur within floodplain
areas. For all of these reasons, Winterbrook recommends that the “impact area” for this ESEE analysis
include the entire UGB Expansion Area.

Description of Conflicting Uses
Once the inventory has been completed and the significance of each “resource site” determined, the
next step in the Goal 5 process is to identify conflicting uses and activities that typically are regulated by
municipal zoning. The Goal 5 Rule (OAR 660-23-010) defines conflicting uses as follows:
(1) "Conflicting use" is a land use, or other activity reasonably and customarily subject to land use regulations,
that could adversely affect a significant Goal 5 resource (except as provided in OAR 660-023-0180(1)(b)). Local
governments are not required to regard agricultural practices as conflicting uses.

The Goal 5 Administrative Rule describes how conflicting uses are identified:
(2) Identify conflicting uses. Local governments shall identify conflicting uses that exist, or could occur, with
regard to significant Goal 5 resource sites. To identify these uses, local governments shall examine land uses
allowed outright or conditionally within the zones applied to the resource site and in its impact area. Local
governments are not required to consider allowed uses that would be unlikely to occur in the impact area
because existing permanent uses occupy the site. The following shall also apply in the identification of
conflicting uses: (a) If no uses conflict with a significant resource site, acknowledged policies and land use
regulations may be considered sufficient to protect the resource site.

Figure 1 shows the draft proposed plan designations and uses within the UGB Expansion Area. The
primary land uses are employment (light-medium and campus industrial, office and limited commercial
uses that require sites of 10-75+ acres according to the EOA); the community park (which may require
large, flat sites for athletic fields, sports courts and parking areas); and a school property (which requires
large, flat sites for school construction, associated play grounds and parking areas). Urban development
(industrial, parks and schools, streets and public facilities) and activities (vegetation removal, grading,
construction) may or may not be directly associated with a specific land use. For example, vegetation
removal often occurs at the time of building construction, but may occur independently. This section
identifies land uses and activities which are (a) likely to develop based on ownership, adopted plans and
needs identified in the Eugene EOA; (b) allowed by the planned underlying zoning district; and (c) conflict
with full protection of the seven LSW and the A-2 Channel Riparian Corridor in the UGB Expansion Area.
Figure 5 on the following page shows proposed zoning to implement proposed plan designations.
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Figure 5 Proposed UGB Expansion Area Zoning
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Conflicting Employment Uses
Upon inclusion of the expansion area within the UGB and annexation to the City, the following
employment plan designations and related zoning districts will be applied:
 Campus Industrial (implemented by the E-1 Campus Employment Zone)
 Light Medium Industrial (implemented by the I-2 Light-Medium Industrial Zone)
The implementing zones employment and industrial zones allow a wide variety of industrial and
supporting office and retail/service uses. The C-1 zone, which will be applied to a portion of the UGB
Expansion Area, allows small scale commercial uses. The E-1 zone allows more supporting retail/service
uses, and requires more landscaping than the more intensive I-2 zone. Outdoor storage is more limited in
the E-1 zone than in the I-2. (Eugene Land Use Code, Section 9.2400 E-1 – Campus Employment and
Section 9.2410 – I-2 Light-Medium Industrial Zones)
The purpose of and range of uses found in the Campus Employment zone is described as follows:
Purpose of E-1 Campus Employment Zone. The purpose of the E-1 Campus Employment zone is to implement
the Campus Industrial designation of the Metro Plan by providing large areas for a variety of light industrial
and office-based scientific, medical, research and development, or other professional firms to locate in a
campus-like setting. In general, this zone is designed for firms that will help achieve economic diversification
objectives and that typically have a large number of employees per acre. The activities of such firms do not
generate offensive external impacts and usually do not tolerate substantial noise, pollution, or vibration from
surrounding uses. The “campus” setting is characterized by enhanced landscaping, pedestrian amenities, and
unique architectural design. Provision is also made for small-scale complementary commercial uses that
primarily serve employees in the area and are preferably part of a mixed-use development.

The purpose of and range of uses found in the Light-Medium Industrial zone is described as follows:
Purpose of I-2 Light-Medium Industrial Zone. The purpose of the I-2 Light-Medium Industrial zone is to
implement the Light-Medium Industrial designation of the Metro Plan by providing areas to serve a wide variety
of manufacturing and other industrial activities with controlled external impacts in locations designated for
Light-Medium Industry in the Metro Plan. These types of industries are often involved in the secondary
processing of materials into components, the assembly of components into finished products, transportation,
communication and utilities, wholesaling, and warehousing. The external impact from these uses is generally
less than Heavy Industrial, and transportation needs are often met by truck. Activities are generally located
indoors, although there may be some outdoor storage. Supporting offices and small-scale commercial uses that
serve employees in the immediate area are permitted.

Table 9.2450 in the Eugene City Code provides a detailed list of permitted and conditional uses in the E-1
and I-2 zones. Both zones permit financial services, government, information technology, and low-impact
manufacturing and assembly, and office uses. Both zones allow a range of commercial, medical and
professional services uses; however, the E-1 zone allows a broader range of such uses and has more
demanding development standards.
The nature of conflicting employment uses in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area is refined by the /CL
Clear Lake Overlay Zone, which requires that 11 large sites be retained for targeted employment
development. The purpose of the draft /CL Overlay Zone (Section 9.4150) is described as follows:
Purpose of /CL Clear Lake Overlay Zone. The /CL Clear Lake Overlay Zone is intended to provide and protect
the City’s large-lot industrial portfolio in the Clear Lake expansion area. A minimum of eleven large lots of
various sizes (10-20, 20-50, 50-75, and greater than 75 acres) will be provided as a means to ensure future
development fulfills the community’s desired outcomes for economic prosperity and increased employment
opportunities, while addressing environmental justice concerns. The /CL Overlay implements supporting
comprehensive plan policies that call for fairness and equity in achieving a healthy environment, vibrant
community, and improved quality of life for surrounding neighborhoods. To this end, the /CL Overlay
regulations identify certain uses that are restricted or prohibited. These prohibitions and restrictions are
intended to avoid incompatibilities between odorous emissions or particulate discharges and nearby residences,
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schools, or parks. In addition to the permitted uses in the base zone, future development in the Exhibit ____
Page 2 of 9 (Employment, Park and School Land) 9/9/2016 Clear Lake area is encouraged to build upon
Eugene’s competitive advantages and recognize the community’s values around climate change, sustainability,
local food systems, and natural resources.

The need for large, flat developable sites changes the nature of wetland conflicts substantially. As
documented in the Goal 9 (Economic Development) section of this report, it is much more difficult to
avoid wetland impacts from employment uses that require large, contiguous development areas.
Conflicting Park Uses
Park uses also can conflict with full protection of significant resource sites in the community park. The
Eugene (PL) Public Land Zone allow a wide range of park and recreation facilities, including recreational
buildings and land-extensive athletic fields, sports courts and parking areas.
Envision Eugene staff notes describe potential uses at the community park site as follows:
The City of Eugene Parks and Open Space Division envisions a large scale community park with active
recreational facilities – athletic fields and courts, lighting, concessions, etc.

The City has not approved final plans for the community park.
Conflicting School Uses
The Bethel School District selected the North Terry street site because when the full site was assembled
it was large enough to co-locate two schools and possibly other facilities as needed. Between 50 and60
acres of developable land will be needed for these school uses. The Eugene Public Land (PL) Zone allows
school facilities, including athletic fields and parking areas.
Conflicting Transportation and Public Facilities Uses
Public facilities also conflict with full protection of wetlands and riparian corridors. Transportation and
public facilities projects necessary to serve the area include (at least) the following:









Extend Terry Street north to serve industrial, park and school properties
Extend Theona Drive westward to serve park and industrial properties
Make additional local street connections as development necessitates
Construct bicycle facilities along Clear Lake Road (multi-use path), Jesson Drive (shared use path
along A-2 Channel), and through the community park (connecting to the Terry Street extension)
Upgrade EWEB water lines, where appropriate, and construct additional water lines in street
rights-of-way
Construct wastewater collection facilities (Clear Lake Road and Terry Street) and pump station at
topographic divide
Utilize existing and construct new electrical facilities
Utilize wetland system where feasible for storm water storage and treatment (i.e., green
infrastructure concept)

Conflicting Airport Uses
The Eugene Airport Master Plan Update (2010) identifies potential conflicts between wildlife (especially
birds) and airport operational safety (pp. 6-2 - 6-5).
Wildlife-aircraft strikes have resulted in the loss of life, and billions of dollars in aircraft and property damage.
Airports are often surrounded by open, undeveloped land intended to enhance safety and reduce noise impacts.
These open areas can present potential hazards to aviation, especially if they attract wildlife. Constructed and
natural areas, such as wetlands, detention/retention ponds, waste water treatment plants, and landfills, can
provide ideal habitat for wildlife. These uses on and near airports can cause a hazard to safe air navigation,
driving the need for proper land use planning.
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FAA guidelines recommend that wildlife attractors not be developed within 10,000 feet of the Eugene
Airport. The Airport Master Plan includes a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) that limits conflicting uses
within its boundaries:
One design standard is the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). An RPZ is an area beyond each runway end that
protects against incompatible objects and land uses. It is desirable to clear all objects from the RPZ, although
some objects and land uses are permitted, provided they do not attract wildlife and do not interfere with
navigational aids.

Conflicting Use Matrix – by Water Resource Number
Table 3 summarizes identified conflicting uses and activities for each significant resource site. The matrix
shows broad categories of conflicting uses and activities as well as specific public facilities projects. Table
3 does not identify proposed overlay zones, including the /CL Clear Lake (that will apply to employment
zones in the UGB Expansion Area) and /WQ Water Quality overlay zones (that will apply to conserved
wetlands and riparian corridors in the UGB Expansion Area) .
Table 3. Conflicting Use Matrix for Significant Natural Resource Sites

LSW
Employment
Resource
Conflicts
Site Numbers

Applicable Overlay
Public Facilities Conflicts
Zone(s)

Parks or
Schools
Conflicts

W-3
W-5
W-8

LM Industrial
LM Industrial
LM Industrial

Airport
Airport
Airport

No
No
No

W-14

Campus Ind

Airport

W-15
W-16
W-17
A-2 Channel
Riparian
Corridor

Campus Ind
Campus Ind
Campus Ind

Airport
Airport
Airport

Sewer pump station
Terry St ext; Clear Lake Rd widening
Terry St ext; Clear Lake Rd widening
Terry St ext; Local access road; Clear
Lake Rd widening
Theona Dr ext; Clear Lake Rd widening
Theona Dr ext; Clear Lake Rd widening
Clear Lake Rd widening

No

Airport

Terry St ext; Trail

Park/School

Vegetation
Removal,
Grading,
New
Structures
or
Impervious
Surfaces12

Park/School
No
Park
No

Yes - All

12

OAR 660-023-0090(7) applies to riparian corridors (in this case the A-2 Channel) and provides a “safe harbor” when identifying
conflicting activities:
(7) When following the standard ESEE process in OAR 660-023-0040 and 660-023-0050, a local government shall comply
with Goal 5 if it identifies at least the following activities as conflicting uses in riparian corridors:
(a) The permanent alteration of the riparian corridor by placement of structures or impervious surfaces, except for:(A)
Water-dependent or water-related uses; and (B) Replacement of existing structures with structures in the same location that
do not disturb additional riparian surface area; and
(b) Removal of vegetation in the riparian area, except:(A) As necessary for restoration activities, such as replacement of
vegetation with native riparian species; (B) As necessary for the development of water-related or water-dependent uses; and
(C) On lands designated for agricultural or forest use outside UGBs.
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Table 4 shows conflicting use information in another format. It is organized by conflicting use category,
identifies significant resource sites that fit within each category, and further describes conflicting uses
allowed by zoning. This table also explains where conflicting uses are addressed in Section 2.
Table 4. Summary of Conflicting Uses by Water Resource Site
Conflicting Use
Categories
Employment
(Development Impacts
Addressed Under Goal
9, Economy)

LSW / RC
Sites
W-3, W-5,
W-8, W-14,
W-15, W-17

Eugene Airport Impacts
Addressed Under Goal All
11, Public Facilities)
Public Facilities
(Development Impacts
Addressed Under Goal
11, Public Facilities)

All

Schools and Parks
(Development Impacts
Addressed Under Goal
8, Recreational Needs
and Goal 11, Public
Facilities)

W-14, W-16,
A-2 Channel

Conflicting Use Description
The Light-Medium and Campus Industrial zones permit a wide range of industrial,
retail, service and related uses. Most industrial and some commercial uses require
single-story buildings with large areas devoted to on-site parking, resulting in
substantial impervious surface areas, and high vegetation removal and site grading
requirements. Other commercial and office uses may be developed in multi-story
buildings to reduce the impacts upon surface areas.
The Eugene Airport Master Plan strongly recommends against providing additional
wildlife habitat (especially bird habitat) areas near the airport.
Transportation, sanitary sewer, water and storm sewer facilities are necessary to
serve primary conflicting use categories. Transportation facilities increase
impervious surface area and sometimes must be routed through natural resources
to achieve connectivity objectives. Other facilities, such as gravity flow sewer and
storm detention facilities, benefit from location near or in natural drainageways,
floodplains and wetlands.
Although schools and parks usually have large open space areas, school and
recreational buildings and parking areas have impacts similar to industrial and
commercial buildings.
Active recreational activities (e.g., athletic fields and courts) typically require large
development areas and grading, drainage, and removal of native plants.
Even passive recreational activities may involve limited grading and vegetation
removal for trails or observation areas.

Administrative Rule Requirements for ESEE Analysis
OAR 660-023-040(4) requires that cities and counties conduct an ESEE analysis to determine the
consequences of three regulatory options: full resource protection (i.e., allow no conflicting development
or land use activities), limited resource protection (application of the City’s /WR overlay zone), and no
local resource protection (i.e., allow development within Goal 6, Goal 7, State and Federal restrictions).
(4) Analyze the ESEE consequences. Local governments shall analyze the ESEE consequences that could result
from decisions to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use.
The analysis may address each of the identified conflicting uses, or it may address a group of similar conflicting
uses. A local government may conduct a single analysis for two or more s that are within the same area or that
are similarly situated and subject to the same zoning.
The local government may establish a matrix of commonly occurring conflicting uses and apply the matrix to
particular s in order to facilitate the analysis. A local government may conduct a single analysis for a site
containing more than one significant Goal 5 resource.
The ESEE Analysis must consider any applicable statewide goal or acknowledged plan requirements, including
the requirements of Goal 5.
The analyses of the ESEE consequences shall be adopted either as part of the plan or as a land use regulation.

Although the Goal 5 Rule says that the ESEE analysis need not be lengthy or complex, the Goal 5 Rule
requires that this ESEE analysis analyze four (4) types of consequences (economic, social, environmental
and energy), for three (3) decision options (full protection, no protection, and limited protection), for two
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(2) categories of significant resources (Locally Significant Wetlands, and Significant Riparian Corridors),
for five (5) categories of conflicting uses (employment, parks, schools, public facilities and
transportation). This ESEE analysis must also be consistent with applicable Statewide Planning Goals,
must consider public comments, and must explain why Eugene officials selected a specific level of
protection program option for each.

ESEE Approach
Consistent with this section of the Goal 5 Rule, this analysis:


Analyzes the ESEE consequences that could result from decisions to prohibit, allow or limit a
conflicting use or activity;
 Addresses groups of similar conflicting uses for LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor (A-2
Channel) within the UGB Expansion Area that will be subject to five plan designations and
corresponding implementing zones in parentheses: Campus Industrial (E-1 Campus Employment
Zone), Light-Medium Industrial (I-2 Light Medium Industrial Zone), Commercial (C-1
Neighborhood Commercial), Government and Education (PL Public Land Zone). These zones all
allow permanent alteration of riparian corridors and wetlands through placement of new
buildings and impervious surface areas, grading and vegetation removal in conjunction with
permitted and conditional uses.
 Establishes a matrix of commonly occurring conflicting uses, applies the matrix to LSW and the A2 Channel to facilitate the analysis.
 Considers all applicable statewide goals and any acknowledged plan requirements, including the
requirements of Goal 5.
Section 2 is organized around the applicable Statewide Planning Goals for the expansion area and
discusses the ESEE consequences of the three decision options in the context of these Goals.
 The Environmental consequences of prohibiting, allowing (no additional Goal 5 protection) and
limiting (by applying the /WR overlay zone to significant water resources) conflicting uses and
activities within the UGB Expansion Area are addressed under Goal 5 (Natural Resources);
 The Economic and Social consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting conflicting uses and
activities within the UGB Expansion Area are found under the relevant Statewide Planning Goal:
 Goal 8 (Recreation) considers the economic and social consequences related to potential
development of the community park;
 Goal 9 (Economic Development) considers economic and social consequences related to planned
employment in the Campus Industrial and Light-Medium Industrial plan designations and
implementing zones;
 Goal 11 (Public Facilities) considers economic and social consequences related to the provision of
the planned school and public sanitary sewer, water and storm drainage facilities;
 Goal 12 (Transportation) considers economic and social consequences related to the provision of
the planned streets and trails;
 The Energy consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting all conflicting uses and activities within
the UGB Expansion Area are addressed under Goal 13 (Energy Conservation).

Correlation among Goal 5 ESEE Factors and Goals 1-15
Table 5 below (not to be confused with Table 4 in the Clear Lake LWI) shows the relationship between
the four Goal 5 ESEE factors and the 13 applicable Statewide Planning Goals.
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Table 5. Discussion of ESEE Consequences in Relation to Statewide Planning Goals

ESEE Consequence
Statewide Planning Goal
Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement)
Document and Consider Citizen
Comments
Goal 2 (Land Use Planning)
Adequate Factual Base
Agency Coordination
Consider Alternatives
Ultimate Policy Choices /
Implementation
Goals 3 and 4
(Agricultural and Forest Lands)

Economic. Social, Environmental and Energy
Consequences Analysis
This is a procedural goal and requires documentation that citizens have
been involved in all phases of the Goal 5 process.
This is a procedural goal and requires documentation that there is an
adequate factual base, that coordination with affected state agencies has
occurred, that the consequences of alternative policy options have been
considered (the ESEE analysis provides this documentation), that an
ultimate policy choice has been made based on the ESEE analysis (the no
local protection program would meet this requirement) and that the no local
protection program is adequate to carry out the approved program.
Not applicable

Goal 5 is also procedural in nature. This report documents the facts that the
Eugene LWI complies with Goal 5 rule requirements for (a) the wetland and
Goal 5 (Natural Resource Protection) riparian corridor inventory and (b) the significance determination. This report
identifies the conflicting land uses and activities and provides the rationale
Adequate Goal 5 Inventory
for using the entire UGB Expansion Area as the “impact area.”
Significance Determination
Grading, vegetation removal and construction of impervious surface area
ESEE Analysis
(including buildings and parking areas) are the conflicting activities shared
3 Decision Options
by each identified conflicting land use. The analysis of environmental
consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting (through the identified No
Clear and Objective Standards
Local Protection program) conflicting land uses/activities is found in the
Goal 5 discussion.

Goal 6 (Water Quality)

The No Local Protection Program relies heavily on Goal 6 (water quality)
measures: application of the /WQ overlay to the two principle drainage
channels in the UGB Expansion Area, compliance with the Eugene
Stormwater Management Manual and the requirement that an area-wide
stormwater master plan be prepared prior to annexation and development
of land within the UGB Expansion Area. Notably, all wetlands – whether
locally-significant or not – will be incorporated into planned “green
stormwater infrastructure.”

Goal 8 (Recreational Opportunities)
Suitable Park Development Areas
Park Development Impacts

City floodplain management regulations prohibit most types of development
in the floodway and limit development within the 100-year floodplain. Goal 7
floodplain regulations, in combination with inventoried wetlands and
drainage channels, reinforce the negative environmental consequences of
developing in floodplain areas. The No Local Protection Program therefore
applies the /WQ overlay to drainage channels that are within the 100-year
floodplain and encompass adjacent LSW.
The economic and social consequences of developing LSW and the A-2
Channel riparian corridor are unique to the community park. Therefore, the
economic and social consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting
planned park uses are addressed under Goal 8 (Recreation Opportunities).

Goal 9 (Economic Development)
Adequate Land Supply / Suitable Sites
Provide Jobs
Development Impacts

The economic and social consequences of developing over LSW in the CI
and LMI employment zones are unique to the planned employment area.
Therefore, the economic and social consequences of prohibiting, allowing
and limiting planned employment uses are addressed under Goal 9
(Economic Development).

Goal 10 (Housing)

Not applicable

Goal 7 (Natural Hazards)
Flood Hazards (100-Year Floodplain)
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ESEE Consequence
Statewide Planning Goal

Economic. Social, Environmental and Energy
Consequences Analysis

Goal 11 (Public Facilities / Services)
School Land Needs
Efficient Provision of Urban Services
Project Impacts

The economic and social consequences of crossing LSW and the A-2
Channel riparian corridor to allow planned public facilities apply throughout
the UGB Expansion Area – regardless of underlying land use. Therefore,
the economic and social consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting
planned public facilities projects are addressed under Goal 11 (Public
Facilities).

Goal 12 (Transportation)
Safety and Efficiency
Connectivity
Multi-Modal Opportunities
Project Impacts

The economic and social consequences of crossing LSW and the A-2
Channel riparian corridor to allow planned streets and trails apply
throughout the UGB Expansion Area – regardless of underlying land use.
Therefore, the economic and social consequences of prohibiting, allowing
and limiting planned transportation projects are addressed under Goal 12
(Transportation).

Goal 13 (Energy Conservation)
Housing Near Employment
Micro-Climate / Climate Change
Efficient Public Facilities
Transportation Connectivity

The energy consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting planned
employment, park and school uses – and planned public facility and
transportation projects – are inter-related and over-lapping. Therefore, the
energy consequences of prohibiting, allowing and limiting planned
development in the UGB Expansion Area are considered under Goal 13
(Energy Conservation).

Goal 14 (Urbanization)
Compact Urban Growth Form
Maximum Efficiency of Land Use

The Goal 14 discussion explains why the No Local Protection Program
makes sense for the point of view of achieving a compact urban growth
form, avoiding higher value farmlands, providing suitable employment sites,
and providing adequate public facilities at least cost, and providing open
space and schools near under-served residential neighborhoods.

Goal 15 (Willamette Greenway)

Not applicable

This ESEE analysis supports Eugene’s decision (in coordination Lane County) to provide no additional Goal
5 protection for significant Goal 5 resources within the UGB expansion area. As shown in Table 6, PHS has
shown that the UGB Expansion Area has seven LSW comprising about 131 acres and the A-2 significant
riparian corridor about 22 acres, for a total of 153 acres of significant water resource sites.
Table 6. Significant Water Resources in the UGB Expansion Area
Resource Site Number
Acreage
W-3
26.7
W-5
58.9
W-8
1.7
W-14
27.2
W-15
11.9
W-16
1.7
W-17
2.6
A-2 Channel (R-1-3)
22.4
All Water Resources
153
Winterbrook estimates that the proposed No Local Protection Program decision (no additional Goal 5
protection with reliance on local water quality and flood management regulations in combination with
State and Federal wetland protection regulations) would protect and/or mitigate on-site most of the 153
acres) of significant water resource sites within the UGB Expansion Area and would result in the
restoration / enhancement of other wetlands that were not determined to be “locally significant”. OffClear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis • Winterbrook Planning • December 8, 2016
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site mitigation (wetland banking) would mitigate for the fill and removal of remaining wetlands in the
UGB Expansion Area.
Figure 6 Significant Water Resources: Potential Results of the Clear Lake No Local Protection Program
on the following page shows the potential results of the No Local Protection Program. Note that this is
one possible scenario based on the professional judgment of Anita Cate Smyth, a certified wetland
scientist who works with Winterbrook Planning. Figure 6 does not represent a city recommendation to
protect certain wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area.
By applying the /WQ overlay zone, this program would provide some protection (through non-Goal 5
tools) for almost all of the A-2 Channel and for a portion of W-5 (14 acres) and smaller portions of two
non-significant wetlands (W-7 and W-9) by applying the /WQ overlay. As shown on Figure 6, the
DSL/USACE review process will likely result in some protection for portions of the remaining LSW – while
allowing wetlands to be filled and removed to accommodate the large employment sites called for in the
Eugene EOA. Local restoration and enhancement programs are likely to restore and enhance additional
wetlands in the community park and the Bethel School District sites which include W-14 (27 acres).
Finally, incorporation of wetlands and the A-2 Channel into the integrated stormwater management plan
required before land is annexed to the City will help ensure that the most important functions of the
wetlands and riparian corridor in the UGB Expansion Area (water quality and hydrological control) will be
maintained and enhanced.
Despite the need to fill and remove substantial portions of LSW to make room for at least 11 large
employment sites, the ESEE Analysis demonstrates that additional Goal 5 protection of LSWs and the A-2
Channel is unnecessary because the following results can be achieved without applying a Goal 5 overlay
zone:
 Provide adequate land for planned park and recreational needs, which has positive social
consequences (Statewide Planning Goal 8, Recreational Needs).
 Provide suitable employment sites consistent with economic needs projections set forth in the
Eugene EOA, which has positive economic consequences (Statewide Planning Goal 9, Economy).
 Efficiently provide supporting sanitary sewer, water, and stormwater services, which has positive
economic, social, or energy consequences (Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services).
 Provide for an inter-connected and multi-modal transportation system that minimizes out-ofdirection travel, which has positive economic, social and energy consequences (Goals 12,
Transportation, and 13, Energy Conservation).
 Maintain a compact urban form and maximum efficiency of land use, which has positive
economic, social and energy consequences (Goal 13, Energy Conservation and Goal 14,
Urbanization).
The ESEE Analysis notes the substantial role that remaining and mitigated wetlands (both LSW and nonLSW) and the A-2 Channel will make toward maintaining water quality as part of the required stormwater
master plan (Goal 6, Air, Land and Water Resources Quality) and reducing potential flooding impacts
from natural hazards (Goal 7, Natural Hazards).
However, the ESEE Analysis concludes that LSWs will receive no local Goal 5 protection, because of
adverse economic and social impacts on the availability of suitable employment, active community park
facilities and school sites (Statewide Planning Goals 8, 9 and 11 - Parks and Recreation, Economic
Development and Public Facilities).
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Figure 6 Significant Goal 5 Water Resources: Potential Results of the Clear Lake No Local Protection Program
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Section 2: Goal 5 ESEE Factors and Statewide Planning Goals
Goal 1 Citizen Involvement
As noted in the Clear Lake LWI:
Prior to beginning the inventory field work, selected landowners (i.e. those suspected of having wetlands or
stream on their property) were mailed notices describing the project and asking permission to enter their
property. Right of access was granted to PHS by landowner permission only. The properties of those not
responding were not accessed. Access information was collected in a database by the City of Eugene and
provided to PHS for incorporation into project field maps. The City of Eugene held one public meeting on May
23, 2012, for citizens to discuss details of the inventory and comment. The City is planning additional meetings
as necessary to facilitate the land use process for expansion of the urban growth boundary. Such meetings have
not yet been scheduled.

* An additional meeting with property owners was held on June 25th, 2014.
Since the ESEE Analysis must be adopted as part of the comprehensive plan, public hearings will also be
required before the Planning Commission and elected officials of both the City of Eugene and Lane
County.
At the end of the day, the ESEE Analysis should support the final decision of the Eugene City Council
regarding the appropriate level of protection for significant wetlands and riparian corridors within the
UGB Expansion Area. Since elected officials may decide to change the proposed No Local Protection
Program as a result of public and agency review and comment, the ESEE Analysis should be viewed as
preliminary. The public and agency review process could, therefore, change the analysis of economic,
social, environmental and energy consequences that follows.
The final ESEE analysis will include an appendix that documents (a) citizen, property owner and agency
comments; and (b) changes to the draft Goal 5 program in response to these comments. Thus, the ESEE
Analysis process is iterative, not static. This draft ESEE analysis is the starting point for a broader
community discussion.

Goal 2 Land Use Planning
Goal 2, like Goal 5, is essentially a procedural goal. Goal 2 requires that:
 There be an adequate factual base for making land use decisions;
 Local, state, and federal agencies be notified and their concerns be considered and
accommodated to the extent possible;
 Alternatives be considered before making ultimate policy choices;
 Policy choices be clearly articulated in the comprehensive plan; and that
 Implementation measures be consistent with and adequate to carry out such policy direction.
ESEE Relationship to Goal 2
This ESEE analysis, combined with the documents described in the Introduction (the Eugene Planning
Context) provide the factual and analytical basis that supports adoption of the recommended local
protection program. These documents provide City and County decision-makers with the information
necessary to make informed policy decisions related to balancing sometimes-conflicting development
and natural resource conservation objectives.
Overall, the Clear Lake Area UGB Expansion Project provides a positive model for City-County
coordination. City and County staff and the consultant team have worked collaboratively in each phase of
this multi-year project. State and federal agencies have also been involved in this process, and their
concerns have been considered and accommodated wherever possible. Key state agencies include the
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Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Department of State Lands (DSL), the
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), and the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Federal
agencies with comparable areas of jurisdiction will be invited to review and comment on the LWI, ESEE
analysis and recommended No Local Protection Program.
Goal 5 requires that the ESEE consequences of three decision options be considered as part of the Goal 5
process. This ESEE Analysis considers the economic, social, environmental and energy conservation
consequences of three regulatory programs:
 Prohibit conflicting uses by fully protecting all significant water resource analysis areas (LSWs
and the A-2 riparian corridor) by applying strict Goal 5 regulations.
 Allow conflicting uses by providing no additional Goal 5 protection for significant LSWs and
riparian corridors. The Allow option relies on the existing Goal 6 and 7 implementation program
and provides reasonably clear and objective regulatory measures (application of the /WQ (Water
Quality) overlay zone and Eugene Stormwater Management Standards) and supporting wetland
mitigation (through DSL/USACE) and the area-wide stormwater management plan, to implement
the policy direction provided by City and County elected officials.
 Limit conflicting uses by applying the /WR (Water Resources) overlay zone to significant LSWs
and riparian corridors in addition to local, state and federal water quality and flood hazard
regulations. The WR/ overlay protects the water resource plus land within the water
conservation setback area.
Goal 2 Conclusion
For the reasons stated above, the process that led to adoption of the proposed No Local Protection
Program meets Goal 2 procedural requirements. The No Local Protection Program provides a reasonable
level of protection to LSW and the A-2 Channel while allowing for planned employment, school, park and
public facility development.

Goal 5 Natural Resources
Goal 5 reads (in relevant part) as follows:
To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces.
Local governments shall adopt programs that will protect natural resources and conserve scenic, historic and
open space resources for present and future generations. These resources promote a healthy environment and
natural landscape that contributes to Oregon's livability. * * *
Following procedures, standards, and definitions contained in commission rules, local governments shall
determine significant sites for inventoried resources and develop programs to achieve the goal.

Goal 5 also is largely procedural in nature: it requires that certain steps be followed before making a
decision regarding the level of protection – if any – that should be afforded to each significant Goal 5
resource site. It sets forth a process for resolving conflicts between natural resource preservation on the
one hand, and urban development on the other. Goal 5 does not mandate “protection” of significant
water resources as that term is commonly used. Rather, as explained in the Goal 5 Rule (OAR Chapter
660, Division 23), “’protect’ means to develop a program consistent with this division.”


As required by the Goal 5 Rule, the Clear Lake LWI (PHS, May 2014) includes valid Goal 5
inventories showing the location, quantity, and quality of significant wetlands and riparian
corridors in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area. The quantity and location of significant Goal 5
resources are summarized in Section 2 of this report. The qualitative and quantitative
characteristics of significant Goal 5 resources (seven LSW and the A-2 Channel) are found in the
Clear Lake LWI Final Report (May 2014).

Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis • Winterbrook Planning • December 8, 2016

Page 28



The Goal 5 Rule also requires that uses (i.e., land uses and related activities) that conflict with the
full protection of significant Goal 5 resources be identified. Section 2 describes conflicting uses
that are planned for the UGB Expansion Area and which are either permitted or conditional uses
allowed in the C-1, E-1, I-2, or PL zones.
 Finally, the Goal 5 Rule requires that local governments make a “decision” regarding the level of
protection that should be afforded significant Goal 5 resources – but only after conducting an
ESEE (Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy) Consequences Analysis.
The Introduction to this report describes the three program options available to Eugene: prohibit
conflicting uses / full resource protection; allow conflicting uses / no additional Goal 5 protection; and
limit conflicting uses – by applying the WR/ overlay zone. The Introduction also describes in more
detailed form the No Local Protection Program recommended by Eugene Planning, Public Works and
Park and Recreation staff.
ESEE Relationship to Goal 5 Resource Sites
This section considers the environmental consequences of the three Goal 5 decision options. As noted in
above economic and social consequences of the Goal 5 decision options are addressed under Goals 8
(Parks and Recreation), 9 (Economic Development), 11 (Public Facilities and Services), 12 (Transportation)
and 14 (Urbanization). The discussion of energy consequences is consolidated under Goal 13 (Energy
Conservation).
Environmental Consequences
The A-2 Channel and the seven LSW provide a variety of independent ecological functions that form a
part of the City’s “green infrastructure” (see also Goals 6, 7, and 13 discussions). These functions include:
 Water quality improvement
 Hydrological Control /stormwater storage
 Microclimate amelioration
The environmental and limited wildlife habitat values of these significant resource types are described in
detail in the Clear Lake LWI, which is incorporated into this ESEE Analysis by reference. LSW and the A-2
Channel are valued primarily for their water quality benefits. As noted in the LWI (p. 19):
The quality of the riparian corridors using URIAG indicate that * * * the inventoried riparian areas rate “high”
for water quality functioning. This is a result of low slopes within the riparian area, the presence of complete
vegetative cover, and the near lack of impervious areas. In the flood management category, all four rate
“medium.” Flood management is determined by the presence of flood prone areas, the dominance or absence of
woody vegetation in flood prone areas, and whether the water resource is constricted by man-made features. All
reaches rated “low” for thermal regulation, the result of few trees in the riparian area and no vegetation
shading the water resources. As a result of these same conditions, and the open mowed to agricultural lands
uses, these areas rated low to medium for wildlife habitat.

Wetlands provide important water quality functions. They reduce the impacts of excess nutrients in
storm water runoff on downstream waters. Essentially equivalent to pollution removal, a wetland
contributes to water quality by trapping sediment during periods of heavy rainfall, keeping it from
entering adjacent downstream resources. Wetlands also trap nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus,
helping to prevent or minimize algal blooms and subsequent oxygen deficiencies downstream. Wetlands
reduce downstream flood peaks and store floodwaters by acting as flood regulators, trapping water
during periods of high precipitation or flooding, and slowly releasing the flow downstream. By reducing
the velocity and volume of stormwater flows, wetlands also reduce erosion and thereby help to preserve
water and land quality.
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The Clear Lake LWI evaluated the effectiveness of wetlands within the Eugene UGB to provide both of
these functions. The LWI includes an assessment of each wetland’s water quality and hydrologic control
functions as “intact,” “impacted,” or “not present.” Table 4 of the Clear Lake LWI (also shown in the
Introduction) documents water quality and hydrological control functions of Clear Lake wetlands.

Notably, only seven of the 17 inventoried wetlands have “intact” water quality function; and only two
have “intact” hydrological control function. The remainder have “impacted” or “degraded” water quality
and hydrological functions due to ongoing agricultural operations. And, despite the existing quality of
wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area, the effectiveness of wetlands in maintaining water quality and
storing stormwater can be improved by integrating wetlands into an area-wide storm water
management plan.
Riparian Corridors also provide benefits for air, land, and water resources quality. Like wetlands, riparian
corridors can enhance water quality in many ways. Undisturbed, densely-vegetated riparian corridors
trap sediments, inhibit erosion, and filter runoff originating from impervious surfaces, lawns, golf
courses, and the like. Sedimentation and erosion, although natural processes, are accelerated in urban
areas by increased impervious surfaces. Impervious surfaces also inhibit infiltration. Sediment within a
riparian corridor can be from erosion of poorly vegetated uplands, runoff from impervious surfaces, or
floods from an adjacent water resource. Sediments often carry nutrients (e.g. phosphates and nitrates)
and pollutants (e.g. heavy metals, hydrocarbons) to water resources, altering water chemistry, burying
spawning gravels and impacting fish and wildlife habitat. Excessive concentration of nutrients in the
water can trigger algal blooms, depleting the water of oxygen required by fish and other aquatic
organisms. The ability of a riparian corridor to resist erosion is related to slope, soil type, vegetation type,
vegetative cover, landscape position, and degree of human disturbance. In this case, the A-2 Channel was
constructed to drain wetlands to allow for agriculture and has a high degree of human disturbance.
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Riparian corridors, associated wetlands and floodplains together provide a valuable flood management
function by reducing the force and volume of floodwaters. Floodwaters flowing into a vegetated, floodprone riparian corridor can be slowed or temporarily stored, reducing peak flows and downstream
flooding. Woody vegetation, in particular, resists floodwaters and reduces its velocity. Topographic
features such as swales and depressions can enhance a riparian corridor's ability to manage flood flows.
Reducing the velocity of floodwaters in the riparian corridor allows infiltration of water into the soil.
Water entering the soil is slowly released into the main channel, delaying its movement downstream.
Water temperature affects the ability of a stream to support viable populations of certain aquatic
organisms. Riparian shade, especially forest canopy, moderates temperature within and adjacent to a
water resource. Although stream temperatures are important throughout the year, summer temperature
is generally more critical for fish species such as salmonids. High water temperatures and sunlight are
factors that can promote algal blooms, reducing dissolved oxygen required by anadromous fish and other
cold-water dependent organisms. The aspect or orientation of the water resource and the height of the
adjacent riparian vegetation play important roles in how effective riparian vegetation is in providing
shade.
However, the A-2 Channel riparian corridor, broken into several reaches in Table 7 from the Clear Lake
LWI, has little tree cover and therefore “low” to “medium” thermal regulation value. It does, however,
have “high” water quality value.

The Prohibit (full protection) option would apply new Goal 5 regulations that prohibit all urban land uses
and activities that conflict with (i.e., could further reduce) identified functions of significant wetlands and
riparian corridors). Therefore, the prohibit option would have positive environmental consequences with
respect to the functions summarized in Tables 4 and 7 of the Clear Lake LWI. However, the prohibit
option would do nothing to prevent continued degradation of wetlands resulting from ongoing
agricultural operations.13
Notably, the only “intact” functions identified for LSW and the A-2 Channel are “water quality” and, in
the cases of two LSW, “hydrological function”. Thus, the positive effect of full protection is much less
than if all these resources had intact fish, wildlife and hydrological functions.
Conversely, the Allow (No Local Goal 5 Protection) option could have marginal negative environmental
consequences for water quality and hydrological control, by relying on existing Goal 6 and 7 regulations
to protect wetland functions identified above and deferring regulation of conflicting urban uses and
activities (identified in Chapter 3) to state and federal regulatory authorities. Thus, under the no

13

Riparian corridors and wetland resources in the UGB Expansion Area have already been substantially degraded by ongoing
agricultural operations (they barely quality as “significant” under DSL rules). Notably, Goal 5 does not require local governments
to limit impacts from agricultural operations on significant water resources on EFU land outside UGBs.

Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis • Winterbrook Planning • December 8, 2016

Page 31

additional Goal 5 protection option, the environmental values outlined above, and discussed in greater
detail in the Clear Lake Local Wetlands Inventory, might be slightly compromised.
The No Local Protection Program represents an effective balance that avoids many of the adverse
environmental and social problems associated with the other two options. The No Local Protection
Program provides flexibility for public and private developers in creating large, developable sites for
parks, schools and employment – and for constructing infrastructure projects required to serve planned
development – while protecting the key water quality and detention functions provided by wetlands and
riparian corridors in the Clear Lake LWI.
Overall, The No Local Protection Program is designed to implement and balance the six applicable
“pillars” set forth in Envision Eugene and applicable statewide planning goals by:


Providing ample economic opportunities for all community members by providing 11 large
employment sites (approximately 495 suitable acres) consistent with the Eugene EOA and Goal 9;
while
 Promoting compact urban development and efficient transportation options by providing the
minimum area necessary to meet and provide access to planned employment, school and park
sites as documented in the UGB Alternatives Analysis and Goal 14; while to the extent
practicable,
 Protecting, restoring, and enhancing natural resources by (a) conserving most of the relatively
low quality wetlands and riparian corridors by applying the Water Quality /WQ overlay to the
two major drainageways within the UGB Expansion Area; (b) coordinating with DSL and USACE to
mitigate for wetland functions and values lost through wetland fill and removal; (c) maintaining
opportunities for off-site wetland banking; and (d) working with community volunteers and
property owners to restore and enhance some of the wetland and riparian corridor water quality
and storage functions on-site; and (e) incorporating wetlands, riparian corridors and floodplains
into an area-wide stormwater management plan; while
 Planning for climate change and energy resiliency consistent with Goal 13 by providing
employment, parks and schools adjacent to the existing UGB and near existing neighborhoods
and planned transportation facilities; while
 Protecting, repairing, and enhancing neighborhood livability and social equity by providing lowimpact employment opportunities, a community park, and schools near the under-served Bethel
neighborhood (Goals 8 and 11); while
 Providing for adaptable, flexible and collaborative implementation (Goal 2) through effective
master planning (for the Eugene Airport, the community park, storm drainage based on
ecosystem management principles); minimizing local regulatory obstacles and coordinating with
state and federal agencies to accomplish the objectives outlined above; and by limiting the
creation of new bird habitat areas that could adversely affect aviation safety near the Eugene
Airport.
Thus, the proposed No Local Protection Program relies on a combination of water quality overlay zoning,
wetland banking, interagency coordination and stormwater management to protect significant wetland
and riparian corridor resources within the UGB Expansion Area. Due to the relatively low quality of
wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area – and conflicts with airport operations and safety – city staff from
several departments has concluded that it is inappropriate to encourage restoration of wildlife habitat
near the Eugene Airport. Therefore, the focus of the No Local Protection Program is on water quality and
storage – rather than protecting the boundaries of wetlands that have been significantly degraded.
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Environmental Consequences
The No Local Protection Program maintains the basic integrity of UGB Expansion Area’s system of
riparian corridors and wetlands because most types of urban development (industrial structures, parking
areas, school structures, active park uses) are prohibited within the /WQ overlay. This program allows
adjustments in the boundaries of LSW if allowed the DSL/USACE fill, removal and mitigation process.
Given the need to provide large sites in areas that are inter-woven with wetlands, complete avoidance of
LSW is not a reasonable possibility.
Figure 6 Significant Goal 5 Water Resources: Potential Result of Clear Lake No Local Protection Program
and Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility show how partial fill and removal of some
LSW (and other wetlands) could provide large development areas. Such areas are needed to attract
targeted employment opportunities identified in the EOA, and to accommodate schools and parks on
publicly-owned land. Both figures also identify potential on-site mitigation areas.
The requirement that an integrated storm water master plan precede annexation to the City means that
portions of LSW (which are marginally significant) and other wetlands (which marginally don’t meet DSL
significance criteria) will be integrated as “green infrastructure” into the area-wide stormwater quality
and quantity management system. Volunteer wetland restoration and enhancement programs on
publicly-owned land will help improve the quality of retained and constructed wetlands. This approach
will achieve the balance called for in the Metro Plan and Envision Eugene, and will avoid the adverse
social, economic, and energy consequences that would result from the full protection and limited
(additional Goal 5 regulations) protection options.
The Limit (application of the WR/ overlay zone) option would provide an additional level of water
resource protection that (a) allows public facilities and services under prescribed conditions but (b) does
not allow employment, school, land-extensive park and other public facility uses within the boundaries of
significant water resources or their respective conservation setback areas. City staff has reviewed
potential economic impacts affecting public and private property owners and developers, and the
community’s ability to meet long-term employment, park and school needs while minimizing the
relatively small size of the expanded UGB area. This resulted in the recommendation not to apply the
/WR (Water Resources) overlay to LSW within the UGB Expansion Area. This overlay district lacks the
flexibility necessary to create the large development areas required by public and private users in this
area. 14
Goal 5 Conclusion
The No Local Protection Program maintains most of the LSW and riparian corridor functions described in
the Clear Lake Local Wetlands Inventory. As a result of this ESEE Analysis (as shown on Figure 6
Significant Goal 5 Water Resources: Potential Results of the Clear Lake No Local Protection Program)
the proposed No Local Protection Program would likely conserve approximately three-fourths of LSW
and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor within the UGB Expansion Area, which providing large, buildable
sites needed for planned employment, school and park uses.

14

City staff considered applying the Water Resource (/WR) overlay zone to LSW in the UGB Expansion Area. This overlay would
have protected the wetland itself plus a buffer area. This idea was rejected because of (a) the need to provide large sites to
construct schools, active parks uses, and large-scale employment structures; (b) the lack of unconstrained land within the UGB
Expansion Area compared with identified suitable land need; and (c) the fact that wetlands are braided throughout the UGB
Expansion Area, which makes it imperative to adjust the boundaries of wetlands to create large, flat building areas. The /WR
overlay zone lacks the flexibility to achieve these objectives.
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Goal 6 Water Quality
Statewide Planning Goal 6 requires that cities adopt policies and implementation measures to ensure
that air, land, and water quality are not “degraded” and that state and federal environmental quality
standards are met.
ESEE Relationship to Goal 6
The Metro Plan commits the City to continued coordination with the Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) to ensure that Oregon Environmental Quality Commission standards related to air, land
and water quality are met. As documented in the Introduction to this ESEE analysis, Eugene has adopted
effective programs to achieve the purposes of Goal 6, including:
 The Eugene Stormwater Management Manual
 The /WQ Water Quality overlay zone (to be applied to the A-2 Channel and the ditch north of
Clear Lake Road)
Maintaining the flood storage capacity of the land within the 100-year floodplain can also improve water
quality. This issue is further addressed under the Goal 7 discussion in this report.
As noted several times in this report, “intact water quality” function is the principal reason why PHS (with
advice from DSL) determined that certain wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area are locally-significant.
Thus, there is considerable overlap between Goals 5 and 6 with respect to water quality.15 Intact riparian
corridors and wetlands help to maintain air, land, and water resource quality within the UGB expansion
area by reducing the impacts of urban development on water resources. If significant wetland and
riparian corridors were not protected by Goal 6 regulations, there would be adverse consequences for
air, land and water resource quality.
Eugene has adopted the /WQ overlay zone and the Stormwater Management Manual to comply with
Goal 6; however application of this overlay zone to primary drainageways in the UGB Expansion also
provides effective water quality protection to affected LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor.
The Role of Goal 6 in the Proposed No Local Protection Program
The Eugene Stormwater Management Manual recognizes the relationship between best management
practices and stormwater quality and quantity:
There is a direct link between stormwater runoff and the City’s surface and ground water quality and quantity.
As cities develop, impervious surfaces that are created increase the amount of runoff during rainfall events and
prevent groundwater recharge. Stormwater runoff picks up pollutants from parking lots, roadways, and rooftops
and transports them to streams, rivers, and groundwater. Without controls, these conditions cause eroded
stream channels and increased levels of water pollution. Properly managing stormwater is vital to protecting
our water resources for a great number of uses, including fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and drinking
water.

The proposed No Local Protection Program combines Goal 7 and 6 measures to protect water quality and
storage functions of LSW and the A-2 Channel by incorporating these resources into an area-wide

15

The Goal 5 administrative rule (OAR 66-023-0240) states that Goal 5 procedural requirements do not apply to measures that
implement Goal 6, provided that such measures do not “exceed” the requirements of these goals.

(1) The requirements of Goal 5 do not apply to the adoption of measures required by Goals 6 and 7. However, to
the extent that such measures exceed the requirements of Goals 6 or 7 and affect a Goal 5 , the local government
shall follow all applicable steps of the Goal 5 process.
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stormwater management plan. The program would apply the WQ/ overlay zone to the two primary
drainageways in the UGB Expansion Area: A-2 Channel and the channel within the 100-year floodplain
that drains land north of Clear Lake Road and overlaps with W-5.
Under the No Local Protection Program, portions of most wetlands (including LSW) would likely be filled
and removed to meet large-site employment site needs, and possibly school and active park needs.
Portions of other wetlands (including LSW) would be filled and removed to allow for planned
transportation and utility infrastructure.
However, as shown on Figure 7, Potential Water Resources Management Plan, Winterbrook estimates
that most of the area covered by wetlands within the UGB Expansion Area would likely be conserved
through the DSL/USACE review process; moreover, some on-site mitigation would likely occur. On-site
and off-site (wetland banking) mitigation will help ensure that wetland and riparian corridor functions
are maintained and, in some cases, restored and enhanced. Remaining wetlands and wetland mitigation
areas will subsequently be incorporated into the area-wide stormwater master plan.
When compared with the Prohibit (full protection) and Limit (\WR overlay) options, the No Local
Protection program has similar consequences for maintaining and improving water resource quality. As
noted above, the No Local Protection Program would afford a moderate level of protection to the A-2
Channel riparian corridor and LSW, ensuring that water quality will not be degraded as a result of urban
development.
Eugene’s Prohibit and Limit options should be viewed in the context of other local and state programs to
maintain environmental quality. Adopted Goal 5 and 6 programs include The Eugene Stormwater
Management Plan (2014), erosion control standards, floodplain management standards and
coordination with DSL/USACE in implementing their programs – which require development to avoid
wetlands if feasible, minimize impacts to wetlands if avoidance is not feasible, and mitigate for lost
wetland functions and values.
As noted in the Goal 11 discussion, the economic consequences of the Allow and Limit options are
positive, because they will have the effect of reducing public and private stormwater collection and
treatment costs while providing suitable school, active park, employment and infrastructures sites. The
social consequences of the No Local Protection Program are positive, because they will have the effect of
reducing public and private stormwater collection and treatment costs while providing opportunities for
jobs, recreation and education near area residents.
Goal 6 Conclusion
The city of Eugene has strong and effective stormwater planning and regulatory tools that will ensure
that the water quality and stormwater storage functions of LSWs, other wetlands, and drainage channels
within the UGB Expansion Area are maintained and enhanced. Existing Goal 6 related programs will
provide a solid basis for and will augment the effectiveness of Goal 7 flood management regulations
without the need for additional Goal 5 regulations in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area.
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Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan
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Goal 7 Natural Hazards
Goal 7 reads (in relevant part) as follows:
To protect people and property from natural hazards.
A. Natural Hazard Planning
1. Local governments shall adopt comprehensive plans (inventories, policies and implementing measures) to
reduce risk to people and property from natural hazards.
2. Natural hazards for purposes of this goal are: floods (coastal and riverine), landslides, earthquakes and
related hazards, tsunamis, coastal erosion, and wildfires. Local governments may identify and plan for other
natural hazards.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 7
Eugene Code (EC) 9.6705 regulates development within the 100-year floodplain. The floodplain is shown
on Federal Emergency Management Act maps and on Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management
Plan above. EC 9.6705(2) prohibits most types of development in the floodway (generally the immediate
channel area) and allows new development within the floodplain but outside the floodway, provided that
structures be flood-proofed or elevated at least one foot above the base (100-year) flood elevation.
There is an overlap between Goal 7 natural hazards, Goal 6 water quality and Goal 5 natural resource
areas when determining the appropriate level of protection for LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian
corridor. Allowing development in the floodplain is costly and involves some risk and therefore could
have adverse economic, social, and environmental consequences. The adverse ESEE consequences of
allowing urban development in hazardous areas with significant water resources are compounded by the
possibility of damage to life and property.
Figure 6 Significant Water Resources: Potential Results of the Clear Lake No Local Protection Program
shows the 100-year floodplain in relation to LSW, other wetlands and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor.
The floodplain corresponds generally with the two major drainageways in the UGB Expansion Area: the
A-2 Channel and a drainage ditch that begins at Highway 99W, crosses the central employment area
diagonally (northeast to southwest) and flows under Clear Lake Road (north of the Bethel School District
site) before leaving the UGB Expansion Area.
ESEE Consequences
The No Local Protection Program relies on existing floodplain regulations to manage flooding impacts in
combination with:
(a) application of the /WQ overlay zone to the two major drainage channels in the UGB Expansion
Area, including the significant A-2 Channel riparian corridor;
(b) the DSL/USACE wetland fill and removal review processes that apply to LSW and non-significant
wetlands alike;
(c) the requirement that all new development comply with Eugene Stormwater Management
Manual standards; and
(d) the policy commitment to complete an area-wide stormwater master plan for the entire UGB
Expansion Area prior to annexation to the City.
The decision not to apply the Water Resources (/WR) overlay zone to significant water resources is based
primarily on the relatively low quality of LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor in the UGB Expansion
Area, the need to provide space for meeting large site development requirements, requirement to use
the limited and highly constrained (by wetlands and floodplains) land supply within UGB Expansion Area
efficiently.
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The environmental consequences of the Limit (apply the /WR overlay zone) Program are neutral to
positive, because the water quality and hydrological control functions of existing LSW and non-significant
wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area will be incorporated into an area-wide stormwater master plan and
new development must meet the demanding water quality and storage requirements of the Eugene
Stormwater Management Manual. As shown on Figure 6 Significant Goal 5 Water Resources: Potential
Results of the Clear Lake No Local Protection Program, Winterbrook estimates that most of the LSW
coverage area will be avoided as a result of the DSL/USACE review process, and some on-site wetland
mitigation is likely to occur within the UGB Expansion Area. Wetland banking will mitigate for the loss of
other wetland functions (e.g., limited fish and wildlife habitat) provided by relatively low quality
wetlands.
The No Local Protection Program allows for private and public land uses and activities that have positive
social and economic consequences for landowners and the public. City floodplain regulations will ensure
that construction within the floodplain can safety occur with limited risk consistent with FEMA programs.
And, as documented in the Goal 8, 9, 11 and 12 discussions in this report, the siting requirements of the
potentially intensive park uses (athletic fields, large buildings) in the community park, targeted
employment opportunities, planned school facilities and planned streets and public facilities require the
flexible regulatory approach proposed in the No Local Protection Program. As shown on Figure 7
Potential Water Resources Management Plan, some LSW and non-significant wetlands must filled and
removed in order to provide large, flat sites (as shown on Figure 8) that are reasonably necessary for
planned urban uses. Because floodplain management regulations allows for certain private and public
uses and activities within hazard areas, subject to engineering and locational standards, adverse social
and economic consequences are reduced without compromising public safety.
Goal 7 Conclusion
The No Local Protection Program is implemented by EC 9.6705 flood management standards, in
combination with other measures designed to maintain water quality and storage capacity, and to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate for the loss of the functions of LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor. At the
same time, the No Local Protection Program provides the flexibility necessary to provide space for
needed employment opportunities, parks, schools, streets and public utilities that is not available under
the Prohibit (full protection) or Limit (/WR overlay) options.

Goal 8 Parks and Recreation
Goal 8 requires local governments to plan for the park and recreational needs of their community. This
Goal is related to the Goal 14 requirement to provide land to meet the “livability” needs of the
community. Goal 8 (in relevant part) reads as follows:
To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors * * * RECREATION PLANNING The
requirements for meeting such needs, now and in the future, shall be planned for by governmental agencies
having responsibility for recreation areas, facilities and opportunities: (1) in coordination with private
enterprise; (2) in appropriate proportions; and (3) in such quantity, quality and locations as is consistent with
the availability of the resources to meet such requirements.

Relation to Goal 8
The City approved Eugene’s Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan (PROS
Comprehensive Plan) in 2004. The Introduction to this plan (pp. 1-8) recognizes the importance of an
accessible park system that meets community needs by providing recreational opportunities and
protecting natural resources:
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The comprehensive planning process, initiated in the summer of 2002, identifies future needs for parks, open
space, and recreation programs and services. These needs are based on the results of public outreach to
thousands of Eugene residents through meetings with neighborhood organizations, representatives of various
interest groups, youth, seniors, adults, people with disabilities, and cultural minorities. Based on the identified
needs, the PROS Comprehensive Plan proposes dozens of strategies for the future to improve parks, provide
recreation opportunities, and protect natural resource values.

In 2006, the Parks and Open Space Division prepared the PROS Project and Priority Plan to implement the
policies and recommendations of the PROS Comprehensive Plan and to serve as the basis for a $20
million parks and recreation bond measures (Measure 20-110). Table 1 of the PROS Project and Priority
Plan specifically identifies land acquisition and community park improvements at the community park to
serve the Bethel-Danebo area. Measure 20-110 passed in 2007 and natural area (non-urban) park
improvements have been made with bond funds.
The community park is a largely undeveloped 222-acre property that includes ponds, a trail system and
natural areas. The community park could have active recreational facilities (e.g., athletic fields and
courts), as well as passive recreational uses – that require large, flat development areas.
Volunteers have been working with the Eugene Parks and Recreation Division to restore natural features
in the park by planting native trees and softening steep slopes leading to the ponds which also pose a
safety hazard. The PROS Comprehensive Plan calls for enhancing the environmental quality of the A-2
Channel riparian corridor by reconstructing the A-2 Channel to meander (rather than run in a straight
line), reducing channel bank grades, and planting native vegetation.
As shown on Figure 3 Clear Lake Wetlands, Stream Corridors and Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW),
the Clear Lake LWI describes and maps three significant resource sites and substantial floodplain area
within the park property:




The A-2 Channel runs from east to west through the existing ponds near the southern border of
the park. The A-2 Channel riparian corridor covers about 22 acres and is largely confined within
the A-2 Channel floodplain.
W-14 meanders through the western portion of the park property and covers approximately 24
acres of the park. The western “arms” of this elongated wetland are within the 100-year
floodplain.
W-16 is located near the northern edge of the park property and covers 1.71 acres. This LSW will
be impacted by a proposed local street.

Social and Economic Consequences of the Prohibit (Full Protection) Option
Social Consequences
For the last 40 years, the Metro Plan has recognized the importance of its riparian corridors and wetlands
to the quality of life of area residents. The region’s riparian corridors and wetlands are important to the
quality of its urban fabric; they define residential neighborhoods and form the backdrop for commercial
and industrial developments. Potential social benefits resulting from full protection of LSWs and the A-2
Channel are related to aesthetic and scenic values, public health, recreational and educational values,
public safety and welfare, screening and buffering from incompatible land uses, and noise attenuation.
However, in the community park, these social benefits are currently marginal due to the degraded
condition of LSW (farming is currently taking place over LSW in the park). Existing benefits are more
pronounced in the A-2 Channel due to the presence of some vegetation and the neighboring residential
neighborhoods.
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Aesthetic and Scenic Values
Generally, Eugene’s wetlands and riparian corridors are integral to community identity and create a
sense of place; they shape and define individual neighborhoods within the City. The City’s riparian
corridors and vegetated wetlands convey a distinctive character and aesthetic value to the neighboring
Bethel neighborhoods and to the quality of life of its residents. These resources enhance the appearance
of the built environment and, in the case of the A-2 Channel, serve as local landmarks, distinguishing a
neighborhood or place. However, the aesthetic and scenic value of LSW in the park is minimal because
they currently lack tree cover. The A-2 Channel has riparian vegetation along its banks which separates
residential neighborhoods and potentially more land-extensive park uses such as athletic fields in the
community park.
Stress Reduction and Health Benefits
Vegetation associated with some LSW and the A-2 Channel has some physical and psychological health
benefits. Vegetation (especially trees) improves air quality and removes pollutants such as nitrogen
dioxide, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, and airborne particulates. They purify the air and
remove pollutants which can save money in health care and associated costs (American Forests 2001).
While improving air quality and reducing related respiratory illnesses, riparian vegetation can also reduce
stress for people who live or work close to them.16 However, the full protection option would simply
maintain existing vegetative cover in degraded LSW and along the A-2 Channel; it would not necessarily
include several of the elements proposed in the No Local Protection Program that mitigate for impacts
from fill and removal, encourage voluntary restoration and enhancement, or integration of wetlands as
“green infrastructure” into an area-wide stormwater management program.
Recreational and Educational Values
The region’s extensive system of public parks and open space are integrally linked to water resources.
The centerpiece of the community park is the ponds (originally barrow pits) that provide a quiet, relaxing
and scenic environment. 17 Vegetation (especially trees) contributes to the recreational experience by
bringing aesthetic, scenic, and natural qualities to the settings people select for outdoor leisure. Riparian
and wetland vegetation can offer an immediate connection to nature within an urban area, both in parks,
schools and employment areas. This can be especially important to children or people with limited
mobility who otherwise have little contact with nature.18

16

Vegetated areas have been credited with reducing aggression and violence in cities and encouraging positive social behavior.
Crime reduction can be a major benefit of trees planted in urban neighborhoods (Sullivan and Kuo 1996). Researchers also found
that children who could see trees and nature from their windows were better able to concentrate and to control impulsive
behavior. In general, trees afforded a place for neighbors to meet and get to know each other – a place where friendships
developed into a network of support for the residential community. In a study of recuperation rates after surgery, Ulrich (1984)
found that patients recovering from surgery recovered more quickly and needed fewer painkillers if they had a view of trees
from their hospital bed. Therapists are now using trees and other plants to help people with physical and mental problems.
17 Notably, the ponds (old barrow pits) are not considered significant Goal 5 resources according to DSL rules, despite their
attractive appearance and recent tree-planting efforts by neighbors.
18
People appreciate the value that vegetated areas add to the recreational experience: a survey of park users found a strong
preference for a mostly wooded recreational site versus a grassy but sparsely treed site (Dwyer et al.1989). Wildlife viewing has
increased steadily since 1980, when a nationwide survey of wildlife-related recreation found that 55 percent of respondents
interact with wildlife near their homes by watching, feeding, photographing, or painting them (Shaw et al. 1985). In Seattle, a
survey found that 90 percent of park-users reported that the presence of wildlife enhanced their recreational experience of the
park (Dick and Hendee 1986).
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Screening and Buffering
Riparian vegetation can act as an edge between different land uses, creating visual buffers, for example,
between industry and schools. This vegetation can also help to establish community character and can
help unify developments or neighborhoods, just as they can be used to separate developments from one
another and create buffers. At a smaller scale, vegetation can screen unattractive areas and objects, and
can serve to soften and buffer structures and parking lots. However, the buffering effect of LSW in the
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area is minimal because wetlands generally are not located on the boundaries
of incompatible land uses; for example, LSW do not provide much separation between the community
park and adjacent industrial areas. In contrast to LSW, the A-2 Channel riparian area effectively separates
the community park from nearby residential areas.
Noise Attenuation
Noise in urban areas can reach unhealthy levels; some construction processes, for example, can produce
noise exceeding 100 decibels, which is considered high intensity noise that can be very damaging, even in
very short durations. Two LSW are within the airport noise contour (W-3 and W-14), although any noise
attenuation value from vegetation in these wetlands on airport noise is marginal. Vegetation can form a
barrier that partially deadens the sound from traffic (especially Highway 99W, and Clear Lake, Airport
and Green Hill Road), manufacturing processes, construction activities, and noise from outdoor athletic
activities. Thus, vegetation associated with some LSW and the A-2 Channel could reduce sound in the
Community Park that might otherwise reach nearby residential neighborhoods by reflecting and
absorbing its energy.19
Social Costs (Adverse Social Consequences)
Prohibiting conflicting uses (full protection of natural resource areas) in an urban context has counterbalancing social costs. Adverse social consequences associated with the full protection option include:
 Social Equity – Full protection could limit accessibility to natural park features which would
exacerbate existing social equity problems.
 Public Parks – Full protection of LSW and the A-2 Channel would prohibit planned active and
passive recreational uses and activities. Such uses and activities have enormous social value for
area residents and for the community as a whole, as proclaimed in Envision Eugene. (See Goal 8
ESEE discussion.)
 Efficient Use of Scarce Public Resources – Eugene city government has a fiduciary responsibility
to use public monies wisely. The full protection option would substantially increase the costs of
providing public infrastructure to serve the Community Park and to provide direct access for the
community as a whole and for the Bethel neighborhood. (See Goal 11 and 12 ESEE discussions.)
Full protection of wetlands and riparian areas within the park can have other social costs. One such social
issue relates to safety and defensible space. Vegetation associated with LSW and the A-2 Channel can
provide places for criminals to hide and can be a safety concern for local communities. The community
park will be closed in the evening and park designers can incorporate defensible space principles into the
design for future park projects.

19

For example, a 100-foot-wide tree buffer has been shown to be capable of reducing noise levels by 6 to 8 dBa (Leonard and
Parr 1970). Trees also can mask some noise with the sound of their rustling leaves and wind through the branches (Harris 1992).
Significant Vegetation can absorb more high frequency than low frequency noise, an added benefit since higher frequencies are
most distressing to people (Miller 1997).
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ESEE Consequences of the Prohibit and Limit (application of WR/ overlay) Option
Permitted community park uses such as athletic fields require large, flat sites. Park development also
relies on planned streets and public facilities. The Prohibit option would not allow park, utility or
transportation facilities to be constructed over LSW or the A-2 Channel. This would have positive
environmental consequences but extremely negative social consequences.
The Limit option would apply the WR/ overlay to the community park, which would provide an additional
level of water resource protection that (a) allows public facilities and services under prescribed
conditions but (b) would not allow intensive park uses within the boundaries of significant water
resources and their respective conservation setback areas.
Thus, protection of relatively low quality wetlands in the Community Park could limit the flexibility
required to allow for future park development. As shown on Figure 7 Potential Water Resources
Management Plan, some LSW and non-significant wetlands may need to be filled and removed in order
to provide large, flat sites that are reasonably necessary for planned urban uses. City staff has reviewed
potential economic impacts affecting public and private property owners and developers, and the
community’s ability to meet long-term employment, park and school needs while minimizing the
relatively small size of the expanded UGB area.
This resulted in the recommendation not to apply the /WR (Water Resources) overlay to LSW and the A-2
Channel within the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area. This overlay district lacks the flexibility necessary to
create the large, flat development areas required by public and private users in this area.
ESEE Consequences of No Local Protection Program for the Community Park
The No Local Protection Program would apply the /WQ overlay zone to the floodplain associated with the
A-2 Channel. Consistent with the policy direction set forth in the PROS Comprehensive Plan, the A-2
Channel riparian corridor will be restored and enhanced as the park develops. The No Local Protection
Program also relies on DSL/USACE programs to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts from
planned employment, school, park and public facility development in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area.
Finally, the No Local Protection Program will be augmented by volunteer efforts to restore natural
features; the positive effect of voluntary restoration efforts is evident in the summary of park activities
found in the Introduction to this report. Working with the Division of Parks and Open Space, volunteers
have been effective in planting native trees and removing invasive plant species. As LSW are restored
and/or incorporated into an area-wide drainage master plan, the environmental consequences are likely
to be positive.
The PROS Comprehensive Plan’s policy commitment to protect natural resources in park design supports
a balance between planned park development and environmental conservation. The No Local Protection
Program provides the flexibility to fill and remove wetlands as necessary to allow planned streets and
trails (and possibly to make room for active recreational facilities like athletic fields and sports courts). As
shown on Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan, the area between the narrow western
arms of W-14 is surrounded by floodplain, and potentially could serve as an on-site wetland mitigation
area.
The economic and social consequences of the No Local Protection Program will be positive. Passive and
active recreational facilities will be constructed in suitable areas of the site; restoration of natural
features will enhance park users’ experience of nature that is accessible to neighborhoods. The
availability of active recreational users will be of great social value to the neighborhood. By allowing
some flexibility to adjust the boundaries of relatively low-quality LSW, the costs of park design and
construction will be reduced.
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Goal 8 Conclusion
The No Local Protection Program will likely have positive social and economic consequences when
compared with the full protection and limited protection alternatives, and when compared with existing
conditions. The A-2 Channel will be protected by the /WQ overlay zone and the PROS Comprehensive
Plan includes plans for environmental enhancement. There is sufficient room on the 228-acre park site
for both active recreational facilities (that require large, flat development areas) and for restoration of
LSW and the A-2 Channel (especially those within the 100-year floodplain). There is even the potential for
on-site wetland mitigation in the floodplain area between the two western arms of W-14. The No Local
Protection Program avoids inflexible aspects of the Prohibit (full protection) and Limit (WR/ overlay zone)
options, while relying on the WQ/ overlay, volunteer efforts and DSL/USACE regulations to ensure that
the water quality and flood storage values of water resources in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion area are
maintained and enhanced.

Goal 9 Economic Development
Goal 9 requires (among other things) that Eugene prepare an “economic opportunities analysis” (EOA)
that documents long-term employment needs and the characteristics of sites necessary to meet
identified needs.
To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health,
welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens.
Comprehensive plans and policies shall contribute to a stable and healthy economy in all regions of the state.
* * * Comprehensive plans for urban areas shall:
1. Include an analysis of the community's economic patterns, potentialities, strengths, and deficiencies as they
relate to state and national trends;
2. Contain policies concerning the economic development opportunities in the community;
3. Provide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations, and service levels for a
variety of industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan policies;
4. Limit uses on or near sites zoned for specific industrial and commercial uses to those which are compatible
with proposed uses.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 9
The Goal 9 portion of the ESEE Analysis applies to land that is designated for employment (Light-Medium
Industrial and Campus Industrial) uses on the proposed amendments to the Metro Plan Map. The
primary concern is that Eugene must maintain an adequate supply of suitable sites to meet economic
development objectives as called for in the Eugene EOA. Notably, Goal 9 requires that the City provide
“suitable” employment sites within its UGB to meet long-term employment needs. The need to add
industrial sites in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area creates conflicts with the wetlands that are found
throughout the planned employment area.
Conflicts between Goal 9 and Goal 5 resources often are difficult to resolve because industrial buildings
typically have a single story and require large parking lots and maneuvering areas. Unlike residential
areas, density transfer often is not a viable option. Eugene’s planned large-site industrial land base is
concentrated in the UGB Expansion Area near the airport. These areas are interwoven with hydric soils
and both locally-significant and non-significant wetlands. Full and partial protection of wetlands directly
conflicts with full utilization of the northern portion of the UGB Expansion Area for employment
purposes.
The EOA specifies site characteristics that are reasonably necessary to attract targeted employment
opportunities to the community; Goal 5 requires that the economic, social, environmental, and energy
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(ESEE) consequences of three decision options be considered prior to adoption of a formal natural
resource protection program. This ESEE Analysis looks at the consequences of three types of Goal 5
programs for UGB Expansion Area: full resource protection, no local resource protection and limited
resource protection.
The Eugene EOA
The basis for determining economic consequences of various resource protection options is the Eugene
EOA – which in turn incorporates the values set forth in Envision Eugene by implementing the first of
seven “pillars”: Provide ample economic opportunities for all community members.
As called for in the Goal 9 rule, the Eugene EOA determines Eugene’s employment land demand for the
2012 to 2032 period.20 The Eugene EOA (Section 6.2) identifies site needs or characteristics of clusters of
“targeted industries”:


Site size/minimum acreage. Sites for manufacturing firms range in size from 10 acres up to more than 100
acres for large-scale industrial firms.



Land ownership. Sites with two or fewer owners are necessary to reduce the cost and uncertainty of land
assembly.



Proximity/access to a major automotive route. Manufacturers seek sites that located on arterial or major
collector streets with good access to an interstate highway (or equivalent).



Topography/no or little slope. Eugene considers a slope exceeding 5% to be a development constraint for
purposes of identifying possible land for industrial employment.



Floodplain. Eugene considers land located in the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) as a development
constraint for purposes of identifying possible land for industrial employment.



Compatible surrounding land uses. Manufactures reject sites located in areas where a manufacturing
operation will be incompatible with surrounding uses (established or planned).

The Eugene EOA (p. 129) identifies the types of industrial and other employment that are desired (as
documented in Envision Eugene) by the community and are expected to locate in the expansion area:
Eugene’s target industries, described in section 5.2.1, range from a variety of types of manufacturing,
professional services, and services for residents and visitors to the Eugene-Springfield region. Eugene’s current
inventory of employment land (shown on the BLI) is well suited for some of these target industries, but not for
others. This section describes the minimum site needs for the target industries that are not served by Eugene’s
current inventory of employment land or are intended to be served through efficiency measures. These un-served
target industries are primarily manufacturing employers located independently or in business parks/flex space.

20

Quoting from the Introduction to the Eugene EOA:

This document presents an EOA for the City of Eugene consistent with the requirements of statewide planning
Goal 9, the Goal 9 administrative rules (OAR 660 Division 9) and the court decisions that have interpreted
them. Goal 9 describes the EOA as “an analysis of the community's economic patterns, potentialities, strengths,
and deficiencies as they relate to state and national trends” and states that “a principal determinant in planning
for major industrial and commercial developments should be the comparative advantage of the region within
which the developments would be located.”
Goal 9 requires the City to state its objectives for economic development (OAR 660-009-0020(1)(a)) and to
identify the characteristics of sites needed to accommodate those reasonably expected industrial and other
employment uses to implement the economic development objectives (OAR 660-009-0025(1)) over the 20-year
planning period.
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Clean Technology and Renewable Energy. Support the development of an industry cluster in renewable energy
and clean technology.

The Envision Eugene Comprehensive Plan includes policies to ensure that employment sites in the UGB
Expansion Area are used for targeted employment opportunities:
Industrial Siting and Compatibility OAR: 660-015-0000(9) 4. Limit uses on or near sites zoned for specific
industrial and commercial uses to those which are compatible with proposed uses.


3.19 Industrial land preservation. Protect and retain the West Eugene and Highway 99 Industrial
Corridors as industrial land, particularly parcels with access to rail infrastructure. Foster
opportunities for a variety of heavy industrial development in existing heavy industrial areas.



3.24 Environmental justice and compatibility. To promote compatibility between industrial lands and
adjacent areas, apply and maintain land use regulations to avoid the siting of new heavy industrial uses
in areas that already accommodate a disproportionate amount of such uses or near residentially
designated lands, schools, day care centers, and community recreational facilities such as athletic
fields, pools and playgrounds; or, mitigate typical associated impacts when adjacency cannot be
avoided.

The Eugene EOA (p. 121) concludes that:
It is reasonable to assume that, if Eugene had a larger base of vacant, suitable industrial sites, Eugene would
attract a share of the businesses considering locating or expanding in Western Oregon and the Southern
Willamette Valley. The City’s economic development policies (see Section 2.3) support development of target
industries (including those that require sites larger than 10 acres) and development of the necessary land base.

Table 8 below (Table 36 in the Eugene EOA) summarizes the results of this analysis:
Table 8. Industrial land sufficiency, sites larger than 10 acres, Eugene 2012-2032

Site size
(Suitable Acres)

Average site
Average
size
Suitable
Site
(suitable Gross Acres
sufficiency
acres)
Needed

10 to 20 acres
20 to 50 acres
50 to 75 acres
75 acres and larger
Total

(4)
(2)
(3)
(2)
(11)

15
35
63
88

(60)
(70)
(189)
(176)
(495)

Source: ECONorthwest
The land deficit was calculated by multiplying the site deficit by the average site size in Table 36. For sites
10 to 20 acres, there is a deficit of 4 sites at an average size of 15 acres (4 sites times 15 acre sites equals
a 60 acre deficit). Thus, ECONorthwest estimates that from 380-605 acres (assuming a 100-acre ceiling
for sites of 75 acres and larger) are needed for to meet large-site employment needs. After a thorough
analysis of UGB expansion area alternatives (see discussion under Goal 14), the City determined that the
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area has the site characteristics necessary to accommodate target
employment opportunities, and best met applicable Goal 14 locational factors. Figure 8 shows one
possible way that the site needs identified in Table 8 can reasonably be met, consistent with DSL and
USACE wetland fill and removal requirements.
The analysis below recognizes that UGB Expansion Area is highly constrained by wetlands, floodplains
and drainage ways and that Goal 14 requires the efficient use of land added to the Eugene UGB. The
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analysis considers the economic and social consequences of three Goal 5 program options: Prohibit
conflicting uses (full Goal 5 protection); Limit conflicting uses (apply the WR/ overlay to significant water
resources); and Allow conflicting uses (no additional Goal 5 protection with reliance on existing water
quality and floodplain regulations and DSL/USACE review of wetland fill and removal permits).
Economic and Social Consequences of the Prohibit (Full Protection) and Limited (WR/
Overlay) Options
As noted in the Goal 5 discussion of environmental consequences, the Prohibit (full protection) option
and the Limit (apply the WR/ overlay) would have positive environmental consequences for LSW and the
A-2 Channel riparian corridor because both the boundaries of the water resources and their respective
conservation setback areas would be protected. As documented in the Clear Lake LWI, the severity of
these adverse environmental consequences is mitigated by the relatively low quality of LSWs in the UGB
Expansion Area and by the role that DSL/USACE would play in mitigating adverse impacts from wetland
fill and removal.
Economic Consequences
Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan (shown under the Goal 6 discussion) shows
proposed employment sites (with a white background) within the UGB Expansion Area in relation to
wetlands (LSW and non-LSW), the A-2 Channel riparian corridor, the 100-year floodplain and open water
areas.21 Figure 8 shows how water resources (aka “development constraints” from and economic
development perspective) are interwoven throughout the planned employment area. It also shows how
portions of wetlands could potentially be removed to make room for large industrial sites and logical
areas for on-site mitigation. It is clear from this map that providing sites that are suitable for large-scale
employment would be impossible without filling and removing wetlands on the property. Both the full
and limited protection options prohibit industrial and commercial development on LSW and their
respective resource conservation setback areas.
Because wetlands are braided through designated employment land, the economic benefits relating to
full and limited protection of water resources are more than offset by the loss of otherwise suitable
industrial sites and corresponding loss of job opportunities. (See discussion under the Allow option
below.) For this reason, full protection of LWI in planned Campus and Light-Medium Industrial areas and
application of the WR/ overlay (limited protection) would conflict with the City’s ability to provide
suitable employment sites necessary to carry out EOA objectives. Failure to meet economic development
objectives is inconsistent with Goal 9 and a critical pillar in Envision Eugene and would have adverse
economic and social consequences for the community as a whole and for the Bethel-Danebo community
in particular.
In conclusion, the full and limited protection options would mean that no development could occur
within significant water resource areas or their setback areas, although the limited protection (/WR
overlay) option would allow public facilities and roads to be constructed across wetlands were no
reasonable alternative exists. These options would severely restrict the City’s ability to attract major new
employers (or to relocate existing firms within the UGB) and would severely limit areas where new office
and industrial development could occur. Without UGB expansion to accommodate large-site needs,
Eugene could become noncompliant with Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development). Job

21

Practically speaking, employment sites are constrained by both LSW and non-significant wetlands. Both DSL and USACE
regulate both types of resources. Any prospective developer of lands with either type of wetlands would be wise to determine
the buildable area of any property in the UGB Expansion Area before purchasing or applying for development permits.
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growth in Eugene would be greatly impaired. For all of these reasons, full resource and limited resource
protection in areas planned for large-site employment is not a realistic public policy option.
Social Consequences
For the last 30 years, the Metro Plan has recognized the importance of its riparian corridors and wetlands
to the quality of life of area residents. The region’s riparian corridors and wetlands are important to the
quality of its urban fabric; they define residential neighborhoods and form the backdrop for commercial
and industrial developments. Potential social benefits resulting from full and limited protection of LSWs
in planned employment areas are related to: aesthetic and scenic values; public health; public safety and
welfare; screening and buffering from incompatible uses; and noise attenuation. However, as noted
below, in the UGB Expansion Area these social benefits are marginal due to the degraded condition of
LSW. And, if employment cannot occur in much of the UGB Expansion Area due to wetland and
floodplain constraints, the social values associated with limited protection and enhancement of wetlands
adjacent to employment sites (see below) would not come to pass.
Aesthetic and Scenic Values
Generally, Eugene’s wetlands and riparian corridors are integral to community identity and create a
sense of place; they shape and define individual neighborhoods within the City. The City’s vegetated
wetlands convey a distinctive character and aesthetic value to employment areas and to the quality of
life of those who work in them. They can enhance the appearance of the built environment and in some
cases serve as local landmarks. However, the aesthetic and scenic value of LSW (in their existing
condition) in the planned employment area is minimal, except for W-3 and W-5, which have small
pockets of vegetated (Ash) cover.22
Stress Reduction and Health Benefits
Vegetation associated with some LSW could have physical and psychological health benefits. Vegetation
(especially trees) improves air quality and removes pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide, ozone, and airborne particulates. They purify the air and remove pollutants which can
save money in health care and associated costs (American Forests 2001). While improving air quality and
reducing related respiratory illnesses, riparian vegetation can also reduce stress for people who live or
work close to them.23
However, the full and limited protection options would simply maintain existing vegetative cover in
degraded LSW and along the A-2 Channel (since development of large employment sites would be largely
precluded); it would not include all of the elements proposed in the No Local Protection Program that
mitigate for impacts from fill and removal, encourage voluntary restoration and enhancement, and
integrate wetlands as “green infrastructure” into an area-wide stormwater management program.

22

Research has shown that the public appreciates the connection between riparian vegetation and the aesthetic quality of their
communities. In one study, the majority of residents reported damage to trees as the single greatest loss sustained by their
communities in the aftermath of a major storm that caused widespread damage to homes and property (Hull 1992).
23 Vegetated areas have been credited with reducing aggression and violence in cities and encouraging positive social behavior.
Crime reduction can be a major benefit of trees planted in urban neighborhoods (Sullivan and Kuo 1996). Visual contact with
nature can also improve office worker productivity and job satisfaction, which has important health implications. Office workers
with a view of trees and greenery reported better overall health, and had a significantly lower incidence of illness (Kaplan and
Kaplan 1989).
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Screening and Buffering
Riparian vegetation can act as an edge between different land uses, creating visual buffers, for example,
between industry and schools. This vegetation can also help to establish community character and can
help unify developments, just as they can be used to separate developments from one another and
create buffers. At a smaller scale, vegetation can screen unattractive areas and objects, and can serve to
soften and buffer structures and parking lots.
However, the buffering effect of LSW on employment lands in the UGB Expansion Area is minimal
because wetlands generally are not located on the boundaries of incompatible land uses; for example,
LSW generally do not separate the school or park sites from adjacent industrial areas. However, as shown
on Figures 6-8, if buildable areas were created to make room for large development sites, remaining LSW
(and other retained wetlands) could be enhanced to better separate buildable industrial areas, and
riparian vegetation could be used to create privacy for individual firms and serve as amenities for
employees.
Noise Attenuation
Noise in urban areas can reach unhealthy levels; some construction processes, for example, can produce
noise exceeding 100 decibels, which is considered high intensity noise that can be very damaging, even in
very short durations. Three LSW are within the planned employment area are also within the airport
noise contour (W-3, W-5 and W-8); although any noise attenuation value from vegetation in these
wetlands on airport noise is marginal. Vegetation can form a barrier that partially deadens the sound
from traffic (especially Highway 99W, and Clear Lake, Airport and Green Hill Road), manufacturing
processes, construction activities, and noise from outdoor athletic activities. Thus, vegetation associated
with some LSW could marginally reduce sound directly by reflecting and absorbing its energy.24
Social Costs (Adverse Social Consequences)
On the other hand, there are social costs associated with full and limited protection of LSW in
employment areas. Adverse social consequences associated with the full protection option include:
 Social Equity – Full and limited protection could restrict the availability of future jobs in the Clear
Lake employment area, which could reduce income in less affluent neighborhoods near the UGB
Expansion Area. (See “Environmental Justice Issue Briefing,” July 2014.)
 Employment Opportunities – In the UGB Expansion Area, full protection of locally significant
wetlands would substantially decrease the supply of development-ready industrial sites
necessary for basic employment opportunities. Loss of such jobs would have adverse social
consequences for the broader community.
 Efficient Use of Scarce Public Resources – Eugene city government has a fiduciary responsibility
to use public monies wisely and a commitment to reduce unnecessary development costs for
future employers. The full and limited protection option would substantially increase the costs of
providing public and private infrastructure to serve planned development and therefore would
have adverse long-term social consequences for existing and future community residents. The
limited protection options would allow streets and public facilities to be provided to the area, but
the likelihood of their serving large employment sites that are currently covered by LSW is very
low. Maintaining continued confidence in the ability of City and County elected officials to

24

For example, a 100-foot-wide tree buffer has been shown to be capable of reducing noise levels by 6 to 8 dBa (Leonard and
Parr 1970). Trees also can mask some noise with the sound of their rustling leaves and wind through the branches (Harris 1992).
Significant Vegetation can absorb more high frequency than low frequency noise, an added benefit since higher frequencies are
most distressing to people (Miller 1997).
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effectively balance competing objectives is also a governance issue: the community’s long-term
ability to work together to solve environmental, social, economic and energy problems depends
in significant part on the confidence that the citizenry places in local elected officials.
 Premature Loss of Rural Open Space and Farm Land – Inefficient use of land within the Eugene
urban growth boundary (UGB) will result in premature conversion of farm and forest land to
urban uses to meet urban growth needs. Both the full and limited protection options would
protect LSW and their resource conservation setback areas – which would not allow large
employment sites to be developed, reducing land use efficiency. There are economic and social
benefits for Eugene area residents associated with maintaining such rural lands that support
Lane County’s productive agricultural economy.
Full and limited protection of wetland and riparian vegetation in large-site employment areas can have
other social costs. Airport safety could be compromised if open water areas of existing wetlands attract
water fowl. Another social issue relates to safety and defensible space. Vegetation associated with LSW
can provide places for people to hide and can be a safety concern for local communities. In the UGB
Expansion Area, however, forested areas with dense understory vegetation are uncommon, and are
generally located at a distance from residential areas.
ESEE Consequences of the No Local Protection Program for Economic Development
Objectives
The City’s Goal 14 analysis shows the Clear Lake area to be the best option for meeting large-site
employment needs identified in the EOA. The City has determined (as a result of extensive public and
agency involvement and interagency coordination) that the benefits of providing employment sites on
flat, relatively serviceable land in the Clear Lake Road area outweigh the loss of relatively low quality
wetlands.
To address the negative economic and social consequences of both the full and limited protection
options identified in the Goal 5 section of this report, city staff worked with Winterbrook to allow
strategic wetland fill and removal to provide large employment sites. However, the No Local Protection
Program relies primarily on a combination of (a) local Goal 6 (Water Quality) and Goal 7 (Floodplain
Management) programs, (b) DSL and USACE wetland fill and removal regulations, (c) wetland banking,
and (d) area-wide stormwater management planning protect portions of LSW within the UGB Expansion
Area.
Due to the relatively low quality of wetlands in the UGB Expansion Area – and conflicts with airport
operations and safety – City staff from several departments has concluded that it is inappropriate to
encourage restoration of additional wildlife habitat near the Eugene Airport. Therefore, the focus of the
No Local Protection Program is on protecting water quality and storage functions of wetlands and
drainage channels – rather than protecting the area within existing boundaries of wetlands and
conservation setback areas that have been significantly degraded as a result of farming practices.
The No Local Protection Program incorporates most of the environmental, economic and social benefits
of all wetlands (not just LSW) of the full and limited protection options (in term of water quality, storm
water management, creation of employment opportunities, social equity and maintaining open space
near employment sites) without the adverse economic and social consequences of the full and limited
protection options.
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Feasibility of Fill and Removing Wetland to Provide Large Developable Areas
Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan identifies a possible location of the /WQ overlay
to protect water quality, planned streets and public facilities, and appropriate areas for on-site wetland
mitigation. Approximately 139 acres of wetlands must be filled and removed to provide the development
areas shown on Figure 8. Figure 7 also shows a total of 32 acres of potential on-site mitigation areas to
compensate for 21 acres of wetland fill and removal on land designated for employment use. The
remaining 118 acres (139-21) of filled wetlands required to implement the Figure 8 scenario would need
to be mitigated off-site. At a ratio of 1:1 (the current DSL standard) an estimated 118 acres will need to
be banked to provide the 12 employment sites identified in Figure 8.
Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Area Feasibility is a non-binding concept plan that shows one
way25 that large Campus Employment and Light-Medium Industrial areas be provided in the north-central
portion of the UGB Expansion Area while protecting (or mitigating for the loss of) most of the locally
significant and non-significant wetlands. To assess the practical effect of the No Local Protection
Program, Winterbrook Planning worked with City staff to prepare a preliminary concept plan for the
Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area to illustrate how wetlands could potentially be partially filled, removed
and mitigated to make room for planned employment, park, school, transportation and public facility
projects.
Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility shows how about 490 developable acres (near
the middle of the 380-605 acre range determined to be needed by the EOA) could be created, by filling
and removing portions of wetlands consistent with state and federal regulations.26 The acreage numbers
shown on the Figure 8 are linked to 12 potential employment sites, recognizing that developable areas
could be combined or re-arranged in a number of configurations to meet the site needs identified in the
Eugene EOA. Winterbrook has provided our best estimate of areas that DSL and the USACE potentially
could approve as a result of a series of future individual fill and removal applications. The sites and
acreage numbers shown on the concept plan are based on property lines (i.e., tax lots) and the
boundaries of constrained areas, and assume that not more than two tax lots will be combined to create
any of the 12 employment sites shown on Figure 8.27

25

How future DSL and USACE staff will review individual fill and removal applications is uncertain. It is assumed that land values
in the airport area will eventually justify the relatively high development costs resulting from extension of public streets and
facilities to serve the area and the presence of wetlands and floodplain constraints. An informal review by Associate Planner
Zach Galloway shows I-2 industrial land “for sale” prices within the UGB ranging from $41K to $141K per acres, with an average
of $88K. Land prices outside the UGB near the airport were for sale at much lower prices ranging from $16K to $27K per acre.
Possible reasons why land values are much lower on land outside the UGB include the lack of full urban services, the unplanned
nature of industrial development, and the presence of wetlands on county land near the airport.
26 Appendix A is a memorandum prepared by Anita Smyth, Professional Wetland Scientist, which provides the rationale for
wetland potential fill and mitigation options. Ms. Smyth qualifies her analysis as follows:
27 The reason for the two tax lot limitation is explained in the EOA, p. 131:
Sites with two or fewer owners are necessary to reduce the cost and uncertainty of land assembly. Developing an industrial
building on a site on two or more tax lots requires negotiating land assembly. Land assembly is difficult and often costly for a
number of reasons. People own land for a variety of reasons, such as the desire to develop the land, keep the land
undeveloped, or sell the land for a profit. Getting landowners to sell land can be difficult, especially if the ownership is legally
disputed, as is the case with some inheritances. If a landowner is a willing seller, they may have an unrealistic expectation of
their land’s value, in the context of comparable land values. In addition, one parcel of land may have multiple owners,
compounding the issues described above. Developers attempting land assembly often have difficulty assembling a site at a
cost that makes development economically viable. When assembling land, developers often find that owners of key sites are
not willing sellers, have unrealistic expectations of the value of their land, or cannot get agreement among multiple owners
to sell the land. As a result, developers of industrial buildings typically choose to develop sites with one or two owners.
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Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility
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Recognizing these uncertainties, based on our professional judgment, we believe that the end result will
likely be similar to the results shown on Figure 8 (in terms of identifying large, suitable development
sites). To provide at least 11 large employment sites required by the EOA (or the 12 sites identified on
Figure 8), streets and public facilities must be extended to serve planned industrial sites, property lines
will likely be adjusted, and extensive coordination will need to occur between private property owners
and public agencies. At the end of the day, the market for industrial sites will be the primary driver in
determining where and how industrial development occurs on large sites within the Clear Lake UGB
Expansion Area.
Finally, Figure 8 does not represent a city recommendation to protect certain wetlands; rather it
graphically represents a scenario showing how wetlands could be filled and removed to provide
suitable up to 12 suitable sites for planned employment opportunities. As noted above, the concept
feasibility plan suggests some on-site mitigation areas, which could prove less expensive than off-site
mitigation in some instances. However, based on observed mitigation success rates, DSL increasingly
recommends off-site mitigation in a wetland bank – at an estimated cost of at least $56,000 per acre
(totaling about $6.6 million for an estimated 118 filled acres in 2014 dollars); this does not include the
costs of wetland fill and removal, on-site mitigation, and compliance with Eugene’s stormwater
management requirements.
Goal 9 Conclusion
The augmented No Local Protection Program, when compared with the full protection and limited
protection options, provides a feasible way to provide the large employment sites called for in the EOA
while protecting most of the LSW and other wetlands identified in the Clear Lake LWI. Figure 8 Concept
Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility shows one scenario where 490 acres of suitable employment
land (12 large sites) could be provided through the wetland fill and removal process administered by DSL
and USACE.

Goal 11 Public Facilities and Services
Goal 11 reads in relevant part as follows:
To plan and develop a timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a
framework for urban and rural development. Urban and rural development shall be guided and supported by
types and levels of urban and rural public facilities and services appropriate for, but limited to, the needs and
requirements of the urban, urbanizable, and rural areas to be served. A provision for key facilities shall be
included in each plan. Cities or counties shall develop and adopt a public facility plan for areas within an urban
growth boundary … A Timely, Orderly, and Efficient Arrangement – refers to a system or plan that coordinates
the type, locations and delivery of public facilities and services in a manner that best supports the existing and
proposed land uses.
Public facilities and services include sanitary sewer, domestic water, stormwater management, municipal
government, schools, police, fire, electrical, and communication facilities. Park and recreational facilities and
transportation facilities are addressed respectively under Goal 8 and Goal 12.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 11
Public facilities and services provide the supportive framework necessary for urban development, and
the provision of such facilities through the annexation process is the primary growth management tool.
Public facilities and services often conflict with the full protection of significant Goal 5 resource areas.
Construction of public facilities and services usually requires vegetation removal and grading and often
results in construction of impervious surface area. As urban development occurs, an urban level of public
facilities and services is required. Urban public facilities often must pass through significant resource
areas to serve developable land. Although facilities like sanitary sewer, water, electrical, and
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communication lines often are found in public street rights-of-way, sanitary sewer and stormwater
management facilities function most efficiently under gravity-flow conditions and benefit from location
in or adjacent to natural drainageways. School buildings, athletic fields, parking areas, and recreational
structures conflict with Goal 5 resources in a manner similar to industrial or commercial uses.
Bethel School District Site
The Bethel School District property includes about 74 acres. The District estimates that approximately 25
developable acres will be needed to construct a new elementary school. In order to accommodate those
25 suitable acres, 54 gross acres (three of the five District-owned tax lots, the minimum number of tax
lots to assemble a 25 acre minimum buildable site) are proposed to be brought into the UGB at this time,
of which 33 acres are considered developable.
Figure 3 Clear Lake Wetlands, Stream Corridors and Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW) shows that the
only LSW located on the school property is W-14; the western two “arms” of W-14 occupy the southern
portion of the school site. However, the area around these “arms” is within the 100-year floodplain,
making development of the southern portion of the school site impractical. The area north of the
floodplain has portions of two non-significant wetlands (W-10 and W-11) which are small and potentially
could be filled if necessary for future development.
ESEE Consequences for the Bethel School Site
The Prohibit (full protection) option would not allow for new school or athletic field development or for
the extension of streets and utilities to serve the school development on buildable land. Thus, the social
and economic consequences of the Prohibit conflicting use option would be negative.
The Limit option (applying the WR/ overlay to wetlands on school property) would allow for extension of
sewer, water, drainage and transportation facilities necessary to serve school development. The District
has indicated its preference to conserve the western arms of W-14 for educational and wetland
mitigation purposes, which would have positive social and environmental consequences. Since there is
sufficient buildable land to accommodate planned elementary (and possibly middle school) development
on District property, the ESEE consequences of applying the WR/ overlay to District property would
generally be positive.
The Allow option (with DSL/USACE approval) would allow school construction (including parking,
playgrounds and buildings) over portions of the W-14 and the floodplain that surrounds it. However,
since the District does not need or intend to build over LSW, potential adverse environmental and social
consequences are unlikely to occur. The primary benefit of the No Local Protection Program is to reduce
regulatory review costs that may occur if the WR/ overlay were applied to school property; this can be
viewed as having marginal economic and social consequences for the District.
Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan shows the floodplain area associated with the
western arms of W-14 as a potential wetland mitigation site that could be of educational value to
students at the future elementary school, as well as mitigating for the loss of LSW that could result from
the planned Terry Street extension. Restoring and enhancing wetland and floodplain areas would have
positive environmental and social consequences for students, the Bethel School District and nearby
residents, and can occur under either the Limit or Allow options.
Other Public Facilities
At a minimum, the following public facilities would be needed to serve the UGB Expansion Area:


Upgrade EWEB water line, as appropriate, and construct additional water lines in street rights-ofway;
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Construct wastewater collection facilities (Clear Lake Road and Terry Street) and pump station at
topographic divide;
 Utilize existing and construct some new electrical facilities; and
 Utilize wetland system where feasible for storm water storage and treatment (i.e., green
infrastructure concept).
As shown on Table 3, planned utility extension outside of street rights-of-way would affect W-3 (sewer
pump station) and could affect other wetlands as more detailed public facilities plans are prepared. As
noted throughout this report, significant water resources, drainageways within the 100-year floodplain,
and non-significant wetlands will be incorporated into an area-wide stormwater management plan that
addresses both the water quality and storage functions of wetlands and drainage channels that are
braided throughout the UGB Expansion Area.
Environmental Consequences
The environmental consequences of the Prohibit, Limit and Allow programs are discussed in detail in the
Goal 5 section of this ESEE Analysis. In summary,
 The Prohibit (full protection) option would have mostly positive environmental consequences
because vegetation removal, grading, and construction of hard surfaces associated with public
facilities would not be permitted. The positive environmental consequences of fully protecting all
significant Goal 5 resource areas is discussed in the Goal 5 section of this chapter. However, as
noted in the Goal 5 discussion, significant water resources in the UGB Expansion Area have been
degraded over the years by ongoing commercial agricultural activities; wetlands have been
drained and channelized to make farm land more productive.
 The Limit (apply WR/ overlay) would allow planned public facilities and services to be
constructed through or under natural resource sites if no reasonable alternatives are available,
subject to an alternatives analysis and mitigation prior to construction of public facilities through
LSW and the A-2 Corridor. Considering the relatively low quality of LSW in the UGB Expansion
Area, limiting (rather than prohibiting) conflicting public facilities uses would have marginally
adverse environmental consequences.
 In Eugene’s case, the Allow Program (no additional Goal 5 protection) includes application of the
WQ/overlay, an area-wide stormwater management planning requirement, voluntary wetland
and riparian enhancement programs, wetland banking and DSL/USACE avoid/minimize and
mitigate review requirements. Because of these auxiliary local programs and state/federal
regulatory requirements, the Allow Program would maintain and enhance the water quality and
storage values identified in the Clear Lake LWI.
For the school site, all three options have positive environmental consequences. However, the Prohibit
option would prevent the construction of public utilities and transportation facilities necessary to serve
the school site. Since the District plans to preserve LSW for their educational value, fill and removal of
wetlands to allow for school-related construction is unlikely.
Economic and Social Consequences
Eugene’s growth management program depends primarily on ensuring that the full range of public
facilities and services is available to support urban development. This program would have substantial
social and economic benefits to Eugene citizens and businesses. The growth management program helps
to ensure an adequate supply of serviced industrial and public lands (with associated job opportunities).
The growth management program also ensures that services are available to nearby residential areas, as
well as accessible schools, potable water, and adequate sanitation. By managing the direction and timing
of growth, the public costs of providing public facilities and services are reduced.
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The Prohibit (full protection) option would make Eugene’s growth management program extremely
difficult to achieve. This option would mean that no public facilities construction or maintenance could
occur within fully protected significant water resource areas. They could not cross the A-2 Channel or
LSW that are interwoven through the UGB Expansion Area. Since significant water resource areas
comprise a substantial portion of the land within the UGB Expansion Area, avoiding such areas would
preclude the efficient provision of public facilities and services that are necessary to support planned
urban development. The economic and social costs to the public resulting from a different form of “leapfrog” development would be extremely high.
For example, sanitary sewer and water services would be required to be routed around water resource
areas, regardless of public or private expense. This option could severely restrict future development
patterns, both public and private, utilities (and associated easements and rights-of-way) could not be
extended through water resource areas. Eugene’s quality-of-life and its appeal as a place to locate
business would suffer substantially.
In conclusion, Eugene’s public facilities are important community assets and are necessary to serve
planned urban development. Fully protecting all significant water resource areas would unnecessarily
restrict urban growth and urban design options. Conversely, allowing unrestricted development of the
sites could mean the loss or degradation of many of the economic benefits described previously.
The full protection option would have at least one significant but frequently overlooked economic
benefit. LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor provide substantial stormwater management benefits
because they intercept or detain rainfall and reduce stormwater runoff. Riparian vegetation reduces
runoff translating into substantial “ecosystem management” value. (American Forests 2001) Unrestricted
removal of trees and riparian vegetation to develop public facilities and schools could reduce the City’s
“green” stormwater infrastructure, necessitating the construction of extensive new facilities to address
the increased storm flows from planned urban development. However, as noted in the Goal 5
environmental consequences discussion above and reiterated below, these benefits can derive from the
Allow and Limit options as well.
The Allow Program (no additional Goal 5 regulations) are designed to fully integrate water resources
(floodplains, drainage channels and wetlands (whether locally-significant or not)) into an area-wide
stormwater quality management plan. This program option does not focus on “protecting” the area
within the boundaries of LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor per se; rather, incorporates these
relatively low-quality water resources as “green infrastructure” that would maintain and improve the
quality of stormwater runoff and retain stormwater runoff on-site and within existing and constructed
wetlands to manage its volume.
Figure 7 Potential Water Resources Management Plan shows a scenario in which key wetland areas are
retained, some wetlands are filled and removed, and new wetland mitigation areas are created. Figure 7
also shows where the floodplains of the Clear Lake Channel north of Clear Lake Road and the A-2 Channel
are protected with the /WQ overlay zone to ensure protection and restoration of their water quality and
conveyance functions.
Sewer and water pipes are currently located in the Airport Road and Highway 99W rights-of-way making
it relatively easy to extend these utilities to serve employment sites. The No Local Protection Program
option expressly allows public facilities and services to be constructed through LSW and the A-2 Channel
riparian corridor where necessary to provide public facilities and services efficiently to planned urban
development. The standards of the Eugene Stormwater Management Manual combined with the
DSL/USACE fill and removal review process will ensure that environmental impacts from public facility
construction are minimized.
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The Limit Program (apply the WR/ overlay) option would also allow planned public facilities to be
constructed under or through significant water resource sites, subject to an alternatives analysis and
mitigation requirements. However, the Limit program option would not allow park, school or
employment development to occur within the boundaries of LSW or conservation setback areas. This
restriction means that planned urban development would be much less likely to occur, or would occur
much less efficiently, which in turn means that the private costs of extending public facilities to serve
development sites would be borne by a smaller group of property owners, and that public facilities costs
(per developable acre) would be much higher – and probably prohibitively high. Thus the economic and
social costs of applying the WR/ overlay to land within the UGB Expansion Area would be highly negative.
Goal 11 Conclusion
The No Local Protection Program ensures that Eugene can continue to provide key public facilities and
services necessary to support planned urban growth in a timely and efficient manner. This Goal 11
requirement is underscored by the policies of the Metro Plan, and serves as the cornerstone for
managing urban growth within the Eugene UGB. In contrast, the ESEE consequences of allowing public
facilities to be constructed to serve land that is unlikely to be developed (Limit option), or of prohibiting
public facilities construction and maintenance in all significant water resource areas (Prohibit option),
would be extremely negative.

Goal 12 Transportation
Goal 12 reads in relevant part as follows:
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. A transportation plan shall
(1) consider all modes of transportation including mass transit, air, water, pipeline, rail, highway, bicycle and
pedestrian; (2) be based upon an inventory of local, regional and state transportation needs; (3) consider the
differences in social consequences that would result from utilizing differing combinations of transportation
modes; (4) avoid principal reliance upon any one mode of transportation; (5) minimize adverse social, economic
and environmental impacts and costs; (6) conserve energy; (7) meet the needs of the transportation
disadvantaged by improving transportation services; (8) facilitate the flow of goods and services so as to
strengthen the local and regional economy; and (9) conform with local and regional comprehensive land use
plans. Each plan shall include a provision for transportation as a key facility.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 12
Goal 12 requires that local governments plan for a multi-modal, interconnected transportation system.
Goal 12 reinforces the Goal 5 requirement to consider the ESEE consequences of providing
transportation facilities to meet this goal. Eugene has an acknowledged Transportation System Plan
(TSP). Amendments to this plan identify pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle projects, as well as their
estimated timing, location, and cost.
The following transportation projects (at least) are planned for the UGB expansion area:






Extend Terry Street north to serve industrial, park and school properties;
Extend Theona Drive westward to serve park and industrial properties;
Widen Clear Lake Road to meet urban standards;
Make additional local street connections as development necessitates; and
Construct bicycle / pedestrian facilities along Clear Lake Road (multi-use path), Jesson Drive
(shared use path along A-2 Channel), and through the community park (connecting to the Terry
Street extension).
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Economic and social and environmental consequences related to transportation facilities are considered
in this section. The substantial adverse energy consequences of the Prohibit (full resource protection)
option are considered in the Goal 13 section that follows.
All transportation facilities conflict to some degree with full protection of significant water resource
areas. Like other public facilities and services, transportation facilities and their impacts vary widely –
from multi-lane roads to pervious-surfaced pedestrian trails. Local streets necessary to serve
development are not necessarily shown on TSP maps, but may also have adverse impacts on significant
water resources.
As shown on Table 3 and Figure 8 Concept Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility, all LSW and the A-2
Channel riparian corridor would be affected by one or more of these planned facilities. Two alterative
locations are shown for the Terry Street extension.




The first alternative would jog to the northeast through (and the western “arms” of W-14) before
and heading north to connect with the “panhandle” accessway connecting to Clear Lake Road.
Terry Street would then continue north to serve planned industrial land before jogging to the
northwest to connect with an existing access parcel in the rural industrial area served by Airport
Road. This option would have a greater impact on W-14 and a lesser impact on W-5.
The second alternative would head straight north along the eastern boundary of the Bethel
School District property, across Clear Lake Road and across the floodplain associated with the
drainage way north of Clear Lake Road and the western arm of W-5. This option would have a
lesser impact on W-14 and a greater impact on W-5.

ESEE Consequences of Full and Limited Protection Options for Meeting Transportation Needs
Most of the Goal 11 ESEE Analysis applies equally to planned transportation facilities. The Prohibit (full
protection) option would preclude a multi-modal, interconnected transportation system, would decrease
pedestrian and bicycle use, and would result in substantial out-of-direction travel. With diminished
bicycle and pedestrian accessibility, transportation costs would increase and neighborhoods would
become more auto-dependent. Full protection of resources in right-of-way areas could stop planned
widening of Eugene streets and planned development of new local and collector streets necessary to
serve planned development efficiently. This would make the City and County noncompliant with Goal 12,
as their joint Transportation Systems Plan could no longer be implemented.
The Prohibit option would preclude the City from constructing new bicycle lanes through significant
natural resource areas as growth occurs. This would have substantial adverse social consequences for
existing and future area residents and businesses. As noted in the Goal 13 discussion, the full protection
option would increase out-of-direction travel with corresponding loss of productivity and increased
energy costs.
The Limit (apply WR/ overlay) would allow for planned transportation facilities to be constructed through
water resource areas with subject to local review of alternatives and mitigation requirements. However,
the Limit program option would not allow intensive park, school or employment development to occur
within the boundaries of the A-2 Corridor, LSW or conservation setback areas. This restriction means that
planned urban development would be much less likely to occur, or would occur much less efficiently,
which in turn means that the private costs of extending transportation facilities to serve development
sites would be borne by a smaller group of property owners, and that public facilities costs (per
developable acre) would be much higher – and probably prohibitively high. Thus the economic and social
costs of applying the WR/ overlay to land within the UGB Expansion Area would be highly negative.
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ESEE Consequences of No Local Protection Program for Meeting Transportation Needs
The No Local Protection Program avoids the adverse economic and social consequences represented by
the full and limited protection options by allowing for planned transportation improvements needed to
serve planned industrial, school and park development in the UGB Expansion Area – while providing WQ/
overlay protection for LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor. Transportation facilities would thus be
subject to the standards of the Eugene Stormwater Management Manual will ensure that environmental
impacts from transportation facility construction are minimized.
The Eugene Transportation System Plan (TSP) has been amended to incorporate planned collector and
arterial streets. The TSP will determine which of the two Terry Street extension options best serves
planned urban land uses and minimizes adverse environmental impacts to LSW in the UGB Expansion
Area.
Goal 12 Conclusion
The proposed No Local Protection Program recognizes that importance of providing multi-modal access
efficiently to planned park, school and employment uses in the UGB Expansion Area. Potential adverse
environmental impacts will be minimized by application of the requirements of the Eugene Stormwater
Management Manual and through the DSL/USACE fill and removal review process. By allowing for the
maintenance and expansion of existing transportation facilities, and the improvement of planned
facilities with mitigation, adverse ESEE consequences would be minimized.

Goal 13 Energy Conservation
Goal 13 is short and to the point. It reads as follows:
To conserve energy. Land and uses developed on the land shall be managed and controlled so as to maximize
the conservation of all forms of energy, based upon sound economic principles.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 13: Energy Conservation
One of the four key consequences that must be considered in the Goal 5 ESEE Analysis process is “energy
consequences.” Energy conservation is a theme that runs through several of the Statewide Planning
Goals. Energy consequences must be explicitly considered under Goal 5 (Natural Resources), Goal 9
(Economy), Goal 12 (Transportation), Goal 13 (Energy Conservation) and Goal 14 (Urbanization).
Evaluation of energy consequences is also implied in the notion of “efficient” public facilities planning.
This ESEE Analysis consolidates the consideration of energy consequences related to all applicable
statewide planning goals in this section.
Energy Conservation Consequences of Full and Limited Protection Options
As observed throughout this report, the full resource protection option in an urban context conflicts with
key planning principles in both the Metro Plan and Envision Eugene (especially “Plan for climate change
and energy resiliency”), and in several Statewide Planning Goals. This conflict is especially evident with
respect to Goal 13, Energy Conservation. The following bulleted list summarizes adverse energy
consequences (i.e., increased energy consumption) that would result from implementation of the full
resource protection option within the Eugene UGB:


Goal 8 (Parks and Recreation). The full protection option would make it impossible to develop
intensive park and recreation facilities or access land-extensive park and recreational facilities in
the community park. Even in natural areas, trails, access roads, and parking areas would be
prohibited. Without such local facilities, area residents would be forced to travel further to reach
community park facilities, with attendant increases in energy consumption. The limited
protection option would prohibit intensive recreational facilities in the A-2 riparian corridor, or
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within LSW and their respective conservation setback areas. Because LSW are braided through
the community park, siting of athletic fields would be more difficult and could result in increased
travel for Bethel-Danebo residents would have to drive further to access active recreational
opportunities.
Goal 9 (Economy). The full and limited protection options would substantially reduce the supply
of industrial and land available for development, with attendant reductions in jobs and services.
These reductions would force people to drive further to reach service destinations and
employment, and people would be less likely to bike or walk to work, with attendant increases in
energy consumption. Truck travel distances to suitable employment sites (where available
elsewhere within the UGB) would also increase.
Goal 11 (Public Facilities). The full protection option would require public facilities to be routed
around water resource areas, which would increase energy needed to construct and maintain
more dispersed public facilities. This option would likely require greater reliance on pump
stations because gravity flow sewer would be impossible if all sewer lines needed to be located
outside of natural drainage areas. Emergency services would be more expensive to provide, and
fire, police, and ambulances would be required to serve a more dispersed area, thus consuming
more energy. The effect of this form of “leap-frog” development” would be to substantially
increase energy costs associated with the provision of key public facilities and services. The
limited protection option would allow for energy efficient provision of sanitary sewer, water and
storm drainage facilities to development sites within the UGB Expansion Area, although the
likelihood of such development occurring would be substantially reduced as discussed in the
Goal 9 section of this ESEE analysis.
Goal 12 (Transportation). As noted in the Goal 12 discussion, the full protection option would
make implementation of planned transportation facilities impossible. The Eugene TSP calls for a
multi-modal, interconnected systems of streets, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and transit
facilities. If the TSP could not be implemented, people would be more reliant on SOVs, there
would a substantial increase in out-of-direction travel, and energy consumption would increase
dramatically. The limited protection option would allow for energy efficient provision of sanitary
sewer, water and storm drainage facilities to development sites within the UGB Expansion Area,
although the likelihood of such development occurring would be substantially reduced as
discussed in the Goal 9 section of this ESEE analysis.
Goal 13 (Energy Conservation). The full and limited protection options mean that all significant
water resources in the UGB Expansion Area would be preserved or conserved from most types of
urban development. Both full and limited protection of significant water resources would have
the effect of creating a type of “leap-frog” development, because (under full resource
protection) urban services must pass over or around undeveloped resource sites to reach
suitable areas further removed from the existing UGB and (under limited protection) large
employment sites would be impossible to create in the UGB Expansion Area – forcing such
development to more productive and distant agricultural land near the UGB. These effects would
have the unintended consequence of substantially increasing energy consumption. All three
program options allow wetlands to be used as “green infrastructure”. However, the full and
limited program options would mean that large employment sites would be unlikely to develop
in the UGB Expansion Area, meaning that ecosystem advantages associated with using wetlands
(rather than hard infrastructure) to clean and store runoff from planned urban development
would be unlikely to occur.
Goal 14 (Urbanization). Finally, the full and limited protection options would result in a less
compact urban form, which would disperse jobs, and parks, and force even more reliance on
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single occupancy vehicles (SOVs). Passing over otherwise buildable areas to achieve full resource
protection would mean premature expansion of the UGB, and consequent loss of agricultural
land to provide produce to urban consumers. The lack of a compact urban form would have
direct and adverse impacts on energy consumption.
There are some positive energy consequences associated with the full and limited protection options.
Urban areas typically are warmer than rural areas because of the urban “heat island” effect. Buildings,
paved areas, sparse tree canopy, and lack of water in an urban area contribute to the higher
temperature. In temperate climates, temperatures of urban centers such as Eugene are rising by
approximately 0.5oF or more per decade. The presence of substantial tree canopies can have major
effects on energy consumption and air quality. Although there are only three forested areas identified
within existing LSW in employment areas, trees could be planted as mitigation in wetlands that are
restored or enhanced in the future. Reduced energy needs for air conditioning or heating will mean that
local power plants are not required to produce as much electricity or gas energy, and this conserves fossil
fuels and reduces pollution, including carbon emissions. By providing shade over roads, sidewalks, park
and school buildings and parking lots, trees in natural areas reduce the urban heat island effect. Removal
of these resources can have significant adverse effects on energy consumption (and costs) and air
quality.28
Energy Conservation Consequences of No Local Protection Program
The key features of the No Local Protection Program that ameliorate the excesses of the full protection
program on energy consumption and climate change include the following:




Goal 8 (Parks and Recreation). The No Local Protection Program (like the Limit Program) would
make it possible to develop and access park and recreational facilities at the community park. In
LSW and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor, trails, access roads and parking areas would be
allowed with mitigation, thus allowing area residents the opportunity to walk, bicycle, or drive to
local park and recreational facilities, with attendant energy savings.
Goal 9 (Economy). The No Local Protection Program would provide large employment sites
adjacent to the existing UGB and as called for in the Eugene EOA, thus maintaining employment
opportunities near the less affluent Bethel-Danebo area. These changes allow people convenient
access to service destinations and employment, thus increasingly the likelihood that people will
bike or walk to work, with attendant energy savings.

28

For example, a study of Los Angeles showed that a 1-degree rise in temperature could increase the City’s smog risk by three
percent and its energy demand by two percent, adding $25 million in electricity costs in a single year (Wade 2000). Trees can
help mitigate the heat island effect, and thereby reduce energy costs, by shading buildings and cooling the air through the
evaporative process of transpiration. Trees reflect and absorb solar radiation before it heats the dense building and pavement
materials of a home or office. Trees planted to the west of a building can significantly reduce air conditioning costs by blocking
the hot afternoon sun during summer. Trees located to the south or east of a building can also provide such benefits, though to
a lesser extent. In the winter, riparian vegetation (especially trees) can also help reduce energy costs associated with the heating
of buildings. Researchers have found that trees act as windbreaks, reducing wind speed and resulting air infiltration by up to 50
percent (McPherson et al. 2002). This can reduce air infiltration and conductive heat loss from buildings, lowering heating costs.
The density of the trees, species and location of tree, type of building, and the local climate determine the amount of wind
reduction that occurs. Although both conifers and deciduous trees reduce wind speed, conifers tend to have a greater impact
during winter months. Researchers have studied the effect of trees on energy costs in the Willamette Valley. Two 25-foot tall
trees located on the west side of an energy efficient home (in Portland) were estimated to have an energy conservation savings
of $18 each year for cooling (for the 15% of homes that use air conditioning) and $7 for heating (McPherson et al. 2002). Two
trees thus resulted in a combined savings of $25, which represented a 4 percent reduction in annual heating and cooling costs.
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Goal 11 (Public Facilities). The No Local Protection Program would allow public facilities to be
routed through water resource areas, which would decrease energy otherwise needed to
construct and maintain more dispersed public facilities. By integrating wetlands, floodplain areas
and drainage channels as “green infrastructure” into an area-wide stormwater master plan,
energy costs associated with constructions and maintenance of a “hard” stormwater collection
system would be greatly reduced. Emergency services would be less expensive to provide,
because fire, police, and ambulances could serve a more concentrated area, thus consuming less
energy. The effect of this form of concentrated development would be to substantially decrease
energy costs associated with the provision of key public facilities and services.
 Goal 12 (Transportation). As noted in the Goal 12 discussion, the No Local Protection Program
would facilitate future implementation of TSP goals and policies (the TSP must be amended to
include specific transportation projects). The TSP calls for a multi-modal, interconnected systems
of streets, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and transit facilities. If the TSP could not be
implemented, people would be more reliant on SOVs, there would a substantial increase in outof-direction travel, and energy consumption would increase dramatically.
 Goal 13 (Energy Conservation). Rather than protecting all significant water resource areas, the
No Local Protection Program would not apply Goal 5 land use regulatory protection to marginally
significant wetlands. The No Local Protection Program would rely on DSL/USACE to avoid,
minimize and mitigate for development impacts on LSW and other wetlands in the UGB
Expansion Area. This reduction in protected resource area greatly reduces the “leap-frog”
development effect, because urban services no longer need pass over undeveloped natural
resource areas to reach buildable areas in the UGB Expansion Area. This reduction – coupled with
the ability to construct urban facilities through water resource areas – allows a compact urban
form that will result in energy conservation.
 Goal 14 (Urbanization). Finally, the No Local Protection Program would result in a more compact
urban form, which would concentrate housing, jobs, and parks, and force less reliance on SOVs.
By building at urban densities in otherwise buildable areas, the No Local Protection Program
achieves a reasonably high level of resource protection while avoiding premature expansion of
the UGB and consequent loss of agricultural land. A compact urban form would have direct and
positive impacts on energy conservation.
The No Local Protection Program also maintains or improves upon the positive energy conservation
effects of the full protection option. By protecting, restoring and enhancing vegetation and trees along
the A-2 Channel riparian corridor and most LSW that separate large employment sites for one another,
and school and park sites from adjacent residential and employment development, there will be a
consequent reduction in summer air conditioning and winter heating costs and a reduction in the urban
“heat island” effect.
Goal 13 Conclusion
By providing limited protection for most LSWs, other wetlands and the A-2 Channel riparian corridor, the
No Local Protection Program achieves most of the positive energy consequences of the full protection
option while enhancing energy conservation by encouraging a compact urban form and efficient
provision of public facilities and services. The No Local Protection Program achieves an appropriate
balance between energy and water resource conservation.

Goal 14 Urbanization
Goal 14 reads in relevant part as follows:
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To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban
population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to
provide for livable communities.
Urban Growth Boundaries
Urban growth boundaries shall be established and maintained by cities, counties and regional governments to
provide land for urban development needs and to identify and separate urban and urbanizable land from rural
land. * * *
Land Need: Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on the following:
(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population, consistent with a 20-year population
forecast coordinated with affected local governments; and
(2) Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses such as public facilities, streets
and roads, schools, parks or open space, or any combination of the need categories in this subsection (2).
In determining need, local government may specify characteristics, such as parcel size, topography or proximity,
necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need. Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local
governments shall demonstrate that needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban
growth boundary.
Boundary Location: The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall be
determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with ORS 197.298 and with consideration of
the following factors:
(1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs;
(2) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;
(3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and
(4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm
and forest land outside the UGB.

ESEE Relationship to Goal 14
Goal 14 is designed to ensure a long-term supply of buildable land to meet housing, population and
livability (open space) needs. Metro Plan growth management policies are designed to ensure orderly
and efficient provision of public facilities and services (as does Goal 11), maximum efficiency of land use
within the UGB, provision of sufficient serviced land to maintain a competitive short-term land market,
and a geographically-phased land development program.
UGB Expansion Area
Based on a series of studies, Eugene has determined that there is a shortage of suitable land for
employment, schools and parks within the existing UGB. As documented in the Goal 9 section of this
report, Eugene conducted an EOA that identified a need to add 11 large employment sites to the UGB,
ranging in size from 10-75+ acres and (choosing the midpoint in the range) comprising about 495 suitable
employment acres. The City then applied Goal ORS 197.298 Priorities for urban growth boundary
expansion and the four Goal 14 location factors (listed above) to determine where to expand the UGB.
Generally this statute requires the City to, except where special site needs are identified, include
parcelized “exception areas” before bringing in farm land; and, if farm land must be included, relatively
poor farm land must be included before bringing in relatively good farm land. Based on a thorough Goal
14 alternatives analysis, the City determined that the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area best meets
identified employment land needs.
As noted in the Goal 9 discussion, the Eugene EOA identifies specific site characteristics for targeted
employment opportunities (notably large, flat sites near the Airport, with access to Highway 99W, and
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separated from residential land uses). These site characteristics cannot be met in exception areas that
are highly parcelized and lack large sites.
Goal 14 Location Factors
City staff conducted a detailed Goal 14 alternatives analysis that fully considers the four location factors
of Goal 14. As noted above, the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area includes flat land in relatively large
parcels near the Airport and with direct access to Highway 99W. Figure 9 shows why Eugene has chosen
to provide for its employment land needs on land near the Eugene Airport – primarily to avoid steep
slopes to the south and more wetlands and areas in the Special Flood Hazard Area to the west.
Springfield borders Eugene to the east. However, as noted repeatedly in the discussion above, the
extensive braiding of wetlands in the designated employment area makes “efficient accommodation of
identified [employment] land needs” much more difficult to meet. About a third of the 648-acre
employment area is constrained by LSW, non-significant wetlands and floodplain areas. Because the
wetlands are interwoven through the employment area, substantial fill and removal is required to create
serviceable sites large enough to meet the needs identified in the EOA. Winterbrook prepared Figure 8
Concept Plan: Large Employment Site Feasibility to show how approximately 490 suitable acres (12
potential sites) could be created by removing both LSW and non-significant wetlands. However,
realization of this concept plan (or a similar one) will require DSL/USACE approval of extensive wetland
removal – a result that is inherently unpredictable.
Figure 9 shows (next page) that there is a public (not just private) interest in wetland fill and removal to
make room for suitable employment sites. These sites are necessary to provide local and regional
employment opportunities – which have substantial economic and social benefits for the community.
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Figure 9 Why Eugene Chose the Clear Lake Area to Meet Employment Land Needs

Comparative ESEE Consequences
The decision to expand into the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area has some inescapable location factor 4
“environmental, energy, economic and social consequences” consequences:
1. From an environmental perspective, the decision to accommodate employment needs on land
with lots of braided wetlands means that the environmental functions and values associated with
these wetlands will be compromised to some extent. Most jurisdictions chose not to expand
their UGBs into wetland areas in part for this reason. As discussed repeatedly elsewhere in this
report, the 195 acres of wetlands on employment lands in the UGB expansion area are of
relatively low quality – and there is little real distinction between “locally significant” and “nonlocally significant” wetlands. As noted repeatedly above, the proposed No Local Protection
Program includes stringent provisions to ensure that the water quality and hydrological control
functions of these wetlands are maintained through application of the /WQ overlay zone, the
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standards of the Eugene Stormwater Management Manual and the requirement that a
stormwater master plan be prepared in advance of annexation of UGB Expansion Area land to
the City.
2. From an energy conservation perspective, bringing areas that are interwoven with wetlands
usually does not make sense if flat, well-drained land is available. As noted in the Goal 13
discussion, wetland protection would normally require “leap-frogging” over wetlands to reach
more suitable employment areas. In this case, however, the land to the west and north is also
wet (or owned by the Eugene Airport), leaving the City little choice but to allow some wetland fill
and removal if suitable employment sites are to be provided.
3. From an economic perspective bringing in land that is interwoven with wetlands also makes little
sense in most situations. The cost of mitigating for wetland fill and removal necessary to meet
economic development objectives is estimated at $56,000 per acre or more (2014 dollars). The
costs of providing drainage facilities to meet Eugene Stormwater Management Manual
requirements would be much greater in areas with hydric soils than if the soils were welldrained. The uncertainty costs associated with developing over wetlands (regardless of whether
they are LSW or non-significant) is high. Again, a reason why Winterbrook prepared Figure 8 was
to reduce these uncertainty costs by showing property owners, prospective developers and
state/federal agencies that fill of relatively poor quality wetlands is essential to meeting the
City’s economic development objectives as expressed in the Eugene EOA.
4. Finally, from a social perspective, the decision to designate industrial land near the
disadvantaged Bethel neighborhood could have adverse social equity consequences. However, as
noted in the City’s Environmental Justice Issues Briefing for the Clear Lake Road area, the decision
to buffer planned employment areas from existing residential areas mitigates this problem
significantly. Moreover, it is likely that Bethel-Danebo residents will benefit directly from jobs
produced within the UGB Expansion Area – and they certainly will benefit from the planned the
community park and the elementary/middle school.
Goal 14 Conclusion
The City’s choice to meet its employment, park and school needs in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area
was determined by ORS 197.298 Priorities for urban growth boundary expansion which generally
requires cities and counties to include land with relatively poor agricultural soils before higher-value
agricultural land to meet identified urban growth needs. The Clear Lake employment area also has a
number of locational advantages, including proximity to the Eugene Airport, access to Highway 99W and
the Beltline, and the availability of large, undeveloped, flat parcels.
However, the UGB Expansion Area is interspersed with wetlands, which creates economic development
uncertainty and increases public and private development costs. Therefore, to effectively implement
Eugene’s growth management program some wetland fill and removal will be necessary. This ESEE
analysis shows that the No Local Protection Program, augmented by local Goal 6 (Water Quality) and
Goal 7 (Flood Hazard) regulations and DSL/USACE wetland regulations, provides a reasonable balance
between development and wetland conservation in the Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area.
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Conclusion and Recommendations
The Goal 5 ESEE Analysis for the Clear Lake Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Area considers the
inherent conflicts that arise when urban development is planned for an area with lots of interwoven
wetlands and floodplain areas.
After an extensive community and agency involvement program under the broad policy framework set
forth in Envision Eugene, the City chose to expand into the UGB Expansion Area to meet its employment,
park and school needs primarily because this area has employment site characteristics that are
reasonably necessary to support the operations of targeted industries and needed community park and
school facilities.
The UGB Expansion Area has approximately 920 acres – about a third of which is publicly-owned (the
community park and the Bethel School District property) and needed for park and school development.
The remaining 648 acres of privately-owned land is designated for large-site employment use – as called
for in the Eugene Economic Opportunities Analysis. According to the Eugene EOA, there is a need for 380605 suitable (unconstrained) employment acres in 11 sites ranging from 10-75+ acres. However, over a
third of this employment land (213 acres) is constrained by wetlands (both significant and nonsignificant) and floodplains.
Regardless of whether these relatively low-quality wetlands are protected by local zoning, they are also
protected to a limited extent by the /WQ overlay zone and the Department of State Lands and US Army
Corps of Engineers wetland review process. This means that there is a great deal of uncertainty (as to
whether DSL/USACE will permit wetlands can be filled and removed to make room for the large,
developable sites called for in the Eugene EOA) and cost (to fill and mitigate for wetlands that removed
for development) associated with development in the planned employment area.
To minimize this uncertainty and related development costs, Winterbrook Planning worked with city
planning, engineering and parks and open space staff to prepare the draft No Local Protection Program.
This program is specifically designed to avoid the lack of flexibility of:




Full resource protection – which in this case would not allow the large employment sites called
for in the Eugene EOA, would restrict the City’s and Bethel School District’s ability to plan for the
development of active park and school uses, and would prohibit the streets and utilities required
to serve these planned land uses; and
Limited protection – which would apply the WR/ (Water Resource Conservation Overlay) to
significant water resources, which would prohibit needed employment and public uses within the
boundaries of locally significant wetlands and conservation setback areas. As noted throughout
this ESEE analysis, the limited protection program would make it impossible to meet the largesite employment needs identified in the Eugene Economic Opportunities Analysis.

Basis for the Recommended No Local Protection Program
Overall, the proposed No Local Protection Program is supported by this ESEE Analysis and is designed to
implement and balance the six applicable “pillars” set forth in Envision Eugene by:




Providing ample economic opportunities for all community members by providing at least 11
large employment sites (totaling approximately 490 suitable acres) consistent with the Eugene
EOA; while
Promoting compact urban development and efficient transportation options by providing the
minimum area necessary to meet and provide access to planned employment, school and park
sites as documented in the UGB Alternatives Analysis; while to the extent practicable
Protecting, restoring, and enhancing natural resources by (a) conserving most of the wetlands
through the DSL and USACE review process and coordinating with DSL and USACE to mitigate for
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wetland functions and values lost through wetland fill and removal; (b) applying the Water
Quality ( /WQ) overlay to the two major drainageways within the UGB Expansion Area; (c)
maintaining opportunities for off-site wetland banking; (d) working with property owners and
volunteer efforts to restore and enhance some of the wetland water quality and storage
functions on-site; (e) relying on the environmental policies of the Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Comprehensive Plan to guide the Division of Parks and Open Space in future designs of the
community park; and (f) incorporating wetlands, riparian corridors and floodplains into an areawide stormwater management plan; while
 Planning for climate change and energy resiliency by providing employment, parks and schools
adjacent to the existing UGB and near existing neighborhoods and planned transportation
facilities and maintaining floodwater capacity; while
 Protecting, repairing, and enhancing neighborhood livability by providing employment
opportunities, a community park, and schools near the under-served Bethel neighborhood; while
 Providing for adaptable, flexible and collaborative implementation through effective master
planning (for the Eugene Airport, the community park, and storm drainage based on ecosystem
management principles); minimizing local regulatory obstacles and coordinating with state and
federal agencies to accomplish the objectives outlined above; and by limiting the creation of new
bird habitat areas that could adversely affect aviation safety near the Eugene Airport.
Thus, the proposed No Local Protection Program relies on a combination of zoning, wetland banking,
inter-agency coordination and stormwater management planning to protect significant wetland and
riparian corridor resources within the UGB Expansion Area. Due to the relatively low quality of wetlands
in the UGB Expansion Area – and conflicts with airport operations and safety – city staff from several
departments has concluded that it is inappropriate to encourage restoration of wildlife habitat near the
Eugene Airport. Therefore, the focus of the No Local Protection Program is on protecting water quality
and storage functions of wetlands and drainage channels – rather than protecting the area within
existing boundaries of wetlands that have been significantly degraded as a result of farming practices.
Summary of Recommended No Local Protection (no additional Goal 5 protection) Program
The combination of low-quality interspersed wetlands, planned large-scale development and the Goal 14
requirement that urban land be used efficiently make it impractical to apply a Goal 5 protection zone
(such as the Water Resource (/WR) overlay) to LSW and significant riparian corridors in the UGB
Expansion Area. This ESEE analysis also provides support for prospective developers of employment uses
on this land.
The recommended No Local Protection Program is effective in providing suitable employment and public
sites while protecting the water quality and storage functions of locally significant wetlands because it is
augmented by the following measures:
 Apply the /WQ Water Quality overlay to the two major stormwater conveyance channels in the
UGB Expansion Area: first to the floodplain north of Clear Lake Road (referred to in this
document as the “Clear Lake Channel”) which includes portions of W-5, W-6 and W-7 from the
PHS report); and second to the A-2 Channel (referenced as CL-R-1 and CL-R-3 in the Clear Lake
LWI). The /WQ Overlay zone is designed to implement Statewide Planning Goals 6 and 7 by
improving stormwater water quality, storage capacity, and conveyance. The /WQ overlay also
encourages wetland and riparian corridor restoration and enhancement as “green infrastructure”
within an area-wide stormwater system.
 Require city approval of an area-wide stormwater master plan that incorporates ecosystem
management (i.e., green infrastructure) principles, prior to annexation to the City.
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Apply Eugene Land Use Code floodplain protection standards (Eugene Code 9.6705) and Public
Works stormwater quality and detention standards (Eugene Code 9.6790) to the entire UGB
Expansion Area.
Coordinate with and rely on state and federal agencies (DSL and USACE) to implement the Clean
Water Act by reviewing and providing limited wetland protection in this area.
Support opportunities for on-site wetland mitigation (as illustrated on the Clear Lake Site
Feasibility Concept Plan) and off-site mitigation through wetland banking supported by the City
of Eugene.
Support volunteer wetland and riparian corridor restoration and enhancement efforts.
Retain the City’s requirement to notify DSL of proposals to develop on properties with known
wetlands.

Clear Lake UGB Expansion Area ESEE Analysis • Winterbrook Planning • December 8, 2016

Page 68

