
Site: 

S-27 

(RGS-9) 

Associated 
Wetlands: 

None 

Acres: WHA Score: 

.33 45 

High Quality Resource Site 

GoalS Recommendation: Limit conflicting uses and employ low impact development practices 
when developing within 150 feet of the watercourse. Establish a 25-foot development setback 
and apply standards and protections found in SDC section 4.3-117. S-27 is not covered by any 
other existing riparian or wetland protection. 

Description: 

Site S-27 is a perennial stream segment that conveys water from the Moon Mt. area south ofI-5. 
The stream is largely culverted from 1-5 to the Glenwood slough, with occasional day lighting 



along the watercourse. S-27 is one of those daylighted segments which opens into a 40 foot wide 
riparian feature. The stream segment is about 274 feet in length and is bounded to tbe north and 
west by industrial and residential development. Some land to the soutb and east is undeveloped, 
but the stream is culverted as it passes beneath tbat area. 

S-27 is a dense thicket, dominated by willow species. At the time the stream was assessed (July 
2009) tbe feature was sufficiently shrouded by vegetation that tbe consultants noted that they 
"could not see the bottom of tbe drainage due to a steep slope and Salix sp. thicket." 

No known fish survey was been conducted for S-27. It is not shown on ODFW maps of fish
bearing streams. The distance and lack of open connection to the Glenwood Slough and the 
Willamette River argue against thi s being classified as a fish-bearing stream. 

Observed Vegetation 

Woody Vegetation 
Populus trichocarpa Black 

Cottonwood 

Herbaceous Vegetation 
Dispsacus species Teasel 

Acer species 
Alnus species 
Calocedrus decurrens 

Maple 
Alder 
Cedar 

FallofJia japcmica Knotweed 

Corylus species 
Salix lasiandra 

Hazelnut 
Pacific Willow 

Rubus 
armeniacusldiscolor 

Blackberry 

Hedera helix English Ivy 

Soils 

[joils-Mapped Series I Bellpinc:::.___ o.::am=-_______________~e sl"O·lty~c:.::la",y,-,l:.::

Summary of Riparian Functional Assessment 

Riparian 
lD 

Reach 
Lene:th 

Stream 
Width 

Riparian 
Width 

Water 
Quality 

Flood 
Management 

Thermal 
Regulation 

Wildlife 
Habitat 

RGS-9 274 ft. 40 feet 35 ft. M M H M 

Resource and Impact Area Summary 

Resource Acreage: .33 
Impact Area Acreage: 3.57 

Combined Resource and Impact Area: 3.90 
Vacant Acres within the Combined Area: 2.24 

Parcels Affected (Including Impact Area): 9 
Combined Parcel Acreage: 8.16 



Conflicting Uses by Acre and Zoning District 

SITE 10 LOR LMI TOTAL ACRES 

S-27 .26 .07 .33 
S-27 3.57 

Impact Area 

Total 3.90 

Conflicting Uses by Vacant Acre and Zoning District 

SITE 10 
S-27 

LOR 
.31 

LMI 
.06 

TOTAL ACRES 

.37 
S-27 
Impact Area 

Total 

.21 

.52 

2.03 

2.09 

2.24 

2.61 

Existing Protections 

Is the site protected by minimum development setbacks and site plan review standards described 
in SDC Sections 4.3-115 and 5.17-100? No. 

Site Specific ESEE Analysis for S-27 

This section discusses ESEE impacts that are specific to this particular site. For a broader 
discussion of the ESEE consequences of allowing, limiting or prohibiting conflicting uses on 
wetlands, see the General ESEE Analysis found in Section 8 of this report. 

Environmental Consequences 

With a WHA score of 45, S-27 is rated as a high quality resource site. The Riparian Functional 
Assessment prepared by Pacific Habitat Services rated the Water Quality, Flood Management, 
and Wildlife Habitat as Medium. The Thermal Regulation function was rated as High. Fully 
allowing additional conflicting uses would cause the loss of these functions. 

Social Consequences 

S-27 is located in an area that is heavily impacted by existing industrial development. The 
stream is not easily accessible to the public nor is it near a school. For these reasons it is not 
appropriate for educational or recreational uses. The Willamalane Park and Recreation District 
Comprehensive Plan shows no anticipated park facilities or natural areas near the resource site. 

Economic Consequences 

Fully allowing conflicting uses would mean the loss of the Water Quality, Flood Management, 
Thermal Regulation and Wildlife Habitat functions of S·27. These functions could be mimicked 



using engineered facilities at a significant cost. Fully protecting the resource site would mean 
the loss of2.61 acres of vacant land within the combined resource and impact area boundaries. 
It would cause the loss of about 2.09 acres of industrial land and about .52 acres of low density 
residential land. 

The Commerciallndustrial Buildable Lands Study (ClBL) that was completed in 2009 identified 
a shortage of industrial lands. The majority of smal l sized commercial and industrial parcels 
needed for future growth shall be met within the existing UGB on small vacant and or 
redeveloped parcels. Protecting S-27 would reduce the available vacant industrial land within 
the UGB to meet these needs. The cumulative effect of fully protecting all commercial and 
industrial land that are impacted by riparian or wetland resources could increase the need for 
UGB expansion to meet land needs. 

The recently completed Springfield Residential Land and Housing Needs Study (2009) did not 
show the affected residential properties on its inventory of vacant residential lands that will be 
needed to accommodate future residential growth. 

Energy Consequences 

None of note. 

Recommended Program for Protection 

Limit conflicting uses and employ low impact development practices when developing within 
150 feet of the watercourse. Establish a 25-foot development setback from the resource and 
apply the standards and protections found in SDC Section 4.3-117. 

The disturbed nature of the site and lack of open connectivity to the Glenwood Slough and the 
Willamette River reduces the likelihood that this is vital fish habitat. The site has other habitat 
values and the existing vegetation provides a valued thermal regulation function. The 25-foot 
development setback would not substantially reduce those fimctions and would allow some 
nearby development to meet industrial and residential needs. 

Impact of Protection Measures on Vacant Acreage and Buildable Land Inventory 

Impact on Vacant Acreage by Zoning District 

SITE 10 LDR LMI TOTAL ACRES 

S-27 .25 .06 .31 
S-27 25-ft. Setback .38 .22 .60 

Total .63 .28 .91 

About .31 acres of S-27 is classified as vacant by the Lane County Assessor's Office. The 
vacant acreage includes portions of 6 lots. Limiting conflicting uses would allow some 
development to occur within the riparian resource area where the developer could show how the 
essential fimctions of the riparian corridor could be preserved or enhanced. 



A 25-foot setback would affect .22 acres of vacant industrial land and .38 acres of low density 
residential land. The affect of the setback on buildable land could be reduced by aligning 
development such that yards and other open space are within the setback. Storrnwater 
management facilities required for development can be placed within the setback Illlder SDC 
Section 4.3-115. 

Employing low impact development practices within ISO feet of the riparian area could reduce 
the impact of nearby development on the resource. Some low impact development practices are 
already incorporated into the stormwater quality protection standards fOlllld in SDC Section 4.3
liS. 

Reduction in the Buildable Land Inventory: 

The Commercial industrial Buildable Lands Study (CIBL) that was completed in 2009 identified 
a shortage of commercial and industrial lands. The Springfield Residential Lands Study (RLS) 
that was also completed in 2009 identified a small surplus of residential lands. These inventories 
include some Glenwood sites and classified each as "Vacant," or "Redevelopable." These 
classifications are not the same used by the Lane COllllty Assessor's Office. These 
classifications stem from judgments made by ECONorthwest in collaboration with a steering 
committee that helped frame assumptions about what is redevelopable and vacant. 

Protecting S-27 and its 25 foot setback area from future development effectively reduces the 
CIBL inventory by a total of.19 acres and the RLS by a total of.38 acres, for a total of .57 acres. 

Impact of Recommended Protection on 

Commercial, Industrial and Residential Land Inventories 


Site S-27 
Zoning 
LOR 

LMI 

Redevelopable Vacant Total Acres 

.38 0 

.13 .06 
Total Acres .51 .06 

.38 

.19 

.57 

The cumulative effect of fully protecting all commercial and industrial lands that are impacted by 
riparian or wetland resources could increase the need for UGB expansion to meet land needs. 



Site: 

S-28 
(R-WR-6) 

Associated Wetlands: 

W-24 

Moderate Quality 
Wetlands 

Acres: WHA Score: 

.73 61 

High Quality Resource Site 

GoalS Recommendation: Limit conflicting uses and employ low impact development practices 
when developing within 150 feet of the watercourse. Establish a 25-foot development setback 
and apply standards and protections found in SDC section 4.3-117. S-28 is not covered by any 
other existing riparian or wetland protection. 

o Taxiol s
_:>28 

5-28 Setbac-. 
Other Riparian Iveas 

(i) 




Description: 

S-28 is a narrow stream that meanders through a wetland area that is vegetated by willow 
thickets and Reed Canary grass. It is sandwiched between the ODOT right-of-ways for the 1-5 
and McVay Hwy. The system is fed by a stonn culvert from under the freeway and exits 
through a storm culvert under McVay Hwy. and into the Willarnette River. 

Observed Vegetation 

Woody Veeetation Herbaceous Vee:etation 
Fraxinus lati/alia Oregon Ash Festuca arundinacea Tall Fescue 
Pseudotsuga mensiesii Douglas Fir Equisetum arvense Field Horsetail 
Comus sIalani/era Red-Osier Dogwood Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass 
Rubus discolor Himalayan 

Blackberry 
Populus trichocarpa Black Cottonwood 
AceI' macrophylium Oregon Maple 
Oemleria cerasiformis Indian Plum 
Quercus Garryana WhiteOak 
Hedera helix English Ivy 

Native and non-native vegetation were distributed throughout the reach and wetland. Reed 
Canary grass is starting to overtake the wetland area. There is a thick canopy with cottonwoods, 
maples and willows. Lots of Oak trees and Ash were visible just outside the area with a 
scattering in the site. 

Wetland Vegetation 

Dominant Wetland Veeetation 
Trees/ Shrubs Vines/ Herbs 

Populus trichocarpa Black Cottonwood Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass 
Salix lasiandra Pacific Willow Oenanthe sarrnentosa Water-Parsle:L 
Comus stolonifera Red-Osier Dogwood Urtica dioica Stinging Nettles 

Carex obnupta Slough Sedae 
Equisetum arvense Field Horsetail 

Soils 

Soils-Mapped Series Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex 
Hydrologic Source Groundwater 



Summary of Riparian Functional Assessment 

Riparian 
ill 

Reach 
Length 

Stream 
Width 

Riparian 
Width 

Water 
Quality 

Flood 
Management 

Thermal 
Regulation 

Wildlife 
Hahitat 

R-WR-6 331 
feet 

2-3 feet 120 feet H H H M 

Resource and Impact Area Summary 

Resource Acreage: .73 
Impact Area Acreage: 5.04 

Combined Resource and ImIJact Area: 5.77 
Vacant Acres within the Combined Area: .39 

Parcels Affected (Including Impact Area): 5 
Combined Parcel Acreage: 36.35 

Conflicting Uses by Acre and Zoning District 

SITE 10 LOR PLO 'Right-ot-Way TOTAL ACRES 

S-28 AI 0 .3 2 Al 
S-28 
Impact Area 

1.24 .6 3.20 1.84 

Total 1.65 .6 3.52 2.25 
'Right-of-way does not typIcally have a zorung deslgnatwn. As such, the nght-of-way acreage 
shown for the conflicting use acreage is not counted towards the total. The right-of-way acreage 
is shown here because a large portion of the resource and its impact area are within ODOT and 
railroad right-of-ways. 

Conflicting Uses by Vacant Acre and Zoning District 

SITE 10 LOR PLO 'Right-ot-Way TOTAL ACRES 
S-28 0 0 0 0 
S-28 0 .39 0 .39 
Impact Area 

Total 0 .39 0 .39 
'Right-of-Way does not typically have a zonmg deslgnatwn. As such, the Right-of-Way acreage 
shown for the conflicting use acreage is not counted towards the total. 

Existing Protections 

Is the site protected by minimum development setbacks and site plan review standards described 
in SDC Sections 4.3-115 and 5.17-1007 No. 

The Glenwood Refinement Plan includes policies that give direction for environmental design 
affecting S-28. The Refinement Plan states, "Significant wetland areas in Glenwood shall be 



protected from encroachment and degradation in order to retain their important functions and 
values related to fish and wildlife habitat, flood control, sediment, and erosion control, water 
quality control, and ground water pollution control," (Policy 1, pg. 92, Environmental Element). 

Site Specific ESEE Analysis for S-28 

This section discusses ESEE impacts that are specific to this particular site. For a broader 
discussion of the ESEE consequences of allowing, limiting or prohibiting conflicting uses on 
wetlands, see the General ESEE Analysis found in Section 8 of this report. 

Environmental Consequences 

With a WHA score of 61, S-28 is rated as a high quality resource site. Much of S-28 includes 
inventoried a locally significant wetland (W24). The Riparian Functional Assessment prepared 
by Pacific Habitat Services rated the Water Quality, Flood Management, and Thermal 
Regulation functions as High. The Wildlife Habitat function was rated Medium. 

The wetland's water quality and hydrologic control functions are impacted or degraded. The 
resource provides habitat for some species, but the OFW AM analysis concludes that it does not 
provide a diverse ",;jldlife habitat. 

Fully allowing additional conflicting uses would cause the loss of these riparian and wetland 
functions. 

Social Consequences 

S-28 is isolated and not easily accessible to the public. It is not near a school. The Wi1larnalane 
Park and Recreation District Comprehensive Plan shows no anticipated park facilities or natural 
areas near the resource site. For these reasons it is not appropriate for educational or recreational 
uses. 

Economic Consequences 

Fully allowing conflicting uses would mean the loss of the water quality, flood management, and 
thermal regulation and wildlife habitat functions that are provided by S-28. These functions 
could be mimicked using engineered facilities at a significant cost. Fully protecting the resource 
site would mean the loss of.39 acres of vacant Public Land and Open Space within the combined 
resource and impact area boundaries. 

The Commercial Industrial Buildable Lands Study (CffiL) that was completed in 2009 did not 
identify S-28 as providing needed commercial or industrial land. The Springfield Residential 
Land and Housing Needs Study (2009) did not show the affected residential properties on its 
inventory of vacant residential lands that will be needed to accommodate future residential 
growth. 



Energy Consequences 

None of note. 

Recommended Program for Protection 

Limi t conflicting uses and employ low impact development practices when developing within 
150 feet of the watercourse. Establish a 25-foot development setback from the resource and 
apply the standards and protections found in SDC Section 4.3-117. 

The small stream width lack of open connectivity to the Willamette River reduces the likelihood 
that this is vital fish habitat. The site has other habitat values and the existing vegetation 
provides a valued thermal regulation function. The 25-foot development setback would not 
substantially reduce those functions and would allow some future redevelopment to meet 
residential needs . 

Impact of Protection Measures on Vacant Acreage and Buildable Land Inventory 

Impact on Vacant Acreage by Zoning District 

SITE 10 

S-28 
S-28 25-ft. Setback 

Total 

LOR PLO 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL ACRES 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

None of the zoned acreage within the resource site or the 25-foot setback for S-28 is classified as 
vacant by the Lane County Assessor's Office. Fully protecting the resource would restrict the 
redevelopment of about .35 acres of low density residential land for additional housing on the 
site. 

Reduction in the Buildable Land Inventory: 

The Commercial Industrial Buildable Lands Study (ClBL) that was completed in 2009 identifted 
a shortage of commercial and industrial lands. The Springfield Residential Lands Study (RLS) 
that was also completed in 2009 identified a small surplus of residential lands. These inventories 
include some Glenwood sites and classified each as "Vacant," or "Redevelopable." These 
classifications are not the same used by the Lane County Assessor's Office. These 
classifications stem from judgments made by ECONorthwest in collaboration with a steering 
committee that helped frame assumptions about what is redevelopable and vacant. 

Protecting S-28 and its 25-foot setback area from future development effectively reduces the 
CIBL inventory by a total of .29 acres and the RLS by a total of .3 8 acres, for a total of .67 acres. 



Impact of Recommended Protection on 

Commercial, Industrial and Residential Land Inventories 


Site 5-28 Redevelopable Vacant Total Acres 
Zonin!l 
LOR .38 0 .38 
LMI .13 .16 .29 

Total Acres .S 1 .16 .67 

The cumulative effect of fully protecting all co=ercial and industrial lands that are impacted by 
riparian or wetland resources could increase the need for UGB expansion to meet land needs. 



Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites [Insert at 
pg.284] 

Liste. bV,q A;;res \VHA Seere \VH:l'.. Sew-sa /...:ea l\{al3# 

GleftWooli Slo\lgh 

Ester Le'/, r.,:l-

Deseription: 

Site E39 e9nsists afseveralsloHgfls, wetlaJHis, and riparian strips near ar adjaeent to Interstate 
5 and the Southern Paeifie Ra±lToaa treeks in the Glen-weoa area, Vegetatian inelHaes " ..mows 
(&ilix Sllll.), Blaek 60ttenwood (PepulliS trieheetlf'fJlI) , sedge (Carex spp.), rush 0Iuneus spp,), 
eattails (Typhfl IflfijOlifij, ana reea saner)' grass (Phfllflris flnmmlifleefl). Interspersien v.~th 
other namral areas is limited 13)' I 5 aruklther aajaeenl reads, BHt the site's prm{imil}, 10 the 
WiUamelte River may inerease the flliffiBer of vrilEilife speeies in the area. The Divisian ef 
State Lam!s has aetermined that a portion of this site is a reg'lllated '",etiana. 

'S-lS(f0rmerJy Eli}) 

(R"G.fJ } -4, 5, 7) 
, . 
, DeseripiloQ: 

WIIA Score ' WHA SOU". i\()la Milpl! 

67' .! 

Site S':2s.(formedY£-39) consiSts <ifsegments of tbeo OI!!IlwoQil SlQ:'lgh:n~ orlIdjacent 10 
lnterstate 5~FriwkIinBoulevard, Glenwpon BeuIeyard.and the U ruon Pacific Rililroiid tracks. 
inthe'G!enwood area:. S ;l2sis gen.enillY slirrouna~ oy induslin"al uscs,'rall@lId tracksl!lld'a 
hi nW ' , - ' 

I!#way.. 

TIie estern portioIrotS-25 wraps around the..Clcnw'oo~ so i<!.waste transfer station. 'A!:fts 
\Vestsenil. tl'ie slough PlL'lscs urnaer.thC'Willarne!1e River 1-5 overpass. this westem portion
.tlru; been eb~~elizctfwi.tIl cement sides; - • 

The porliOfi~ oFS-2S (>~eitiher:side ofGk~wOQd aoUJevard'ltr~ DlorenatuiiU arrd' contain. 
significantriparian l.'egetati~:fucbidingM-i!lpws (Sa/lX' S!,]?), OJack l;ottoQ?lood .(PqPldus~ 
fricJi/)cftma~sedge ~carex · sgp.),J:Il.$b (Juncus ~pp.)"catlai.ls (T!'Jlha latifolia)" ~d-:,eed 
C3n,lII:ygFdSS (Phalan$ anmdjnaae,a); In!l!:rsperslOD Wlfu other natur,il! arcjIS IS hnutcil.:by 1-5 

. and otllerlldjiicentJ'oads ltD~ S-2S's proximlryto'Lhe Willarnetle,.R.iver may- increase the 
num~I o-twildlife species in ~e area The Division' of Stllte tan'!s :ha:~ d~temllned .'that 
porfi0I)§0fthis site are re~ulated wetland (w:20, W-21, Jfild W-22). , 



· 8.;26 

. @-GS-2} 

l;iste,d 'Lya ~urCe--Acres \VFIA Score WHA NeaM.pti 
,156 11=57 W,ash6um 6,7 

Site 8-26 j',a pe(eonilil sneam that varies in wj~fu between~5 :feet. IfislJoroercd to the,Wei>! 
by l~ S. Milch of !he stfeam and the pefined irnp;lct area are located ,,'ithin ODO'F right-of-way 
adjacent to ]-5 and beneath tbe Wiil\!fl!etl! 1-5 Bii(lge. £ -2611; segmented; With a 41i2-foot 
cl:ILvert dividing the Aorthcm and southern segments 01' the stream. Tbe nortliem segmenrof 
8-26 da)'liglits lllldcr tbe Willaroetre 1-5 Bridge. ~oIe cQntinuin~ north to the Will)Uflette 
River. . - '" 

. , 

The' dormnant riparian tree species inclu~e Oregon'AsIl, Sitka Willow,R~O,sierDogWQog, 
Black Cottonwood,Black J;.ocllStJ?:egon MajJ1e4and Pacific willow. 

~o· lI:ho:wnjish· s ey as been conductedfol'S:-2/.i,_The slream,jsno ·. ~hownon ODFW 'mapS 
o~fish·Be~Qg stre!lljjs. There rs an unnamed 1) tcnnia! drainage that begins onibe west side 
oil (in ElIg€1le) and 's eulverled ungir the]'r~wdywhere-1t converge.~ with the ciilverted 
Pcorijpn 0; S~6. The E-ugene draina~ thaTconnects to S~26 hasooen pocumented by onFW c 

as bavh[g cl!til,!rnat ttiut. The presenceoOJ cutthroat mthe:E~ge.I)e drain~e suggests tbi 8-2'5 
is a!sQ"'fjsh.-bel!ritig~ The QtQ~i(y atilLeOnnectivity to the WiIlame~..,Riyer ruSe suggests 
lliat 1is1't~e. presentjii S,-26: · · 



",Site -' . > , 
$-28 

' (R~WR~ 

Dcscriptiillii 

"'-eros-

thic~,
and MilVay }hV? 
through-

_Black 8ottonwood, Indian phim, WhiteOak, anc!.Oregon Mapl~ 

WHA SilUrce-WHA Score 

:61 Washburn 6;7 

S-28 is a nanow $freaiu. thaf-Illeand~ !PrRush a wetland area that is vegetated by Willow 
ets and Reed Canary grass. It is sandwiched b'etweeJl,the. o..DOT righf-of-ways for the 1-5 

The system is fed oy a stoim cul'\lerl fro,m under the freeway !ll!d..,jlXits 
a mqnn cul:vert under McVay H~_ and mto the WiIlametteRiver. · • 

Toe domi.nawripanan-:tr~species inclu(Je Qregon.AshJ Douglas Fir, Red-'Osiet Dogwood; 
~ 



Amendments to the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory Site Descriptions [Insert at pg. 
303] 

Sile: W21l 

PSS,PAB B9 

Deseriptioo: 

Locally 
SigBificaat 
Wetland 

Wetland ''\'20 is 3.39 acres aad classified as PSSIPAB. The wetlaad is adjaeeat to Gle_'ood 
SloHgh and the railroad traekcs. O,'erstory doaaiaaat speeies iaelHde Oregoll asll; Oregoll wlHte 
oale (QuereNs glll'i}'llne) ami big leaf maple. Uaderstor), domiaant was \,~llow (Silia s!'+ 
HerbaeeoHs dominaHts were yellow flag iris (Iris pseudeacerus), spreadillg rush (]uncus 
fJlltens) lll1lj marsh florsetail (Eq/iisernm Ilr.'el!se). Soils were dark ia color v.~th mottles. 
SeasOllal fly6rology was illdicated 6)' the domiaaBee offlY6rophytie vegetatioll and presenee 
of sHffaee water ia depressions. The wetlaBdlimits were determilled ',>,'here the vegetation 
ehangedand there were no longer iadieators ofh}'clrology. 

Site: W20 qF-WAM: 

UleaJly 
.Sig!.JifiGlUlt 
Wetlanll . . 

Description: , ~ 

W;~O is 3.73 aere.~ and is cassificd aPaLuslfirie'Shrul'l-Scrub wetlanii."J'he wetIani:lis aajacent . . - .;.;; .... - .. 
to G'leowoOd Slough and The railroad tIack$., II is p8r! of. the GJeowoocfSfough. It flow~ . 
nQrfhwesl moo W-2111Jior: fo Ileingcillvei'tei:l and 'flowing:into' $e-Willamette 'River. W -10 is 
bisecledlby-Gfenw(lodBlvq, but is stilLliycfrijlogiGiUly connetted oy a·cu!vett.The Slough is Ii ,J 

topographic l5Owl. Hydrologic sourceS':lncludc 'stc.innwate~fr()madjacent imperv·ious surmces . : 
iri.adqiti()n to ground"''ll-\er and upslope ~i:Jr:race water. Pi pQJtitl!l ofW-20-wa5 previous1y 
deliil.eafe(lE'>YD96-03-7§). . 

'"(he domioantwetland "ege tiOD in.c1udes·Oregon Mh,:.Si · 'W.illow, Red-Osier DogwQOd, 
:'Field Mint, Beggcr'j; Tick, S0~ RtL~b and Sliott Scal~ Seage. 

-
Soil 

D~cTiption: 

W~t1and W-'ll is ,4'1 aereS.aiul is ~tassifioo !!l\ a Jiil)usfimb. sil'rti -SGrUb,(l'~S) w,etllmd. The 
wetland is~ocated uqd~tna1i.t~s~ 'oftfie:lill(rstale 5 Br;j.~ e 'ust :l.PlJtl1of'fIafililiri Blvd. w-if 



waSd~'ell:tea in WOJ(\£Ij2003-0211) as gart oflhe O'QOt~id-5"fjnageproject3nd 
WUlamette River trail. The wegportiilli-wasjrnpacted y consUuctiol)'0;fthei-.5 temporary 
dctour'bripge. W-!2J is 1x1~ded 10 thesoutli by rauroad triicKS. Glepwood Slough flows . 
thTOugn,the wetland as dqseveml -ditehesused to convcysloJUlwa er/fhe wettRndls less than 
one-halfacTc and is ajoilg¢ focally significant wetland becau~ofits hyihologic connection 
to the. WiUamctte River. £t is idso connected fo Vl22 lUIdW23. a' _ 

-, 

The dOJj\inanlwetland ve,getatioD includes 0,cgonAsh, -PacificiWillow, Blaek Cottonwood, 
RecL.;()sier 00gwodO, SI06gh Sc;.dge~ and Creeping-BUtt'ercup., - . 

Soill)'pesincludi:: C~ehalis slIty clay loam, ~engra-~ land compleJ$ 

'Description: . 
~ .... '. - ~ 

We~Iarur.W-22 is 2.53 <ucres and is,c1assifi~ !jS a Palw;tJ;ineForeslcd wetlands (pnO). W-22 is 
a P!,~:)')!ystem lecated with a &a:ina:ge'that'fiows.thm(jgp the sOuthern iJ,prtion. .Portions oftfie 
Wl?,tland have been previ(ijJ$.lYileli!lj~:CJ! ~!s 9M2?3. DO-en 02 98-005 ~)': PHS did D9! 
Irli~ access to the eIlStenl!nQst ainI solltliyrrt iSQrtions ofW.,.22 ani:! boundarlcs were 
dele inci! t1\fough off" ne obSlirvauuns; p~evious delint)atioIl$, apd aerj@ photography. 
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Deep til'eruts bare evideoce of seasonally wet conditions. 
• 

The dominant wetland vegetation inc1iide~ .Blaok Cottonwood, NootkaRose, Willow specie$, 
SlendeF·RdsQ,c C<?loniaL Bentgt<l£s~~Qast Tarweed, T all liescue, ij"oogellog Grass, Common_ 
Velvet Grass.Meadow Foxfail,-Lo.wland CUdweed, Hyssop Loosestrife. ana Narrow~leafed 
Flll1'. 

Soil t}lpes include J:Jroan land~azelair-Dil(onvifle complex. 

The tables below summarize the size and classification of the wetland areas within Springfield ' s 
Urban Growth Boundary. 

McKenzie River Basin Wetlands 

Site Number OFWAM Significance Acres USFWS Classification(s) 
MI 4.94 RLP 

M2 3.12 PEM 

M3 2.73 PEMIPFO 

M4 Locally Significant Wetlands 
Special Interest for Protection 

5.02 PEM 

M5 Locally Significant Wetlands 9.13 PFOIPSSIPEM 
M6 4.05 PEMlPSS 

M7 0.2 PEM 

M8' 0.2 PSS 

MIO' 2.72 RlN 
MIl' 1.01 POW 

MI2 1.22 PEM 
MI4 Locally Significant Wetlands 33.45 PEMIPFO 
MIS 6.41 PEM 

MI6 Locally Significant Wetlands 8.44 PFOIPOWIRLPIPEM 
MI7 3.15 PEM 

M18' 40.72 POWIPSS 

MI9 0.3 7 PFO 

M20 Locally Significant Wetlands 0.52 RLP 
M21 0.39 PEM 

M22 0.1 PEM 

M23 0.19 PEM 

M24 0.51 PEM 

M25 24.0 PEM 

M26 Locally Significant Wetlands 1.85 PFOIPEMlPSS 
M27 8.28 PEMIPFO 

M28 Special Interest for Protection-
Mitigation Site 

LSI PEM 

M29 Locally Significant Wetlands 
Special Interest for Protection 

1.08 PFOIPEM 

M30 6.49 PFOIPEMIPOW 



Site Number OFWAM Significance Acres USFWS Classification(s) 
M31 8.06 POW 

M32 3.39 PEM 

M33 13.75 POWIPSSIRLP 

M34 0.8 PFO 

M35 4.91 PEM 
M36 0.75 PEM 

M3 7 0.4 PEM 

M38 0.08 PEMIPFO 

M39* 1.88 PEM 
M40 16.5 1 RLP 

222.33 

Willamette River Basin Wetlands 

OFWAM Si!!uificauce USFWS Classification(s) Site Number Acres 
4.14 RLPWI' 

Locally Significant Wetlands, 0.90W2 PEM 
Special Interest for Protection 

1.27W3 PFOIPEMIPOW 
Locally Significant Wetlands 0.97 PFOIPEM W4 

5.6 W5 POWIPFOIPEM 
5.63 PFOW6 

36.02 POWW7* 
W8* 1.22 POW 

0.22W9 PEM 
0.67Wll PSS 

Locally Significant Wetlands 1.42 PFOWI2 
2.25 PSSWIO 
2.24WI3 PFO 

WI4 0.97 PEM 
0.79 PFOWl5 
1.46Locally Significant Wetlands PFOWI6 

17.21WI 7 RLP 
WI8 A-C Locally Significant Wetlands 131.99 PEMIPFO ,,~ 41.65 ·rOW, PFO uW-19 .. .....LOcaU}' Sj~cantWetlands 

~ ;1"" _ ""'PSSfPu.s~ W-2.o';;: LoeallySigiiificanfWctlands '" 3.73' 

~ 
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Exhibit D 

Findings of Fact Ordinance No. __ 

Adding Wetlands and Natural Resources Sites in Glenwood 


To Springfield's GoalS Inventory 


1. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) contains policies 
and programs adopted by Lane County and Springfield that will protect natural 
resources and conserve scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and 
future generations in compliance with Statewide Planning GoalS because ofthe 
understanding that these resources promote a healthy environment and natural 
landscape that contributes to Oregon's livability. 

2. The Springfield Wetlands Inventory, the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource 
Sites and the Springfield Natural Resources Study were products ofthe state 
mandated periodic review process that Eugene, Springfield and Lane County jointly 
undertook in the 1990's and completed in 200S in response to GoalS. The Wetland 
and Natural Resource Inventories and the NR Study were Springfield-specific products 
that were adopted as refinement plans to the Metro Plan. 

3. The city recently completed research and analysis in the Glenwood urbanizable 
area of Springfield for wetland and riparian resources and proposes to amend the 
Springfield Local Wetland Inventory, the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource 
Sites, and the Springfield Natural Resources Study to add newly identified sites in 
Glenwood and to update the boundaries for previously inventoried Glenwood sites as 
fitting of the criteria as described in these reports. 

4. Under Metro Plan Policies, Lane County co-adopts the city findings as attached. 



'. 


II. Background 

In 1998, Council approved the Springfield local Wetland Inventory (Wetland Inventory). The 
inventory lists all known Springfield wetlands and uses state criteria to identify which ones are 
"locally Significant." 

In 2004, Council adopted the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites (NR Inventory) 
which listed riparian areas and applied local criteria for identifying locally Significant riparian 
sites. In the adopting ordinance forthe NR Inventory, the Wetland Inventory was incorporated 
into the NR Inventory. 

In 200S, the Council adopted the Springfield Natural Resources Study (NR Study) which created 
a planfor protecting wetlands and riparian areas. Council chose to use the "standard process" 
for determining how best to protect Springfield's resources as described in OAR 660-23-090 and 
100. The standard process allows cities to exercise more flexipility in protecting resource sites, 
but requires site by site analysis ofthe impacts that might 'exist on each site. The standard 
process leads to a decision about how to protect resource sites in a way that weighs the 
Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) consequences of the protection measures. 

The NR Study is a 3OQ-page document that contains the ESEE analysis required by OAR 660-23
090 for the "standard process" and recommends a program for protecting sites on the NR and 
Wetland Inventories. The NR Study has served to protect the city's wetland and riparian 
resources to date. 
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Under the standard process, cities are required to make a decision to 1) prohibit conflicting 
uses (development); 2) limit conflicting uses; or 3) allow conflicting uses. A decision to prohibit 
conflicting uses would fully protect resource sites, in many cases not even allowing passive 
recreational trails or paths. Limiting conflicting uses allows some development, but seeks to 
protect the most important functions and values of each resource site. A decision to allow 
conflicting uses would provide no protection for resource site. 

Based on the ESEE analysis conducted for each site on the Wetland Inventory and the NR 
Inventory, this NR Study proposed a protection program based on a decision to "limit 
conflicting uses." Keep in mind that this study only addressed "locally significant" wetlands 
and riparian corridors that are listed on the NR and Wetland Inventories. The focus on 
significant wetlands and riparian sites is mandated by state planning rules. There are several 
lower quality wetlands and watercourses which were not protected by the policies adopted in 
the NR Study. These sites that were not protected by the study are still under the jurisdiction of 
the Oregon Department of State lands and or the Corps of Engineers. These agencies continue 
to be the sole authority for issuing permits to impact wetlands and streams. The City's natural 
resource protections are supplemental to the authority of these agencies. 

To implement a "limited" protection program, the NR Study took the following approach: 

1. 	 It supported the existing protections implemented through Springfield's Stormwater Quality 
Management Program. The adopted GoalS limited protection program deferred to existing 
stormwater management policies detailed in Section 4.3-115 of the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC) and in particular those provisions which support the City's 
response to state and federal regulations concerning surface and subsurface discharging 
stormwater management systems. Sites protected by the Stormwater Management 
Program were not recommended for additional protection. 

2. 	 It established 25-foot development setbacks from inventoried wetlands and riparian 
resource sites that are not already protected by stormwater policies. The 50 and 75 foot 
setbacks established by the Stormwater Quality Management Program would be retained . 

3. 	 Protection policies were applied to new development. Developed properties were not 
required to retroactively comply with the adopted policies. The provisions of SDC Section 
5.8-100-Non-Conforming Uses, provide "grandfather" protections to existing 
development. Expansion of existing development is not allowed where such expansion is 
outside of the resource area. 

4. 	 Site plan review was required for all commercial, industrial and multi-family residential 
development within lSD-feet of resource sites. SDC Sections 4.3-115 and 4.3-117 describe 
wetland and riparian protections that are applied in the site plan review process to help 
reduce the impact of development. This requirement co incides with the defined lSD-foot 
impact area recommended by this study and the lSD-foot site plan review area already 
required for many of Springfield's resource areas by the Stormwater Quality Management 

11 



Program. Construction of a single-family home within an existing subdivision would not 
require site plan review. 

5. 	 The adopted protection program primarily affects vacant land and future development. 
Existing uses and structures within the proposed 25-foot setbacks are allowed to continue. 
Expansion of such uses is permitted outside the setback. Development within the 50 and 
75-foot setbacks established under Springfield's Stormwater Quality Management Program 
would be subject to the policies ofthat program. 

6. 	 Where the proposed 25-foot setback renders a property unbuildable for the purposes for 
which it was zoned, a hardship variance may be requested to assist the owner to achieve a 
viable development design. Such a hardship variance is required under state administrative 
rules (OAR 660-023-0090 (8) (d) and 660-023-0100(4) (b) (d)). 

The proposed amendments are designed to insert the new Glenwood wetland and riparian 
information into the existing Wetland and NR Inventories and to add the required conflicting 
use and ESEE analysis to the NR Study to support the recommended protection for the sites. 

III. Procedural Requirements 

The Wetland Inventory, the NR Inventory and the NR Study were products ofthe state 
mandated periodic review process that Eugene, Springfield and Lane County jointly undertook 
in the 1990's. Periodic review was concluded in 2005. The Wetland and NR Inventories and the 
NR Study were Springfield-specific products that were adopted as "refinement plans" to the 
Metro Plan. 

Procedural requirements for refinement plan and Metro Plan amendments are described in 
Chapter IV of the Plan. The amendment procedures for refinement plans and the Metro Plan 
are also described in Sections 5.2-115,5.4-135 and 5.4-140 of the Springfield Development 
Code (SDC). 

Finding #1. Metro Plan Chapter IV, Policy 3 and SDC Section 5.14-115 include definitions for 
two types of amendments to the Metro Plan. Section 5.14-115 (C.) describes a Type II 
amendment as one "which is not otherwise a Type I plan amendment and which changes the 
Plan Diagram; or is a site specific Plan Text amendment." 

Finding #2. The proposed amendments are restricted to speCific sites within th~ Glenwood 
area. The amendments do not change the Urban Growth Boundary and do not require a Goal 
exception. Each site is within Springfield's planning jurisdiction. The proposed amendments fit 
the definition of a Type II amendment as described in the Metro Plan Chapter IV and the 
Springfield Code. 

Finding #3. This amendment was initiated by the Director as allowed by SDC Section 5.6-105 
on November 9, 2010. 
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Finding #4. The substance of the proposed Glenwood amendments was presented in an open 
house held on January 11, 2010. Property owners and residents within 300 feet of the 
Glenwood riparian and wetland sites were sent mailed notice of the open house. Maps 
showing the identified Glenwood wetland and riparian sites were presented and potential 
protections were discussed. 

Finding #5. Prior to formal initiation of the amendment process, on February 25, 2010, 
owners and residents within 300 feet of the newly identified riparian and wetland sites in 
Glenwood were invited to an Open House to hear the findings of the Glenwood Wetland and 
Riparian Corridor Study that was completed by Lane Council of Governments. The study 
identified the wetlands and riparian areas that are the subject ofthe proposed amendments. 
The discussion included potential protection measures that might be applied to the new sites 
and their impact on property owners. 

Finding #6. A Landowner Wetland Notification letter was mailed to affected Glenwood 
property owners and residents alerting them to the presence of wet lands on their properties on 
August 17, 2010 (as per instructions provided by the Oregon Department of State Lands). The 
letter informed owners and residents that hearings would be held in the future concerning the 
protections to be applied to the identified wetlands in the area. 

Finding #7. A Notice of Proposed Amendment was filed with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development on November 19, 2010, more than 45 days in advance ofthe 
first eVidentiary hearing concerning the amendments as required by state planning rules. 

Finding #8. SDC 5.14-135 (1) states that to become effective, "Metro Plan Type II amendment 
inside the city limits shall be approved by the Home City [Springfield] ." 

Finding #9. SDC 5.14-135 (2) states that to become effective, "a Metro Plan Type" 
amendment between the city limits and the Plan Boundary shall be approved by the Home City 
and Lane County." 

Finding #10. The wetland and riparian sites that are the subject of the proposed amendments 
are located both inside and outside ofthe Springfield city limits. All ofthe subject sites are 
located within the Metro Plan Boundary. The proposed Type" amendments shall require the 
approval of both the City of Springfield and Lane County for all ofthe amendments to be 
approved. 

Finding #11. Mailed notice of public hearings associated with a Metro Plan amendment must 
be sent to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject sites (SDC Section 5.2
115 (A), and Section 5.14-140). 

Finding #12. Mailed notice of public hearings was sent out on December 30,2010 to property 
owners and residents within 300 feet of the Glenwood wetland and riparian sites. The mailing 
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allowed more than 20 days notice before the first public hearing as required by Section s.2~115 
A of the sDC. 

Finding #13. sDC Section 5.2-115 (B) requires that proposed land use actions be advertised in a 
newspaper of general circulation, providing information about the legislative action and the 
time, place and location ofthe hearing. 

Finding #14. Notice of the public hearings concerning the proposed amendments was 
published on January 2, 2011 in the Register Guard, advertising both the hearing before the 
Springfield Commission on January 19, 2011 and the Joint Elected Officials of Springfield and 
Lane County on February 7,2011. The content ofthe notice followed the direction given in sDC 
Section 5.2-115 B. 

IV. Decision Criteria and Findings 

sDC Section 5.6-110 describes the criteria to be used in approving a refinement plan 
amendment. It states that in reaching a decision, the Planning Commission and the City Council 
must adopt findings which demonstrate conformance with "1) the Metro Plan; 2) applicable 
State statutes; and to 3) applicable State-wide Planning Goals and Administrative Rules." 

Criterion #1 "Conformance with the Metro Plan" 

Findings 

Finding #15. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy C.8 states, 
"Local governments shall develop plans and programs which carefully manage development on 
hillsides and in water bodies, and restrict development in wetlands in order to prevent erosion 
and protect the scenic quality, surface water and groundwater quality, forest values, 
vegetation, and wildlife values of those areas." 

Finding #16. The NR Study that was approved in 2005 is a plan developed for the purpose 
identifying and protecting locally significant wetlands and riparian corridors. The NR Study was 
acknowledged by the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development in 2006. The 
inventories and protection plan adopted by the NR Study were based on those recommended 
by the model ordinances found in the Oregon Department of State Lands' pUblications: The 
Oregon Wetlands Planning Guidebook and The Urban Riparian Inventory and Assessment Guide. 

Finding #17. The proposed amendments are intended to add protected resources sites in the 
Glenwood area to the existing Wetland Inventory, NR Inventory and NR Study. The 
recommended protections for the Glenwood sites conform to the protections offered other 
sites in Springfield by the NR Study. 

Finding #18. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy e.9 states, 
"Each city shall complete a separate study to meet its requirements under the GoalS Rule for 
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wetlands, riparian corridors, and wildlife habitat within the UGB. Lane County and the 
respective city jointly will adopt the inventory and protection measures for the area outside the 
city limits and inside the UGB." 

Finding #19. The NR Study is a Springfield-specific study that was approved in 2005 and 
acknowledged by DLCD as meeting the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 5. The 
proposed amendments are intended to add new Glenwood wetland and riparian sites to the NR 
Study and to provide the required ESEE analysis on which to base a program for protecting 
those sites. 

Finding #20. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy C.l0 states, 
"Local governments shall encourage further study (by specialists) of endangered and 
threatened plant and wildlife species in the metropolitan area." 

Finding #21. Pacific Habitat Services conducted the Glenwood wetland and riparian inventories 
and analysis. PHS inventoried wetland and riparian plants near the Glenwood sites and 
consulted with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) concerning fish habitat and 
which streams might be fish-bearing, in preparing their report. 

Finding #22. The NR Study consulted with the Oregon Natural Heritage Program and with the 
ODFW to identify threatened and endangered plant and wildlife species in Springfield and in 
Glenwood. This information was used to help craft protection measures for wetland and 
riparian sites. 

Finding #23. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy C.ll states, 
"Local governments shall protect endangered and threatened plant and wildlife species, as 
recognized on a legally adopted statewide list, after notice and opportunity for public input." 

Finding #24. The proposed amendments provide protections for those streams and wetland 
areas in Glenwood that are consistent with the safe-harbor protections applied by the state to 
fish-bearing streams. Public comment was solicited through the course of the Glenwood 
wetland and riparian study. This public input included written notice that was sent on 
December 30,2010 to property owners and residents living within 300-feet ofthe Glenwood 
resource sites. The notice identified the Glenwood wetlands and riparian sites that were being 
considered for inclusion on the Wetland Inventory and the NR Inventory. 

Finding #25. On February 25, 2010, owners and residents within 300 feet of the newly 
identified riparian and wetland sites in Glenwood were invited to an Open House to hear the 
findings of the Glenwood Wetland and Riparian Corridor Study that was completed by Lane 
Council of Governments. The study identified the wetlands and riparian areas that are the 
subject ofthe proposed amendments. The discussion included potential protection measures 
that might be applied to the new sites and their impact on property owners. 
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Finding #26. An Open House was held at the Springfield City Hall on January 6, 2011 to discuss 
the Glenwood natural resource update project. Invitations to the Open House were included in 
the mailed notice that was sent to property owners and residents living within 300-feet of 
identified wetland and riparian sites in Glenwood . 

Finding #27. Public hearings concerning the proposed amendments were scheduled before the 
Springfield Planning Commission and the joint hearing before the Springfield City Council and 
Lane County Board of Commissioners on January 19, 2011, and February 7, 2011 respectively. 
Mailed and published notice of the hearings was provided to solicit pUblic input. 

Finding #28. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy C12 states, 
"Property owners may pursue efforts to protect natural vegetation and wildlife habitat areas on 
their land to conserve these areas, e.g., through conservation easements, public acquisition, 
donation, land trusts, etc.; and local governments are encouraged to assist in these efforts." 

Finding #29. The notice provided to property owners and the Open House presentation was 
intended to raise the awareness of the Glenwood wetland and riparian resources. No city 
policy known to staff prevents property owners from protecting wetland or riparian sites on 
their land. 

Finding #30. Metro Plan Chapter III-Environmental Resources Element, Policy C.13 states, 
"Wetland, riparian corridor, or wildlife habitat sites inside the UGB identified after adoption of 
the applicable GoalS inventory of significant sites, that have not been previously considered for 
inclusion in the inventory, shall be addressed in the following manner: 

a. The jurisdiction within which the natural resource is located shall study the site according 
to the requirements in the GoalS administrative rule. 

b. Upon the completion of the study, the affected jurisdiction shall determine whether the 
identified natural resource is significant according to the adopted significance criteria ofthe 
affected jurisdiction. 

c. If the newly identified site is determined Significant, the affected jurisdiction shall 
complete the GoalS requirements for the site, which includes adoption of protection 
measures for sites identified for protection. 

d. The affected jurisdiction will notify affected property owners and interested parties 
throughout the process." 

Finding #31. The Wildlife Habitat Assessment (WHA) criteria for riparian significance were 
applied to the proposed new riparian sites. This is the same criteria were approved by the 
Springfield City Council (Ordinance 6085) and used for all other Springfield riparian sites that 
are included in the original 2005 NR Study. 
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Finding #32. The criteria for wetland significance are determined by the Oregon Department of 
State Lands. These criteria were applied by PHS to each of the Glenwood wetland sites as part 
of their report. Locally significant, non-significant and probable wetlands were all inventoried. 
The proposed amendments include the same ESEE analysis and program for protection that 
was applied to each of Springfield's other wetland resource sites. 

Finding #33. Springfield Ordinance 6150 adopted the NR Study and the program for protection 
prescribed for each of Springfield's inventoried wetland and riparian sites. The proposed 
amendments include the same ESEE analysis and program for protection that was applied to 
each of Springfield's other riparian resource sites. 

Finding #34. Findings #23 through 25 document the citizen outreach and public notice that 
was part of preparing the proposed amendments. 

Conclusion 

The proposed amendments are consistent with the Metro Plan in that they are an addition to 
the same inventory and analysis as the existing NR Study that was adopted in 2005 and 
approved by the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development as meeting GoalS 
requirements. 

"Conformance with Applicable State Statutes" 

Findings 

Finding #35. ORS 197.175(2)(a) states that, "each city and county in this state shall: (a) 
Prepare, adopt, amend and revise comprehensive plans in compliance with [Statewide 
Planning] goals approved by the commission; (b) Enact land use regulations to implement their 
comprehensive plans" 

Finding #36. The NR Study was prepared in response to Statewide Planning GoalS. The Study 
contains analysis that supports a program decision for protecting riparian and wetland resource 
sites as well as specific protection measures that will be adopted to implement that decision. 
The proposed amendments include an ESEE analysis and a recommended program for 
protecting each of the Glenwood wetland and riparian sites. 

Conclusion 

The NR Study conforms to applicable state statutes. 
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"Conformonce with Statewide Planning Goals and Rules and Administrative Rules" 

Findings 

Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement. Goal! calls for "the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all 
phases of the planning process." 

Finding #37. Findings #23 through 25 document the citizen outreach and public notice that was 

part of preparing the proposed amendments. 

Goal 2 - Land Use Planning. Goal 2 outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's statewide 
planning program. It says that land use decisions are to be made in accordance with a 
comprehensive plan, and that suitable "implementation ordinances" to put the plan's policies 
into effect must be adopted. 

Finding #38. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) is the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan that gUides land use planning in Springfield. Findings #14-32 
document the consistency of the proposed amendments with the Metro Plan. The 
amendments, if adopted will afford the identified Glenwood wetland and riparian sites the 
protection approved by Ordinance #6150 which implements the City's program for protecting 
wetland and riparian sites. 

Goal 3 -Agricultural Land. Goal 3 defines "agricultural lands." It then requires counties to 
inventory such lands and to "preserve and maintain" them through farm zoning. 

Finding #39. This goal does not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. 
The City of Springfield does not have any agricultural zoning districts. These amendments do 
not apply outside the urban growth boundary and, because of limitations on commercial and 
industrial development without full urban services, generally do not apply outside the city 
limits. All land in the City's urban transition area carries City zoning. An exception to this goal 
was taken in 1982 when the comprehensive plan was acknowledged. 

Goal 4 - Forest Land. This goal defines forest lands and requires counties to inventory them 
and adopt policies and ordinances that will "conserve forest lands for forest uses." 

Finding #40. This goal does not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. 
The City of Springfield does not have any forest zoning districts. These amendments do not 
apply outside the urban growth boundary and, because of limitations on commercial and 
industrial development without full urban services, generally do not apply outside the city 
limits. All land in the City's urban transition area carries City zoning. An exception to this goal 
was taken in 1982 when the comprehensive plan was acknowledged. 
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Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources. GoalS covers more 
than a dozen natural and cultural resources such as wildlife habitats and wetlands. It 
establishes a process for each resource to be inventoried and evaluated. 

Finding #41. In 1998, the City of Springfield adopted, and the Oregon Division of State Lands 
(DSL) acknowledged, the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory (Wetland Inventory). DSL funded 
the application ofthe Oregon Freshwater Wetlands Methodology (OFWAM) to the Wetland 
Inventory and identified those wetland sites that qualified as "locally significant wetlands. 
Identifying the locally Significant wetlands completed the first step in the GoalS planning 
process for wetlands. 

Finding #42. In 2004 the City of Springfield adopted the Springfield Inventory of Natural 
Resource Sites (NR Inventory). The NR Inventory used the Wildlife Habitat Assessment (WHA) 
methodology to identify "locally Significant" riparian areas. This methodology was developed in 
conjunction with technical staff from the City of Beaverton, Portland Audubon Society, EPA, 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
the Wetlands Conservancy. It has been used in Washington County, Gresham and in the entire 
Portland metropolitan area, including the Willamette Greenway. 

The adoption of the NR Inventory completed the first step in the GoalS planning process for 
riparian areas. 

Finding #43. In 2005 the Springfield Natural Resources Study (NR Study) was adopted. The 
Study concluded the GoalS planning process for both riparian and wetland areas by conducting 
the required ESEE analysis and adopting a program for protecting the identified sites on the NR 
Inventory and the Wetland Inventory. Many of the riparian and wetland sites overlapped and 
were listed on both inventories. The ESEE analysis and the development of a program for 
protecting both resource types were combined in the NR Study. The combined approach 
allowed coordination of the protections recommended for those resources that overlap. In 
many places statistical information for wetlands and riparian areas are broken out separately to 
provide the reader with information specific to each resource type. 

Finding #44. Pacific Habitat Services (PHS) was hired in 2009 to conduct a new inventory of 
wetland and riparian areas within the boundary ofthe Glenwood Refinement Plan in 
preparation ofthe update ofthat plan. 

Finding #45. PHS completed its inventory work and submitted a report, "Local Wetlands 
Inventory and Riparian Carridar Assessment for the Glen woad Area of Springfield," that 
identified three new riparian sites and four new wetland sites in the Glenwood area that were 
not part of the Wetland Inventory or the NR Inventory. 
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Finding #46. The PHS report was approved by the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) in 
April 2010. The report identified "locally significant" wetlands in Glenwood using state 
mandated criteria. 

Finding #47. The PHS report provided information that allowed the Springfield Environmental 
Services staff to administer the WHA tool to identify which of the new riparian met the criteria 
to be classified locally significant riparian sites . 

Finding #48. The proposed amendments add newly identified sites to the NR and Wetland 
Inventories and to the NR Study. The amendments include the inventory descriptions and ESEE 
analysis to complete the "standard process" for determining appropriate resource protections 
for locally significant sites under OAR 660-023-040. 

OAR 660-023-0040 describes the ESEE analysis and decision making process. The NR Study 
includes the analysis and conclusions required by the process prescribed in the administrative 
rule. The rule states: 

"(1) Local governments shall develop a program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant 
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 ruie 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 to 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. " 

Identify Conflicting Uses 

Finding #49. The existing NR Study includes chapters that document the steps listed above 
and provides sufficient information to support a program decision for each resource site on the 
NR Inventory and Wetland Inventory. The "Conflicting Use Analysis" assesses the potential 
development conflicts that exist with each ofthe resource sites. A generic conflicting use 

analYSis describes the common conflicts that reSidential, commercial and industrial land uses 
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may have with wetland and riparian resources. The Study also provides a specific breakdown of 
the potential conflicting land uses that affect each specific site. 

Finding #50. The proposed amendments include a conflicting use analysis for each of the 
Glenwood wetland and riparian sites that follows the format of the existing NR Study. The 
amendments will become "insert sheets" that will add to the list of site specific analysis already 
found in the NR Study. 

Determine the Impact Area 

Finding #51. The NR Study establishes a scientific foundation for recommending a lSD-foot 
impact area that was used in the confiicting use analysis. 

Finding #52. The proposed amendments to the NR Study utilize a lSD-foot impact area for use 
in conducting the required conflicting use analysis. 

Analvze the E5EE Consequences 

Finding #53. The ESEE analysis, like the conflicting use analysis includes both a generic 
component and a Site-specific component. The analysis considered the economic, SOCial, 
environmental and energy consequences of prohibiting, limiting and allowing conflicting land 
uses to impact wetland and riparian resource sites. 

Finding #54. The proposed amendments to the NR Study include a site speCific analysis of the 
ESEE consequences of prohibiting, limiting and allowing conflicting land uses to impact wetland 
and riparian resource sites identified in Glenwood. 

Develop a proqram to achieve GoalS 

Finding #55. The NR Study concludes each site-specific analysis with a recommendation for 
protection. In each case, a recommendation to limit conflicting uses was chosen, based on the 
information developed by the ESEE analysis. A specific set of protection policies were adopted 
(Ordinance 61S0) with the NR Study. The policies were based on the model ordinance that is 
included in the Wetland Planning Handbook published by the Department of State Lands. 

Finding #56. The proposed amendments to the NR Study include a site-specific analysis with a 
recommendation for protection of each Glenwood wetland and riparian resource. In each case, 
a recommendation to "limit conflicting uses" was chosen, based on the information developed 
by the ESEE analysis. A specific set of protection policies are also recommended for each 
Glenwood site that are similar to those applied by the NR Study for other Springfield sites. The 
protective setbacks range between 2S and 7S feet, depending upon the rate of flow and 
presence of fish in the streams. These protections parallel the safe harbor setbacks established 
by the state. 
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Finding #57. In its report, Pacific Habitat Services used the " Urban Riparian Inventory 
Assessment and Assessment Guide" (URIAG) for analyzing the Glenwood riparian sites. This 
approach recommends riparian widths based on the "site potential tree height" which would 
have established riparian widths ranging between 25 and 120 feet for the Glenwood sites. 
Setbacks are often suggested to match the riparian widths. 

Finding #58. Pacific Habitat concluded in its report: "Based on our review of potential riparian 
widths within Glenwood's more urbanized center, the majority of the riparian areas are already 
developed: houses, industrial development, and impervious surfaces encompass much of the 
riparian corridors. It is likely that designating up to 120-foot wide riparian corridors (i.e. using 
the URIAG widths) within already developed areas will not result in additional riparian 
protection [emphasis added]" (Local Wetlands Inventory and Riparian Corridor Assessment for 
the Glenwood Area of Springfield; Pacific Habitat Services, December 2009, pg. 23) 

Goal 6 -Air, Water and Land Resources Quality. This goal requires local comprehensive plans 
and implementing measures to be consistent with state and federal regulations on matters 
such as groundwater pollution. 

Finding #59. Compliance with Statewide Planning GoalS processes for wetlands, riparian 
corridors unavoidably involves state and federal regulations for addressing clean air, clean 
water, safe drinking water, endangered species and other environmental policies. 

The ESEE analysis and recommended protections support and enhance provisions of the 
Springfield Development Code that address the requirements of state and federal regulations 
including the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, the Oregon Forest Practices Act, Oregon Endangered 
Species Rules, and the Oregon Wetlands Regulatory Program. 

These established state and federal policies for environmental protection prOVided the 
regulatory framework within which the NR Study was developed, but the GoalS process was 
not intended to create detailed protective policy that specifically addresses Goal 6 issues. 

Finding #60. The City of Springfield has already taken action to revise its Development Code to 
respond to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II, the Clean Water 
Act, the Drinking Water Protection Act, and is in the process of devising a response to the 
Endangered Species Act for listed species in our area. The proposed amendments to not 
change this response to these federal regulations. 

Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards. Goal 7 deals with development in 
places subject to natural hazards such as floods or landslides. It requires that jurisdictions apply 
"appropriate safeguards" (floodplain zoning, for example) when planning for development 

there . 
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Finding #61. All sites within Springfield that are subject to these hazards (floodplain, erosion, 
landslides, earthquakes, weak foundation soils) are inventoried through a variety of sources. 
The proposed amendments do not remove or exempt compliance with other Code standards 
that may apply to development. 

Goal 8 - Recreational Needs. This goal calls for each community to evaluate its areas and 
facilities for recreation and develop plans to deal with the projected demand for them. 

Finding #62. Willamalane Park and Recreation District is the entity responsible for park 
planning, development and maintenance in the urban transition area as well as the city limits. 
The NR Study used Willamalane's Park and Recreation Plan (March 2004) to inform the ESEE 
process and in particular the analysis of the social impacts of allowing conflicting uses to impact 
wetlands and riparian areas that were identified by the comprehensive plan as future park 
facilities. Some decisions to limit conflicting uses were based on the desire to preserve the 
ability of Willamalane to establish low impact recreational facilities near protected resource 
sites that were part ofthe Study. 

Finding #63. The proposed amendments take into account the Willamalane Park and 
Recreation Plan in assessing the social element of the ESEE analysis for the Glenwood sites. 
None of the proposed new wetland or riparian sites are included in Willamalane's Park and 
Recreation Plan. 

Goal 9 - Economic Development. Goal 9 calls for diversification and improvement of the 
economy. It asks communities to inventory commercial and industrial lands, project future 
needs for such lands, and plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. 

OAR 660-23-070 requires communities to conduct a buildable lands inventory that assesses the 
impact of protective policies applied to sites on the inventory of buildable land. Where there is 
a demonstrable impact, the rule requires the City to make adjustments to recover the buildable 
land that is lost. 

Finding #64. The recommended protection measures in the original 2005 NR Study affected 
the combined Eugene-Springfield inventory of commercial and industrial lands. At the 
conclusion of each site-specific ESEE analysis, GIS was used to estimate the amount of land that 
would be removed from these inventories. The amount of acreage protected from 
development was subtracted from the surplus of buildable land cited in the Springfield 
Commercial Lands Study (2000) and the Metropolitan Industrial Lands Special Study (March 
1991). 

1. 	 The Study indicated that about 11.56 acres would be removed from the commercial 
land supply. That supply is already estimated to be 158 acres short of the estimated 
demand for commercial land through 2015. 
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2. 	 The Study estimated that about 71.40 acres would be removed from the industrial land 
supply by the proposed protection program. There would be a remaining surplus of 
between 1583 and 2105 acres of industrial land in the Eugene-Springfield area if the 
protections were implemented. 

Finding #65. HB 3337 mandated the establishment of separate inventories of available 
residential land for Eugene and Springfield. The cities of Eugene and Springfield have since 
prepared separate inventories of residential, commercial and industrial buildable lands. The 
Springfield Commercial Industrial Buildable land Study (CIBl) was adopted in 2009. The 
Springfield Residential lands Study (RL5) was also adopted in 2009. 

Finding #66. The proposed amendments include recommended protection measures for the 
Glenwood sites that will have a minor affect on the CIBl and RL5 inventories. At the conclusion 
of each site-specific ESEE analysis, GIS was used to estimate the amount of land that would be 
removed from the commercial and industrial lands inventories. The estimate was based on 
vacant residential, commercial and industrially zoned lands. 

Table 1 shows the acreage of the wetland and riparian sites that are the focus of this these 
amendments . The sites cover a total of 23.03 acres. The acreage totals 58.54 acres when the 
existing and recommended new setbacks are added. 

Table 1. Acreage Affected by Glenwood Wetland and Riparian Amendments 

Site 10 Site Acres Existing and 
Recommended New 
Setbacks 

5ite Acres Including 
Setbacks 

S-25 12.30 Existing 50-ft. 28.38 

S-26 (New) 1.56 Existing 50-ft. 5.79 
S-27 (New) .33 2S-ft. .76 
S-28 (New) .73 25-ft. 1.35 
W-20 3.73 Existing 50-ft. 8.66 
W-21 (New) .47 Existing 50-ft. 1.71 
W-22 (New) 2.53 Existing 50-ft. 6.30 
W-23 (New) . 87 Existing 50-ft. 4.62 
W-24 (New) .51 25-ft. .97 

Total Acres 23.03 Total Acres 58.54 

Many ofthe resource sites are located with in or adjacent to right-of-ways for Franklin Blvd ., 1-5 
or the Union Pacific Railroad in Glenwood. These right-of-ways (ROWs) are not buildable lands 
and protection of these areas does not affect the supply of buildable land in Glenwood. 

Table 2 shows that 24.47 acres ofthe land affected by these amendments are within ROWs and 
34.07 acres of affected land are outside of ROWs. Table 2 also shows that only about 10.87 
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acres of affected land outside of ROWs is vacant or redevelop able. Redevelopable in this case 
is land class ified by the Lane County Assessor as "Tract Land." 

Table 2. Affected Acreage Outside of Right-of·Ways 

. 
Acres within AcresSite ID Site Acres Affected Affected 

Including ROWs Outside of Developed Vacant or 
Setbacks ROW Parcel Acres Redevelopable 

Parcel Acres 
5-25 28.38 11.78 16.60 12.85 3.75 
5-26 (New) 5.79 4.1 1.69 .39 1.30 
5-27 (New) .02 .74.76 .07 .67 
5-28 (New) .711.35 .64 0 .64 
W-20 8.66 2.18 6.48 1.17 
W-21 (New) 

5.31 
.841.71 .87 .87 0 

W-22 (New) 5.93 3.676.30 .37 2.26 
W-23 (New) 4.62 4.09 .53 .04 .49 
W-24 (New) .97 .38 0 .59.59 

24.4758.54 34.07 23.20 10.87 

Most of the affected acreage in Glenwood is already protected by the City's stormwater 
management standards (5DC Section 4.3-115) that were adopted in 2002. Table 3 shows that 
only about 3.30 acres of vacant and redevelopable land are proposed for protection by 
setbacks that are not already enforced by the stormwater management standards. The 
setback protections are not retroactive and do not require the removal of existing development 
that may be located within the proposed setbacks. Future development will be governed by 
the setbacks if they are approved. 

Table 3. Impact on Vacant and Redevelopable Acreage 

Not Protected By Existing Stormwater Management Setbacks 


Site 10 Site Acres 
Including 

Recommended 
and Existing 

Vacant and Redevelopable Acres Affected .by 
Recommended Setbacks 

Setbacks Setback s Residential Commercial Industrial Total 
Acres 

5-25 28.38 'Existing 50-ft . 0 0 1.36 1.36 
5-26 
(New) 

5.79 Existing 50-ft. 0 0 0 0 

5-27 
(New) 

.76 Recommended 
25-ft. 

.38 0 .19 .57 

5-28 
(New) 

1.35 Recommended 
25-ft. 

.38 0 .29 .67 

25 



Site ID Site Acres 
Including 
Setbacks 

Recommended 
and Existing 
Setback s 

Vacant and Redevelopable Acres Affected by 
Recommended Setbacks 

Residential Commercial Industrial Total 
Acres 

W-20 8.66 Existing SO-ft. 0 0 0 0 
W-21 
(New) 

1.71 Existing SO-ft. 0 0 0 0 

W-22 
(New) 

6.30 EXisting 50-ft. 0 0 0 0 

W-23 
(New) 

4.62 • Existing 50-ft. 0 0 .68 .68 

W-24 
(New) 

.97 Recommended 
2s-ft. 

.02 0 0 .02 

Total 
Acres 

58.54 Total Acres 0.78 0 2.52 3.30 

• A small portion of this site IS outside of the 50-foot setback and IS recommended for 
protection by a 2s-foot setback. 

Goal 10 - Hausing. This goal specifies that each city must plan for and accommodate needed 
housing types, such as multifamily and manufactured housing. 

OAR 660-23-070 requires communities to conduct a buildable lands inventory that assesses the 
impact of protective policies applied to sites on the inventory of buildable land. Where there is 
a demonstrable impact, the rule requires the City to make adjustments to recover the buildable 
land that is lost. 

Finding #67. The recommended protections for the Glenwood sites will have a negligible affect 
the inventory of residential lands. Table 3 shows the recommended protections will affect 
about 1.04 acres of vacant residential land that is not already protected by stormwater 
setbacks adopted in 2002. 

Gaa111- Public Facilities and Services. Goal 11 calls for efficient planning of public services 
such as sewers, water, law enforcement, and fire protection. 

Finding #68. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Public Services and Facilities Plan (PFSP) is a 
refinement plan of the Metro Plan that guides the proVision of public infrastructure, including 
water, sewer, storm water management, and electricity. Some of the inventoried Glenwood 
riparian and wetland resource sites are also public stormwater facilities. The Glenwood Slough 
and 19th Street Channel, and the Riverview/Augusta Channel (5-26) are important stormwater 
facilities that are listed in the PFSP. Ifthe recommended protection policies will preserve and 
support existing stormwater protection policies that are applied to riparian and wetland sites 
that are on the Water Quality limited Watercourse list. In addition, wetlands and riparian 
areas that are not protected under the stormwater policies will receive protection. 
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Finding #69. The proposed Glenwood protection measures allow for the development and 
maintenance of public infrastructure. As such the protection policies will not have a negative 
effect on Goal 11 public facilities and services. Other public services such as police and fire 
protection are not likely to be impacted by the approval ofthe protection policies. 

Goal 12 - Transportotion. The goal aims to provide "a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system." 

Finding #70. The protection policies recommended by the 2005 NR Study did not directly 
impact the approved transportation system plan for the Springfield area, TransPlan. 
Development standards that may be approved in the future as part of a Low Impact 
Development Design Handbook recommended by the NR Study may have an impact on street 
design standards. Some communities have chosen to allow narrower streets in hillside 
residential areas to reduce the amount of impervious surface areas. Those same narrow street 
designs are being championed as an effective measure for traffic calming. 

Finding #71. The proposed amendments add to and update the wetland and riparian 
inventories to include newly identified Glenwood sites. No new protection policy initiatives are 
recommended that are not already part ofthe 2005 NR Study. 

Goal 13 - Energy Conservation. Goal 13 declares that "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. " 

Finding #72. The ESEE analysis considered the likely energy consequences of allowing 
conflicting uses to impact resource areas for the Glenwood sites. Approval of the 
recommended protection measures is not likely to have a direct impact on efforts to conserve 
energy. As such this goal is not applicable to evaluation of proposed Glenwood amendments . 

Goal 14 - Urbanization. This goal requires cities to estimate future growth and needs for land 
and then plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. 

OAR 660-23-070 requires communities to conduct a buildable lands inventory that assesses the 
impact of the natural resource inventory and the protective policies applied to sites on the 
inventory of buildable land. Where there is a demonstrable impact, the rule requires the City to 
make adjustments to recover the buildable land that is lost. 

Finding #73. The proposed new amendments will have a negligible affect 011 the inventory of 
buildable lands. Table 3 shows that about 3.30 acres of vacant land will be affected by the 
Glenwood amendments and the proposed protection for the identified new wetland and 
riparian sites. Keep in mind that many of the Glenwood sites are already protected by existing 
stormwater management policies. The estimated impact in terms of acres lost from the 
residential, commercial and industrial inventories is discussed above under Goals 9 and 10. The 
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findings of the Study indicate that the impact on residential and industrial lands would not 
exceed the available surplus. The supply of commercial lands is already insufficient to meet 
projected demands, and the findings of this study indicate that the protections may further 
exacerbate the shortage, but to a negligible degree. 

Goal 15 - Willamette Riller Greenway. Goal 15 sets forth procedures for administering the 300 
miles of greenway that protects the Willamette River. 

Finding #74. That portion of the Willamette River that flows through the Springfield/Glenwood 
area is an inventoried resource site (site WA/WB). The Willamette is already protected with 
under provisions of Springfield's Stormwater Quality Management Program and as such is not 
recommended for further protection by the proposed Glenwood amendments. Adoption of the 
proposed Glenwood amendments and protection measures do not change the City's existing 
standards for protection with respect to the Willamette River Greenway. 

Goals 16 through 19 - Estuorine Resources, Coastal Shorelands, Beaches and Dunes, and 
Ocean Resources. 

Finding #75. There are no coastal, ocean, estuarine, or beach and dune resources within the 
City's jurisdiction. These goals do not apply in Springfield. 

Conclusion 

The findings shown above demonstrate that the proposed Glenwood amendments to the 
Springfield Local Wetland Inventory, the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resources Sites, and 
the Springfield Natural Resources Study and the recommended protection policies to achieve 
GoalS are in substantial conformance with Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals. 

V. Conclusion and Recommendation of 5taff 

Based on the findings of this report, the proposed Glenwood amendments to the Springfield 
Locai Wetland Inventory, the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resources Sites, and the 
Springfield Natural Resources Study and the recommended protection policies for the 
Glenwood Sites meet the criteria for approving refinement plan amendments that is found in 
SDC Section 5.6-110. 

VI. Attachments 

Attachment 1: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory 
Attachment 2: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites 
Attachment 3: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Natural Resources Study 
Attachment 4: Local Wetlands and Riparian Corridor Assessment for the Glenwood Areo of 

Springfield, Pacific Habitat Services, December 2009 
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Attachment S: Glenwood Natural Resource Wildlife Habitat Assessment 2010, Springfield 

EnVironmental Services Division 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Springfield Natural Resources Study 
Glenwood Update--Staff Report 

Project Name: Springfield Natural Resources Study: Glenwood Update 

Project Proposal: To amend the "Springfield Local Wetland Inventory," the "Springfield 
Inventory of Natural Resource Sites," and the "Springfield Natural Resources Study" to add 
newly identified sites and to update the boundaries for previously inventoried Glenwood 
sites. In most cases the newly identified wetland and riparian sites are already protected 
under existing provisions ofthe Springfield Natural Resources Study, the Springfield 
Stormwater Management Program or the Glenwood Refinement Plan. The proposed 
protect ive setbacks for the newly identified sites are the same as those applied to other 
Glenwood wetlands and riparian sites. 

Case Number: LRP2010-00002 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory 
Exhibit B: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites 
Exhibit C: Proposed Amendments to the Springfield Natural Resources Study 
Exhibit D: Local Wetlands and Riparian Corridor Assessmentfor the Glenwood Area of 

Springfield, Pacific Habitat Services, December 2009 
Exhibit E: Glenwood Natural Resource Wildlife Habitat Assessment 2010, Springfield 

Environmental Services Division 

I. Executive Summary 

In 2005, the Springfield Natural Resources Study (NR Study) was adopted by the City Council to 
comply with the mandate of Statewide Planning GoalS. The NR Study addresses the protection 
of locally significant wetland and riparian resources that were adopted as part of the Springfield 
Local Wetland Inventory (Wetland Inventory) in 1998 and the Springfield Inventory of Natural 
Resources (NR Inventory) that was adopted by in 2004. The NR Study, Wetland Inventory and 
the NR Inventory are Springfield-specific refinement plans that supplement the Metro Plan 
(Metro plan pg. 1-5). 

Wetland Inventory 
(Adopted in 1998) 

Lists wetland sites NR Inventory 
(Adopted 2004) V 

Lists ril!arian sites 

NR Study 
(Adopted 2005) 

Determines I!rotection measures 
for each listed wetland and riparian 
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In 2009, lane Council of Governments {lCOG} was contracted to coordinate the completion a 
new wetland and riparian inventory for the Glenwood area in preparation for an update to the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan. LCOG and the consulting firm, Pacific Habitat Services have 
completed the inventory work. Through this work, three new riparian sites were identified in 
Glenwood and are proposed for addition to the NR Inventory. Four new wetland sites were 
also identified and are proposed for addition to the Wetland Inventory. 

The three riparian sites were determined to be locally significant using criteria adopted by the 
City and County in 2004. The four wetland sites were determined to be "locally significant" by 
application of the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology {OFWAM}, a state 
mandated assessment tool. This new riparian and wetland information is the basis for the 
proposed amendments to update the NR Study. 

The focus of the NR Study and the recommended protections for riparian and wetland areas 
is on "locally significant" sites. There were two additional wetland sites {W-25 and W-26} 
identified in Glenwood that failed the significance test. The final authority for allowing 
development of wetland and riparian areas rests with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Oregon Department of State Lands. These agencies are more likely to allow non-significant 
wetlands to be filled and developed than those which pass the OFWAM significance test. 

Adding the new Glenwood wetland and riparian information to the NR Inventory, Wetland 
Inventory and the NR Study requires the city to follow a refinement plan amendment 
procedure as described in Chapter IV ofthe Metro Plan and in Section 5.6-100 ofthe Springfield 
Development Code (SOC). This report addresses the criteria for approving refinement plan 
amendments found in SDC Section 5.6-115. 

The tables and maps below show the new Glenwood riparian and wetland sites as well as 
updated information for the existing sites. This information and additional data for each site is 
proposed for insertion into the Wetland and NR Inventories and into the NR Study. The tables 
provide summary information and the existing or recommended protection (setback) for each 
one. 

The approach recommended by staff is to assign the same protections to the new Glenwood 
sites as those used recommended by the 2005 NR Study for similar sites. Many of the 
Glenwood sites are already protected by 50-foot setbacks provided by the City's stormwater 
management program that was adopted in 2002. Sites not protected by the stormwater 
program tend to besmaller and are recommended for 25-foot setbacks. This is consistent with 
the protections applied to Springfield's wetlands and riparian sites in 2005. 

The amendments proposed by this action include the follOWing: 

• 	 Amendment ofthe Springfield Local Wetland Inventory {Wetland Inventory} to include 
the new Glenwood wetland sites and to add updated information concerning the 
existing Glenwood wetland site that is identified as W-20. 
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• 	 Amendment ofthe Springfield Inventory of Natural Resources (NR Inventory) to include 
the new Glenwood riparian sites and to add updated information about the existing 
Glenwood sites identified as E-39 (Glenwood Slough). The designation E-39 is proposed 
to be changed to 5-25. The E-39 designation is a hold over from Eugene's jurisdiction 
over Glenwood. 

• 	 Amendment of the Springfield Natural Resources Study (NR Study) to include "insert 
sheets" that provide an ESEE analysis and a recommendation for protection for each of 
the Glenwood sites, new and existing. The inserts add new information developed by 
Pacific Habitat Services (PHS) as part of their contracted work. The ESEE analysis is a 
comparison of the Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy impacts of allowing 
development to impact each wetland or riparian site. 

Table 1 shows the acreage of the wetland and riparian sites that are the focus ofthis these 
amendments. The sites cover a total of 23.03 acres. The acreage totals 58.54 acres when the 
existing and recommended new setbacks are added. 

Table 1. Acreage Affected by Glenwood Wetland and Riparian Amendments 

Site 10 Site Acres Existing and 
Recommended New 
Setbacks 

Site Acres Including 
Setbacks 

S-25 12.30 Existing 50-ft. 28.38 

S-26 (New) 1.56 Existing 50-ft. 5.79 
S-27 (New) .33 Recommended 25-ft. .76 

S-28 (New) . 73 Recommended 25-ft . 1.35 
W-20 3.73 Existing 50-ft. 8.66 

W-21 (New) .47 Existing 50-ft. 1.71 
W-22 (New) 2.53 Existing 50-ft. 6.30 
W-23 (New) . 87 EXisting 50-ft. 4.62 
W-24 (New) .51 Recommended 25-ft . .97 

Total Acres 23.03 Total Acres 58.54 

Many ofthe resource sites are located within or adjacent to right-of-ways for Franklin Blvd:, 1-5 
and the Union Pacific Railroad in Glenwood. These right-of-ways (ROWs) are not buildable 
lands and protection of these areas does not affect the supply of buildable land in Glenwood. 

Table 2 shows that 24.47 acres of the land affected by these amendments are within ROWs and 
34.07 acres of affected land are outside of ROWs. Table 2 also shows that only about 10.87 
acres of affected land outside of ROWs is vacant or redevelopable. Redevelopable in this case 
is land classified by the Lane County Assessor as "Tract Land." 
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Table 2. Affected Acreage Outside of Right-of-Ways 

Site ID Site Acres 
Including 
Setbacks 

Acres within 
ROWs 

Acres 
Outside of 
ROW 

Affected 
Developed 
Parcel Acres 

Affected 
Vacant or 
Redevelopable 
Parcel Acres 

5-25 28.38 11.78 16.60 12.85 3.75 

5-26 (New) 5.79 4.1 1.69 .39 1.30 
5-27 (New) .76 .02 .74 .07 .67 

5-28 (New) 1.35 .71 .64 0 .64 

W-20 8.66 2.18 6.48 5.31 1.17 

W-21 (New) 1.71 .84 .87 .87 0 
W-22 (New) 6.30 .37 5.93 3.67 2.26 

W-23 (New) 4.62 4.09 .53 .04 .49 

W-24 (New) .97 .38 .59 0 .59 
58.54 24.47 34.07 23.20 10.87 

Most of the affected acreage in Glenwood is already protected by the City's stormwater 
management standards (5DC Section 4.3-115) that were adopted in 2002. Table 3 shows that 
only about 3.30 acres of vacant and redevelop able land are proposed for protection by setbacks 
that are not already enforced by the stormwater management standards. The setback 
protections are not retroactive and do not require the removal of existing development that 
may be located within the proposed setbacks. Future development will be governed by the 
setbacks if they are approved. 

Table 3. Impact on Vacant and Redevelopable Acreage 

Not Protected By Existing Stormwater Management Setbacks 


Site ID Site Acres 
Including 
Setbacks 

Recommended 
and Existing 
Setback s 

Vacant and Redevelopable Acres Affected by 
Recommended Setbacks 

Residential Commercial Industrial Total 
Acres 

5-25 28.38 "Existing 50-ft. 0 0 1.36 1.36 

5-26 
(New) 

5.79 Existing 50-ft. 0 0 0 0 

5-27 
(New) 

.76 Recommended 
25-ft. 

.38 0 .19 .57 

5-28 
(New) 

1.35 Recommended 
25-ft. 

.38 0 .29 .67 

W-20 8.66 Existing 50-ft. 0 0 0 0 
W-21 
(New) 

1.71 Existing SO-ft . 0 0 0 0 

W-22 6.30 Existing SO-ft. 0 0 0 0 
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Site 10 Site Acres 
Including 

Recommended 
and Existing 

Vacant and Redevelopable Acres Affected by 
Recommended Setbacks 

Setbacks Setback s Residential Commercial Industrial Total 
Acres 

(New) 
W-23 
(New) 

4.62 *Existing 50-ft. 0 0 .68 .68 

W-24 
(New) 

.97 Recommended 
2S-ft. 

.02 0 0 .02 

Total 
Acres 

58.54 Total Acres 0.78 0 2.52 3.30 

* A small portion of this site is outside ofthe 50-foot setback and is recommended for 
protection by a 2S-foot setback. 

The proposed amendments as well as the report developed by PHS are attached to this report. 
The numbering system used by PHS to identify the Glenwood wetland and riparian sites in their 
report is different than the city numbering system. The maps presented as part of the 
amendment show the PHS identifiers in parenthesis on the maps to allow the reader to 
reference the PHS report. 

Based on the findings presented in this report, staff believes there is an adequate factual 
basis for the Planning Commissions, the Springfield City Council and the Lane County Board of 
Commissioners to conclude that the proposed Glenwood additions to the Wetland Inventory, 
the NR Inventory and to the NR Study meet the criteria for approving refinement plan 
amendments found in Section 5.6-110 of the Springfield Development Code. 

The diagrams below show the location of the Glenwood riparian and wetland sites that are 
proposed for inclusion in the NR Inventory, Wetland Inventory and the NR Study by these 
amendments. 
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Glenwood Riparian Sites 

Site ID 
Setback 
Protection

5-25 
Existing

(Formerly 
50·ft. setback 

E-39) 
12.30 Acres 

Site ID 

Setback 

Protection


5-26 
Existing

(New) 50·ft. setback 
1.56 Acres 
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Site 10 
Recommended 
25·ft. setback 

5-27 
(New) 
:33 Acres 

Site 10 	 Recommended 
25-ft. setback 

5-28 
(New) 
.73 Acres 
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Glenwood Wetland Sites 

Setback 
Protections 

Site 10 

ExistingW-20 
50-ft. setback 

3.73 Acres 

Site 10 
Setback 
Protections

W-21 
Existing

(New) 50-ft. setback 
.47 Acres 
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W-2''::O~>-'-,~==::::;/ 
(GS-3) 

Site ID 

W-22 
(New) 
2.53 Acres 

Site 10 

W-23 
(New) 
.87Acres 

Setback 
Protections 

Existing 
50-ft. setback 

Setback 
Protection 

Existing 
50-ft. setback 
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