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1. INTRODUCTION

(, This document constitutes Part 3 of the Coos Bay Estuary
Management Plan. That Plan is set forth in three separate but
related documents:

-

Part 1: Plan Provisions

This document contains the policies and site-
specific management decisions that comprise
the Estuary Management Plan.

Part 2: Inventory and Factual Base

This document contains the inventory and
analysis of data and other factual information
used to suppert the plan management decisions
presented in Part 1.

Part 3: Statewide Goal Exceptions

The remainder of this document (Part 3) is organized into three
sections: :

- Section 2 presents an analysis of the management decisions
presented in Part 1 as they relate to the prescriptive
‘, requirements of the Statewide Planning Goals administered by the
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). This
plan/goal recuirements analysis is called "linka:ge", because it

"links" the two together.

Section 3 contains "goal exceptions", which were developed in
accordance with the provisions of LCDC Goal #2 —- which allows
variance from other goal requirements when it is found not
possible to apply such requirements to specific properties or
situations. .

Section 4 provides a general assessment of the cumulative

effects of management plan development decisions, as required by
LCDC Goal #16. '

Introduction / @~ /



2.0 PLAN "LINKAGE FINDINGS"

2.1. Introduction: The concept of "Linkage"

Plan "Linkage" may be defined as the process of linking Plan dacisions

to the complex requirements of the Statewide Planning Goals to show

whether the Plan conforms, and where Exceptions to the Goals are
necessary. It results in a set of findings which demonstrate the
consistency of the Plan both internally and when measured against the
Goals.

The Coastal Goals, Estuarine Resources (#16), Coastal Shorelands (#37)
and, to a lesser extent, Beaches and Dunes (#18), are unlike the other
goals in that they contain a complete set of requirements relating to
how specific resources should be managed, what types of management
units there should be and whether (and under what condi ions) certain
uses and activities will be allowed. In addition, cer ¢ .n other goals
(for example #3, Agricultural Lands and #4,«rcrest Lancs) have
requirements which also apply within the Coastal Shorelands Boundary.

It is necessary for the Plan to demonstrate how it complies with these
Goals, and, in addition, to show where the Plan cannot comply,
resulting in the need to take an Exception. Linkage speeds the plan
review process by LCDC and other State agencies and facilitate future
permit review for development proposals in Coos Bay and on its
shorelands.

2.2 The products of "Linkage"

The "linkage" process results in the following tangible products:
three charts or "Linkage Matrices", and a written “linkage Fimdings",
which supplement the matrices, explaining how some of the conclusions
were reached where not otherwise self-evident, and making site

specific findings of fact that could not be presented in a chart

format. The three charts are laid out as follows:

2.2.1 LCDC Goal #16 “"Linkage Matrix" [Estuarine Resources]

This chart is structured around the 82 separate aquatic management
segments on the vertical axis, and 30 columns representing the
requirements of Goal #16 relating to (i) management unit designations
and (ii) findings for dredge and fill actions, on the horizontal

axis. The matrix therefore consists of a total of 2,460 individual
'boxes', each one involving a separate piece of information. Some
involve simply recording facts that are shown elsewhere in the Plan
inventory maps. Other boxes require judgements which must be backed
up in the "Linkage findings". The horizontal axis 1s divided into two
major categories:

(i.) "Factual Resources Information": This consists of 16 columns
which record the presence or absence of various types of natural
resource or physical features in each of the management segments.
This information is based on a detailed comparison of the management
unit boundaries on the Plan Map with the various resources shown in

Linkage Findings
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the Inventory maps. According to Goal #16, management units should t
placed in "Natural", “Conservation" or "Development™ units, dependine |
on the resources present, which determine an area's suitability for
preservation or varying degrees of development.

(ii) "Other Consideration3": This section consists of six columns
assessing compatibility with adjacent areas, energy cost/benefit and
the extent of commitment of the water surface, and four columns
assessing proposals for dredge or fill against the four findings
required in Goal #16:

Required for water-dependent uses,
Public Need,

No upland alternatives, and
Adverse impacts are minimized

"
— e e

a
b
c
d

The first three findings are addressed in a general sense in the
“Linkage" narrative for each segment where applicable. However, the
fourth finding cannot be made until a specific acticn is propcsed, and
is therefore made on a case-by-case basis during permit review. The
four columns headed "Consistency Decisions"” indicate whether each
segment is consistent with the Goal with respect to the management
designation it is placed in ("Natural", "Conservation" or

"Development") and whether the appropriate findings have been made for
dredge and fill actions. A check (V) g

in this column means that this segment complies with the Soal; a cros , |
(X) means that it does not, and an Exception is required.-. ‘;?
In 16 segments, the actual designation requires an Exception; in 12
segments, dredge or fill actions also require Exceptions {four of

these segments also require Exceptions for their designations). The .
remainder are found to be in compliance with the Goal; see section 1.5
below for the "Linkage" findings for each segment which supplement the

~ "Linkage Matrix".

2.2.2 Aquatic Uses and Activities "Linkage" Matrix

This chart is structured around the same 82 aquatic management

segments on the vertical axis with twelve (12) uses and seventeen (17) «
activities listed across the horizontal axis. The “consistency
decision" is found at the righthand side. Under each use/actiwvity are
two columns; the left column is headed by a dot ( ) and indica%es
whether the use/activity is allowed in that particular segments; the
right column is headed by an asterisk (*) and indicates whether Goal
#16 allows that particular use/activity in that type of management
unit (Natural, Conservation or Development). Footnotes refer o
policies that impose conditions required by Goal #16, or to findings
that are made in the "Linkage" narrative. "Special Conditions® are
attached to certain uses/activities in each management segment where
necessary, to provide an effective link between the general policies
and the site-specific Plan provisions. .

Linkage Findings
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2 2.3 LCDC Goal £17 and £18 Linkage Matrix [Coastal
Shorelands and Beaches/Dunes ]

This chart is structured around 81 Coastal Shorelands segments on the
vertical axis and 38 columns detailing requirements of LCDC Goals £17
and #18 (with consideration of Goals #3 and £4), across the horizontal
axis. The "consistency decision” is found at the right-hand side.

Five columns indicate the presence or absence of natural and cultural
resources that require mandatory protection under Goal #17. The next
section applies only to rural shorelands. The first three columns
indicate whether each segment contains agricultural or forest Tands,
and whether uses in these areas comply with Goals #3 and 4.
Compliance is achieved by a general condition attached to each
management segment which requires uses on Agricultural/Forest Tand to
be restricted to those permitted in Goals #3 and #4.

The next eight columns deal with residential development and summarize
the conclusions of findings to allow single family dwellings on
existing parcels of land (with certain conditions). As upland
alternative sites are always available, land division To permit denser
residential development in rural shoreland areas is not permitted.

The next two columns summarize the conclusions of findiings on water-
dependent commercial/industrial uses and water-related uses. Unless
specific uses are mentioned in the Management Objective, in which case
specific findings for thos uses are made in the Plam, wincdings will
have to be made during Plan implementation when the use is proposed.
The following column indicates whether recreational uses &re water-
dependent. If not, the specific findings required by Goeal 217 must be
made to permit water-related or non-dependent, non-related uses, as
indicaged by the footnote [see Goal #17, Coastal Shoredand Uses, 3e
and 3fJ.

The following five columns deal with land divisions and “"other uses"
not otherwise specified, and summarize the conclusiens of findings
required in Goal #17, Coastal Shoreland Uses, 3f, to allow these
uses. Again, unless specific uses are proposed in the management
segment which provide a basis to make the required findings in the
Plan, these findings must be made when a use is proposed. This
requirement is attached to each management segment as a general
condition which requires the findings set out in Goal #17 to be made
for all uses, unless already contained in the "Linkage” narrative in
the Plan. :

The next section, consisting of five columns, deals oniy with segments
in urban/urbanizing areas. It indicates whether a segment (or part of
it) is considered “"especially suited to water-dependent development”
[ESWD], according to the four-part test in Goal #17, and whether the
segment has been reserved exclusively for water-dependent uses.

The next section indicates whether dredged material disposal sites or
mitigation/restoration sites are present, and whether they are
protected. There is reference in a footnote to Plan Policy #22, which

Linkage Findings
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does not fequiké special protection for "Tow priority" sites. e
Otherwise, all sites are protected by Policies #20 and #22. ‘:>‘

The next section, consisting of three columns, indicates whether dune
formations are present. There is a finding that no dune areas are in
especially hazardous areas "unsuitable for development”. A1l uses are
subject to Policies #30 and #31, as appropriate, which require the
special findings in Goal #18 to be made.

The final two columns contain the "Consistency Decision," which
indicates whether or not the uses and activities allowed in the
respective segments {and the conditions under which they are atlowed),
are in compliance with the Goals.

2.3 Introduction: Site-Specific "Linkage" Findings

The following section provides "linkage" finding: # 2 a segment-by-
segment basis, where they are necessamv to. substan.iate the
conclusions represented in the "Linkage Matrices". As memtioned
above, some of the information in the "Linkage Matrices" s simply
drawn from factual material in the mapped and written Planr
inventories, while other information represents conclusicns drawn from
additional findings provided in the "Linkage" narrative. This section
contains those findings.

It should be pointed out that findings cannot always be rizde im th{ »
Plan to-support all possible types of uses and activiti::5 that mighed
occur in a particular segment. This is because it is n:'% possible to
anticipate all circumstances which might attend a parti: olar

proposal. In such cases, necessary findings would have 7'z be made at
the time the proposal is made. However, where a segment 'is intended
for general classes of uses/activities, as stated in the ‘Managazment

. Objective, it is possible to make the required findings, -as the Plan

inventory lays an adequate basis for them.

2.4 General Findings

Goal #16 requires general findings to be made on compatibility, energy
costs and benefits, and the extent of water surface commitment to
surface uses, when classifying estuarine areas into management wunits.

2.4.1  Compatibility assessment

Compatibility with adjacent upland and aquatic uses and
characteristics is assessed in general terms for both existing and
proposed uses. ‘

Generally, compatibility with the adjacent upland is assessed as
"high" when the aquatic segments are planned to be consistent with
future objectives of the shorelands, whether for protection or .
development. Compatibility is only "moderate" in cases where a !J’
"natural” segment adjoins a shoreland area with existing non- ‘
dependent/non-related development (for instance 7NA, Jordan Cowe, ,
adjacent to a pulp mill, or 13B NA adjacent to residential development

Linkage Findings
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in Glasgow). Similarly, aguatic segments are usuallw highly
compatible with adjacent aguatic segments, except where a ‘'Natural’
segment adjoins a "Development" segment for a great proportion of its
boundary. In most cases, this is inevitable, as there is no reason to
form a "Conservation" segment as a buffer between the two. In effect,
where a "Natural" segment adjoins the navigation channel, for

instance, there may be temporary impacts from sediment or turbidity on
the adjacent 'Natural' area when maintenance dredging occurs. In
these and similar cases, compatibility is assessed as "moderate™

onlv. In no cases is compatibility assessed as "Low™, as this
situation does not occur in Coos Bay.

2.4.2 Energy costs/benefits

Net energy costs and benefits are assessed generally as "positive”,
for the following reasons: s

For Development segments: Water transpsct is inherzntly an
energy-efficient mode of transportation because of the large
tonnages involved.

For Conservation and Natural Segments: Conservation. of natural
values minimizes disturbance to the highly efficXent  energy
production and transfer of natural estuarine systems..

Energy costs are chiefly those associated with dredging and dredged
material disposal. To the extent that new and meintenance dredging
only occurs when the benefits to navigation and coam@rce outweigh the
costs (either through formal Corps of Engineers costs/benefit
assessment or though private sector business decisioms in the open
market), the cost/benefit ratio will normally be positive for all
aquatic units in which dredging projects are planned. However,
listing dredging as "permitted" in a particular unit does not imply
that benefits will always outweigh costs for any particular project.

2.4.3 Commitment of water surface

Future commitment of the water surface to surface uses is addressed in
general terms based on the likely extent of fill uses occupying the
surface by pilings or other uses (e.g. log storage) relative to the
size of the segment. Commitment is "total" (T) where fill or dredged

material disposal occur (e.g. 52 A DA). Where log storage occupies
much of the segment, commitment is high' (H), (e.g., 28 A DA or
18 A CA). Commitment is moderate' (M) where only part of the

segment is likely to be affected by fill or docks, for instance
segments 3 DA and 5 DA. Because of the depth of water relatively
close to shore, bulkheads will not need to be constructed very far out
into the water area to accommodate deep draft vessels. Surface
commitment is assessed as ‘low' (L) where only minor fill or cocks are
permitted, as, for instance, in segment 1 CA, where minor fill is
anticipated for jetty maintenance. Lastly, in Natural and some
Conservation units, where fill and other surface uses are not
permitted, surface commitment is assessed as zero. It should be

stressed that these assessments are based only on the likely extent of

Linkage Findings
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surface commitment, as anticipated at this time. Theoretically

Development units could be entirely devoted to surface uses, ev b

total fill, but in most cases this is not currently anticipated 1n

their respective Management Objectives.

2.5 Dredge and f£ill actions, other reductions, znd potential
degradations

The following section describes dredge and fill actions in general
terms, based on the purpose and oxpected uses in a particular segme
as stated in its "x‘lanagement Objective". 1In most cases, specific
findings cannot be made in the Plan because impacts will vary with
each individual project. Therefore, these findings raust be made or
case-by-case basis during permit review.

Note also that special Plan conditions require findirgs to be made
some actions at the time a permit application is made. These inclu
£ills in Conservation and Natural Management Units (see Policy £6),
~ip-rap or bulkheads involving fill (see Policy #9), and uses and
activities subject to Policy #5 as a special condition.

Segment 1 CA

Minor fill and meaintenance dredging will be necessary to provide
access for barges to the jetty for a maintenance staging axwea. N\
public need exists to meintain and repair the north Fetty due t“git
essential purpose and the substantial public investment 1mvolv~=’J
There are no other possible locations for these actions, &s no
adeguate overland route for jetty rock transportation exists.

Seagment 3 DA

(i) Dredge and fill actions are necessary for
navigation and future water-dependent Jevelooment of
Port's North Spit land.

(1ii) A public need exists because this area is essential
for future economic development in Coos County [see
reference].

(iii) There are no alternative upland locations for the
fill that will be reguired because it 1is necessary tc

Linkage &ndlnos
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bu]khead the shore11ne out to a. water area of suff1c1ent
draft.

Segment 5 DA

(i) Dredge and fill actions are necessary for
navigation access and future water-dependent development
of the Henderson Marsh Site.

(ii) For public need and alternative upland locations,

see findings for Segment 3 DA.

Segment 6 DA

(i) Dredge and fill actions are necessary for
navigation and future water dependent development ot the
remaining undevelopad water front of tthhis segment.

(ii) For public need and alternative upland locations,

see findings for segment 3 DA.

Segment 8 CA

(i) New dredging and maintenance dredging are necessary
to provide access from the natural chamnel to a boat
ramp and to accommodate limited recreaticnal moorage-
[See Exception for new dredging in a Conservation
Unit.] Minor fill is necessary in the construction of a
.. boat ramp, to ensure the correct elevations and
gradient

(ii) There is a public need for additional recreational

access to the bay, particularly the North Spit [see
reference].

(iii) There is no upland alternative because: all boat

ramps must have direct access to the water, which will
usually require minor dredging and fit1l.

Segmemt 11 NA

(i) DOredging is permitted for two purposes:
a) to repair dikes and tidegates, and

b) "for minor navigational improvements" to remove
shoaling in the natural Haynes Inlet channel.

Dikes and tidegates are, by their nature, water-dependent
uses, because they are water-dependent uses, because they are
flooding and tide-control structures, and need an estuarine
location. Dredging is necessary to clear obstructions and
repair erosion damage to dikes. Removal of shoaling may be

necessary for continuation of traditional shallow-draft boat

Linkage Findings



use ofdt%e—gaiura1 channel, associated with a boat worksAan:,'
boat ramp (in segment 12 CS). See also Exception #12, to \;b‘

allow dredging in a Natural segment, for further findimngs.
(i1) There is a public need for these actions because:

(a) dikes and tide gates must be maintained to
retain agricultural lands in productive use and

(b) The natural channel is used by recreational
and other small craft to gain access to Haynes
Inlet.

(1i1) See Exception for dredging to maintain dikes for
findings on alternatives.

Seament 12 CA é

Maintenance dredging and minor navigational improvements are permitted
for the existing boat works and boat ramp.

(i) These activities are needed for existing water-
dependent uses.

,E , (i) A public need exists to maintain publit receational =
- access and existing small marine ways. :;’
= Segment 13A NA -

.‘.“;s'

Dredging is permitted as "minor navigational improvemern-zs" to remove
shoals in the natural channel. Findings are the same a:* for segment
11 NA. ’

' Segment 14 DA

This segment permits new dredging of a "bathtub" to allow access to a
rock loading facility, plus maintenance. It also permits fill to
construct a bulkhead to provide barge docking and f%#11 in the area
behind an existing rock berm at the western end of the segment to
extend the area available for storage of rock. [See Exception #23 for
the necessary findings on the latter activity.]

(i) These activities are necessary for loading of
barges with jetty rock quarried in adjacent uplands,
which is a water-dependent use.

(ii) There is a public need to provide water access for
barging of rock products, particularly jetty stone,
which can only be practicably transported to point of
use by barge.

(iii) Alternative upland locations are not available ‘2'
: because the stone needs to be transpoerted by barge.

Linkage Findings
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Segment 16 CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and scalping of shoals as
"minor navigational improvements" to provide access through a natural
channel to Pierce Point for log transportation and aquaculture.

(i) Log transportation is a water-dependent use for
mills which are built to take logs from the water.
Dredging is necessary to maintain access to the shore.

(ii) A public need exists because Weyerhaueser Corp.
mill is structured around water access. Future water
quality regulations may reduce interttdal log storzge.
Therefore, there will be a need for upland steorage sites
with access to water for log transportation only, in
order to maintain the same volume of Tog: :oming to the
mill by water. é

o~

Seagment 18 A CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging of a log storage area
adjacent to the shore to restore natural depths that have been

affected by upwelling from nearby dredge spoils disgosal. 1t also
permits dredging to maintain dikes and tidegates and

repair/maintenance of dikes which may require fill. For findings on
the latter activities, see Segment 11 NA, and Exception #1CQ [to permit
dredging to repair dikes and tidegates].

(i) Maintenance dredging is necessary for continued log
storage in the area, which is a water-dependent use [see
findings in segment 16 CAJ.

(ii) A public need exists because existing sub-tidal log
storage areas need to be maintained, cue to restrictions
on intertidal log storage.

Segment 18 B CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and minor navigational
improvements to remove shoaling that may occur in thie naturazl Cooston
channel.

(i) Maintenance dredging is necessary for log
transportation which occurs in the natural Cooston
channel, a water-dependent use.

(ii) There is a public need because Coostomn Channel is
one of the principal routes for log transportation to
Weyerhaueser mill and can be affected by shoaling from
sediment deposited by the Coos River system.

Segment 19 A CA

See findings for 18 A CA.

linkane Findinnc



Segment 19 B DA

!

This segment permits new and maintenance dredging to restore it to its
natural depth due to upwelling, and to give access to the upland for
water-dependent develcament. It also permits repair/maintenance of
dikes. For firdings on dike repair see Segment 11 NA.

(i) Dredging is needed for maintenance of a log storage
area, which is a water-dependent use [see segment 16
CA], and for access to water dependent uses of upland
Segment 19 D, the Christianson Ranch site.
[See Management objectivel

(ii) There is a public need for development of the
Christianson Ranch site for lumber and wood products
uses and associated water-dependent use of the shore.
[see Exceptidn #19 for findings on why this use should
be provided for]. For public need findings on log
storage, see Segment 18 A CA.

Segment 20 CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging, dredging to repair dikes

and tide gates, and repair/maintenance of dikes involving #ill. For

findings on the latter uses, see segment 11 NA. i

" (i) Maintenance dredging is necessary to retain access ‘:)
to extensive log storage along either side o¥ the river
channe], which is a water-dependent use [see Segment 1€
CAJ. °

©

(ii) For findingé on public need, see Segment T8A CA.
Segment 20 A DA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and dike maintenance for ar
existing barge and tug business, and fill needed to provide expanded
wharf frontage. h

(i) A1l these activities are required for a barge/tug
operation, a water-dependent use.

(i) A public need exists to maintain and expand
facilities for waterborne transportation.

(i{ii) There are no upland alternatives for fill, because
it is needed to provide bulkheading out tc a suitable
water depth for tugs and barges.

Segment 20 B DA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and fill to provide access
to a rock loading facility and maintain/repair dikes.

I'imb2mce Findinne
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(i) These activities are necessary'fdg_é-water—dependent use
(rock shipment).

(i1 There is a public need: see findings for Segment
14DA.

(iii1) There are no upland alternatives for 311, as it is
needed to provide bulkheading out to a suitable water
depth for barges. A special condition prohibits use of
fill to create additional upland area ¥Tor storage.

Segment 20 C DA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and fill to provide access
to a log terminal, and maintain/repair dikes.

(i) These activities are necessary for a water-
dependent use (log transportation).

(ii) There is a public need to move logs by water as
many mills on Coos Bay are set up to rs=ceive logs from
the water, and because it is the most :wenergy efficient
method. Dredging and fill are necessar s to maintain
_ facilities necessary for log transport..

(iii) There are no alternative upland sites for fill, as
- it is needed to construct docks suitabile for log
dumping. A special condition prohibits use of fill to
.create extra land area.

Segment 20 D DA

Findings are the same as for Segment 20 C.

Segment 21 CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging, dredging to repair
dikes/tidegates, and minor navigational improvements.

’ (i) Maintenance dredging is necessary for existing
small docks along Catching Slough. Minor navigational
improvements may be necessary to clear shoals in the
natural channel to allow shallow draft navigation to
continue. Dredging is necessary to keep dikes and
tidegates in functional order. For findings on the
latter activity, see Segment 11 NA.

(ii) A public need exists to retain public recreational
* boating and other shallow-draft navigational access teo
catching slough because of past and present use.

Segment 21 A NA

This segment permits new and maintenance dredging to allow development

Linkage Findings
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of a public boég ramp. See segment 8 CA fbr"findings; - A o

Segment 23 DA | . J

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, fill and minor
navigational improvements for the purpose of providing access to
existing water-dependent uses (barge construction) on the adjacent
shorelands. [23A UW]. :

(i) These activities are necessary for water-dependent
uses.

(ii) There is a public need to maintain access to
important sites especially suited to water dependent
uses.

(ii1) There is no upland alternative to f#1 in this
location, because of thw.need to bu:anhead out to
sufficient water depth for barge launching and mcorage.

Segment 26A CA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging for access to a proposed
marina in Segment 26 B CA to the south. It also permits mimor

navigational improvements to remove shoals from the natural Marshf1~1d
channel to maintain it for shallow draft navigation. ;:’

(i) Dredging is required for a watar-dependent use.

(ii) There is a public need for additional moorage: for
recreational/commercial boats; see special Moorage
Element, Section 6.3.4. There is also a puidblic need to
maintain the Marshfield Channel, as it is a. vital 1link
between the authorized deep-draft and Coos riiver
Channels for log-transport and other shallow dravt
navigation.

Segment 26 B CA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging and minor navigational
improvements to develop a marina and associated boat ramp. Fimdings
for fi11 will be made separately, as required by a special condition
referring to Policy #6. See Segment 26 A for findings.

Segment 27 DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, minor navigational
improvements and fill to allow development of water access to a prime
water-dependent development site [Shoreland Segment 27 UW].

(i) These activities are necessary for water dependent \;)
uses planned in shoreland segment 27 UW.

(ii) There is a public need to provide vacant acrezge

Linkage F1nd1ngs
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for future water-dependent development with adequate
access to the deep draft channel. [See Industrial Land
Needs, Section 5.8].

(iii) There are no upland alternatives to fill to

construct bulkheads out to water of sufficient depth to
accommodate deep draft ships.

Seqment 28 A DA ¢

-a_

This segment permits new/maiﬁtenance dredging, fill, and miinor .
navigational improvements, necessary to develop and maintaiin deep or
shallow draft access to water-dependent uses on the shorellands.

(i) These activities are necessary to develop and
maintain water-dependent uses in shoreland segments 36
UW and 28 UW.

(ii) For pubTic need findings, see Segment 27 DA
above.

(iii) There are no upland alternatives to fill to
construct bulkheads out to water of sufficiemt depth to
accommodate shipping.

Seament 30CA

This segment is proposed for maintenance dredging, minor navigational
improvements and dredging to repair dikes/tidegates. For findings on
the latter activity, see Segment 11 NA. ’

(i) These activities are necessary to allow log storage
and transport to continue, which is a water-dependent
use.

(ii) For public need findings, see Segment 20 C DA.



35

Segment 31 NA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging for the purposes of
constructing a public boat ramp. It also permits dredging to maint
. dikes/tidegates. For findings on this activity, see Segment 1% NA.
(i) These activities are necessary for a water-
- dependent use (public boat ramp).

(ii) There is a public need for additional public access

points in various parts of Coos Bay. [See Special
Moorage Element, Section 6.4.3]

Segment 34 NA

This segment permits minor new/maintenance dredging necessary to
improve and maintain an existing boat ramp.

. ; (i) These activities are necessary for a water
g e ~ dependent use (public boat ramp):

o

o ~(i1) For public need findings see Segment 31 NA abovej
' Segment 38 CA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging and i1l to devef%p

smalleshallow draft marina in Coalbank Slough. It also permits

maintenance dredging of dikes/tidegates. See findings for Seament
" NA.

(i) These activities are necessary for a water
dependent use (marina).

(ii) For public need and alternative upland location
findings; see Exception #24, which is necessary to
justify a fill in a Conservation Management Unit.

Segment 43 DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, fill, navigational
structures and minor navigational improvements, in association wit
water-dependent uses planned for the adjacent upland Segment (43 U

(i) These activities are necessary for water-dependent
commercial/industrial uses.

(ii) There is a public need to develop and maintain ‘3
. . sites that are adjacent to the deep craft channel, ¢
are "especially suited to water dependent use" [see
Economic Development, Section 5.7]
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(iii) There are no upland alternative sites for fill
because it is necessary to bulkhead out to water of
sufficient depth to accommodate shipping, within the
1imits of what is economically or physically feasible to
dredge. Navigational structures involwing fill must
necessarily be in aquatic areas.

Segment 44 DA

This segment permits the same activities as Segment 43 DA above. The
same findings also apply.

Segment 45 A CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and minor navigational
improvements to continue sub-tidal log storage.
(i) These activities are necessary for lcg storage/
transport, which is a water-dependent use.

(ii) For findings on public need, see Segmemt 20 C DA.

Segment 46'DA

This segmentc<permits ﬁew/maintenance dredging and fiil for limited

moorage of commercial fishing vessels.

(i) These activities are necessary for moorage, a
water-dependent use.

(ii) There is a public need for additional moorage space
for commercial fishing vessels. [See Special Moorage
Element, Section 6.3]

(iii) There is no upland alternative location for such
£i11 as is necessary to bulkhead out to water of
sufficient depth for moorage, given the economic and
physical limits to dredging.

Segment 47 DA

This segment permits the same uses as Segment 46 DA above, but for
barge access for rock products offloading and other purposes.
Findings are the same as for Segment 46 DA above.
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This segment is proposed for fill by lowering the surrounding uplands,
which are former dredged material disposal areas from deep draft
channel maintenance.

Segment 48 A DA

(i) Following fill,the upland area is reserved
for water-dependent uses. [see Exception]

(ii) For findings on public need and alternative
location, see Segment 27 DA.

Segment 51 CA ¢

This segment permits minor new/ maintenance dredging for the
improvement of an existing boat ramp, and for a limited boat dock for
transient moorage.

(i) These activities are required for water-dependent
uses (boat ramp/docks).

~(i1) For public need findings, see Segment 8 CA. i:)

-

Segment 52 NA

This segment permits new dredging of a channel north of the preposed
- airport extension fill, as a form of estuarine mitigation (enhancemen-
of tidal circulation).

(i) This activity is required for a water-dependent use
(estuarine enhancement).

(ii) There is a public need because the airport fil1l re-
quires mitigation [see North Bend Airport Exception.]

Segment 52A DA

This segment permits fill for the proposed North Bend Airport
extension.

(i) This activity is needed for a noh—water-dependent Lo
[See North Bend Airport Exception]. J

|1'nV2no Cinﬂinac
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(ii) For public need and alternative location findings
see North Bend Airport Exception.

Segment 53 CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging for access to a log storage
area. See Segment 45 A CA for findings.

Segments 54DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, fill and navigational
structures, as necessary to develop and maintain water access to
upland Segment 54 UW, for water-dependent uses.

(i) These activities are necessary for water-g pendert uses
planned in Segment 54 UW. .

(ii) There is a public need to develop and maintain.
water access to shoreland areas that are "especially
suited to water-dependent use".

(iii) There are no alternative upland locat¥ons for fi11
necessary to bulkhead out to water of suffvicient depth
to accommodate shallow-draft vessels, givem the &conomic
and physical limitations on dredging due t.o the
underlying rock shelf in this area. ..

Segment 56 DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging; fill and -navigational
structures, as necessary to develop and maintain water azcess to
upland Segment 56 UW. Findings are the same as for Segmeznt 54 DAL

Segment 60 CA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging and fill, solely for the
purpose of constructing a public boat ramp and transient boat dock .
Findings are the same as for Segment 8 CA.

Segment 61 DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, fill and mavigational
structures for the purposes of moorage and access to water-dependent
uses in shorelands Segment 61 UW.

(i) These activitfes are necessary for water-dependent
uses planned in Segment 61 UW. :

(ii) There is a public need to provide moorage space for
commercial fishing vessels and water access to shorealand
areas that are "especially suited to water-deperdent
uses." [see Special Moorage Element Section 6.5.]
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(iii) There are no alternative upland locations for fill -
necessary to bulkhead out to water of sufficient depn;b-
to accommodate shallow-draft vessels. Fill is limited
by Special Conditions to that necessary for access
structures only, and is prohibited from expanding the
upiand area.

Seament 63 A NA

This segment permits maintenance dredging and minor mavigational
improvements (such as removal of shoals in the natural channel) solely
for the purposes of an approved aquaculture operatiom.

(i) These activities are necessary for a water-
dependent use (aquaculture) to provide access for barges
and small boats from the growing area ©o processing
facilities. -

(1) There is a public need to maintain and expand
aquaculture in this area because aquaculture is the
activity most compatible with the conservation and
protection of estuarine resources. Joe Ney Stough is
one of the most suitable areas for oyster culture due to
its generally high water quality.

Seqment 63 B CA | | 9

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging for tke purpose of
establishing a major recreational marina.

(i) These activities are necessary for a water-
¢ dependent use needing an estuarine location
(recreational marina).

(ii) There is a public need for additional re-

creational moorage space in the bay [see Special Moorage
Element, Section 6.3]

-

Segment 63 C DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging and fill for the

purposes of continuing and expanding an existing oyster processing
operation. The Management objective specifies dredging a “bathtub" to
allow storage of barges at low tide. Limited fill is allowed to
reconfigure the bankline to ‘allow barge loading.

(i) These activities are necessary for a water-
dependent use (oyster processing).

(ii) There is a public need to maintain and expand ’ :
aquaculture in this area. Findings are the same as ﬂu’
Segment 63A NA. The adjacent South STough is also one
of the most suitable areas of the bay for oyster culture

because of its generally high water quality.

l' 9 mrbamAa C3 ads ame
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Segment 66 A DA

This segment permits new/maintenance dredging, fi11 and navigational
structures for the purposes of maintaining and expanding moorage for
commercial fishing and recreational craft.

(i) These activities are necessery for water-dependent
uses (commercial and recreational moorage) that require
an estuarine location.

(ii) There is a public need for these activities because
the Plan identifies this area as one of the principatl
centers of commercial/recreational moorage, and because
commercial fishing is essential to the economy of the
area. [see Special Moorage Element, Section 6.5].

(iii) There are no alternative upland locations for fill
because it is necessary for bulkheading out ‘to water of
sufficient depth to accommodate shallow-draf't vessels.

Segment 67 CA

This segment permits maintenance dredging, fi11 and navigational
structures only to provide access to the South jetty and Charleston

‘breakwater for necessary maintenance, and to expand the area of the

jetty and breakwater if necessary for repair, added strength or to
prevent sediment accretion.

(i) These activities are necessary for water-dependent
uses (jetty and breakwater).

(i) There is a public need to maintain and expand these
structures to protect the deep-draft and Charleston
navigation channels and the boat basin and reduce the
need for costly maintenance dredging.

(iii) There is no alternative upland location for fill

and navigation structures because they must be in an
aquatic area to perform their essential function.
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Navigation Channels

(i) Deep Draft. . ‘;3'

(ii) Charleston
(iii) Isthmus Slough
(iv) Coos/Millicoma

These segments, the authorized channels, permit new/maintenance
dredging as necessary to keep then open to shipping (either deep or
shallow-draft) and to increase the depth if necessary, subject o
Congressional authorization. Federal dredging projects are normally
subject to an Environmental Impact Statement (depending on whether
impacts are determined to be "significant"), which - 711 address
questions of public need, alternatives and impacts # more detail.
This Plan makes the general findings thit:

(i) These-activities are necessary for a water-
dependent use (navigation), and

(ii) That a public need exists to keep these chamnels
open for the continued economic well-being o¥ the County
as a whole. i

2.6 - Findings of "Consistency with the Resource Capability w;’
of the Area” for Agquatic Uses and Activities

Goal #16 requires that certain types of uses and activiz ies may only
be allowed: :

"Where consistent with the resource capabilities of the area
and the purposes of this management unit."

This is required in Natural and Conservation Segments for more
intensive uses and activities which may not always be appropriate in a
particular area, depending on what impacts it is capable of sustaining
while continuing to satisfy the general purpose of that type of
management unit. It is also required in Development Segments for low
impact uses which are normally associated with Natural and

Conservation Segments, and may not always be consistent with the more
intensive uses allowed.

The following findings contain a brief segment-by-segment statement
about the resource capabilities of that area, and a finding of
consistency for each use or activity, except for the following uses
and activities for which resource capability consistency findimgs have
been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a:

(i) Natural Management Segments i"

-- Aquaculture
-- Log storage



(i1) Conservation Management Segments

-- High-intensity water-dependent recreation
-- Aquaculture

-- Log storage dredging

-- Bulkheading

(i11) Development Management Units

-- Aquaculture
-- Bulkheading (except for Segments #3 DA, 5 DA and
6 DA)

There is also a corresponding finding of consistency with the purposes
of the particular type of management unit, except where “indings have
been deferred as above. 4

Goal #16 contains general statements about the purposes of each type
of management unit. They are as follows:

a) Natural Units are designated "to assure the pro-
tectTon of significant fish and wildlife habitats, of
continued biological productivity within the estuary, and of
scientific, research, and educational needs. These shall be
managed to preserve the natural resources in recognition of
dynamic, natural, geological and evolutionary precesses.”

b) Conservation Units are designated "for long-term

uses of renewable resources that do not reguire major
alteration of the estuary, except for the purpose of
restoration. These areas shall be managed to comserve the
natura] resources and benefits. These shatl include areas
needed for maintenance and enhancement of biological
productivity, recreational and aesthetic uses, and
aquaculture."

c) Development Units are designated "to provide for
navigation and other identified needs for public, commercial,
and industrial water-dependent uses." .

Segment-by-segment findings for uses and activities are as follows.

In many cases, special conditions are attached to specific
uses/activities in the Plan Provisions, as required by the Goal, which
help insure consistency.

Segment 1 CA.

This segment contains significant habitat, but of less than "major"

. importance. It has some clam population, but no aquatic vegetation.

Fish populations move in and out of the area during migration, but
only part is used for salmonid rearing and feeding. The segment

permits a temporary dock or similar facility for jetty construction or
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maintenance. It also pemits maintenance dredging, minor navigat \.ﬁ'
improvements and piling/dolphins for the same purposes. ‘:}

Due to the small area involved, and the temporary nature for these
uses/activities, all uses and activities allowed in the segment (oth-
than those for which resource capability consistency findings have
been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity
water-dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and
bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities
of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 2 NA

This segment contains aquatic resources of major importance includin
aquatic beds, salmonid feeding and rearing areas, herring spawning
areas, major clam beds and bird habitat. Aquacultural uses are
consistent with protection of these resources and continued bioclogic
productivity. Low-intensity utilities (e.g. communication facilitie
are consistent because the area affected is small and disturbance is
temporary. Mitigation and active restoration when part of an approv
mitigation project (plus vegetative stabilization which is a form of
active restoration) are consistent in general with improvement of
habitat values. DSL review of mitigation proposals ¥s a check on
consistency. All uses and activities allowed in_the segment (cther
than those for which resource capability consistency findings ha
been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consi %¥n
with the resource capabilities of the area and the purposes of t
management unit.

Segment 3 DA | | .

The primary resource of this area is its "deep water close to shore"
-which lends it to deep-draft development. Mining/mineral extraction
and recreation facilities (a boat ramp) are allowed subject to speci
conditions that they are compatible with the main purpose of the uni
deep-draft moorage. A bulkhead (out to the pier head line) of up tc
2000 linear feet with backfill to support heavy marine dockside usag
is allowed subject to special conditions regarding erosion controls
minimization of impacts and provision of mitigation, and is therefor
consistent with the resource capability of the area and the purposes
of the management unit. Other activities allowed in the segment
(docks, low and high intensity utilities, minor navigational
improvements, pilings/dolphins and navigational aids) are ancillary
deep draft development, and therefore consistent with the resources
the area, and the purpose of a Development Unit. Vegetative
stabilization may be preferable to structural means on parts of the
shoreline that remain undeveloped, to prevent erosion or sand
deposition. This activity is also consistent. A1l uses and
activities allowed in the segment (other than those for which resour
capability consistency findings have been deferred in accordanc. ait
Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource capabi]ft‘;‘
the area and the purposes of the management unit.

A CamAsmpAac



n/-\

Seqments 5 DA and 6 DA ~ -

These segments permit most of the same uses and have the same resource
as Segment 3 DA, and the same findings apply. ’

Segment 7 NA -

This segment contains important biological resources of major
significance -- tidal flats, some salt marsh, clam beds, salmonid
rearing/feeding, herring spawning and bird habitat.

Uses/activities include aquaculture, low-intensity utilities,
(communication facilities), navigation aids, mitigation and active
restoration , including vegetative stabilization. Due to the
similarity of resources, and permitted uses, the findings made for
Segment 2 NA apply here also. Navigation aids have minimal and
temporary impact, like communication facilities, and are also
consistent with the resources capabilities of the area and purposes of
a Natural unit.

Segment 8 CA

This area is biologically significant, but is only ef lesser
importance. The substrate is sandy and rapidly sloping. There is no
aquatic vegetation, and fishery use is transient, although juvenile
salmonids, striped bass and flat fish are present. There are also
some clam beds, but they are not of significant recreational
importance. The Segment is to be developed for a public: boat ramp and
limited transient recreational moorage ("recreational facilities" and
"docks"). .
Following development of these facilities, maintenance dredging and
minor navigational improvements will be necessary, commercial uses may

occur (not using fill), and pilings/dolphins will be ancillary to

these uses. High intensity utilities, like outfalls, may be
developed, as consistent with State and federal water quality
regulations.

Since this package of uses/activities will have low long-term impacts
on this area of relatively low importance and will not require major
alterations, all uses and activities allowed in the segment (other
than those for which resource capability consistency findings have
been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity
water-dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and
bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities
of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 10 NA and 11 NA.

These segments contain biological resources of major importance,
including mud flats, aquatic beds, diverse salt marshes, major
recreational clam beds, striped bass and salmonid feeding and rearing
areas and duck resting areas. As well as outright permitted uses, the
segments permit aquaculture, low intensity utilities, mitigation and

Linkage Findings
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active restoration, including vegetative stabilization. Aguaculture ;
would utilize and enhance the biological productivity of the area. ‘;i
Low intensity utilities would have very minor impacts, occupying very
little surface area. They are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area. Mitigation and vegetative stabilization

would enhance the natural resources of the area. Again DSL review

would insure that there would be positive benefits and no unintanded
impacts; therefore, these activities would be consistent with the

resource capabilities of the area.

[

Because they would assure protection of habitats and continued
biological productivity, all uses and activities allowed in the
segment (other than those for which resource capability consistency
findings have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area and
the purposes of the management unit. :

Segment 12 CA ~

This segment contains narrow tidal flats, partially altered by

previous activities, and a section of natural channel. Biological

resources are significant, but of lesser importance than <the

surounding area due to previous alteration. As well as outrighit uses,

this segment permits recreational facilities, industrial Tacilities )
(existing boat works) and docks and commercial uses assoc’iated with i ™
the boat ramp. Maintenance dredging, minor navigationa® improvements ‘jyb
and pilings/dolphins ancillary to the main uses are als ~ permitted.

As new dredging and fill are not permitted, and uses me. .t occupy the

water surface by means other than fill, impacts and alterztion will be
minor, and consistent with the already partially altered zharacter of

the area. '

- A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other tham thosze for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water—dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheacing) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Seaments 13A NA and 13 B NA

These two segments are essentially very similar, and conta‘in
significant biological resources of major importance, including large
aquatic beds, clam beds, feeding and rearing for salmonids and striped
bass and habitat for shorebirds and waterfowl. Apart from outright
permitted uses, these segments allow aquaculture, low-intensity
utilities, and mitigation. Segment 13 B in particular has high
suitability for oyster culture, and may be developed in the future if
water quality proves adequate.

Consistency findings are essentially the same as for segments 1O NA f\i’
and 11 NA, because of the similarity of the resources and permitted
uses/activities. ' A :



Segment 14 DA

This segment is a subtidal area partly altered by the adjacent fill.
It contains some crustaceans and clam beds, but only Macoma and
Tellina species, which are of minimal recreational importance.

This segment is suitable for barge loading of jetty rock with
appropriate minor dredging, and permits the following uses which
require consistency findings: docks, low/high intensity utiiities,
minor navigational improvements, pilings/dolphins, and navigational
aids, all of which maybe considered ancillary to barge loading
facilities. It also permits low and high intensity recreational
facilities; such uses would be appropriate for water access irom East
Bay Drive, and might be considered an alternative interim use for the
area when not being used for barge loading. Vegetative bank
stabilization is appropriate where structural means ar« _not necessary
to stabilize the fill. 4

A1)l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been def¥erred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with thie resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit,
which is as a shallow-draft barge loading dock.

Segments 15NA and 17 NA.

These segments allow the same uses/activities and contain similar
resources, and are therefore considered together. They cortain
biological resources of major importance including tidal flats,
extensive aquatic beds and salt marshes, and prime habitat Tor
juvenile salmonids, striped bass, flat fish, clams and waterfowl.
THere are also oyster plats, currently inactive, in Segment 15. These
segments permit aquaculture, which can utilize and enhance the
biological productivity of the area. The tidal flats are especially
suited to oyster culture, as evidenced by the oyster plat, which may
return to this area on a large scale when water quality improves.

The segment also permits low-intensity utilities. Their impacts are
so minor and generally temporary that they maybe considered consistent
with the area's resources and the purpose of the Natural unit.
Mitigation is also appropriate because it can enhance productivity and
benefit water quality.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deterred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 16 CA

This segment is of lesser biological importance, with a natural
channel and narrow area of tidal flats. It is intended for assembly
and transport of log rafts, with access via the "finger channel",

permitting only maintenance dredging and removal of shoals to retain
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the natural depth. N

It permits commercial uses, docks and industrial/port facilities in
conjunction with the primary purpose of the segment, (when occupying
the water by means other than fill) and in-water log dump, sort and
storage. The resources are of little importance, and their use will
involve T1ittle alteration. Low intensity recreation facilities, ,
similarly, will not adversely affect the resources and are appropria
to a Conservation unit. High intensity utilities will not impact th::
resource, subject to State approval of outfalls. Maintenance dredgi:
of existing facilities, and minor navigational impraovements will onl:
involve small amounts of removal to keep the natural channel clear o
obstructions. Dredging of new facilities is not permitted. Pilings -
and dolphins, similarly, are necessary for log storage, and will not -
impact resources significantly.

A1l uses and activities atlowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-cependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheadiing) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the: area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

]

Segments 18 CA and 19 A CA

These narrow, mostly subtidal segments contain minimal resources\:’
(habitats restricted to fish migration) and are intended for
continuation of existing log storage use. )

They permit the following uses: Log storage, recreationall facilizie
(18 A only), high intensity utilities (19 A only), maintemance
dredging, minor navigational improvements, and pilings/do¥phins. al
. these uses/activities would involve relatively little impact, becaus
the resources of the area are minimal. Both areas suffer from
upwelling due to the weight of dredge spoils on nearby Chr-istianscn
Ranch, which makes dredging necessary and even beneficial, to maintea
natural depths and currents.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 18 B

This segment consists of the natural Cooston Channel; its habitat
values consist mainly of a passage for migratory fish. Because of
currents, there are very limited vegetation or benthic organisms I
purpose is chiefly the transport and storage of logs. s;’

It permits (as well as outright uses), log sorting and storage, and
maintenance dredging, minor navigational improvements and
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pilings/dolphins, which are ancillary to log handling. Existing
facilities are limited to the log storage areas themselves. Removal
of materials will be relatively minor and occasional, to keep the
natural channel clear of obstructions and retain access to log
rafts. The segment also permits low intensity water-dependent
recreation, which due to its location, is unlikely to involve any
structures.

None of these uses will involve much alteration or impact on

resources. Al1 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than
those for which resource capability consistency findings have been
deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-
dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and
bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities
of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segments 198, 20A, 208, 20C, 20D,-(all DA).

These five segments are basically similar; they all are narrow
subtidal segments along the banks of the Coos/Millicoma riverine
system. Biological values are of lesser or even minimal fmportance
(20 C and 20 D) and are limited to migratory fish passage .. Past
alteration is extensive in 19B, 20C and 20 D.

Planned uses include log handling, barge loading, docking and access
to upland water dependent development: these areas' chie¥ resource
capability is for shallow draft access to adjacent uplandis. Permitted
uses include: docks, mining/mineral extraction (198 onlyr , and only
when not interfering with moorage and log storage), utilitties, minor
navigational improvements, pilings and dolphins, navigation aids (not
20C or 20D), and vegetative stabilization. '

With the exception of vegetative stabilization, all uses :and

activities allowed in the segment (other than those for wihich resource

capability consistency findings have been deferred in accardance with
Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of
the area and the purposes of the management unit. Vegetative
stabilization is appropriate where structural measures are

unnecessary, and is also consistent with the resources of the area,
where part of the bank is left undeveloped, and with the purposes of a
Development unit.

Segment 20 CA

This subtidal segment consists of the Coos and Millicoma rivers
outsicde the 50-foot-wide channel. It is important Tor striped bass
and salmonid habitat, though containing none of the features which
would require a Natural management unit.

Its principal purpose is for recreational use and log
storage/transport, while protecting fish habitats. Uses include:
docks, log handling, recreational facilities, high intensity

utilities, maintenance dredging, minor navigational improwvements, and
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pilings/dolphins. All these uses are connected with the primary
purposes of the segment. Maintenance dredging may be necessary to
maintain access to leg storage areas; minor navigational improvements
will probably involve mostly removal of snags and other

obstructions. Utilities will be subject to DEQ approval, and thus
impacts should be minor.

A1l these uses/activities will have minor impacts on the primary
resource, which is fish habitat, and will involve little alteration.
A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 21 CA - Catching Slough ¢

-

This segment consists of mostly a subtidal channel with narrow Tringe
tidal flats and minor marshes; its primary resource is as an important
Tish rearing habitat for striped bass and salmonids.

It is to be managed for "rural upland uses, while protecting aguatic
resources" [see Management Objective]. Permitted uses include: docks,
recreational facilities, maintenance dredging of existing facilities
(some small private docks), minor navigational improvements (to remove
obstructions and shoals in the channel), and piliqgs/do]phins.

These uses are all consistent with the purpose of the area (rural
upland uses), and will not involve significant impact on the fish
resources or major alteration. A1l uses and activities =ilowed in the
segment (other than those for which resource capabilisy consistency

- findings have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4 a, that is,
high-intensity water-dependent recreation, aquaculture, V2g storage
dredging and bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 21 A NA - Catching Slough

This segment consists of tidal flats and scattered salt marshes of
major habitat importance in Catching Slough. The ftats are imoortant
for salmonid rearing and also contain a clam bed; the salt marshes are
chiefly important as remnants of a once-vast area of marsh.

Uses include: aquaculture, low intensity utilities, mitigation and
passive restoration. Aquaculture in this area could utilize and
enhance its natural productivity. The type and intensity of operation
would be governed by ODFW permit.

Low intensity utilities involve such minor impacts, mostly temporary,
that they are consistent with the resource. The segment contains
designated mitigation sites. Mitigation will enhance biological
productivity and water quality, and is therefore consistent with the

resource. All of these uses will ensure continued habitat protection
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SR -4

J

¥



and productivity. All uses and activities allowed in the segment
(other than those for which resource capability consiistency findings
have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore
consistent with the resource capabilities of the area and the purposes
of the management unit.

Segment 23 DA

This area has minimal biclogical importance. Its primary resocurce
capability is that it is deep water close to shore, and its purpose is
for access to upland water-dependent uses.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, recreatiomal facilities,
utilities, minor navigational improvements, pilings and dolphins,
navigation aids, and vegetative stabilization. These uses are
ancillary to water-dependent moorage and access, includ :g

recreational facilities, which are also appropriate in '.WD

shorelands. Vegetative stabilization is appropriate on undeveloped
sections of bank where structural measures are unnece:ssary. All uses
and activities allowed in the segment (other than thase for which
resource capability consistency findings have been ceferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the rescurce

. capabilities of the area and the purposes of the mamaigement unit.

Segments 24 NA and 25 NA

These areas have similar resources of major importance, imcluding
tidal flats and extensive salt marshes. They are also important for
clams, crustaceans, salmonid feeding/rearing and shorebircd/waterfowl
habitat.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low—intensity
utilities, mitigation and passive restoration. Aquaculture in these
areas could utilize and enhance their natural productivity. The type
and intensity of operation would be governed in part by ODFW permit.
Utilities, 1ike communication tower supports, have very minor, mostly
temporary, impacts, and are consistent with the protection of these
resources. Mitigation can enhance these resources and water quality,
and is therefore consistent. Because they protect habitat and enhance
productivity, all uses and activities allowed in the segment (other
than those for which resource capability consistency findings have
been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent
with the resource capabilities of the area and the purposes of the
management unit. )

Segment 26A CA (Marshfield Channel).

This segment consists of the subtidal natural Marshfield Channel,
which is planned for continuation of historic shallew-draft navigation
and 1og storage. Biological resources consist of a2 passage for
migratory fish. There are no benthic or attached vegetation resources
due to currents. The primary resource capabilities of this segment
are as a channel for shallow-draft navigation and as a channel for

fish migration.
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Permitted uses/activities include: 1log handling, low-intensity J
recreation facilities, high-intensity utilities, maintenance dredging
minor navigation improvements and pilings/dolphins. Most of these
uses/activities are antillary to the primary purposes of the

segment. Recrcation facilities must necessarily be undeveloped
because of the location of the segment. Maintenance dredging and
minor navigational improvements will continue to be necessary to keep
the channel at its natural depths.

As they involve only minor alteration of the estuary, all uses and ;
activities allowed in the segment (other than those Tor which rasourc
capability consistency findings have been deferred in accordance with
Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent recreation,
aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are therefore
consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and the
purposes of a Conservation Unit.

'Segment 268 CA (Tidal flat south of Marshfield Channel)

This segment consists of a tidal flat with biological resources of
"less than major" importance. The principal rasources are
feeding/rearing for salmonids and starry flounder. There are also
clam beds of Tellina and Macoma species, which are of minimal
recreational importance. This area also adjoins the Marshfield
Channel-and is immediately east of the deep-draft channel, with ar. .
upland adjacent which is "especially suited to water-dependent
use".The resource capability of the area is two-fold: it has winor
importance for fish habitat, and it is an access area to the adjacent
upland for water-dependent development. It is propcsed primarily for
marina development. [See-Exception #20, where an Exception is taken
~to the "consistency” language in Goal #16 for the proposed marinalj.

Permitted uses include: docks, log storage, low-intensity recreatior
facilities (boat ramp), high-intensity utilities, maintenance
dredging, minor navigational improvements and pilings/doiphins. ATl
these uses are ancillary to future marina development, except Tog «
storage, which is an interim use. Following dredging and devetopment
of a marina, there will be considerable disturbance of natural
habitats [see Exception #20 for impacts]. Taking this into account,
the ancillary uses would have no additional impacts.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability.consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 27 DA: Lower Isthmus Slough: 0
This segment is considered "partially altered" by past log storage ai.

pile-driving activity and by run-off from dredge spoil disposai. It
is also needed for development of water-dependent uses on the adjace::
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'ESWD' upland. The area contains mud flats with some juvenile
salmonid use and Macoma/Tellina clam beds (which are of minimal
recreational importance). However, these resources are affected by
past alteration and are secondary in importance to the primary
resource capability of the arza, which is as an ideal access between
the deep draft channel and prime "ESWD" uplands.

Permitted uses include docks, mining/mineral extraction (only if not
in conflict with moorage), recreational facilities, utilities, minor
navigational improvements, pilings/dolphins, navigation aids and
vegetative stabilization. Most of these uses/activities are ancillary
to the primary purpose of the area, (shipping access to the ESWD
uplands for water-dependent industrial development). Recreationat
uses (water-dependent) are regarded as a subsidiary use. Vegetatiwve
stabilization would be appropriate for any parts of the shoreline that
remain undeveloped.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which rescurce capability consistency findings have been deferred 1in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segments 28A DA and 28 B DA [Lower Isthmus Slough]

These segments consist of mainly subtidal sections of Lower Isthmus
Slough, with some minor tidal marshes. Much of these two areas is
considered to be of "minimal biological importance". The remainder is
substantially altered by past log storage activity, by waod debris, or
former diking. Biological activity is greatly limited bw poor water
quality, and consists of fish passage during migration. The resource
capability of the area is primarily as deep water close to shore for
access between the shallow and deep-draft channels and uplands

designated for water-dependent uses; it is also proposed for continued

log storage.

Permitted uses include: docks, mining/mineral extrection (where rot
in conflict with industrial acccess), recreational facilities,
utilities, minor navigational improvements, pilings/dolphins,
navigation aids and vegetative stabilization. Most of these uses are
ancillary to the primary purpose of the segment. Recreation

facilities are regarded as ‘a secondary use in conjunction with uplands
that permit them. Vegetative stabilization is appropriate for parts
of the shoreline that remain undeveloped.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those tTor
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred 1in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 29 NA ("Kennedy Field").

This segment is a partly diked (breached) large tidal flat of roughly
60 acres with +8 acres of low salt (silty) marsh adjacent to the
east. It was used for many years as a site for log storage, and is

- e > )



now proposed as a high priority mitigation (enhancement) site (U- -
40). Kennedy Field provides habitat for crustaceans as well as two ‘:'
clam species (Macoma and Tellina) that have little recreational

importance. A power line support structure (low intensity utilities)
presently exists in the segment.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 30 CA - [Mid - Isthmus Slough]

This segment contains primarily subtidal areas which are of lesser
biological importance. The primary biological resource is as a
migration passage for salmonids and striped bass. Ther. are also some
areas of amphipods and minor Macoma/Tellina clam beds. ¥ he primary
purpose of the area is subtidal log storageairansport, which is also
part of its resource capability.

Permitted uses include: water dependent commercial uses amd dorks
(both excluding fil1l), log handling, recreation facilities, utilities
, maintenance dredging, minor navigational improvements, &nd
pilings/dolphins. These uses/activities are basically ancillary to
the primary purpose of the unit, except commercial and recreational

uses. “);;

The permitted uses/activities will not impact the diologiical resources
of the area, or cause major alteration. All uses and actiivities
allowed in the segment (other than those for which resourx=e capability
consistency findings have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a,
that is, high-intensity water-dependent recreation, aquacuiture, log
. storage dredging and bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the
resource capabilities of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation
Unit. .

Segments 31 NA and 34 NA, Upper Isthmus Slough, Davis Stough,
Shinglehouse Slough

These segments contain biological resources of major importance,
including tidal flats, aquatic beds, extensive salt marshes, and
important fish habitats (salmonids and striped bass). The resocurce
capability of the area is as a highly productive natural area.
Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low intensity
utilities, mitigation and passive restoration. Findings for these
uses/activities are the same as for other similar Natural segments:
[see Segments 10 and 11].

Segment 38 CA (Coalbank Slough)

This segment contains biological resources of lesser importance. It 3‘)
is primarily a subtidal natural channel with minor tidal flats,
aquatic beds, fringe marshes and minor clam beds (softshell) im the

lower section. The main biological resource is a navigation route for
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salmonids. Its resource capability is two-fold, both as a migration
route and as a shallow-draft channel suitable for moorace of small
craft. The segment is proposed for a small marina and continued log
storage in the lower part, and for resource protectien in the upper
part.

Permitted uses/activities include: Commercial, docks, industrial and
port facilities (all without fill), marina, recreaticn facilities,
utilities, maintenance dredging, minor navigational 3Improvements, and
pilings/dolphins. Most of these uses are ancillary to the primary
uses in the segment. Commercial/

industrial uses are secondary uses which could not involve fill, and
would complement similar uses of shoreland segment 42UD. None of
these uses would involve major alteration of the estuary: dredging of
a marina with associated uses would not impact the biolcgical

resources of the area, since these are limited mostly to fish passage.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other & zn those for
which resource capability consistency findings have becit deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 39 NA (Coalbank Slough Marshes)

This segment consists of two marshes of major resource: importance.
They are proposed for resource protection and enhancememt.

Permitted uses/activities include aquaculture, low imtemsity
utilities, mitigation, active restoration and vegetative

stabilization. Utilities like power line supports would have very
minor impacts on the resource. Mitigation is specifically proposed in
the segment and will enhance biological productivity-. Aquaculture in
this area could utilize and enhance its natural productivity. The
type and intensity of operation would be governed in part by ODFW
permit.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segments 43 DA, 44 DA, 46 DA and 47 DA (Coos Bay/North Bend
Waterfront) )

These segments are all considered to be of "minimal biological
importance" and have "deep water close to shore". Therefore, their
primary resource capability is as access between the deep channel and
the shorelands (most of which are "ESWD").

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, mining/mineral extraction
(where not conflicting with navigation/moorage), recreation facilities
(in 44 DA and 46 DA), utilities, minor navigational imgrovements,
pilings/dolphins, navigation aids and vegetative stabilization. These
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uses/activities are all ancillary to the primary purpose of these S
segments, with the exception of mining/mineral extraction and ‘)
recreational facilities, which are secondary uses which would not
conflict with primary uses. Vegetative stabilization would be
consistent for parts of the shoreline that are not developed.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than thos= for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #8a) are therefore consistent with the resourc
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the manzgement unit.

Segment 45NA [Upper Bay]

This segment consists of large expanses of tidal flat and associated
channels, with tidal marshes, a biological resource of major
importance. Eel grass beds, clam beds, fish habitats (salmonids,
starry flounder) and waterfowl habitats are also important. The
resource capability of the area is as a highly productive environment

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low intensity
utilities (e.g. pipeline for spoil disposal) mitigation and passive
restoration. For consistency findings see similar s=gments, eg. 15 h
and 17 NA. °

Segment 45 A CA [subtidal area off Coos Bay/North Bemd Waterfront’

This subtidal segment contains biological resources of lesser J
importance only (primarily the outer fringe of clam beds and
amphigod/salmonid feeding and rearing areas). Its primary resource
capability is as a subtidal area adjacent to the deep-dratt channel
we]]—suicted to log storage. ' '

_Permitted uses/activities include: log handling, Tow-intensity
recreation facilities, low intensity utilities (e.g., pipeline for
spoil disposal on nearby spoil islands), maintenance dredging {to
ensure access to log storage areas), minor navigational improvements
and pilings/dolphins. These uses/activities are mostly ancillary to
the primary purpose of the segment, and to appropriate dredged -
material disposal, and will involve only minor alteration to the
estuary. Recreation facilities will essentially be undeveloped,
because of the segment's location.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 48 CA (North Point)

This segment consists o‘f tidal flats and a subtidal area of lesser
biological importance. There is some use by juvenile salmonids and

flat fish as well as Macoma/Tellina clams and some crustaceans. The
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purpose of the segment is basically protection of these resources, as
water-dependent industrial uses of the adjacent upland are not
expected to require any large-scale alteration of the estuary.

Permitted uses/activities include: recreation facilities, utilities,
minor navigational improvements and pilings/dolphins. Due to the Tow
level of alteration required and the relatively minor biological
importance of the area, all uses and activities allowed 1in the segment
(other than those for which resource capability consistency findings
have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-
intensity water-dependent recreation, aquaculture, %09 storage
dredging and bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 50 NA (Pony Slough)

This segment contains biologicagl resources of major importance,
including tidal flats, aquatic beds, salt marshes, clam beds, high
concentrations of crustaceans, and flat fish habitat. It contains the
highest concentration of winter waterfowl in the bay. The segment 1s
proposed for protection of the natural resources.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low intensity
utilities, mitigation and passive restoration. Aquaculture could
utilize and enhance the natural productivity of this area. The type
and intensity of operation would be governed in part by OCFW permit.
Utilities (such as power line supports) would have minimal 1impacts
(mostly temporary) on the resources. Other permitted activities would
actually enhance resource production, subject to ODFW/DSL review. Altl
uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for which
resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 51 CA - (off North Bend Airport)

This segment consists of a mainly subtidal area with mimor amounts of
tidal flat/aquatic bed. A large part of the segment is regarded as a
"partially altered area". Biological resources are generally of
lesser importance. A small area around the boat ramp at the mouth of
Pony Slough contains Macoma/Tellina clams, amphipods and flat fish
habitats. This segment is intended for an improved boat ramp/dock and
maintenance of natural resources in the rest of the area.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks (not on fill), recreation
facilities, utilities, maintenance dredging, minor navigational
improvements, and pilings/dolphins.

Because they would involve only minor alterations and impacts on the
resources, all uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than
those for which resource capability consistency findings have been
deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-
dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and
bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities
of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.
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Segment 51 A DA - In-water DMD area off airport ‘:>;

This segment is an altered area previously used for subtidal DMD. The
ocnly permitted use (other than DMD) is navigation aids, as necessary
to mark the DMD site. This activity is consistent with the resources
of the area and purpose of this type of Development wunit.

Segment 52 NA - Lower Bay

This segment contains considerable biological resources including some
areas of major importance, including tidal flats, acuatic beds; salt
marshes, clam beds, habitat for salmonids, flat fish and striped

bass. It also supports large numbers of waterfowl and shorebirds.

The purpose of this segment is management to protect resource
productivity. Two designated mitigation sites ar¢ in this segment.
Aquaculture, also a permitted use, could utilize ¢ i enhance the
natural productivity of the area. Theatype and in.ensity of operation
would be governed in part by ODFW permit. A1l uses and activities
allowed in the segment (other than those for which resource capability
consistency findings have been deferred in accordance witih Policy #4a)
are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities cf the area
and the purposes of the management unit.

fegment 52 A DA - North Bend Airport extension

This segment is proposed for fill to allow extensiom of the North d;>d
airport. [See Exception #21]. Uses permittzd include: wutilities and
vegetative stabilization, which are consistent with the development of
the airport runway and the purposes of this-type of Development unit.

Segment 53 CA - North of Empire Docks.

This segment contains biological resources of lesser impo:rtance,
including subtidal areas, tidal flats and aquatic beds, s:wme
crustaceans, fish habitats (salmonids and flat fish), and some clam
beds, the extent of which is not great. The purpose of the unit is to
protect these resources and allow continued subtidal log storage. The
resource capability of the area relates to these biological
resources. Permitted uses/activities include: 1log handling, Tow
intensity utilities, maintenance dredging (of the log storage area),
minor navigational improvements and pilings/dolphins. These uses will
involve only minor impacts or alterations and will not interfere with
conserving the relatively less important resources of the area and the
purposes of a Conservation unit.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore con51stent with the resource capabilities of the area, aﬁ;’
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.
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‘:; Segments 54 DA and 56 DA [Empire Dock and Sitka Dock ]

These segments contain some small areas of biological resources of
lesser importance (aquatic beds and clam beds): these are one minor
aspect of their resource capability. However, an Exception has been
taken to place them in Development units and take adwantage of their
considerable resource capability for moorage and access to ‘ESWD’

. shorelands, namely deep-water close to shore. Most of these segments
is also considered of 'minimal biological importance' due to previous
alteration and navigational use.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, marina, mining/mineral
extraction, recreation facilities, utilities, minor navigational
improvements, pilings/dolphins, navigation aids and vegetative
stabjlization. Mineral extraction is only permitted where not in
conflict with navigation/moorage. Marina devel: gemt includes
construction of a protective breakwater and dre. .ng, as n=2cessary.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resour:
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the managememt unit.

) Segments 55 CA and 59 CA - Subtidal areas off Empire/Barview

= 2y
"’ .. €"f These segments consist of biological resources of considerable

o importance, however, not of such major importance that thizy require
the protection of a Natural management unit. The great crommercial
value of the subtidal clam beds in Segment 59 is the prinzipal
resource in these segments and constitutes the majosr part. of the
resource capability.  The shallow sections of these segmermts also
support salmonid rearing/feeding and herring spawning. Tfie purpose
these segments is to harvest clam populations and atlow law-intensit
‘recreational uses consistent with the conservation of other resource

Permitted uses/activities include: docks (55 A only), recreational
facilities, low-intensity utilities (plus maintenance of sewage plan
outfall in 55 A), minor navigational improvements and
pilings/dolphins. -

Because they will involve only minor impacts and alterations to the
estuary, all uses and activities allowed in the segment (cther than
those for which resource capability consistency findings have been
deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity wate
dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and
bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource capabilities
of the area, and the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

‘y i Seaments 55 B NA, 57 NA and 58 NA - Intertidal areas of Empire/Barv:

These segments consist of intertidal habitats of major biological
importance, including tidal flats, aquatic beds, rocky intertidal
areas, major recreational clam beds, fish habitats, includina salmo:
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and herring areas, and _important waterfront/shore bird areas. .These
areas will be managed for continued public access and protecticn of ‘
their considerable natural resource capability. ;:i'

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low-intensity
utilities, mitigation and passive restoration. Aquaculture can
enhance and utilize the Biological productivity of these segments.

Low intensity utiiities will cause minor, mostly temporary impacts.
Mitigation will actually enhance resource values, subject to review by
DSL and ODFW. A designated mitigation site is situated in Segment 55
B and adjacent to Segments 58 and 59. Vegetatijve stabilization can
improve water-quality and habitat values.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 60 CA - Barview Waysihe

This Eegment contains a small section of an area of major biological
importance, including a narrow tidal flat and subtidal aquatic beds.
Clam beds are also present. This segment has some Timited biological
resource capability. However, its major capability is as a suitable
location for a public boat launch facility, due to the fact that the
tidal flats are narrow and sufficient depth of water exists adJacent
to the shore. The purpose of the segment reflects this capability. “,

Permitted uses inc]ude: docks (not using fill), recreational
facilitjes, low-intensity utilities, maintenance dredging, minor
navigational improvements and pilings/dolphins. New dredging is alsp
permitted, but this is justified in an Exception [see Exception #5].
A11 these uses are ancillary to development of a public boat ramp and
" dock and involve only minor alteration to the estuary. A1l uses and
activities allowed in the segment (other than those for which resource
capability consistency findings have been deferred in accordance with
Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water-dependent recreation,
aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are therefore -
consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and the
purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 60 A NA - adjacent to Barview Wayside

This segment contains an area of major biological importance including
tidal flats and subtidal/intertidal eel grass beds. Clam beds and
fish habitats (salmonids and flat fish) also exist in the segment.

The purpose of this segment is to protect the considerable biological
resource capability of the area.

Permitted uses include: aquaculture, low-intensity utilities,
mitigation and passive restoration. g‘)

Due to the similarity of resource capability and uses/activities,

Linkage Findings
2.0-38



findings are the same as for segments 55 B, 57 and 53.

Segment 61 DA - Hansen's Landing

This segment consists of a variety of resources: certain areas are
part of biological resources of major importance, including tidal
flats and aquatic beds. Other sections are considered “partially
altered" by past moorage activity, although some clem beds remain in
the area. Other parts are considered to be of minimal biological
importance, and the "deep water close to shore" is the principal
resource of the area. An Exception has been taken [see Exception #6],
to allow a Development unit in the area, and utilize the deep water
characteristics (while minimizing degradation the Scuth Slough) for
shallow-draft access to water-dependent shoreland development.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, mining/mineral extraction,
recreation facilities, utilities, minor navigational improvements,
piling/dolphins, navigation aids and vegetative stabilization. These
uses are al) ancillary to the primary purpose of the segment except
mining/mineral extraction which is only allowed when not in conflict
with moorage. a

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other tham those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the managementT unit.

Segment 63 A NA - Joe Ney Slough

This area consists of biological resources of major importance,
including tidal flats, saltmarshes and extensive eelgrass beds.
Salmonid habitat is important in the western part. However, the
primary resource capability of the area is as a site for cyster-
culture, due to the good water quality, which is the primazry purpose
of the segment.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low intensity
utilities, mitigation, active restoration and vegetative

stabilization. Aquaculture is especially suited to this area's
resources, subject in part to ODFW permit approval governing the type
of operation and compatibility with existing oyster culture. Low
intensity utilities would have very minor (mostly temporary) impacts
and are consistent with protection of natural resources and
aquaculture. Mitigation would enhance resource productivity and water
quality.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deterred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Segment 63 B CA [Indian Point marina site]

This segment contains natural resources of major importance, including
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occurs in the area, together with clam beds (Macoma/Tellina

species). However, this small bay is also ideally suited to a
recreational marina, due to its sheltered position 'and easy access to
a shallow draft channel. An Exception has been taken [see Exception
277 to designate this area "Conservation" and permit a dredged marina.

tidal f]ats,isalt“&af;h—and subtidal eelgrass beds. Salmonid use 315‘:§'f

Permitted uses/activities include: commercial, docks, recreational
facilities, low-intensity utilities, maintenance dredging, minor
navigational improvements and pilings/dolphins. None of these uses
may utilize fill.

A11 these uses/activities are ancillary to the primary purpose of the
area and will not involve major alteration of the esZuary beyond the
initial dredging needed for the marina. A1l uses and activities
allowed in the segment (other than those for which r==cource cepability
consistency findings have been deferred in accordan: & with Policy #4a,
that is, high-intensity water-dependent necreation, i.quaculture, log
storage dredging and bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the
resource capabilities of the area, and the purposes of a Conserwvation
Unit.

Segment 63 C NA [South Slough north of Sanctuary]

This area contains biological resources of major importance, includine
tidal flats, small salt marshes, subtidal/intertidal seagrass/algae -+
beds, extensive crustacean and recreational clam beds, juvenile \:>
salmonid feeding/rearing areas and waterfowl habitat. The area also
contains some oyster culture, and will be managed to maintain the
considerable natural resource capability.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, low-intensity

~utilities, mitigation and passive restoration. There is a designated

mitigation/restoration site in the area.

Findings are the same as for Segment 63 A NA because of the similarity
of resources and uses.

Seqment 63 C2 DA - Oyster processing facility -- Charleston

This is a subtidal channel, partially altered by past dredging/diking
activity, used for access to an oyster processing facility. The
primary resource capability is as a channel for barge access to the
facility.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, utilities, minor
nayigationa1 improvements, pilings/dolphins, navigation aids and
vegetative stabilization.

These uses are all ancillary to the primary purpose of the segment.

A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than thcse for\;i
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Linkaae Findinas
-

B Yy



Segment 66 A DA [Charleston Boat Basin]

This is an area which is of minimal biological imporitance, within the
Charleston boat basin. Its primary resource capability is as a
shallow-draft commercial/recreational moorage with zzcess to shoreside
water-dependent uses.

Permitted uses/activities include: docks, recreationm facilities,
utilities, maintenance dredging, minor navigational fimprovements and
pitings/dolphins.

These uses are all ancillary to the primary purposes of the segment.
A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have “een deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent: with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the managemeni unit.

Segment 66 B CA ("Coastal Acres")

This segment contains various resources of some biolmgicad importance,
including tidal flats, aquatic beds, productive recreatiomal clam beds
and juvenile salmonid habitat. The area has resource capability both
for its recreational clamming importance and for its suitability to
shallow draft moorage. This is due to its access to.the :shallow draft
channel, and its closeness to the ocean and existing boat basin.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture, decks, recreational
facilities, utilities, maintenance dredging, minor navigational
improvements and piling/dolphins.

These uses are ancillary to the recreational aspect of thwe segment.
A1l uses and activities allowed in the segment (othex tham those for
which resource capability consistency findings have Seen deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-intensity water—dependent
recreation, aquaculture, log storage dredging and bulkheading) are
therefore consistent with the resource capabilities of the area, and
the purposes of a Conservation Unit.

Segment 67 CA - (South Jetty)

This segment contains similar resources to seqgment 7 CA on the other
side of the navigation channel . They are not generally of major
biological importance, except for the razor clam bed, which is unique
in the bay. The segment is proposed for maintenance. and repair of thke
jetty, breakwater construction and protection of the razor clam bed.
The natural resource capability of the segment is related to the razor
clam bed, use of the area by migratory salmonids, and the large number
of other recreationally important fish species using the area.

Permitted uses/activities include: recreation facitities (low-
intensity), low-intensity utilities, maintenance dredging (to maintain
access to the jetty), minor navigational improvemen<ts and
pilings/dolphins.
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These uses would all involve only minor alterations and impacts on t' N
resources of the area. A1l uses and activities allowed in the segme;:}
(other than those for which resource capability consistency findings
have been deferred in accordance with Policy #4a, that is, high-
intensity water-dependent recreation, aquaculture, log storage

dredging and bulkheading) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area, and the purposes of a Consarvation Unit.

Segment 67 A DA [In-water DMD area

This area is proposed for an emergency in-water dredged material area,
due to its depths and currents carrying the materials out to sec.
Findings are the same as for Segment 51 A DA.

Segment 69 NA [South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary]

This segment contains substantial natural resource & >f major
importance, including tidal flats, salt..marshes, ag.atic beds, clam
beds, oyster culture and major feeding grounds for juvenile salmonids
and other fish. Waterfow) use the entire area. The natural resource
capability of the area is very substantial, and is protected by the
Plan and by its inclusion in the South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary.

Permitted uses/activities include: aquaculture (restricted by special
condition), low-intensity utilities, mitigation, active restoration
and vegetative stabilization. A1l use/activities are subject to !
review by the Sanctuary Commission to ensure compatitbility with thEVq}
Sanctuary's Management Plan as well as by ODF! permit process.
Aquaculture exists at present, and as conditioned is restricted to low
impact oyster culture (stake or bottom-culture) on 2 100-zcre total
area. Low-intensity utilities would have very minor (mostly

temporary) impacts on the area. There are several

~mitigation/restoration sites in the area. These activities (plus

vegetative stabilization) would enhance productivity and water
quality, subject to DSL/ODFW review.

A1l uses end activities allowed in the segment (other than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resource
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the management unit.

Authorized Channels

These segments are proposed for continued maintenance dredging and
possible future deepening. Permitted activities inciude: minor
navigational improvements piling/dolphins and navigation aids.

A11 uses and activities allowed in the segment (other.than those for
which resource capability consistency findings have been deferred in
accordance with Policy #4a) are therefore consistent with the resouv- e
capabilities of the area and the purposes of the mamagement unit. '\3’
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2.7 Coastal Shorelands Goal (#17) "Linkage" Findings

2.7.1 Introduction

Goal #17 requires certain findings for most categories of uses in
rural coastal shoreland areas. Specifically, water-dependent
commercial and industrial uses and all water-related uses are only
permitted upon a finding that these uses:

"satisfy a need which cannot be accommodated on shorelands in
urban and urbanizable areas"”.

Furthermore, land divisions and "other uses" {(i.e. mon-
dependent/related) are only permitted upon a finding that they:

"satisfy a need which cannot be accommodated at other upland
‘locations or in urban or urbanizable areas, and are compatible
with the objectives of this Goal to protect ripar 3n vegetation
and wildlife habitat". ¢
These findings, which establish that no alternative sites are
available, may be made in two ways:

(i) Here, in the Plan "Linkage" findings, or
(i) During implementation, prior to County permit issuance.

The Plan will make findings for these uses only where they are
specifically provided for in the Management Objective as a part of the
overall purpose of each shoreland segment. Other .usesfactivities
which are listed in the Uses/Activities matrix cre only permitted
subject to the appropriate findings, during Plan implementation [see
General Conditions attached to specific uses/activities].

For .instance, if the Management Objective intends an area for water-
dependent industrial/commercial uses, the Plan will make tne
appropriate findings for these uses, and these are therfore allowed
outright. MWater-related or non-dependent/related
industrial/commercial uses are also permitted in the Uses/Activities
Matrix but only when appropriate findings are made during
implementation.

Other findings required by Goal #17, for example, compatibility with
riparian vegetation and wildlife habitats, cannot be made in a general
way in the Plan. These findings must also be made during
implementation, as required by "General Conditions" attached to uses
in each segment.

Findings are therefore made on a segment-by-segment basis as follows.

2.7.2 Site Specific Findings

Segments 3E WD, 5WD and 6WD.

These segments are considered together because they are part of the
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North Spit water-dependent industrial complex. Management Objectives ’
state that these segments are intended for the following uses: = ‘ /

3E WD - Water-dependent/related commercial or industrial \J)
development ' :

5WD - Water-dependent industrial complex

6WD - Water-dependent”development assocjated with adjacent
non-water-dependent uses outside the shareland
boundary.

These uses are proposed on the North Spit because of:

(i) The closeness to the deep-draft channel.

(ii) The advantage of location in the lower bay below the
railroad bridge which may in future limit the size of ships
entering the upper bay.

(iii) The advantages of location in the lower bay due to lower
channel maintenance. |

(iv) The lack of large, vacant, relatively level sites in
urban/urbanizable areas in the lower bay with access
to the channel.

(v) The relatively limited waterfront available to the
deep-draft channel for the one large vacant site. that does
exist in an urban area (Port's Eastside property), togsther
with the advantages stated above of locatian in the upper
bay. : »

(vi) Existing uses; e.g. Roseburg Lumber Dock. P
For these reasons, there are no adequate alternative sites for ‘.future"‘3
water-depepdent/related commercial/industrial uses ¥n urban or
urbanizable areas. In addition, Segment 3E WD permits send mining as
a non-water-dependent/related use. There is no upland ¢~ °
urban/urbanising area alternative because the sand resc rce here is
especially plentiful, of high quality for glassmaking, - nd needs to be
"removed to prepare parts of the site for future development.

Segment 7D

This segment is proposed for non-water-dependent/related industrial
uses as an expansion of the existing pulp plant, on the cendition of
no adverse impact to the adjoining aquatic area. This segment is an
integral part of an existing industrial use (pulp plant) cutside the
Coastal Shorelands Boundary. Provided future use is, as specified,
for expansion of the existing use, there is no practical alternative
site in an upland or urban/urbanizing area.

Segment 12 RS

This segment is proposed in part for continuation and expansiorr of an
existing boat-works and marine ways, a water-dependent industrial

use. This small site is appropriate for limited expansion of the
existing use. There is no practical alternative site in an o
urban/urbanizing area because this is the expansion of an existing \I
use.
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Segment 14 WD - . = _-

Le— ~ . - -

This segment is proposed for barge loading of Jetty rock. This use
must be provided for here because

(i) The source of jetty rock is nearby.

(i) The rock must be transported by water to reach the jetty
because of lack of suitable road access.

(iii) It would be economically prohibitive to truck the rock
to a site in an urban/urbanizable area and then barge it to
the jetty, because of the relatively much loewer costs per
mile, and much more direct route, associated with water
transport.

Therefore, no practical alternative urban/urbanizing shoreland site
exists for this particular use.

Segment 16 WD .

This segment is proposed as a future water-dependent industrial site
for l1og storage and transport.

This site is selected because of its unique locational
characteristics. It is: :

(i) Close to the owner's (Weyco) timber lands, reducing the
‘ distance necessary to haul the logs by road before transfer
to the water.

(ii) Located close to a natural channel which has sufficient
depth to enable transport of log rafts with minimal
maintenance dredging or minor navigational improvements.

{iii) Located close to Weyco Mill in North Bend via the
Coostoii Channel.

An upland site is needed for this use because of the limited amount of

subtidal area available for in-water log storage and restrictions on
intertidal log storage. Future expanded log storage therefore will
need increasingly to go on land. The only other site on the Cooston
Channel which would have suitable characteristics is Christianson
Ranch, but this has great suitability for a larger space user. It is’
also in a rural area. There is no site in an urban/urbanizable area
with the same favorable characteristics as this site.

Segment 19D

This segment is proposed primarily for water-dependent/related
industrial uses. Specifically, it is proposed for a2n integrated
water-dependent/related wood products manufactur1ng and processing
complex. Raw materials (logs) would be brought in (in part) by water,
and the finished products or processed materials (like chips) would be
barged out from the site.

This site is well-suited for this type of use because of its location
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on the shallow-draft channel with direct water accesss to a log dump on
Coos River, a major source of raw materials. The oniy vacant site v
with water access on the Upper Bay within an urban/urbanizing area‘:)
the Port oroperty north of Eastside. ‘
This site would not be suitable for the use proposed because it would
be more efficiently utilized for activities which require deep-dratt
access to the shore. Log transport only requires shallow-draft shore
access and a shallow-draft channel. \Use of this site for the uses

. proposed at Christianson Ranch would unnecessarily tie up valuable

deep-draft channel frontage and back-up land. ChrisZianson Ranch also
is the only site with adequate size (152 acres) to fwlfill the needs
of a large wood-products manufacturing/processing complex. The Port's
Eastside property is smaller (117 acres) and would be less suitable
for this use.

Therefore, there is no suitable location for this use within
urban/urbanizing shorelands.

See Exception #19 for Exception to Goa2l #3 to per. .t industrial
development on agricultural lands. ’ ’

Segments 20A, 208, 20C and 20D: (all WD) [Coos/Milliicoma Rivers]

These segments are considered together because they are all proposed
for expansion of existing, or other, water-dependenty/related uses:

20A - Tug and barge facility or water-dependent/relat ,
. uses generally ‘;,

208 - Rock products trans-shipment

20C and 20D - Sorting and transfer of logs

As all of these are existing uses, other sites in urban/urbanizing
areas are not considered feasible, and expansion of operations is

“appropriate within the limits of these small segments.

However, see Exception [#19] to Goal #3 to permit industrial
development on agricultural lands for Segment 20B, which is not fully

committed to industrial use.

Segment 28D [outside Eastside city limits]

This.segment is proposed for a continuation of existing uses and
expansion of commercial/industrial uses. This part of the segment is
dominated by the existing Coos Head Mill. Redevelogment or expansion
of this use is considered appropriate, together with any associated
uses. This segment is, in effect, urbanized, even though it has not
been placed in Eastsides' Urban Growth Boundary. It lies adjacent to
the shallow-draft Isthmus Slough Channel, an appropriate location for
a water-dependent mill or other water-dependent/related use.

Additional findings would have to be made for non-water- \;}
dependent/related uses [see Policy #14].
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Segment 320 - Isthmus Slough

This segment is proposed for expansion of industrial/commercial use,
including non-water-dependent/related uses if they do not preclude
water access. This segment is currently a mixture o¥ uses, including
a disused mill site, lcg storage, truck shops and diked pastura. The
pasture is a designated DMD site. After disposal, iT can be converted
to non-agricultural uses [see Exception #19 to Goal #3]. The segment
is already semi-urbanized, but has not been placed im a UGB, partly
because urban-level services are not needed for the @nticipated

uses. This site is well-suited to access to the sha¥low-dratt
(natural) channel for log storage and transportatior- As with
Christianson Ranch, there is a site at the Port's Eazstside property
which is vacant and could be put to this use, but th¥s would
needlessly tie up valuzble deep-draft water frontage. Shallow-draft
frontage available at the Eastside property is needed for marina
development.

Therefore, there is no suitable alternative,site in wr...n/urbanizing
areas for water-dependent/related uses on a shallow-draft channel.
Non-water-dependent/related uses are appropriate on This site because
of its location next to Highway 101, the principal rcad through the
County. Truck shops associated with the logging and wood products
industry have located in this segment and elsewhere %n the area along
Highway 101 because of its locational advantages. This is one of the
most central locations in the County with optimum road access to
logging operations in every direction. Alternative wpland locations
on the other side of Highway 101 are steep and difficult to develop.
Alternative urban locations like the industrial progerty north of
Eastside would forego the ease of highway access which is unique to
this site. Similarly, upland locations in Coos Bay/Worth Bend could
be used, but again the locational advantages.of the sit= would be
lost, and in any case, upland industrial sites in these cities have a
higher value for other types of industrial uses, and are not well-
suited to logging-related uses. It is very unlikely that uses of this
type would locate in urban areas away from this highway corridor.

Therefore, there are no reasonable alternative upland urban/urbanizing
locations that would reasonably accommodate this type of use.

Seament 63A CS

This segment proposes a municipal reservoir in the area of diked
pasture above the head of tide (tidegate and dike on Joe Ney

Slough). Although non water-dependent in the normal sense of the term
(requiring access to the estuarine water body for transportation,
recreation, energy or souce of water), it is considered water-
dependent because the dam and associated works have to be located at
the site of the existing dike to separate fresh from estuarine water.

There is no alternative site within an urban/urbanizing area, because
Joe Ney reservoir is proposed as a back-up to the Pony Creek System,

and this is the most suitable site. Other possible sites in the area,
like the existing Tarheel and Fourth Creek reservoirs, have potential
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for industrial water supply and are in private ownership. They may
not be of sufficient quality for domestic use in any case. A domes:
reservoir is more appropriately located in a rural area in any case.

Segment 64 CS ’

This segment proposes only one specific development —- expansion of an
existing oyster processing facility. This use is water-dependent aand
needs to be located here because of the existing water access and
closeness to South Slough oyster leases. It is, in any case,
immediately adjacent to, and in character with, the Charleston
urbanizing area. This use has no urban/urbanizing alternative site
because it is existing and this location is uniguely well-~suited to
it.

Segments 9CS, 11RS, 13BRS, 15RS, 17RS, 21RS, 30BRS, 31RS, 32D, 69NS

These segments contain restoration sites which are also inventoried as
"significant wildlife habitats" or "archaeological sites™ under Goal
17. The following findings establish that mitigation or active
restoration will be consistent with the preservation of natural

values.

Site M-9(a): This is partly freshwater marsh, partly abandoned
cranberry bog. ‘Wildlife habitat values are typical for freshwater
marshes, e.g., for heron, egreg, rail, red-winged bl ackb‘rds and li;:?
species. Resident duck species may use the area for nesting.
Restoration to tidal influence will probably cause a gradual change in
vegetatdon to brackish-water species like Lyngbye's sedge: and bulrush,
some of which are already in parts of the site. A change' in °
vegetation of this type and tidal fluctuations will not have ‘any
significant impact on existing wildlife use, because the desirable
characteristics which attract these species, (prey species, cover,
food plants), will remain. Therefore, mitigation or active
restoration is consistent with the preservation of natural values.

Site M-22: This is partly marginal pasture, with upland grasses and
shrub and partly freshwater cattail marsh. Active restoration will =
probably cause a gradual change to brackish water vegetation, such as
Lyngbye's sedge and pickleweed. Wildlife habitat values are as for
Site M-9(a) above. There are no other special wildlife values. The
same general conclusions may be drawn about the effects of active
restoration or mitigation as for Site M-9(a).

Site U-1: This site is thought to contain an Indian cultural site, as
a burial has been found nearby. Active restoration action would
require removal of a sand berm which is blocking tidal action in the
site. There may be an archaeological site in this area. Should
mitigation/restoration be proposed at this site, Policy No. 18 woulo
be applied, which would only allow the action to occur upon
notification of the local tribal council and upcn demonstration tHa
the site would not be impacted. Therefore, it may be concluded that
such action will not occur unless it is consistent with the
preservation of natural values.



Site U-9(a): This site is presently freshwater marsh with typical
species like cattails and bulrush and also Lyngbve's sedge which is
more typical of brackish marsh. Wildlife use is primarily by heron,
egret, rail, red-wing blackbirds and other typical species. Thniere may
be some nesting by resident duck species. Active restoration will
cause tidal fluctuation and probably a gradual change in vegetation to
brackish species such a Lyngbye's edge. Therefore, the same general
conclusions may be drawn about the effets of mitigation/active
restoration as for Site M-S(a).

Site U-11: This site currently has a mixture of fresh and brackish
marsh vegetation, due to leakage through a tidegate.. Wildlife use is
typical for freshwater marshes (heron, egret). Thexe are no other
special habitat characteristics. Active restoration would cause tidal
fluctuation and probably a change to brackish marsh. species such a
Lyngbve's sedge. Therefore, the,same general conclusions may be drawn
about the effects of mitigation/active restoration as for Site M-9(a).

Site U-29(b): This site is currently freshwater maz'sh and swamp with
tyvpical specles such as cattails, bulrush, alder and slo..gh sedge.
Wildlife use probably includes red wing blackbirds. rails and other
typical fresh marsh/swamp species. There are no or*er special habitat
characteristics. Active restoration would cause ticdial fluctuation and
probably some vegetation changes to brackish marsh sspeciez like
Lyngbye's sedge, though some other species like bulmush would probably
remain. There might be some loss of alder, as they are not very
brackish water tolerant. The same general coclusicms may be drawn
about the effects of mitigation/active restoration as for Site M-9(a).

Site U-S1(b): This site is currently fresh marsh, @lthousi1 there
appears to be wmome saline intrusion. Vegetation is typia=l of fresh
marsh (cattails, bulrush, slough sedge, possibly Lymigby:2‘s sedge).
wWildlife use of. this extensive (16 ac.) marsh is priimarzly herons,
rails, red wing blackbirds and typical prey species: such .2s rodents
and frogs. As the surface is covered by emergent vegetation, the
marsh is not generally used for waterfowl resting amd feeding, though
resident duck species may use it for nesting. Actiwe restoration
would cause some tidal fluctuations, although as the site is at the
high marsh level, they would normally be small. Vemgetation
composition would prcbably change toward a greater proportion of
brackish water species like Lyngbye's sedge, although some species
like bulrush would probably remain. Removal of the dike would cause
water levels during the winter and spring runoff season to be lower.
Althouch the aguatic regime would change, vegetaticnal changes would
probably not be drastic and the marsh would centinue to function as
habitat for existing species due to the continuation of prey species,
food plants and cover. Therefore, it may be cencluded that
mitigation/active restoration would be consistent with the
preservation of natural values.

Site U-45(b): This site is very similar in vegetatZon and habitat
values tO Site U-29(b). Mitigation/restoration wouwuld cause similar
changes, although losses of alder could be more ex=ensive. Therefore,
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the same conclusions may be drawn about the effects of

mitigation/active restoration as for Site U-29(b) and M-9(a). J

Site U-44: This site is partly pasture grass, partly bulrush and
“attail freshwater marsh. Only the latter area is considered a Goal
17 marsh. wWildlife use is typical for freshwater marshes (red wing
blackbirds, rails, herons, egrets). &s for Site 51(b), resident duck
species may use the area for nesting. Mitigation/restoration actions
would cause minor tidel fluctuations, and probably lower water levels
during winter/spring run-off due to removal of the &ike. Vegetational
changes would probably occur in the fresh marsh with an increase in
brackish water species like Lvngbye's sedge, although some existing
species like bulrush would remain. The same conclusions may be drawn
about the effects of mitigation/active restoration as for Site 51(b).

Site SS1(b): This site is within the South Slough “stuarine
Sanctuary, and contains a mixture of salt marsh an # fresh marsh
species, principally, bulrushes and catéails with nome sedges.

Removal of the dike would cause increased tidal action and orobably a
gradual increase, at least in the lower end of the marsh, in brackish
water vegetation (e.g., Lyngbye's sedge). Wildlife use is typical for
fresh marshes (herons, red wing blackbirds, rails) a&nd their pre
species. Resident duck species use the area for nesting. The same
conclusions maybe drawn about the effects of mitigation/active
restoration as for Site 51(b). ' :

\
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3.0 EXCEPTIONS

3.7. Introduction

This section contains exceptions to the Estuarine Resources (#16)
and Coastal Shorelands (#i7) Goals which are necessary to justify
certain decisions made by the Inter-Agency Task Force, as modi~Tied by
the Local Officials Advisory Group. The Agricultura? Lands (£3) and
‘Forest Lands (#4) Goals also apply in shorelands areas, and exceptions
are also taken to these goals in a few cases.

Goal #2 (Land Use Planning) states that when, duTing the
formuelation of the Plan, and the application of the moals to those
decisions, it appears that:

"it is not possible to apply the appropriate
goal to specific properties or situations™

then an Exception must be taken. The goal goes on t® say that
“compelling reasons and facts" must be set forth showing why the goals
cannot be applied in this specific case. Findings must address the
four considerations below:

"“(a) Why these other uses should be provided forsg

(b) What alternative locations within the area could
be used for the proposed uses;

(c) What are the long-term environmental, econosnic, social and
energy consequences to the locality, the region or the state
.from not applying the goal or permitting the alt=rnative use;

(d) A Tinding that the proposed uses will be ccmpatilole with :
other adjacent uses" (LCDC Goal #2).

~

Exceptions in this Plan are of three basic types:

(i) Aguatic Management Seament Designations: Exception to Goal
#16 lanquage specifying the type of management unit an area
should be in.

(ii) Aguatic Management Segments, Uses/Activities:
Exception to Goal #16 language specifying the types o7 uses
and activities allowed in a particular management unit, or
requiring that certain uses only be allowed in conservation
or natural management units where "consistent with the
resource capabilities of the area or the purposes of the
management unit".

(ii1) Shoreland Management Segments: Exception to Goal #17
Tanguage specifying uses or resources to be protected. Also,
exceptions to Goals #3 and #4 requirements for protecting
agricultural and forest lands.

Some exceptions are specific to a single site; others may cover
several sites, but propose the same type of use or activity. Some

Exceptions
2.0



exceptions contain two parts: that is, they take exception to two
specific provisions in the goals - or even to two different goals.
[See, for instance, North Bend Airport Exception, which has two
parts: (i) to allow an area of major tidal flats to be placed in a
development maznagement unit, and (ii) to allow fill To be used for a
non-water-dependent/related use (airport).]

3

.2.

Site-Specific Exceptions

EXCEPTION #1 Segments #3DA, #5DA and #6DA - North Soit

A)

Waterfront .

The Proposal: To place these segments in deve’opment management

units.

The Exception: During the application of the Estua gne Resources

goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' proces:, it was not
possible to apply the goal to these particular segments.

Therefore, an exception is required. The exception is to language
requiring part of these segments to be placed in a conservaiion
management unit, because it contains clam beds, tidal flats (less
than "major" extent) and subtidal areas shoreward of -15 feet MLLW
which are of importance as fish habitat, including juwenile
salmonid feeding/rearing. Note: These segments below -15 feet
MLLW are considered areas of "minimal biological imporrtance needed
for.uses requiring alterations of the estuary" amd "deep water
areas adjacent to the shoreline". These areas guay be: placed in a
development management unit according to LCDC Goal #1i.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

A development management unit is needed in these three segments to
allow for dredge, fill and other necessary actions to develop
deep-draft access to prime water-dependent development shorelands.

Segment 3DA provides access to the Port of Coos Bay North Spit
Marine Industrial Park development, which is likely to inciude a
trawler basin, fish processing and bulk loading Tacilities for
coal, wood chips, oil and other related activities. Segment 5DA
provides access to Henderson Marsh, which is proposed for a water-
dependent wood products manufacturing complex in the long term,
and for marine construction as a short-term use. Segment 6DA
provides for access to the shore in addition to the existing wood
chip loading dock on Roseburg Lumber Company property. The North
Spit has been identified (see Economic Activities, Section 5.8,
Site Selection) as the only site available with size and water-
dependent characteristics suitable for future land needs for coal,
polymetallic sulfides/manganese nodules, water-borne

transportation and a large-scale pulp mill. Large vacant acreages
with deep-draft channel frontage are in short supply.

Cvrmrmmt s nnmen 2 Z‘
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Certain areas of the shoreline in these three segments are
proposed to be altered by the placing of bulkheads, behind which
backfill would occur, when necessary and appropriate to new
development projects on the sites. An August 10, 1983 letter from
the Oregon International Port of Coos Bzy explaims the importance
of bulkheading and backfill:

The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay strongly supports
the bulkhead and backfill alternative as the preferred
alternative for harborline development on the North Spit.
Bulkhead and backfill provides the maximum wsage of the
property and will best serve the needs of p=ople of the Bay
Area.

Bulkhead and backfill offers the followinr advantages:

¢
1. Provides the greatest versatility in cargo handling
capacity.
2. Creates the safest working environment through the

elimination of access ramps.

3. Lower maintenance costs as a result o some simplicity
of design and minimal number of components.

4. Lower opération costs by creating the most efficient
movement of cargo from shoresirfe to dockside.

These are but the obvious advantages from the use of bulkhead
and backfill construction. The Oregon Internatiomal Port of
Coos Bay supports bulkhead and backfill primarily because it
produces the most cost efficient combinatiom of construction
and operation, and it will tend to minimize the pwoliferation
of single purpose or 1imited purpose facilities. This will
reduce the number of facilities necessary along the
economically and environmentally valuable shorelimes.

The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay recognizes that
mitigation for inter-tidal filling will be necessary, but we
feel that this is a necessary cost to provide the most viable
alternative for dock development.

Without a development management unit which allows dredge, fill
and other necessary alterations, these sites could not be used for
water-dependent activities.

As additional support for the findings above, the Oregon Economic
Development Department has submitted the following infocrmation
(copies of the referenced letters are included within the CBEMP
Inventory, Section 5.8.3): :

The planned pi=rhead line along the Port property is consistent
with the preferred wharfline alternative recommended in the North

8ay Marine Industrial Park EIS (U.S. Army CORPS, 1981, p. V-11).

Fxrentinne
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The reasons for selecting that alternative (distance to channe.
reduced existing and maintenance dredging, consistency of J
wharfline along the Port's property, etc.) remain valid.

The Port plans a 2000 foot multi-purpose dock ar.d terminal at the
north end of their North Spit property. This facility will be
designed for deep draft ships, heavy load cranes, on site rail and
storage, and efficient marshalling and storage from immediately
adjacent back up area. Load criteria for the dock structure and
backup area should be 800 - 1200 psf (pounds per square foot) Tive
load, which could be provided by the planned bulkhead and {i11
design. (Klampe, CHoM Hill, letter of November 10, 1983.)

Bulkhead and fill design for this facility will also allow Tor a
considerable reduction in construction costs. Although it 1s
technically feasible to build a dock strong &suigh by pile and
deck construction, such alternative construci:omn would cost over
$40 million more that the $20-25 million bulkhead and T1i11

planned, and would make the project financially unfeasible. (CHZN
Hi1l , letter of November 10, 1983.)

The bulkhead and fill construction planned is not only the most
cost effective to construct, it also allows the most cost

effective servicing of vessels, and the greatesit versatility inm
cargo handling capacity. Reliance on use of a service ramp fr'
shoreside to vessel is cost ineffective and wild limit the typ Hof
industry and shippers who will develop ¢t the North Spit facilwy,
thereby limiting the Port's economic development efforts.

For example: Use of access ramps for the loading of Tumber on a
vessel (as opposed to 'the bulkhead-type dock design) would
increase labor requirements by a minimum of 10 percent. In
addition, the ramp design would limit production capaciities to
less than 60,000 bfm (board foot measurement) o¥ lumber per gang-
hour, while current vessel-lcading equipment can attain productios
levels of 85,000 bfm. Combined effects of the increased labor
costs and Timited production capacities would have a definite
effect on the loading of lumber. For example, @ 4 million bfm
loading of lumber with limited production rates would increase
costs a minimum of 25 percent greater than necessary. (This does
not take into account additional ship time costs due to defayed
sailing time.) (John Brands, Central Dock, letters of 11-10-83
and 11-15-83; Gene Bailey, International Longshoremen's and
Warehousemen's Union, North Bend, letter of 11-10-83.)

Bulkhead and fill docks, which provide full width &access and amp]l
adjacent backup lands, also create the safest working environmant
by eliminating the need for access ramps and constraints or cargo .
movement. (Gene Bailey, ILWU, letter of 11-10-83.)

Conclusion - These management units must be placed in a ?
development category to provide access to the uplands for water-
dependent activities.



(ii) Alternative Locations

As mentioned above, the location of these Develozment units is
governed by designaticns on adjacent uplands. Therevore,
alternative upland locations together with adjacent water areas
should also be addressed.

Alternative aquatic development units which do mot require an
exception include: .

(a) Coos-Bay/North Bend Waterfront
(b) Lower Isthmus Slough
(c) Charleston Boat Basin

"None of these areas have significant vacant acreages on the
adjacent shorelands, except the Eastside Port property. As stated
above, this site has limited shore frontage and also limited back-
up acreage.

Alternative aquatic Development units which would require limited
Exceptions include:

(a) Empire Waterfront, and;.
(b} Sitka Dock.

Empire waterfront contains very limited vacant Tand. Sitka Dock
has 65 acres available, but has been identified as a possible site
for.cil and gas processing and is too small for the uses expected
on-North Spit. .
Other ¢lternative sites would not have deep-drati ac.cess, either
because no channel exists or because deep-draft moorage is not
feasible [e.g., the North Point site, which is rot suited to
moorage because of its location between the road and railroad
bridges]. Other sites on the deep-draft channel could be
developed, but only at the expense of major tracts of tidal flat,
marsh, etc. that must be in Natural management umits. -

The only other substantial site on the deep-draft channel is the
Port's Fastside Property (117 acres, plus 65 acres east of White
Point), which is needed for marine construction and related
activities. This site has several disadvantages:

(a) relatively short frontage on the deep-draft channel;

(b) great distance from the channel entrance;

(c) height and width constraints for ship passage through
the Southern Pacific railroad bridge;

(d) unsuitable overland access to the site for bulk

transportation or other heavy vehicles.

Conclusions - There are no suitable alternative sites for the

types of uses proposed for the North Spit uplands. There is a
compelling need for the adjacent uplands to be designated for

water-depencent industrial uses.

Fxcentiagns
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(ii4) Consequences . ‘;a'

a) Environmental - Environmental consequences are likely %o be
as follows: extensive dredging of subtidal and intertidatl
habitats; fiiling of certain intertidal/subtidal areas. The
consequences of this, prior to mitigation, would be a net 1oss of
surface area. This will lead to a net loss in habitats for fish,
including feeding/rearing areas for juvenile salmonids, herring
and anchovy, smelt, English sole and other flat fish. Howewer,
this is not to say that, after development, these species will not
continue to use the area, although it is reasonable to assume that
fish use will be less. Nevertheless, with mitigation this will
not result in a net loss of habitat. Benthic resources like
amphipods and other crustaceans and gaper clam beds, with some
Macoma and Tellina clams, will also be removed by dredging and
filling. It should be pointed out that this stretch of shoreline
is devoid of attached vegetation because of erosion and scouring
due to swift currents. [see Biological Resources Inventory,
Section 4.2, p.42].

Only the area shoreward of -15 feet MLLW is considered to be of
biological importance. Deeper subtidal areas have reduced Tight
penetration and therefore minimal benthic resources exist.
Mitigation for intertidal dredge/fill activities will be requiqﬁ),
and will off-set the environmental impacts, though not necessarWy
in_the same habitat type or part of the bay.

The two proposed 800-foot long T-piers, whose locaticn within
zoning district 3 DA will not be precisely establishe:d until time
of permit application, will be constructed on "fat cel11" steel
sheet piles that allow for greater load bearing capacity than
timber piling while still permitting flushing of the .aquatic

area. Since the sand-filled cells supporting the piers will be
located at the yet-to-be-established pier head, the major impact
of this small fill will be in the subtidal areas below -15 MLLW, o
which are not considered to be of biological significance.

The proposed maximum length 2000-foot bulkhead out to the pier
1ine would require a backfill of approximately 18 acres, depending
on the size of the final structure, its location within zoming
district 3 DA, and the distance from shore to be estzblished for
the pier head. Much of the fill will take place in subtidal

areas, since the portion of the North Spit aquatic area proposed
for development contains the least extent of intertidal habkitat of
any undeveloped waterfront of similar size in the entire bay. In
addition to the fill, dredging of the remaining subtidal area
between the bulkhead and the channel, which is already below -7"
MLLW, will be necessary to provide for ship berthing and dock
access. )

Intertidal area (tidal flat with sand substrate) expected to be
lost to fill and dredging is approximately 6 acres. Expected lost
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subtidal area identified as "Other Significant..." habitat in ti
Plan Inventory is approximately 6 acres. According to CHsM Hil~
no intertidal dreding is necessary. Remainirg @ldteraticn incluc
450,000 to 500,000 cy of dredging of subtidal ar=a to reach the
navigation channel, and 100,000 cy of subtidal fill for the
shectpile cells. The 500,000 cy of dredge spoils will be used
fi11 the backup area. No additional DMD site would be needed.

(Klampe, CHoM Hill, 11-10-83.)

Available mitigation sites that are expected to prove suitable
because of size, proximity and restoration potential include si
M-1(a) and M-1(b), which are spoils islands along the
Barview/Empire waterfront of roughly 5 acres each. At a 1:1
correspondence, restoration of these sites would more than
mitigate the loss of the 6 acre intertidal zrea. Alternatively
the proposed 32 acre fill for the North Brg' airport runway
extension include intertidal fill of appr. mately 15 acres.
Mitigation contemplated for thet project is the =calping down t
tidal influence of thespoils islands identified as mitigation s
M-5. If full restoration of site #M-5 results im mitigation
areater than eventually required by Division of State Lands, th
excess mitigation acreage can be banked to serve as partial
mitigation for the subject fill actions in 3 DA.

Flow velocities in the immediate vicinity of the profect would
likely increase slightly because of the channelimg e*i¥ect of th
bulkehad. The effect, if measurable, will likelwy be of short
distance and is expected to have a small beneficial effect on
maintaining proper depth for the deep draft chanmel, which is
immediately proximate and already subject to scour from swift
currents. ) :

The impacts of dredge and fill must be minimized as a conditior
permit issuance [see Policy #5, "tstuarine Fill and Removal".]

b) Social and Economic

The social and economic benefits of developing these units and
adjacent uplands are likely to be very great, beth for Coos Cou
and the South Coast as a whole. Ultimately, benefits will alsc
accrue to the State. Benefits are numerous and can be summari:
as follows:

(a) Increased employment; )

(b) Decreased drain on public funds for unemployment
benefits, etc.;

(c) Increased tax revenues to County (property tax) and
to State (corporate tax, income taxes);

(d) Extensive secondary economic effects through local
multiplier: more money in circulation leading to
increased business in service and retail sector;

(e) Decrease in secondary social stresses related to poo
economic conditions.

- o 2



The alternative (no development) would leave Coos County little-
opportunity to diversify its economic base, leading to a worsennsi
local economy as the lumber and wood products industry is aftfected
by decreased lumber supplies in the next two decades. Social &nd
economic costs of developing these aquatic units are almost
negligible.

c) Energy Consequences

The principal benefit of dredging in this area is thazt the water
depth increases rapidly to the deep-draft channel, which i<
relatively close to shore. There is also scourimg by currents,
preventing the deposition of sediments. This wculd therevore be
one of the least expensive places in terms of energy to dredge,
and more importantly, to maintain. The energy benefit of
closeness to the channel entrance is also tar g1le. Shoulcd there
be a need to deepen the deep-draft, channel in oture to
accommodate larger than 35-foot draft ships, a lower bay Tccation
will save substantial dredging/maintenance costs in the order of
millions of dollars.

Conclusions - The environmental, social, economic and enercy
consequences are generally benef1c1a1 Environmenteal impacts are
at an acceptable level. :

i

(iv) Compatibility with Adjacent Uses 3

A development designation is, of course, highly compatible with
the adjacent upland designation (Water-Dependent Dewelopment). It
is similarly compatible with the deep-draft channel. There are
natural management units at the south and east ends of these
segments. However, existing developments at Ore-Aqua
(aquaculture) and Roseburg Lumber 1ie adjacent to the contact
between the segments, making further extensive development wvery
unlikely. Future alteration will be minor (more pilings for tie-
ups at Roseburg Lumber) and therefore the existing uses act as a
buffer between the natural areas at Jcrdan Cove and Hungryman
Cove.

Future dredge/fill actions must minimize impacts (see Policy #5)
which will help ensure compatibility.

Conclusion - The proposed uses are compatible with adjacent

uses/areas.

EXCEPTION #2 Segments 20(A) DA and 20(B) DA (Coos River):

A)

B)

The Proposal: To place these segments in develcpment manageme: ©

units. J

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources

goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to these particular segments.

T ¥ - - -
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Therefore, an exception is required. The exception is to Tanguags

c" requiring these areas to be placed in a conservation management

unit, because it is an intertidal/subtidal area which does not fi:
either the development or natural classifications. The remaining
Coos River/Millicora River, apart from the shallow-draft channel
and two log-handling areas, is in a conservation unit (20 CA).
These two areas have existing development on shore, but hzve not
been altered sufficiently to qualify as "partially alterecd areas"
which might thereby be placed in a development unit.

C) The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

A Development management unit is needed in these segments fo
permit dredge, fill and associated activities to allow:

(a) Continuation and expansion of barge/tug moor-age at
Segment 20 A;

(b) Future expansion of existing rock-loading facility at
Segment 20 B.

The barge/tug facility has located near the mouth of Coos River

~ because this is a prime location (good road access also) to

£ operate log transportation activities on Coos/Millicoma Rivers.

A Log rafting is particularly intense in the lower Coos River
area. Future expansion of this site is anticipated, with
resulting dredging and bulkheading needs.

The rock-loading facility is needed because:

(a) it is already existing in a low-intensity form;

(b) barging is the most energy- and cost-etf{icient method o
transporting rock;

(c) it is the only rock-loading facility availekzie for rock
quarried in the immediately adjacent uplands;

(d) much of the rock is used around the estuary for jetty
repair, rip-rap, etc., and therefore needs to go by
barge.

Conclusion - These uses should be provided for.

Exceptions



(ii) Alternative Locations

a) Barge/tug facility: This use needs a location on the
shallow-draft channel used for log tramsportation,
preferably in the lower Coos River. Other possible
lccations are Christianson Ranch or anywhere a]org the
shoreline on the north or south side of the river up to
the river forks. However, these locations would involve
moving an existing facility. Also, Christianson Ranch
is planned for other uses (lumber and wood products
manufacturing). Other locations would probably cause
more estuarine alteration than expansion at the present
site. -

b) Rock-loading facility: This use needs to be located
near the rock quarries which are in nearby uplands.
Other alternafive locations could be found anywhere on
the north bank of the lower Coos River or lower
Millicoma River. However, this site already exists and
moving to another site would probably involve more
extensive alteration of the shoreline and aquatic areas.

Conclusion - There are no pract1cab1e or preferzple alternative
Tocations for these uses. :

o~
i

(i11) Consequences ;:>

a),  Environmental

£

The physical/biological characteristics of these two sites are
essentially similar. -Both have steeply sloping riverteds which
drop off rapidly to the subtidal area. The bed is unconsolidated
mud. Local hydraulic conditions are such that there is no
attached vegetation. Fishery use is transient. Because ot¥ the
steep banks, deep water immediately offshore, and the shallow
draft of barges/tugs, little dredging will be reguired, so
alteration will be minor in nature. Bulkheading of the banks is_
anticipated. This will change the character of the shores, but
fi11 will not be allowed to create extra land area at the rock
products site. Therefore, environmental impacts should be minor
and are acceptable.

b) Social and Economic

Failure to create development units at these sites would not
preclude their continued use because maintenance dredging is
permitted for existing facilities in conservation units. However,
new dredging for expansion would not be permitted. It is

essential to the local economy that small existing uses like
these, which together provide the necessary infrastructure of / ge
Coos Bay economy (log towing, rock transportation, barging) beé’
able to expand their operations as necessary. Social consequenles
are secondary to the economic consequences, but are intricately
linked to the health of the local economy. [see Exception #1,
Social/Economic Consequences].

P MNe



c) Energy

These uses have occurred because water is the most energy-
efficient mode of bulk transportation [for logs, rock, etc.] Fo
instance, trucking of logs and rock the long distances to the
point of use would consume more energy and would have secondary
energy impacts in the more frequent repair of road surface damag
caused by heavier trucking use.

Conclusion - The long-term consequences of these proposals are

appropriately considered.

(iv) Compatibility

"These two sites are adjacent to the shallow-dra®tt channel, and t

log storage areas. Barging and tug facilit§ s are appropriate
next to the channel and close ta log storag..

Conclusion - These proposed uses are compatible with adjacant

uses.

EXCEPTION £3 Segment 48 A DA - North Point

A)

B)

The Proposal: To place this 19.6 acre tidal flat in a Developme
Management Unit to allow, first, filling of the lagown with exce
dredged material deposited on adjacent property, and second,
water-depeendent industrial development on the result<ing site.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resourcs

Goal (Z16) to the Plan through the 'linkage' process, it was fou
that it was not possible to apply the Goal to this perticular
property. Therefore, an exception is required. An exception irs
proposed to designate the area as a Development management unit
where it would otherwise be required by Gozl #1656 to be designate
a Conservation unit because of the status of the area as ome of
“less than major" biological importance.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for.

Intertidal fill is required in this area to precvide for an
adequate supply of available and serviced industrial land. The:
is a corresponding public need for the economic benefits whnich
will accrue to the various taxing districts by virtue of
preservation and enhancement of the area's tax base. There is
also the public need and benefits which are associated with the
increased employment and industrial diversification projcted to
occur with - full site development.

The total industrial site, including not only the 19.6 acre
intertidal lagoon but also two former dredged material disposal

Exceptions
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(D¥D) sites on the east (34.4 ares) and the west (36.8 acres,.
sides of the lagoon, is located within an incorporated city, rt
Bend, between the McCullough Bridge U.S. Highway 101) on the east
and the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge on the south and west.

Excepting the lagoon, the character of the site is gently rollinc
sand. It is essentially flat and rectangular. It can accommodat
a wide variety of uses and development types with relative ease
for planning and siting because of its regular shape. There are
no physical impediments to uniform industrial development cf the
site except for the lagoon, which renders the western portion of
the entire property inaccessible.

Parcels I and II (see map at conclusion of exception) are at an
average mean sea level elevation of approximztely twenty-five
feet, based on preliminary engineering dat:g Both of these
parcels were used for disposal of dredged 1 .erial from the
channel deepening project. The material is fine sand mixed with
various shell types. The proposed 100-Year Flcodplain elevation:
for the site are an elevation of 8.7 msl (mean sea level datum).

Parcel IIl is inaccessible in any manner other than rail because
the configuration of the lagoon isolates it from roads and other
urban services. Parcel I is served by urban-services including,
but not limited to: sewer, water, fire, and police. 1t als! &
highway and rail access. However, neither parcel can. be ser;:? i
rail spur, according to the owner, until the elevatioms are
lowered to reduce the maximum railroad grade to 2%.

The lagoon itself and the tidal flats along the northern border
the property have very little slope. The surrounding shorelands
have abrupt slopes (lagoon and bayside) resulting from depasitio
of dredged spoils.

The site has been identified as an esszntial site which is
available to meet current and future land needs for industrial
growth around the Coos Bay estuary. Where possible, the impact
industrial development can best be controlled by proper planning
and developmental administration of self-contained industrial
parks. There are developmental, resource and energy economies 0
scale associated with the development of industrial parks wersus
development of individual industrial sites. These energy,
resource and developmental savings are usually notable and
demonstrable in industrial parks serving two or more tenants wit
an initial gross acreage in excess of 50 acres. The site's
usefulness would be greatly impaired by retention of the 19.6 ac
intertidal lagoon. It is needed to help meet the identified nee
for vacant industrial land. ’

The site is not "especially suited for water-dependent use”
according to the criteria of Goal #17. The entire shorelineyf
the property abuts an area of extremely low slope tidal flats
which extend to the very edge of the deep water channel. A1l of

this area is shallow at high tide and exposed at low tide. Thic

Evr‘nh*‘"ﬁnc
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ans that to utilize the site for water-depend«nt uses would
requlre either significant dredging or construczion of large
extended in-water structures, (or both), or the gaining of water
access through easement across adjacent industrial property to the
east. The shoreline. portion of the site extends approximately one
river mile, from the U.S. Highway 101 right-of-wmy (ROW) on the
east to the Southern Pacific ROW on the west. This means that
construction of in-water structures would require adequate
separation from the existing bridges, which is mot possible
without significant dredging or encroachment into the ravigation
channel. Because of the bridges and the existimg clearance
problems, it would be ill-advised to consider construction of an
in-water turning basin between the bridges. This creates further
impediments to use of the site for water- depencdemnt or related

~industry. Even assuming that the several physical limitations

already discussed were subject to resolution, the p*evalllﬂg
strong Northwest winds wbuld create great difficultv with
operation of any docks or moorage at this site.

Despite these considerations, the property, if filled,. has
potential as a site for water-dependent uses through an access on
the east under the U.S. 101 bridge to the waterfwront ci management
unit 247 UW. That is a multiple use site at whixh the primary use
is storage and transfer of rock products using the existing barge
loading facility. The access under the bridge cdwes nct reguire
at-grade crossmg of U.S. 101, thus permitting the free flow of
heavy, slow-moving equipment between the waterfront access and the
subject site (48 UW/48 A DA).

The owner has identified two likely water-dependent uzes Zor the
entire site. Additionally, the site is also identified in the
Economic Needs portion of the plan 1nventory as suitakle and

‘needed for water-dependent uses on at least a partion of the site.

Malntpnance of the site in its present conugurc.tlon and
designation without the fill will limit the usab *le portion of a
90-acre site to approximately 30 acres. The J.l_Ll is needed tO
oreserve and provide for an adequate supply of wacant, *
cevelooable, serviced and available industrial Xand. The £ill is
needed to create a parcel of adequate size and configuration to
zllow for the development of an industrial park with the attendant
economy of scale which would occur. The £ill is needed to meet
present and future industrial land needs projections for the Coos
Bay estuary area. The site and the fill are ne=ded to preserve
and enhance the tax base of the local community and the County.
The site and the £ill are needed to provide a basis for economic
diversification in Coos County, ».h;c‘) was classified as an
economic emergency county. The combined on- site and off-site
availability of transportation, rall and highway access, urban
services, proximity to the Worth Bend Airport znd the locaztion of
this larce, unimproved, level. parcel on a deep water development
estuary represent a unique site specific resource comg sared to mos’
other sites in the area.
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Conclusion - The management unit must be placed in a develc. ner
category so that the intertidal lagoon can be filled with ‘
excess sand from the surrounding uplands. This, in turn, will
allow achievement of proper railroad grades on the spur lines -
full-sczle water-dependent industrial use of the parcel.

(ii) Alternative Locations

a) Uses: The most successful foreign trace zones are th
where the sites provide the largest combination of transportat
mode and access to financial services and markets. Until the
proposed new North Spit access corridor (see Exception £#25} an
zttendant public service connections are completed, the Worth
Point property provides the only site suitably large, with rai
and highway access, and with public sewer and water necessary
satisfy the needs of the proposed uses. The North Spit area,
which has been identified as suitable for a variety of industr
uses, could provide an alternative location when the rail line
completed if the proposed industrial area is expanded.

b) Activity (Fill): The excess sand from dredgsd materi
disposal (DMD) on the adjacent uplands can be removed and kmul
away by truck at great expense, not only for the fuel, labor &
truck costs involved but also because a temporary bridge wailc
have to be built across the lagoon to provide access to th
western spoils area. Additionally, the already severe: sho jac
DMD sites (See Inventory Section 7) would be greatly worseM&d
the fill occurred on a selected DMD site rather than im the
lagoon.

El

¢onclusion - There are no practicable or preferable alternativ
locations for the use or the activity.

(iii) Conseguences

(2) Environmental - Parcel I, the subject site, is & 19.
acre intertidal lagoon. According to the inventory documernt&t
contained in the Plan, this site represents 3/10 of 1% of &the -
intertial area of the estuary, not including the Coos and
Millicoma River systems. The biological value of this site it
based on its partial, natural restoration site abandonment of
log rafting effort in 1973.




Due to the placement of dredged spoils on the up?and portions of
the site during the channel deepening project there was and is
some degradation of the partially restored areas. This
degradation resulted from spoils drainage incursion into the
intertidal area and also from aerial transfer of sand (still
occuring) into the intertidal area due to the pravailing winds.
It is thought to be an area of low productivity.

This area contains primarily mud flats with some small salt
marshes. Some clam species (Macoma & Tellina) are present,
although not in high density. It is not recognized as a
recreational clamming area. Fish habitat is primarily limited to
feeding grounds for English Sole and some other ¥lat fish.
Crustaceans are mainly mud shrimp. Unlike the neighboring Pony

"Slough, the waterfowl use has not been found "~ obe significant,

although the rail line berm and the artifici.®y high spoils areas
currently provide greater protect®n from the wind to portions of
the lagoon than does Pony Slough. The lagoon is not considered to
be a major tract of tidal flats. The only other areas of the
total site with any apparent biological significance exist along
the northern fringe of the property where there &re extended, low
slope, tidal flats and a few small areas of salt marsh. None of
the areas on the northern fringe of the property, inlcuding the
small salt marsh at the northeast corner of Parcel I1I, are
proposed for fill or alteration. These areas would continue their
natural restoration process.

This lagoon was discussed during the planning process as a
possible site for deposition of future dredged materials. The
current fill proposal for this area would use dry fi1l1 material in
a fully contained manner. The environmental impact of dry fill
will be limited to the loss of the filled acreage. There will be
no related or resulting effect on water quality, navigation,
commercial or sport fisheries and/or areas of significant
recreational value beyond the loss of 19.6 acres of Timited
productivity and a minute effect on the tidal prism. Dredged
material disposal will not only have the same biological effect
upon the tidal lagoon (loss of the lagoon) but there may also be
some related (temporary) degradation of surrounding land and water
due to placement procedure and runoff.

Because there has been discussion in the planning process about
designation of the lagoon for Dredge Material Disposal (DMD), the
Chief of Dredging Operations, Louis Smith and Nancy Case,
Assistant, Portland District Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
were interviewed. The findings derived from these interviews are
as follows:

1. There are no dredging projects currently proposed by the

Corps of Engineers (Fiscal years 82, &3, 84) nor foreseen,
which would occasion the use of this site for DMD.

2. A review of the past 10 years of dredging operations on
the Coos River show that only special development projects
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have produced dredged spoils which were usable for the
subject site in terms of type, volume and cost of p]acemeJ'
(disposal). Special development projects are non-maintenance
projects such as channel deepening, the Port's "T" Dock and
the Boat Basin expansion. The property owner has been
advised that the spoils from the one currently proposed
special development project (Workman) have already been
dedicated elsewhere.

3. The channel, at the river mile locations of the subject
site, is inan area of strong, natural scouring action which
obviates the need for significant dredging near the
property. The areas of historic maintenance (upper and lowe
bay) are often dredged by techniques and equipment which
preclude disposal on the subject site. “nly certain types o
dredged material are suitable for the :§ e. The site is
quite distant (river miles).from the si.:s requiring frequen
dredging.

Conclusion: The site is not an area of major biological
significance. The adverse biological impact of the prcposed fill
would be limited to the loss of 19.6 acres, or 3/10 of 1%, of the
intertidal area of the estuary, which has been subject to multipl
alterations and various forms of degradation, historically and in
the recent past. The site is currently experiencing some in-%
fi11ing due to aerial transfer of sand. The use of dry fill
material will have less adverse impact -than the use oif dredge
spoils. The area is a site of "less than major™ bioliogical
significance. The fill would have no impact on navigiation or
navigability, water quality, stream or tidal flow. Trhere will be
a very small effect upon the tidal prism. The site i< not a
suitable site for use as a dredged material disposal areaz in the
foreseeable future. These conclusions also recognize that a fil!
action for this property will require adequate mitigaTion measurt
which can be developed in the permitting process.

(b) Social and Economic - Failure to allow the lowering of
the spoiled uplands through fill of the intervening intertidal
lagoon will mean the loss of most of this potential industrial
site. If fill is allowed, this will be a particulary valuable
industrial site to the local economy when developed, because the
site will have a rare combination (for vacant sites) of being
serviced with public sewer and water lines, direct rail access,
U.S. Highway 101 access, and waterfront access. Moreover, it
would be of a size large enough to permit a variety of uses and
configurations. Inability to fill the lagoon would mean the 1o0s.
of rail spur access because of the significant height
differential, and the loss of the western 36 acres for industria
use because of the great expense that would otherwise be reg “re

to provide road access to it. )
- (c) Energy - The energy consequences of this fill are

related to developmental benefits. There will be an energy
savings realized in the development of the site because of the
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proximity of services, highways and rail access. The essentially
flat and regular character of the site will procuce energy savings
in the site preparation process. Further, the use of Ti11 to
produce a developable site will be much less energy intensive thar
would any dredging zssociated with an effort to use the shoreline
on the subject site, rather than the adjacent site, for water-
dependent use.

Conclusions - The socio-economic and energy consequences of

filling and developing this site for water-dependent use are
positive and, subject to mitigation, the environmental
consequences are acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

‘Until 1914 the site was part of the extended Pomy Slough system.

During the period 1914 to 1916 the rail line and bridge were
constructed. A combination of natural deposition and dreded
spoils placement resulted in filling of the area east of the
railroad ROW. The bulk of the site was acquired by tme current
owner in 1946. The site has had a variety of shiort t:=2rm uses ove
the intervening years. The uses were uniformly Zndustcrial and the
principal use has been raw log storage. t’was leased to another
firm in the early 1970's. That firm tried to develop a log
rafting pond on site, resulting in the current "lagoon™
configuration. The log rafting pond was abandoried berause of
severe siltation, sedimentation and infilling problems. The Teas
was abandoned and the owner regained beneficial possession of the
<ite. The owner has indicated a continuous desire to fill the
lagoon area since the early 1970's. The upland porticns of the
site were used in the late 1970's for dredged spoils =lacement
during the channel deepening project. The site is in an area

which has been frequently altered by a combination of human and

natural influences, and has a history of industrial ucilization
extending for more than forty years.

The upland portions of the site have been industrial in character
since 1962. The adjoining lands to the east are in industrial us
(bulk natural gas handling and storage facility and a combined
sand/rock/gravel/asphalt operation). The land to the west of the
rail spur on the southeastern portion of the property is Simpson
Park. t is well buffered from the site by vegetatior and
vertical separation. The Pony Slough area is buffered by the
Southern Pacific Railroad ROW berm. :

Conclusion - The proposed use is compatible with adjacent uses.

The site 1s adequately buffered from residential areas of the are
and also from the Pony Slough area. The northern border area of
the site will be undisturbed, and the proposed fill will be berme
off to prevent incursion into the tidal areas north o the lagoor
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EXCEPTION #4: Segments 54 DA [Empire Docks] arid 56 DA [Sitka Dock ;

A)

B)

The Proposal: To designate these two segments as cevelopment
management units to permit dredge, fill and other activities
associated with moorage and access to water-dependent shoreland uses.

The Exception: During the application of the EsZuarine Resources goa
(#16) to the Plan through the ‘'Linkage' process, it was not possible
to apply the goal to these particular segments. Theretore, an
exception is required. An exception is needed to justify putting
parts of these segments in the development category, as they contain
resources which would otherwise require they be placed in a
conservation unit.

The Findings:

(i) Why these uses should be provided for &

The -Empire waterfront will continue £o be used far barge and fishing
boat access for unloading, and recreational access via the boat ramp
near Holland Street. The narrow tidal flat adjacent to the shore may
need to be altered at some time by dredging, fi17 or cther activities
necessary to develop shallow-draft access to the shore for expansion
of existing uses in this area. The Sitka Dock area is currently
vacant, and the land area has been set aside for general water-
dependent uses, using the existing shallow-draft access. The bottom
off the existing dock is naturally scoured to -2 feeil MLLW, and no
maintenance dredging is required. However, shoraward of this,
dredging and blasting of a hard rock substrate will be needed to
develop moorage or direct access to the upland. Similarly, fill or
other activities may be needed to develop water access.Sitka Dock har
been identified both as a site that is potentially suitable (after
dredging and the construction of a breakweter) @s a l&-acre in-water
marina, and as a potential site (65 acres) for an o0il and natural ga:
processing facility. This vacant acreage has been factored into the
total needs for future economic development identified in Inventory,
Section 5.8, Economic Activity.

Conclusion - These uses should be provided for because:

(a) Existing shoreland uses will need to expand, requiring
dredge or fill to develop water access.

(b) Vacant sites are needed for future water-dependent
development as part of the regional growth needs, requirin:
dredge and fill actions.

(i1) Alternative Locations

The Empire Docks is a historically long-established area for
water-dependent development. There is no reasonable alternative
to further expansion of these uses along the Empire waterfiront.
It might be possible to avoid dredge and fill activities in the
narrow tidal flat fronting the shore by using pilings. However,

Exceptions
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it will be necessary to bulkhead and fill to previde any type of
storzge and loading area of the type*already in existence at Cape
Arzgo Lumber Mill.

Sitka Dock was also historically used for a water-dependent

mill. The fact that the dock still exists, and that there s
ready access to the deep-draft channel, suggests that the
alternative to developing this dock for moorage and access is to
develop new facilities in an unaltered area elsewhere. Other
planned moorage and docking facilities are not a viable
alternative, because they are already part of the development
proposal. It may be possible to avoid affecting the area inside,
and north of, the dock, which contains the signi¥icant biological
resources, by using only the side of the dock nearest the

channel. However, this would expose the moorage area to strong
tidal currents which occur in this area. Such a facility would b
unacceptable to the community. A secure moorage could be
developed by removing the existing pier, replacing it with a
breakwater (fil1) that would likely also be extended shoreward
from the end of the present dock, and dredc g tehind it to
provide a sheltered area with sufficient d« ® 2 for moorage.

Conclusion - There are no reasonable alternative locations to the

proposed uses because:

(a) The sites have existing uses or facilities that should
be expanded and improved.

b) Alternatives that do not involve fill or dredging woulc
unnecessarily 1imit the options for use of tihie site ar
greatly reduce their usefulness. 1;;

3

ii) Consequences

a) Environmental

Dredge and fill at the Empire Docks site will lead to destructio
or degradation of the habjtats associated with the narrmow tidal
flat; crustaceans present include Corophium species and mud
shrimp; fish habitats include English sole and other fizt fish ar
juvenile salmonid feeding and rearing areas. In addition, deepe
subtidal areas beyond about -16 feet MLLW contain gaper clam
beds. These will not be affected by dredging because the depth
great enouch and is also well-scoured by tidal currents. Dredgir
is only likely to occur in shallower subtidal and intertidal
areas. Dredge and fill would eliminate benthic communities, and
thereby severely limit the usefulness of the area for fish
habjtats. However, this area represents an insignificant
proportion of these habitat types in the Lower Bay. As shown 1in
the Goal #16 Linkage Matrix and inventory map "Estuarine Areas
Qualifying as Development Management Units", the remainder of
Segqment 54 DA is considered an area of "minimal biological
significance".

Exceptions
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Jredge and fill at the Sitka Dock site will affect a more
significant area. Much of the subtical/intertidal area north cof
the pier is considered significant habitat, normally qualifying as
a conservation. unit. _Habitats include: crustaceans (Corophium,
ghost shrimp and mud shrimp), subtidal gaper clam beds and feeding
and rearing areas tor juvenile salmonids and flat fish. Dredging
or fill will eliminate benthic habitats and wilt also severely
1imit fish use in the area, due to the reduction in food

species. Again, the area involved is quite limited, and

represents an insignificant portion of these hakitat types in the
Lower Bay.

Available mitigation sites that are expected to prove suitzble
include sites M-1(a) and M-1(b), spoils islands along the
Empire/Barview waterfront. Although these sites are identified
also as possible primary mitigation sites for dredge/fill actions
proposed in management unit #3 DA, their restoration is expected
to exceed by roughly 4 acres the mitigation required for 3 DA (at
a 1:1 correspondence). In addition, scalping of site M-5 for the
“airport extension fill may also result in "excess" mitigation for
that project which can be banked until needed for the subject
sites.

b) Social and Economic

Generally, the social and economic consequences of developing
these areas will be improved economic growth. The specific
consequences will be the same as those listed fer the North Spit
development; see Exception #1. '

c) Energy

The amcunt of energy needed for dredging to further dsvelop
shoreland access in these areas is minimized because wwf the
relatively deep water and the narrow intertidal zone. In

addition, Strong currents keep the bottom well scourec!, minimizing
maintenance dredging. This will represent an energy saving,

versus sites which require more intertidal dredging to develop
access to the shorelands.

Conclusion - The consequences are mainly positive, and
environmental impacts are acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

These Development segments are highly compatible with adjacent
uplands, because they permit more intensive water-dependent
development. They are similarly compatible with- the ceeper
subtidal sections of the same segments and with the deep-draft
channel. Dredging and fill of the narrow intertidal area at
Empire Dock would have negligible effect on the broad productive
‘tidal flats to the south (Segment 55B NA) or the mainly subtidal
area to the north (Segment 53 CA). Similarly, dredging end fill
actions north of the pier at Sitka Dock would have negligible

Exceptions
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effect on the valuable tidal flats in Segments 558 NA to the nort
and 57 NA to the south. Subtidal areas would probably be
temporarily affected by turbidity during actual operations. The
Segment's-Special Condition which requires impacts to be minimi;e
during dredge and fill will help insure compatibxility with ‘
neighboring resources.

Conclusion - The proposed Development management units are
compatible with adjacent uses.

EXCEPTION #5 - Segment 60 CA - Barview Wayside

A)

B)

The Proposal: To construct a major public boat ramp and dock for
transient moorage, involving new dredging and minor fill.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Ressurces
goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular property.

Therefore, an exception is required. This Exception has two
parts: .

(i) To justify placing this aquatic area in a conservation
management unit instead of a natural unit to allow the
boat ramp.

(i1) To allow new dredging in a conservation unix to
develop the ramp. :

The Findings

f
(i) Why these uses should be provided for ) wéa

& need has been identified in the Special Moorage Element Tor
public access to the bay for small boats. The elemert iderntiiie
14 sites for new or improved boat ramps, of which Barview Waysid
is one. There is a need to maintain good public access to the
water in all parts of the bay. There is an existing public boat
ramp at the Charleston Boat Basin, but vehicle and bozt congesti
in the area and a lack of parking space limit its usexfulness.
This development is needed to take pressure off the Charleston
boat ramp and relieve some of the congestion.

Dredging is needed to provide access from the boat ramp to the
channel across the narrow intertidal area, and also to put in th
ramp itself. As the tidal flat is at its narrowest point here,
dredging will be minor only.

Conclusion - A site is needed in the Charleston area for a

public boat ramp to reduce congestion at the existing facility.

v

(ii) Alternative Locations
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Alternative locations for the proposed use do exist in the
Charleston area. Alternatives outside this immediate area of the
bay would fail to provide for the need to reduce congestion in the
Charleston Boat Basim. - - - :

Some of the possible alternative locations in the area are already
planned for moorage or shore access for water-dependent
commercial/industrial development. These sites include:

(a) Charleston Boat Basin itself;

(b) Hanson's Landing;

(c) The Coastal Acres property (Segment 66E) and adjacent
area.

Other locations are possible, but the environmental impacts of
dredge and fill would be greater, as would direct cecsts, because
of broader expanses of intertidal area between the shore and 2
channel. These locations include:

(a) South side of Charleston bridge on west s, ie of South
Stough; ¢

(b) Other 1ocat1ons on Barview Wayside;

(c) Near Pigeon Point off Cape Arago Highway.

In addition, residential development conflicts l=zave only a few
realistic locations for shore access, ¢f which EBzrview Wayside is
the most suitable. The point of the upland nearz2st the channel
has the best characteristics for a boat ramp/small dock because
the intertidal zone next to the channel is at its narrowest here.

Conclusion - There are no better alternative locations for this

use because of commitment to other types of devetopmemt, Tack of

public shore access and greater environmental impacts.

(iii) Conseguences:

a) Environmental

This segment has been reduced to the minimum size necessary to
support the boat ramp/small dock and has been located at the point
nearest the channel with the least intertidal area, as explained
above, to minimize environmental impacts. Natural resources
include: part of a major tideflat and intertidal/subtidal
eelgrass bed and subtidal clam beds (high concentrations, mostly
of gaper clams). Fish habitats include rearing and feeding areas
for juvenile salmonids and flat fish. There are no significant
crustacean populations, however. Dredging and fill would
eliminate benthic organisms and attached vegetation in the area;
however, fish populations would probably continue to use the area
though in lesser numbers locally. Benthic organisms and perhaps
vegetation might be expected to recolonize the access channel
between maintenance. Due to the small area which would be
involved in this development, impacts on the resources of lower
South Slough as a whole would not be considered significant.
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b) Social and Economic ‘ ,

Socio-ecordomic tonsequences mostly relate to improved -
opportunities for recreational use of the bay, and indirect \
consequences include less traffic and boat congestion around ‘Jk
Charleston Boat Basin. A related consequence is that there witl
be increcsed traffic turning movements, noise and other impacts
related to increased public use in the immediate vicinity of
Barview Wayside.

c) Energy

The energy consequences of this development are of minor
importance. The only tangible effect would be that less energy
would be expended in dredging this site than any other 1in the are
because of the small amount of dredging required-

Conclusion - The social, economic and energy consequences of this
proposal are positive. The environmental i:g-cts will be
relatively minor and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

This unit is highly compatible with the adjacent upland, which is
uniquely well-suited to a public boat ramp, with flat land
available for parking. It is also compatible with adjacent
aquatic segments, the shallow-draft maintained channel and the
adjacent Natural segment to the north and south {60A KRA). M. r
dredging will only have temporary impacts from settling of
sediment on the adjacent tidal flats and their. resources. Th~3
requirement that impacts of all dredge or fill actions be
minimized [see Special Condition] will help ensure compatibility
with adjacent aquatic areas.

Conclusion - The proposed segment and its uses are compatible wir
adjacent uses and resources.

EXCEPTION #6: Segment 61 DA - (Hanson's Landing/TAP Fisheries}

A)

3)

The Proposal: To place this segment in a develcpment management
unit to permit dredging, fill and related activities to maintain
and expand existing moorage and access to the adjacent uplands fc
ship-building and repair.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resource:
goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular property.

Therefore, an exception is required. This exception is needed t«
permit a development management unit in an area that would
normally be in part a natural unit, and in part a conservation
unit.

The Findings:

9
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»his area is the only large privately-owned, moorage in Coos Bay,
and is already substantially committed to this use. An additional
five acres of watér area is available to the fnorth of Charleston
Bridge near TAP Fisheries and to the south of the bridge at
Hanson's Landing without dredging. Further space could be made
available in future by reconfiguration of the pier and docks and
by intertidal dredging. " The Special Moorage Element (see Section
6.1) estimates that a further 76.5 acres of water area are needed
to fulfill future recreational/commercial mooraga needs. This
area i1s currently used for both recreational and commercizal

boats. This segment could provide at least 5 acres of this needed
water surface. Dredged marinas can be permitted in a conservation
unit, and if this were the only purpose of the Hanscn's Landing
area, a development unit would not be necessary. However, access
to the shore for boat-building, repair and similar industrial
activities will be needed, together with dredge, fill,

bulkheading, etc., and this will require a development unit
"designation.

Conclusion - There is a need for a Development unit to z1llow
expansion of moorage and ship-building/repair.

(i1) Alternative Locations

Alternative locations up-bay would involve much Tionger distances
to the channel entrance, and are not really comparable in
convenience tor commercial fishing vessels. It #s also much more
convenient to develop boat-building/repair facilities in the
Charleston area because this is the major conceniration of the
commercial fishing fleet. Therefore, only alternative locations
in the Charleston area should be seriously considered. The
existing small boat basin is already fully developed to

capacity. The "Coastal Acres" site is also planned fos+ moorage to
its full capacity. The docks immediately south of Coastal Acres
‘have 1ittle opportunity for providing extra moorage space. The
area around Barview Wayside is needed for public water access (see
Exception #5 above), and the area immediately notrth of TAP
Fisheries is a largely unaltered intertidal area. Environmental
impacts would be similarly unacceptable on the opposite side of
the channel from Hanson's Landing. This is a valuable natural
area and recreational clamming site.

Conclusion - Hanson's Landing/TAP Fisheries area is the only
logical site for a development unit for moorage and shore access,
given the fact that other sites in the Charlestcon area are either
reserved for similar uses to satisfy part of future needs, or
would involve unacceptable impacts.
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(iii) Consequences

a) Environmental

This segment contains a variety of estuarine resources whi. &c
be variously affected by dredge, fill, moorage or other mag;>e
activity. Part of the portion of the segment north of Chartest
Bridge contains part of the major tract of tidal flats and
eelgrass beds that extends to the north. There are lesser trac
of eelgraiss beds off the end of Hanson's Landing. The remainde
of the segment is considered either a "partially altered area"
which is "adjacent to development of moderate intensity" and
"needed for development", or an area of "minimal biological
importance". These two areas correspond to the intertidal and
shallow subtidal zones, respectively. However, in spite of the
alteration that has occurred here, they are part of a general .
which contains several resources. Clam beds occur both
intertidally and subtidally. Species include gapers, cockles .
butter clams. Fish habitats include feeding/rearing areas for
juvenile salmonids in the intertidal and shallow subtidal area:
with flat fish north of Charleston Bridge. Waterfowl and wadi:
birds use the flats south of the bridge. There are, however, 1
crustaceans present. Subtidal eelgrass beds occur generally
throughout the segment, even in the "area of minimal biologica
importance".

Dredging would disturb benthic resource$ (clams and eelgrass),

R although some limited re-colonization might occur. F%illing wo
T - eliminate estuarine resources, although this would occur i " “h

o intertidal areas close to shore, and would theretore probaL:! .
affect eelgrass beds which are mostly found in subtidal ar .
Special Condition (see Segment 61 DA) prohibits {ills that exp
the upland area, which reduces the potential impacts on estuar
resources. Fish use would not be eliminated by dredgimg, blt
would probably be reduced. Moorage development would probabdly
aiso reduce shorebird and waterfowl use. Water quality would
slightly reduced by oil leakage, etc., from additional boats
moored in the area, or outfalls, subject, however, to the
appropriate statutory controls. Mitigation for intert-idal dre
or fill will be required to offset any impacts in this: area-.

b) Social and Economic -

Development in this segment will help to ease the pressures on
commercial fishing industry, which is the primary basis of the
Charleston area economy and community. Providing better
facilities for fishing moorage, boat-building/repair and fish
processing will better prepare the area to meet the needs when
improved fish stock's or 2. move into under-utilized species cau
an upswing in the fishing industry. This in turn will have
beneficial socio-economic consequences for the Charleston/2arv
area.

c) Energ ,
e J
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Concentrating development here, claose to the cheamnel rather than

further up the bay, will save on energy costs tc the fishing
fleet. - - e . .

Conclusion - The socio-economic and energy conseguences are
positive. Environmental impacts will be relatively minor and
acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

This segment and its uses are highly compatible with the adjacent
shallow-draft channel and development uplands. Wwhere the segment
adjoins Natural Segment 63C NA, there will be very little impact,
because the natural channel requires occasional maintenance
dredging only. Similarly, Natural Aquatic Segmemts 60A NA and 63A
NA will only be affected temporarily by turbidity due to dredge or
fill activities nearby. The requirement for dredge/fill

activities to minimize impacts will help ensure compatibility.

Conclusion - This segment and its uses/activities= ¢ e compatible
with adjacent uses. - .

EXCEPTION #7 - Segment 63B CA - Indian Point Marina Site

A)

The Proposal: To place this segment in a conserwatior unit to
permit the development of a recreational marina, subject to
Special Conditions in the Plan Provisions.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarime Resources
goal (#£16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' pracess, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular property.

Therefore, an exception is required. An exception is needed to
create a conservation unit in an area of "major tractsg" of tidal
flats and eelgrass beds, which would normally be in a natural
unit, and also to the language in Goal #16 requiring that “high-
intensity water-dependent recreation" (i.e., a marina) is
permitted in conservation units only where it is "consistent with
the resource capabilities of the area". This finding cannot be
made because of the impact that dredging would have on benthic
resources.

The Findings

(i) Why this use should be provided for

The Special Moorage Element selects the Indian Point site as a
"smaller potentially suitable site" for a recreational marina,
with 6 acres of water surface available [p. Inventory 6.4-59].
There is a finding that future growth in commercial fishing and
recreational boating will create a need to set aside an additional
76.5 acres of water surface for moorage [see p. 6.1-1]J. Existing
recreational moorage is at, or over, capacity. Indian Point has
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been identified as specially suited for a marina, as part of an
integrated recreational development,sincluding housing and
commercial uses, on the adjacent uplands. The special suitabilit
of the area is due to its sheltered location from winds and tidal
currents, its closeness to a natural channel which is deep en jh
for recreational craft and the natural bay that exists. ‘:>‘

Conclusion - There is a need for a recreational marina, and this
site 1s especially well-suited to this use.

(ii) Alternative Locations

This site is the only one identified in the Special Moorage
Element as suited specifically for recreational moorage. Four
other sites were also selected for marinas:

- Pony Slough

- Coalbank Slough

- "Coastal Acres"

- Eastside Port property :
These sites are suited for eithes recreationel or commercial
marinas. None of these sites have extensive associated uplands
with attractive qualities which make it suitable for an integrate
recreational development.

This type of use could locate anywhere in the Upper or Lower Bay
but needs adequate access to the open water.

General areas which are unsuitable are the North Spit and )
Charleston, Empire, North Bend and Coos Bay waterfronmts, becg#)e
they are proposed for industrial/comme?cial use. TwD other
possible sites have been discussed by the Special Mcorage Elemen-
but rejected. They are as follows:

0 Sitka Dock - This site could be used for recreational
moorage, but dredging would be costly due to the hard
bedrock substrate. Also, high winds and currents woul
require a solid breakwater, which would add considerab
to costs. Also, the associated upland lacks the
pleasant aesthetic qualities of Indian Point, which.ma
it suited to an integrated recreational project.

0 Fast Pony Slough (North Point) Aquatic Segment 48A DA
This site i1s considered unsuitable for a marina becaus
of direct exposure to strong prevailing winds. It wou
also require a great deal of dredging to form a channe
and moorage area, and the adjacent uplands again lTack
any special suitability for recreational development.
Large vessels have difficulty in negotiating the secti
of deep-draft channel between the two bridges because
the small margin of error in passing through the
railroad bridge. For this reason, it would be
inadvisable to develop a marina here, with the po:y bl
conflict with passing ship movements this would cdi)e-
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In addition, during initial IATF review, a site in
Segment 2 NA (Hungryman Cove) was ‘rejected because of
the substantial natural resource losses involved. Sites
at Jordan Point (8 CA), North Bend (40 DA) and Coalbank
Stough (38 CA) are proposed for moorage, but are very
Timited in the area available.

Conclusion - There are no other alternative sites which are better

suited for a recreational 'marina, due to the relationship of the
segment to the adjacent uplands.

ii) Consequences

(a) Environmental-

This is an area which would normally be placed in a naturatl
management unit. It is part of a "major tract" of intertidal
flats and subtidal eelgrass beds, with a fringe of salt marsh.

~Its importance is due to the presence of benthic organisms

(crustaceans like Corophium sp. and ghost shrimp which are
important food species for juvenile salmonids in the area). There
are also clam beds (Macoma and Tellina spp.) and the area is part
of an extensive feeding and rearing habitat for watervowl and
wading birds.

The extensive dredging required to construct a marina would remove
benthic organisms and eelgrass, although there might be some
limited re-colonization later. Due to removal of these resources,
fish and bird use would be reduced in this locality. For these
reasons, a dredged marina would not be "consistent with the |
resource capability of the area". However, Special Conditions
[see Management Segment 63B CA) limiting the amount of dredging to
the minimum necessary, and specifying that the marine te designed
in such a way that the largest boats are moored nearest the
channel, woeld minimize impacts on the resources. Further,

jetties, brezkwaters and other fill are not permitted. Adequate

flushing to protect water quality in Joe Ney Slough a=md the South
Slough Sanctuary is also required in the Special Conditions. This
will also minimize the impacts of the development. Required
mitigation actions will help compensate for the impact of

dredging.

b) Social and Economic

Development of an integrated recreational compliex at Indian Point
will help to diversify the Coos Bay area economy and provide a
number of new jobs to the ccmmunity. Tourism and recreation is
recognized as a source of new.income to the area from additional
tax revenues, from personal income and from the local economic
multiplier effect for every dollar spent in the area.

c) Energy
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The energy consequences of this development relate mostly to the
costs of dreding and maintenance, vergus other sites. As
mentioned above under "Alternative Locations", dredging at Sitka
Dock and East—Pony Slough would be considerably more costly 1in
terms of energy to provide a suitable marina site. ot

Conclusion - The social, economic and energy corsequences are‘:)'
positive. Environmental impacts would affect an important

resource locally, but Special Conditions limiting dredging,
prohibitions on £fi11 and mitigation requirements ensure that these
impacts are acceptable.

" (iv) Compatibility

This segment and its uses/activities are highly compatible with
the adjacent uplands and have complementary gqualities making them
well suited to an integrated recreational complex, 2s discussed
above. Adjacent natural units 63C NA and 63A NA may experience
some temporary turbidity or minor sedimentation due to dredging.
However, the requirement limiting dredging to a minimum will
reduce such impacts. The shallower part of the segment, which
requires more dredging, is within the bay and net contiguous with
the adjacent natural units, which reduces potential impacts.

Conclusion - The segment and its uses/activities are compatiblie
with adjacent uses and resources.

EXCEPTION #£10 - Segments 11 NA, 18A CA, 20 CA, 21 CA, 30 CA, 31
: NA and 38 CA

A) The Proposal: To permit minor dredging necesary to repair
existing dikes and maintain tidegates in various locations around
the bay with adjacent diked agricultural land. s

B) The Exception: During the application of the Estuarinwe Resources .
goal (Z16) to the Plan through the ‘Linkage' process, 'it was not
possible to apply the goal to portions of these segmenis.
Therefore, a two-part Exception is needed:

(i) to allow "new dredging” in conservation and natural
segments, and -

(ii) to allow dredging for a non-water-dependent use.

C) The Findings

(i) Why this use should be provided for

Diked farmlands are found adjacent to the estuary im a number of
locations, primarily in Haynes Inlet, on lower Coos River and in
Catching, Isthmus and Coalbank Sloughs. Tidegates have been
historically used to enable upland runoff to drain from the field
during the rainy season. ;;i
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C)

The Findings

(i) Why this use should be provided for

Diked farmlands are found adjacent to the estuaryy in a number of
locations, primarily in Haynes Inlet, on lower CDos River and in
Catching, Isthmus and Coalbank Sloughs. Tidegates have been
historically used to enable upland runoff to drzin from the fields
during the rainy season.

It is necessary to do routine maintenance on existing dikes where
erosion has undermined them causing subsidence imto the water. It
is sometimes also necessary to do emergency repeir of a dike where
erosion has caused a breach, or is about to do so. In many parts
of the above locations, erosion is not a particwzlar problem

because roads run along the dikes, which are pre® - ted by rip—

rap. In addition, on Coos River dredgad materiz’ # rom maintenance
dredging of the authorized channel ha:s in the pasi. been side-cast
onto the adjacent pastures. After drying, this material could be
available for dike miantenance. On Isthmus Slough also, material
from maintenance dredging of log storage areas nas beerm used to
maintain adjacent dikes, protecting agriculturel land. Similarly,
in segment 18ACA, maintenance dredging in the Ccmston Thannel can
provide material for dike maintenance.

However, a particular problem remains in parts cXf Catching Slough
and in Coalbank Slough where a dike was recently breacthed by
erosion, causing flooding by brackish water sHich killed non—-salt-
tolerant forage. In these locations, dredged materials are not
available. While the east bank of Catching Slough is riprapped for
part of its length to protect the East Catching Slough: county
road, parts of the east bank and most of the west banikc lack

‘erosion protection. In addition, in most locations, txere is no

farm road access to or along the dikes to enable upland material
+o be trucked in to maintain or repair the dikes. This is a
particular problem during the wet season when emergency repailr is
likely to be needed, when the ground is too soft to support heavy
equipment. :

It is very difficult to estimate the amount or frequency of
dredging that may be necessary to properly maintain dikes and
tidegates in the future. However, Coos County Zxtension Agent
Lvnn Cannon addressed this gquestion:

"It is essential that farmers carry out periodic maintenance
operations of dikes and tidegates if (these) are to remain
operable and keep the agricultural land they protect
productive. The frequency of these maintenance operations
can be dependent upon weather conditions and varies between
sites, but usually are required at ten to twenty vear
intervals (Cannon, personal correspondence HMay 24, 1983)."
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Conclusion '

There is a need to dredge to maintain tidegates Zn the above)‘
natural and conservation units and for dredging For routine repa
and maintenance of dikes on Coalbank Slough and parts of Catchin
Slough. There is also a need to permit dredging to provide
material for emergency repair of dikes that have breached or are
about to breach due to erosion. :

(11i) Alternative Actions

o

There is no realistic alternative to dredging tco keep tidegates
maintained and in good repair. Eventually, the area around the
tidegate tends to silt in, and needs to be periodically dredged
out.

’

Alternative sources of clean fill material .or routine dike
maintenance may exist in the adjacent upland areas. This mater:
may be more suitable than estuarine sediments foxr dike
construction because it is drier and has more engineering strenc
and stability. However, fine estuarine sediments, when comparec
will normally resist erosion better. The use of upland materia’
will involve trucking to the dike, which is considerakly mcre
expensive than using a backhoe or dragline to dredge materials
from beside the dike. Cost will vary, depending on such fa! Hr
as whether a source of upland f£ill is available nearby or or Jhe
landowner's property. Even if upland material is available
cost, the dike may not be accessible in a2ll cases:

"To reach the tidegate and dike areas involves travel acro
the low-lying agricultural land which, for a good: portion
the vear, is impossible due to soft soil conditicms and ev
during the dryer season would result in soil compaction®
(Lvnn Cannon, personal correspondence, May 24, 1983).

In such cases, it may be necessary to dredge with a barge-mount
dragline or backhoe. However, some landowners have provided fa
roads out to and along the dike which are usable by heavy

equipment, except when failure of the dike has caused flooding.

Dne other alternative to dredging for dike maintenance is the v
of rip rap, which is conditionally permitted in conservation
management units. This may be necessary in the case of severe
erosion, and is a more effective long-term solution. However,
is considerably more expensive than the use of upland f£ill
material, and is only a reasonable alternative for small areas
repeated severe erosion or where more valuable Improvements suc
as a road or buildings need to be protected.

In the case of emergency repair of dikes due to breaching ¢ |
imminent breaching, this will occur during periods of high
rainfall, when access to the dike is impracticable due to soft
ground or flooding. In such extreme cases, dredging is the
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guickest and most-effective method of repairing the dike. 1In all
instances, confining dredging to subtidal areas will minimize
impacts (see "consequences" below) and remove the need for
mitigation actions.

Conclusion

The use of upland fill material is a higher cost alternative which
may be reasonable 1f a source exists elsewhere on the landowner's
property. However, the dike may not always be accessible to heavy
equipment due to saturated soils and lack of a rocked roadway.
Maintenance may be undertaken during the dry season to minimize
such problems. DHowever, sometimes emergency repzir may be
necessary during the winter when the dike is inacessible.
Therefore, in some situations, there is no reasonaple alternative
to dredging to maintain and repair tidegates. Subtidel dredging
is preferred to intertidal because it minimizes impacts on the
estuarine system and avoids the need for mitigation.

(1ii) Consequences

(2) Environmental

Ed
Aguatic areas immediately adjacent to existing dikes are not
generally among *he most productive environments in the estuary.
Frequently, the dike has sloughed off due to erosion and frequent

~sediment deposition has disturbed benthic communities. In other

places, erosion is severe enouch to transport the sediment
downstreamn, leaving an eroded hole in the bank. 1In many places,
where the bank is stable, fringing salt marsh communities have
developed. This is most prevalent along Catching Slough where
marsh veget&tion in a natural management unit and dredging is not
permitted. However, since this vegetation acts to stabilize the
dike, there is no reason to undertake dike repzir. Consequently,
dike repair is likely to affect mostly disturbed environments.
Similarly, dredging to maintain tidegates will remove recently
accreted material which is of minimal biological value. A gradual
cycle of erosion, deposition and dike repair is likely to
continue, causing periodic water guality impacts (turbidity and
possibly lowered dissolved@ oxygen) and minor disturbance of
benthic communities as dredging occurs. The least eXpensive and
most effective way to breakx this cycle is to establish a type of
riparian vegetation with roots capable of stabilizing the dikes
and resisting future erosion.

Environmental impacts will be minimized by limiting dredging for
dike repair/mzintenance to locations and situations where there is
no reasonable alternative, such as using upland £ill material or
spoils from maintenance dredging of a channel or by storace area,
and to subtidal areas.
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D)

(b) Social and_Economic - e ‘ - : )

As mentioned above, disrepair of dikes mzy result if they cannot
be maintained. This could lead eventually to reduced production
due to more frequent flooding, or even to total abandonment of
some pastures, due to,salt water intrusion. The social and
economic conseguences might ultimately be a substantial erosion of
the land base for agriculture, which is one of the leading sectors
of the local economy.

(c) Energy

Energy conseguences relate primarily to the additional enercy
costs that would be incurred by trucking materials to the site
versus using dredged materials from the immediate vicinity.

Conclusion - Social/economic and energy conseguences are
positive. Environmental mpacts are minor and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

These actions would, of course, be highly compatible with adjacent
agricultural uses. Temporarv hich levels of turbidity and

possibly locelily lowered éissolved oxyzen levels would result from .
dredging. However, compatibililty with adjacent aquatic areas

could be ensured through the requirement that adverse impacts of
dredging be minimized’ (see Special Conditions) and through any ‘;9
necessary mitigation (which could include subsequent vegetative
stabilization).

Conclusion - The proposed actions are compatible with adjacent uses.

Implementation Considerations

Activities permitted under this exception are as follows:

dredging to maintain and repair tidegates in segments 11NA, 18aca,
20Ca, 21chA, 30CA, 31NA and 38CA. Dredging is limited in the
crdinance to the minimum necessaryto maintain functional
operation.

In segments 21Ca (Catching’ Slough), 30CA (Central Isthmus Slough),
and 38CA (Coalbank Slough), subtidal dredging to maintain and
repair dikes is permitted by the ordinance provided that
alternatives such as the use of upland fill material or rip rap
are not available. A special condition also notes that high-
priority mitigation sites U-30(b) and U-32(b) on Catching Slough
must still be protected from dike rehabilitation, which would tend
to preempt their future use for mitication. Dredging is also
limited in the ordinance to the minimum necessarv to maintain
functional operation.

Do
Subtidal dredging for emergency repair or dikes that have breachéd*‘)‘\
Or are in imminent danger of breaching is also permitted in
segments 11NA, 18ACA, 20Ca, 21CaA, 30CA, 31NA and 38CaA.
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EXCEPTION £11 - Segments 2]1A NA, 31 NA, 34 NA, 8 CA and 51 Ca —

)

3)

C)

Catching Slough, Upper Isthmus Slough,
Shinglehouse Slough, Jordan Point amd Pony

Slough.

The Proposal: To establish new public boat ramps at Catching

Slough and Upper Isthmus Slough and to expand an existing ramp at
Shinglehouse Slough [all in natural segments]; @and to establish a
new public boat ramp with a dock for transient moorage at Jordan
Point and to expand an existing ramp at Pony Slough to include
transient moorage. ‘

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources

goal (4#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to portions of these pa', icular
areas. Therefore, a three-part Exception is regui ¢ 3:

-

(1) To permit new/expanded boat ramps in a natural
management unit;
(i1) TO permit minor new or maintenance dr=dging and
fill as necessary for the boat ramps Zin a natural
management unit;
(111) To permit new dredging in a conservation managenent
unit. [Fill is permitted, with necessary findings; see
Policy #6: "Fill in Conservation Management Units"].

The Findings

(1) Why these uses should be provided for

The Special lMoorage Element, Section 6.4.3, identifies 14 sites
for potential boat ramps. The sites at Catching, Istihmus {Coos
City) and Shinglehouse are among them. Section 6.5 .3 also
identifies other sites which are not suitable for f :21i-scale
marinas, but have some limited potential for moorac.:: thew
include the Pony Slough and Jordan Point sites. The Coos County
Parks Advisory Board has selected these sites &s necessary to
improve public recreational access to all parts of the bay for
fishing and pleasure boating.

There is currently only a crude boat ramp in thie Catching Slough
area of lower Coos River which needs improvement. The existing
Shiniglehouse Slough ramp is small and needs to be improved.
There is no ramp in Upper Isthmus Slough; access will be improved
to this popular fishing area by a proposed ramp at the junction
with Davis Slough. The site at Jordan Pointis easily accessible
and would provide needed access to the Mid-Bay and North Slough.
The Pony Slough ramp already exists, but could be improved and
transient moorage added to increase its usefulness.

Minor dredging and fill will normally be needed to construct boat
ramps. Intertidal areas between the shore and channel will need

1

Exceptions
- 2



to be dredged to give access and the bed beneathi the ramp | il
have to be filled in places to provide a foundatiion. a

Conclusion - There is a need for additional public access to t
Bay for fishing and boating, and for minor dredging and f£ill f
construction and maintenance.

(ii) Alternative Locations

Basically, only two sites, Upper Isthmus/Davis Slough and Jorc
Point, are new sites. The other sites are all ex1st1ng ramps
which need expansion. The only realistic altermative locatior.
these sites is to develop new facilities somewhere else in the.
locality, assuming that there is a need to continue public acc:
in these areas. Since the existing ramps have caused alterati
to the aquatic area, expansion would api, r to lIrave less impac
than new development in alternative loc.  .ons.
L. -

The Upper Isthmus/Davis Slough ramp could be located elsewhere
the segment, but this is the best location for & number of
reasons:

o) It is in the most productlve area for striped bass
angling.

o) Road access 1is easy.

o There is sufficient land area for parking and or
recreational facilities. .

o) The intertidal zone is véry narrow, minimizimg the

amount of dredging needed.

The only other site in the general area of Jordan Point is on
western side of Jordan Cove itself. Other parts of the cove
land access and would also require extensive dredging =across
broad tidal. flats. The western side does not suffer these
disadvantages, but there would be conflict with industriial us
the area (Roseburg Lumber) and possibly with deep-draft moorsz
nearby.

Conclusion - The need for public access can best be met bv th
sites, in addition to others for which no exceptions are regqu

(iii) Conseguences

a) Environmental

Boat ramp construction will have only fairly minor environmer
consequences due to dredge and fill actions, depending, howev
on the scale of the ramp (one or more lanes). Transient moor
will basically be at floating docks attached to pilings and
therefore environmental impacts are minimal. Dredge and 511
impacts can be offset by mitigation actions. Environment
resources and probable impacts are as follows: \;}

. .
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o Jordan Point - Sandy intertidal flats withcut aguatic beds.
Benthic organisms: eamphipods and ghost shrimp. Clam beds:
softshell, Macoma/Tellina spp. Fish: transsient use by
juvenile salmonids, striped bass and flat fish. Dredge and
fill actions will affect only a minor portion of the tidal
flat, ren>ving benthic organisims, which mavw re-colonize to
some extent between maintenance.

o) Pony Slough - Intertidal flats without aguatic beds. Benthic
organisms: amphipods and ghost shrimp, close to shore
only. Clam beds: Macoma/Tellina spp. Fish
feeding/rearing: Jjuvenile salmonids and flat fish.
Waterfowl and shorebird use. Again, dredgimg to improve the
current ramp will only affect a small area, removing benthic
organisms, which may re-colonize to some extent between

maintenance,
o Catching Slouch - Muddy intertidal flat without agquatic
beds. Benthic organisms: amphipods. Clam beds: Macoma and

Tellina spp. Fish feeding/rearing: juvenile salmonids and
starry flounder. Dredge and fill to improv=d the existing

boat access will affect only a small area, wemovizg benthic

organisms, which may re-colonize to some exitent between
maintenance.
o) Isthmus/Davis Slough - Narrow intertidal flat without aguatic

beds. Benthic organisms: amphipods. Fish

feeding/rearing: striped bass and starry flounder.
“‘Resting/feeding area for waterfowl. Dredge and Z111l would
affect only a narrow section of tidal flat whic™ falls off °
steeply into the channel, removing benthic orgainisms which
may re-colonize to some extent.

o) Shinclehouse Slough - Subtidal area only. 3Benthic
organisms: amphipods. Clam beds: Macoma/Tellina sozp. Fish
feeding/rearing: Jjuvenile salmonids and starry flounder.
Dredge and fill to expand boat ramp would &ffect only a small
subtidal area, removing benthic organisms, which may xe-
colonized to some extent.

b) Social and Economic

Economic conseguences relate mainly to the improvement in public
boat access which will help make the area more attractive to
tourists. This will contribute to the diversification of the
local economy, with indirect social benefits.

c) Energy

Energy conseguences relate mainly to the energy savings

represented by minimizing dredging by expanding existing boat
ramps rather than developing new ones. There are also energy
savings due to decreasing driving distance to a boat ramp, or boat
distance to and from fishing spots.
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Conclusion - Social/economic and energy consequeriCes are ) ‘

positive. Environmental impacts are minor and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility,

Compatibility is high where boat ramps already exist. 2s
mentioned above, the Isthmus/Davis Slough site is compatible with
the nearby highway and adjacent undeveloped uplamds. The Jordan
Point site is adjacent to the Anadromous aguacul®ure facility and
the Southern Pacific railroad tracks. The boat mamp will face to
the east, away from the fish ladder, and thus will not interfere
with fish return. There is adeguate upland for ssupport facilitie.
east of the railroad tracks. Thus, the boat ramo is compatible
with the railroad. Compatibility with the adjacent aguatic areas

" can be ensured in all cases by minimizing impactss of dredge and

£ill [see Special Condition] and by mitigation, if it occurs at

the site.

Conclusion - The proposed uses are compatible witth adjacent uses.

EXCEPTION #12 - Segments 1l NA and 13A NA - Haynes Imlet and h
Upper Bay
A‘) The Proposal To permit minor dredging (as "minor navigat}"_oni ,

improvements”) in Haynes Inlet to remove shoals o return the
channel to its natural depth to permit shal low—draft navigation.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resourtes

goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to Haynes Inlet. Thexefore, an

‘exception is needed to permit dredging (as "mincir navigational

improvements") in a natural management unit.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for -

Shallow-draft boats have traditionally used Haynes Inlet both for
recreational boating and to gain access to the Eumbert Boat

Works. Existing depths on Haynes Inlet (from the boat works to
Jordan Point) are 5 to 18 feet below MLIW, with considerable
reaches at 6 to 7 feet below MLIW [NOS chart 5984, 1972}.
Periodically, silts washed down from the watersheds of Palouse ar
Larson Creeks are deposited in various parts of the natural
channels, causing shoaling to occur, which may restrict use by
shallow-draft boats. Because of gradual changes in depth
throughout the system, without a series of depth soundings over ¢
long time period, it is not possible to fix definitive natur. :
depths. However, examination. of the NOS chart shows shallow z
which may indicate areas of deposition immediately above the
Highway 101 bridge (-5 feet MLLW) and below the Humbert Boat wor}

(-6 feet MLILW), where there may be locally shallower depths. It




‘

1s suggested that natural depths in this channel .are 6 feet belcw
MLLW or greater, and that shoals may be removed when cdepths are
less than -6 feet MLIW [See "Special Condition”, :Segments 11 NA
and 13A NA]. : '

Conclusion - It is necessary to do minor dredging in shoaled areas
down to natural depths to allow passage by shallcw-draft boats.

(1i) Alternative Locations

There are no alternative locations for this acticin because they
will be necessary where shoaling occurs and are fDior an existing
use (Humbert Boat Works).

Conclusion - Alternative locations are not available.

(iii), Conseguences §

a) Environmental

The subtidal natural channel functions primarily as a migration
route and holding area for fish species using the: general area.
For the most part, the benthic resources they relry on for habitat
(eelgrass, various crustaceans, etc.) are absent from the

channel. Fish species using the area are stripedl bass, juvenile
salmonids and herring (spawning on pilings in Hawnes Channel).
Minor dredging to remove shoals is likely to distiurb only small
sections of the channel. It is likely that with the minor
deepening involved ,that the area would eventually be re-colonized
from nearby benthic communities. Fish populatioms weowld only
experience temporary minor impacts from increased turbidity during
dredging. ’

b) Social and Economic

The conseguence of not maintaining the channel would be the
possibility that the Humbert Boat Works would be unable to operate
because controlling depths in the natural channel had become
inadequate. It is possible, but unlikely, that recreational boats
could also be excluded from Haynes Inlet by shoaling.

c) Energy

The energy consequences relate only to the enercy expended in the
dredging.

Conclusion - The social/economic and energy conseguences of this
action are positive. The environmental impacts are minor and
acceptable,

(iv) Compatibility

Minor dredging is generally compatible with surrounding ticdal flat
environments. The only impact will be temporary increases in
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.
turbidity. There is no compatibility problem with adjacent upland .g°
uses. The Segment's Special Condition which requires that impactsg
of dredging be minimized will help ensure compatibility.

Conclusicn - The proposed actions are compatible with adjacent

areas and uses.

EXCEPTION £#13 - Segments 1 CA and 67 CA

A)

B)

The Proposal: To permit extension of the existing Worth and South

Jetties and Charleston Breakwater, as necessary to Increase
strength or prevent wave damage, erosion or sediment accretion.

‘The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources

goal (%16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to portions of these particular
segments. Therefore, an exception is required. An exception is
needed to allow fill (as "NWavigational Structures"} in
conservation management units, beyond the actions permitted in
Policy #6 ["Fills in Conservation and Natural Estuarine Mznagement
Units"]. .

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for J<

2s mentioned in Section 4.1.7.3 of the "Physical Characteristics”
inventory, the main jetties periodically need maintenance and

repair. Because this may require actual extension of the area of
fill to give added strength to the structure, whichi is not covered

under part (a) of Policy #6, this exception is writiten %o cover

jetty repair. In addition, there are two areas of concern in this
segment which will require fills for structural protection:

(i) The bay behind the North Jetty at the tip of the North Spit.

(ii) The shallow-draft Charleston Channel and Boat Basin.

Currently, a curved rubble breakwater extends to the northeast
from the North Jetty, which is, for the most part, submercged.
Wave action has caused extensive erosion behind this breakwater
which was constructed to check it. 1In order to eliminate this
erosion completely, it may become necessary in the future to add
to the height and width of this breakwater. ’

It has been known for some time that heavy wave action and surge

has been causing damage to boats in the Charleston Boat Basin

during storm conditions. Sand accretion has also been a problem

in the channel causing maintenance and alignment problems. It is
proposed to construct an 800-foot extension to the existing . Y
breakwater to protect the channel and the boat basin [See J
"Charleston Breakwater Extension and Groin Structure EIS

Supplement #1", Corps of Engineers, 1978]. The fixrst 600 feet of
this breakwater has recently been constructed. Shortage of funds



has left the project uncompleted.

Conclusion - There is a need for additional protective structures

as well as possible strengthening and expansion of existing
jetties.

(ii) Alternative Locations

There are no alternative locations for actions to strengthen the
existing jetties or expand the breakwater associated with the
North Jetty because they are existing structures. Alternatives
have been considered in the EIS (ibid.) to the proposed
breakwater. Note that the proposal includes the groin in Segments
59 CA and 58 NA (see Exception #14, below) and that the
alternatives include variations of the groin design. Alternatives
are as follows: Alternative (iii) is the selected designs:

"(1i) an L-shaped detached breakwater to the north

of the present breakwater, plus 3 groins on the

east side of the Charleston Channel; (ii) & 1,000-

foot northward extension of the existing

breakwater; (iii) an 800-foot northward extension

of the existing breakwater and one groin on lhe

east side of Charleston Channel; (iv) a single

groin on the east side of the Charleston Channel

(v) and an 800-foot northward extension of the

* existing breakwater, plus 2 groins on the east side

of the Charleston Channel. Other alternatives

include no action and dredging Charleston Channel.

to a new alignment". [Ibid, p.ii]

The proposed design was selected by the EIS based on vearious
technical, envirommental and economic criteria, follow:ing
modelling to evaluate effectiveness and cost/benefit
considerations. Alternative (i) above was rejected on :cost
grounds, though it was effective. Alternative (ii) was: no more
effective than the chosen alternative, but more expensiwe.
Alternative (iv) was rejected because it was inadegquate: to prevent
sediment from entering the channel, or wave diffraction around the
end of the existing breakwater. In Alternative (v) the additional
groin was considered unnecessary to produce the desired effect.
The final alternatives, either no action or dredging the channel
to a new alignment, were rejected because shoaling would& recur and
maintenance costs would continue to be high.

Conclusion - The selected alternative was the minimum alteration

which would adequately protect the channel and boat basin.

(iii) Consegquences

a) Environmental

2dditional rock placed on the jetties would have negligible
environmental impacts on a high-energy subtidal area where
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biological communities are already adapted to the rocky
substrate. &additional rock placed on the existing North Jetty
breakwater would affect adjacent intertidal and subtidal areas.

There are no inventoried benthic organisms except a gaper clam bed

within the bav which would be affected only marginally.

Otherwise, additional fill would have no impact on use by juvenile

salmonids for feeding and rearing as the area is used mainly in
migration. ~

Environmental impacts of the proposed breakwater extension are
detiled in the EIS (ibid.]}), as follows:

b)

"During construction of the proposed project,
trucking and dumping of stone will produce a
temporary increase in turbidity, noise, dust, and
traffic congestion of the construction site. Some
turbidity and disturbance to fish in the ar & will
occur as the stone is placed. Th> breakwate.
extension and build-up will cover about three acres
of sandy habitat and create 0.4 acres of intertidal
rocky habitat. Benthic organisms (including razor
clams, cockle clams, bull kelp, snails, and various
worms and larvae) would be covered and their |
habitat permanently altered..

The newly-created rocky habitat would encouragwe
establishment of species similar to those

inhabiting the jetty area, such as rockZish,
sculpins, anemones, mussels, barnacles, and
attached algae. The sand spit which would form
west of the extension would contain about 1l acres
of sand above MHHW and cause 12 acres of intertidal
sandy habitat to accrete. Present razor clam
populations would survive the gradual sand build-up
and new larval clams should settle on the beach to
maintain the present population". [ibid., pp.i-ii]

Social and Economic

The EIS summarizes the socio-economic benefits of the breakwater
project as follows:

"Socio-economic effects of the project center
around benefits which would occur to the £fish
industry. Monetary losses and time delays
currently experience by local fishermen should
decrease substantially. The expected reducticn in
surge problems may encourage local authorities to
push for expansion of the boat basin. It is likely
that tourist-oriented development will occur as a
secondary effect of the growth of the fishing
industry, especially if sport fishing increases as
expected. Life-style changes in Charleston would
occur as the area becomes more tourist-oriented".

JI\



[ibid., p.i1i)
c) Energy

The energy conseqguences relate to the energy saved in the long run
by building a breakwater to prevent rapid sedimentation of the
channel and the need for frequent maintenance, or by
strengthening/expanding existing structures to prevent erosion and
wave damage to them.

Conclusion - The social, economic and energy consequences of these

actions are positive. The environmental impacts are fairly minor
end acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

Thess structures are highly compatible with adjace:’ uses (i.e.,
boat basin, tip of North Spit), as they-offer needc.. protection.
Due to their relatively minor impacts, they are compatible with
adjacent aquatic areas. Compatibility can be ensured through the
reguirement (see Special Conditions) that adverse impacts be
minimized.

EXCEPTION £14 - Segment 58 NA - off Barview

A)

C).

The-‘Proposal: To construct a 400-foot by 80-foot rocik groin east

of the Charleston Channel, as an adjunct to the propcsed
breakwater extension, if it is found to be necessary.in the future
to control channel sedimentation, in addition to the breakwater.
[See Corps of Engineers EIS, 1978]).

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarime Resouxces

goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular area. Therefore, an
exception is reguired. &An Exception is needed to permit a rock
groin fill (as "Navigational Structures") in a natural management
unit.

The Findinas

l(i) Way this use should be provided for

This groin is the second phase of the project to prevent channel
sedimentation and wave damage in the Charleston Boat Basin [see
Exception #13]. The Corps EIS [1978, Section 4] discusses in '
detail the expected environmental impacts of the proposed action,
including sediment transport. It is stated (p. 4-5) that
construction of the breakwater extension will lead to re-
establishment of the sand berm that previously existed north of
the breakwater. In addition, sediment may accrete east of the
extension adjacent to the channel, pushing it out of alignment.
It will take 5 to 10 vears after construction of the first phase
£t0 know whether this will also occur. 1If it does, it will b=come
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necessary to construct this groin. The effects will be to
increase current velocity near the tip of the grcin, improving
flushing characteristics in the channel, reducing sedimentation
and helping it to keep its alignment. This exception is being
written in anticipation that this groin will be needed. However,
findings will have to be made at the time construction is proposed
[see Plan Provisions] that the conditions have dewveloped which
make it necessary.

Conclusion - The proposed structure will help solwve channel
sedimentation and alignment problems, should they continue after
construction of Phase 1.

(ii) Alternative Locations

The Corps EIS lists several alternative proposals for this project
[see Exception #13]. One alternative involves three groins, a
second involves a longer breakwater but no groins; a third
alternative involves a single groin only, and a fourth

alternative, two groins. A final alternative was no action except
channel dredging. Hydraulic studies showed that a simple £00-foot
groin, unattached to the shore but encroaching on the rocky
intertidal area, was the most cost-effective altwrnative.

Conclusion - There is no more effective alternative to the

= . . . LT
proposed action, unless events show that no action is required. )
(1ii) Consegquences

a) " Environmental :

The Corps IS finds that environmental impacts would be as
‘follows: The groin would cover 1.2 acres of rocky and sandy
subtidal benthic habitat. Some shoaling would occur both north
and south of the groin. Other impacts would be similaxr to those
of the breakwater extension. During construction, trucking and
dumping of stone will produce a temporary increase in turbidity,
noise, dust and traffic congestion. Some turbidity and *
disturbance to fish in the area will occur as the stone is
placed. Benthic organisms would be covered and their habitat
permanently altered. Clam beds (gapers) are nearby in the
channel, but would only be peripherally, if at all, affected by
this groin. The groin would encourage establishment of species
similar to those inhabiting the jetty (e.g., rock fish, sculpins,
anemones, nmussels, barnacles and attached algae).

b) Social and Economic

The primary social/economic conseguences of this structure would

be the reduced dredging costs in the channel, reduced storm damage | -
in the boat basin, and, indirectly, pressure to locate additional Q
moorage in the area with improved channel conditions.
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c) Energy

Energy consequences, as for the breakwater extension, relate to
the long-term savings in energy to maintain the channel versus the
short-term enercy expenditure to transport and place the rock.

Conclusion - Socizi/economic and energy consequences are

positive. Environmental impacts are minor and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

This structure is highly compatible with adjacent upland uses
(residential). It is also compatible with adjacent acuatic areas
due to the minor impacts involved; compatibility can be ensured by
minimizing adverse impacts of the fill, as required by Special
Condition.

Cenclusion - The proposed structure is compatible with adjacent

uses and aquatic areas.

EXCEPTION £15 - Segment 55B NA -~ "Crab Flats" off Barview

A)

C)

The Proposal: To construct a piling-supported recreational

fishing pier to improve recreational access to the bay along
Barview waterfront.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources

goal (216) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular propertry.
Therefore, an exception is reguired. An Exception is needed to

permit a recreational fishing pier (as "Low-Intensity Recreation

Facility") in a Natural management unit.

The Findings

(i) Why this use should be provided for

This pier.would provide access to the water for recreational
fishing in the area of the Empire waterfront where no &access
currently exists. There is a planned boat ramp at Barwiew Wayside
some distance to the south, and an existing boat ramp a2t Empire
docks. However, there is no direct fishing access to the water
between these two points. There is a need to_ provide better
access for recreational anglers without boats. The lcwer bay is
particularly rich in fish species [see Table 4.2.6, Biological
Resources inventory); thus access needs are greater here than
elsewhere in the bay.

Conclusion ~ There is a need for additional access to the lower
bay for anglers without boats.
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(ii) Alternative Locations

Assuming that a lower bay location is needed, access would best be ~:>
provided from off Cape Arago Highway. Alternative sites are
unavailable betwe:=n Pigeon Point and Barview Wavsiide, because
residential development permits no access to the water. An
alternative site could be located between Pigeon Point and Sitka
Dock. However, the waterfront is steep and provides little space
for car parking and associated facilities. Also, the intertidal
area is very broad and would make access difficullt. The proposed
site is at the Julius Swanson property, scuth of Empire Docks.
The tidal flats are narrower here than further south, making it
easier to construct a pier out into the subtidal area. The
adjacent upland is relatively level and there is wvacant land
available, making it suitable for support facilizies. An
alternative site with similar characteristics exis’s to the south
of the sewage treatment plant in the "Crab Flats™ § =a. &1l of
thesk sites would affect natural management segment.s.

Conclusion - There are no other better locations in the lower bay
for an angler access pier.

(iid) Consequences

a) Social and Economic

Direct economic consequences will be negligible. However, a use ‘;>
of this type might have the long-term effect ~f stimulating growth

of tourist/recreational uses in the Barview area.. Social

consequences will be better access for anglers without boats and

in the long run, possibly, the social benefits firom growth in the
tourism/recreational sector of the economy.

b) Environmental

The pier would be constructed in a biologically important
intertidal area with productive benthic communities {crustaceans,
clams) and fish habitats (salmonid fishing/rearing and English
sole). However, impacts would be minor and mostly temporary in
nature (increased turbidity) because the pier will be supported on
pilings, which will themselves provide habitat for barnacles and
attached vegetation.

c) Energy
The energy consequences of this proposal will be negligible.
Conclusicn - Social and economic consequences axre positive. There

are no significant energy conseqguences. Envircmmental impacts are
minimal and acceptable.

4
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(iv) Compatibility

Adjacent uses are the Cape Arago Highway and Empire Docks. A
fishing pier together with associated upland facilities is
compatible with these uses. Due to the mindr impacts of pilings,
the proposal is also consistent with the adjacent acuatic area.

Conclusion - The proposed use is highly compatikidde with adjacent
uses and aquatic areas.

EXCEPTION £16 - Segment 63A NA - Joe Ney Slough

&)

C)

The Proposal: To permit removal of shoals in thie natural channel
(as "minor navigational improvements"), maintenance dredgimg of
existing facilities, construction of docks and inst 'lation of
pilircs/dolphins in conjunction with an existing ac ¢ :culture use
(oyster culture) in Joe Ney Slough; and "o permit "ridge crossing
support structures" as part of a replacement forr the existing Joe
Ney Slough Road bridge.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources
goal (£#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular area. Therefore, an
exception is required. An exception is required to permit these
uses in a natural management unit.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

Joe Ney Slough has an established oyster culture oper:iticn, with
an existing dock above the road bridge. ture expantsion of
oyster culture is likely to occur in the slough, le::ding fo a need
to expand the existing dock or construct a new rece iving Gock.
Oysters are also brought in to the dock by shallow-:drzit boat from
other parts of South Slough. Because of sedimentation from the
inflowing streams, it is expected that shoaling may occur in the
shallow naturzl channel in future, which would prevent access to
the dock. In addition, maintenance dredging might be reguired at
this dock. UWo soundings are currently available to show ™natural
depths" on the Joe Ney Slough channel. The "natural depth" of the
channel will have to be determined at the time of permit
application. Pilings/dolphins will be necessarv for mocring of
barges.

The Joe Ney Slough bridge is a very narrow (single lane) wooden
structure which has been known to be inadeguate and in need of
replacement for some years. With recreational and residential
orojected growth at the Indian Point site and elsewhere in the
area, this bridge will be in urgent need of replacement in the
future. Because of the lenath of the bridge (over 400 feest) and
the extra costs involved in a single span structure, the most

practical solution is to use an in-water support siructure.

Pvroantinna
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Conclusion - Expansion of existing oyster culture in Joe Ney ‘)
Slcugh will lead to a need for various minor alterations to

continue shallow-draft navigation and moorage. Additional growth

in the area will lead to a need to replace the existing bridge.

(ii) Alternative Locations

These uses all relate to the existing oyster industry; to the
extent that this is going to continue, there is no realistic
alternative location for these activities, short of totally
relocating the entire receiving and handling facility. Similarly,
there is no practical alternative to replacing the bridge in
virtually the same location, as this is the narwowest point in the
slough in the immediate area.

Conclusion - There are no practical alternative locations for the
proposed uses/activities.

(ii1) Conseguences

a) Social and Economic

These uses/activities will benefit the local economy as a whole by
enabling the existing aguaculture industry to continue and ;
expand. Aguaculture holds great promise for future ‘)
diversification of the local economy, with attemdant social \
benefits. ’

Similary, replacement of the Joe Wey Slough bridge is -essential to -
the development of a "destination resort" at Indian Point, which

has great potential to diversify the local economy. The social
‘conseguences of this development would be a greater orientation
toward tourism and recreation in the Charlestorn/Barview area.

b) Environmental

The proposed actions involve basically (i) dredging in the natural e
channel and (ii) installation of pilings of one type oxr another.

The slough contains important clam bed, oyster, and otker benthic
resources, including extensive eelgrass beds which are found

within the natural channel. Removal of shoaling from the channel
would basically only affect the eelgrass beds, as there are no
inventoried clam beds or crustacean habitats in ‘the channel [see

Plan Inventory Maps}. Because this action would involve the

removal of accreted sediment, it is probable that these sedimented
areas would contain less eelgrass beds because of environmental
disturbance. Eelgrass would likely become re-established in

dredged arcas from adjacent beds. It is therefore possible that
eelgrass beds might be restored if they had become choked out by
sediment. . At least, in the long run, there should be no long—term J
loss of habitat following re-establishment. The same observations
apply to maintenance dredging of the existing dock.
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Installation of pilings and bridge crossing support structures will have only minor
and temporary impacts, and may themselves provide habitat for attached
vegetation, barnacles and similar organisms.

c) Energy

The energy consequences relate mainly to the short-term costs of maintaining
the natural channel versus the long-term energy savings due to the use of
barges to transport oysters. Trucking of oysters, if it were feasible, would likely
incur greater energy costs than barging.

Conclusion — Social, economic and energy consequences are positive.
Environmental impacts are minor and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

Adjacent upland uses are residential, forest lands and the oyster processing
dock. The proposes uses/activities will be highly compatible with the dock and
will have no adverse effect on other adjacent uses. Because of the relatively
minor environmental impacts, these uses/activities will be compatible with
adjacent aquatic areas, particularly because of the Segment's Special Condition
requiring the impacts of dredging to be minimized.

Conclusion ~ The proposed uses/activities are compatible with adjacent uses
and aquatic areas.

EXCEPTION #17 - Shoreland Segments 27 UW, 44 UW, 54 UW, 61 UW, and 66 UW—

A)

B)

C)

Eastside, Coos Bay, North Bend. Empire and Charleston
Waterfronts

The Proposal: To permit water-related uses in these segments as well as water-
dependent uses, as existing, except in the case of 27 UW [Eastside Port
property] where marine construction and support development [including water-
related] is proposed on a vacant site.

The Exception: During the application of the Coastal Shorelands goal (17) to
the plan through the ‘Linkage’ process, it was not possible to apply the goal to
these particular areas. Therefore, an exception must be taken. An exception is
required to permit water-related uses in an area which is “especially suited to
water-dependent development” (‘ESWD”).

The Findings

(N Why these uses should be provided for

Segments 44 UW (Coos Bay/North Bend Waterfront), 54 UW (Empire docks),
61 UW (Hanson'’s Landing) and 66 UW (Charleston) currently contain a mixture
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of water-dependent and water-related uses. For example, the Coos Bay
waterfront contains machine shops, and the North Bend waterfront has a marine
supply business, which are “water-related” rather than “water-dependent” [see
Definitions]. The Charleston and Empire areas contain a similar mixture of uses.
These water-related uses rarely occupy the immediate shoreline, but are located
within a block or so within an area which is generally “especially suited to water-
dependent uses”. These support facilities need to be in close proximity to the
water-dependent uses which they served in order to perform their essential
function. It is therefore rational to permit continuation and expansion of these
uses within the ESWD area; land values on the immediate waterfront tend to be
high enough to exclude new water-related uses in favor of water-dependent
uses. Market forces are adequate in this case to bring about the most efficient
distribution of land uses within the ESWD area.

Conclusion - It is necessary to locate certain water-related uses in ESWD areas
either because they have historically existed alongside water-dependent uses or
because they are needed as essential support to marine construction and repair.

(i) Alternative Locations

There are essentially no alternative locations for expansion of existing water-
related uses in Segments 44 UW, 54 UW, 61 UW and 66 UW, except to relocate
altogether outside the Coastal Shorelands Boundary. Considering that such
businesses are established, this is an unreasonable expectation, unless
insufficient land is available for expansion.

Conclusion - There are no practical alternative locations for existing water-
related uses, unless there is no space for expansion. The sole alternative site
for water-related marine repair and storage uses is more suitable for other uses,
and will only be used as a secondary location if insufficient land is available at
the Eastside site.

(iii) Consequences
a) Social and Economic

The effect of permitting water-related uses in these ESWD areas is to
perpetuate the traditionally close ties, both functionally and spatially, between
them and water-dependent uses. The effect of not permitting such uses would
be to gradually displace them, as they find that there is no opportunity to
expand, to locations outside the Coasal Shorelands Boundary. In many cases,
no doubt, they would try to locate as close as possible, but might have difficulty
in finding availabe sites. This could eventually have the effect of reducing the
quality of service that these uses would provide to water-dependent uses. The
consequence at the Eastside site would be to reduce the amount of flexibility in
site plan design and reducing efficiency by forcing water-related uses to locate
an undue distance from the waterfront in the non-ESWD part of the site.
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b) Environmental

There are no significant environmental consequences of allowing the proposed
uses.

c)  Energy

The energy consequences relate chiefly to the energy savings associated with
locating service industries in close proximity to the water-dependent uses.
However, these savings are not significant.

Conclusion — The social/leconomic consequences of permitting these uses are
positive. There are no significant environmental or energy consequences.

(iv) Compatibility

As shown by the above discussion, water-related uses are highly compatible
with adjacent water-dependent uses in these management segments, because
of the historical interdependence between them.

Conclusion — These water-related uses are compatible with adjacent uses.
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EXCEPTION # 18 — Shoreland Segment 3E WD — North Bay Marine Industrial Park

A) The Proposal: To permit filling of a fresh-water deflation-plain wetland area (“major
marsh” and “significant wildlife habitat” under Goal #17), to develop a major marine
industrial park.

B) The Exception: During the application of the Coastal Shorelands goal (#17) to the
plan through the ‘Linkage’ process, it was not possible to apply the goal to this
particular area. Therefore, an exception must be taken. An Exception is needed to
Goal #17 language which requires that “major marshes” and “significant wildlife habitat”
be protected by permitting only uses which are “consistent with the protection of natural
values.”

(Continued next page)
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The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

This area is identified in Section 5.8-17 and 5.8-19 of the
Economic Activity Inventory as a prime site for expansion of
water-dependent and water related industry on Caos Bay. As
described and documented in the Kuhn Report and the Oregon
Economic Development Department Report, the 515 acre industrial
site on the North Spit is uniquely suited to a group of industrial

‘activities listed below which are important to the economy of the

nation as well as Coos County. By designating the site industrial
now, making clear up front the standards and comditions +that apply
to development, the Plan makes this unique economic resource
available for a multiple of options, any of which would diversify
and strengthen the Coos County economy.

Just over 200 acres west of the existing road will be awazilable 1in
large parcels for a variety of land intensive options, supporting
and compatible with the water dependent and water related activity
closer to the docks. It is not clear at this time which of the
mineral or other resources will be marketable first, or in what
form or quantity. Those individual choices will b2 m&c'e based on
a variety of economic factors over the next twenty yeavs.

However, if the full site is clearly available from tha staff,
jndustries seeking a port as a land base for expleration, storage,
equipment repair, etc. during the early stages of =ach industry,
will be willing to invest in a Coos County locazion, with the
knowledge that should their efforts succeed, they wil®i be able to
expand on-site as soon as production phases begin. “ihe location
of existing port docks and infrastructure serving © 1is unique site
should give -the Port a comparative advantage as th=z ‘ncation for
these incipient and potentially prosperous industries.

Should it prove a cost competetive place to carry ©ut @ny or a
combination of the activities now contemplated, it wil™ be
important to the economy of the nation as well as Coos County.
That is why this Exception to Goal 17 is taken, to make: available
for development (in stages over the next 20 years) a siite
otherwise used as a resting and nesting area for migratwry bircs.

Unique locational aspects of this site not otherwise available in
€oos Bay and in some cases, the State, include:

- direct access from large sites to 35 foot channel, close to
the harbor entrance. Should the channel need to be deepened
at some future date, location would assure a cost eifective
project;

- no width or height constraints between the dock and the open
seas;

- ~deep channel close to shore minimizing cost of maintenance

dredging;
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- no need to fill estuarine area to provide deep sites with ‘:}
acccess to the channel;

- large parcels of flat land at sea level with soils capable of
bearing industrial structures;

- port-owned facilities, taxing district, water supply,
electric power, sewer treatment, railroad and airport
existing and/or capable of improvement;

- established deep sea going barge facilitiess

- convenient location for transshipment or processing of bulk
minerals from Alaska, bound for California or Pacific Rim
ports; &

- close proximity to mineral resources of the Gorda Ridge,
which is within the U.S. 200 Mile Economic Zone amd therefore
probably the first lease site for polymetallic sulfides;

- relative close proximity to potential oil and gas; lease
sites, off Oregon as. well as California to Alaske;

- minimum air shed limits (compared to other competietive .
' locations, i.e. California) allowing any new induistry a aood ‘ji
chance to meet federal and state air quality stamdards.

Unique features of the site indicate that it may prove a cost
effective location for such activity as:

- transshipment of coal, perhaps providing a markeizc for local
coal

- land base for exploration, equipment construction and
maintenance, transsshipment and/or procesing of mznganese
nodules and/or polymetalic sulfides

- cargo handling, including rail to barge transter of cargo
bound to west coast and international ports

- marine construction and support

- marine fuels bunker facility

- seafood processing and trawler basin

- 0il rig or OCS mining platform fabrication

- manufacture of glass ‘ja

The acreage requirements for each of these potential imdustries
varies from several acres to 1,000 acres; as outlined 5n the CCD-

BDC and EDD reports. The likelihood of any one or a combination



of several industries needing a Coos Bay site is not known. Coos
Bay may never become competitive as a transshipment point for coail
bound for the Far East, but changing world demands could one day
provide that opportunity. Coos County coal may become the energy
source that gives the county the advantage over other locations as
a processing site for OCS minerals. The sulfides of the Gorda
Ridge may be most efficiently processed at Coos Bay, or industry
may find it more feasible to use the North Spit &s a land-base and
transshipment point only. Platforms and equipmenrt for o0il and 0CS
minerals may be constructed or maintained at the North Spit. A
variety of economic factors will guide these choices over the next
20 years.

At this time, it is important to make it known that the entire
site (excluding the 73-acre fill of the waste lagoon which is not
expected until after 1991) will be available for d-g lopment, so
that “ne Port can assure industries looking for dni..a’d
exploration bases that there will be adjacent land ava.ilable
should production stages become possible. Development: conditions
will protect the site for such activity, and make clear the type
of activity &llowed outright, so that industry will be encouraged
to invest in the improvement of the Coos Bay and the mationatl
economy.

More specifically, this area of the North Spit is selected as a
primary site to satisfy the following needs:

Polymetallic Sulfides - As described in the inventory-. at 70 miles
distant, the Port of Coos Bay is by far the closest p=rt to the
resources of the Gorda Ridge, which is the most tikely site Tor
outer continental shelf mining of the sulfides. This proximity,
combined with the deep-draft channel and other locational asssets.
could well attract this new industry to the North Spi-z.

Manganese Nodules - Exploration and research of ocean :deposits of

manganese nodules may require a land base from which t® operate.
The North Spit's proximity to promising resources, and: port
facilities could meet this need. Once international l-egal

disputes are resolved, it may prove feasible to expand operations
to include a transshipment or processing facility. Th.e North Spit
offers several advantages over alternative locations for these
activities.

Platform Fabrication - 0il1 and gas exploration off Oregon is

highly probable over the next 20 years, as are leases vor outer
continental shelf mining. With these activities added to demands
for oil rig platforms from Alaska to California, industries may
need a Coos Bay fabrication yard for mining platforms. The North
Spit would be well suited to meet such needs.

Coal Export Facility - Within the 20 year planning horizon, it can

be expected that the world economy wiil improve and o013 supplies
decline. At such time as coal again becomes a competitive fuel,

the North Spit will again be considered as a transshipment point,
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especially if the railroad has by then been improved for one of
the other activities described here, or if changing technoloay
provides a market for a mix of County coal resources.

S

Sand - Under past economic conditions it has apparently not been
profitable to process the County's sand resources in the County. ‘;b
Industry has shipped the sand to Portland for use in the

manufacture of glass, steel and other products. Nevertheless,

glass manufacture is a potential industry for the North Spit

should on- or ncvar-shore sand resources and natural gas or methane
become available.

No attempt has been made to compare the uses proposed with the
amount and type of employment opportunities such uses would
provide. First, need has been carefully estimated based on
probable new uses and their acreage requirement. Second,

virtually any new employment occurring outside o< the forest
industry will be a form of diversification, Coos County's top
~economic target. When the County becomes an eccmomically vibrant
community, it can then afford to pick and choose the most
appropriate types of employment.

Conclusion - There is a need for a substantial axreage of vacant
developable land (up to 560 acres) for future water-dependent uses
to strengthen and diversity the local economy, with access to the
deep-draft channel.

(i1) Alternative Locations

(a) Upper Bay - North Point and the Port's Eastside ‘;’<
property; ;

(b) Other North Sp1t locations; i.e., Henderson Marsh,

o Roseburg Lumber;

(c) Sitka Dock.

In addition, other configurations on the site itself can be
considered, to minimize encroachment into the wetlands.

The Upper Bay sites have several problems associated with them.
First, between the two sites there are only 272 acres available
(90 at North Point, 182 at Eastside) assuming that "East Pony
Slough" is filled to complete the North Point site. Secondly, the
Eastside property is especially suited for marine construction and
repair and is intended for these uses. The North Point site,
while having some potential for gas/oil processing, is not 1in a
good locetion for delivery by ocean pipeline. In addition, it is
in a poor location for some types of water-dependent use reguiring
access to the deep-draft channel because of the great difficulty
involved in deep-draft vessels negotiating the nrarrow railroad
bridge and then docking. There is also potential conflict between
vessels docking here and other ships using the channel, which is
the reason for using the water access of the site adjacent to the
east so that North Point can serve water-dependent uses. Thirdly
the maintenance of the Upper Bay channel at current draft (35 :\Eh<

w

-
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. =t) mey become a problem in the future. In addition, there is a
se3sibility that a need may develop to deepep the channel in the
future for deeper-draft bulk carriers (for coal, especially). Due
to the costs involved, a lower bay location is essential.

Other North Spit sites have no problems with access to the
channel. However, they are set aside for other uses: Hencerson
Marsh for an integrated lumber and wood products operation and
Roseburg Lumber for 60 acres of waterborne cargo shipping and
receiving. In any event, development of henderson Marsh also
requires an Exception to fill a "major freshwater marsh" and
"significant wildlife habitat".

Sitka Dock has only 65 acres available; it may serve as a site for
0oil and gas processing, but has two disadvantages; first, Tike
North Point, it does not have direct access for an ocean pipeline,
and second, it would pose compatibility problems with the mearby
residential area.

Other sites owned by lumber & wood products (LWF) firms are
presumed to be reserved for the very-long-term rceeds of LWVP
companies. In addition, those remaining sites &re scattered
throughout the bay and are individually too small to srovicte the
single-site land area needed for these uses.

Alternative configurations for this segment are «discussad in
Section 5.9, pages 18 and 19. There are three basic altermatives:

Alternative A - which involves developing &11 the remzining
_ Port property not originally proposed for clevelopment,
minimizing the need for Federal land; :

Alternative B - which involves taking no moire Port praoperty
and obtaining the additional area from Federal Tland;

Alternative C - which involves developing cnly part o¥ the
Port property, and taking in Federal land.

Alternative C was selected, for the reasons discussed on page 5.8-
19, Economic Development Inventory. To develop the entire Port
property would put pressure for development on tihe valuable tidal
flats and clam beds of northern Hungryman Cove, also affecting the
rare Cordylanthus maritimus ("Salt-Marsh Bird's Beak™).
Consequently , the southern end of the Port's property adjacent to
Hungryman Cove remains protected in Segment 2 CS. Another
consideration was avoidance (except for gradual mining of the
sand) of excessive intrusion into the large open sand dunes to the
southwest of the Port property, due to their recreational walue
and the hazards of unstable moving sand. Avoidance of two
“conifer islands" or remnants of forest vegetation which are
thought to serve as raptor habitat was another consideration.
Lastly, maximum use of Federal land would involve maximum
encroachment into the deflation plain wetlands, including an area
at the southern end of the waste lagoon which is proposed &s part
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of the Henderson Marsh Mitigation package.

Sufficient federal lands in the configuration proposed on North
Spit are expected to be available for local econcmic development
projects as explained in the following quotation from an August
10, 1983 letter from the Oregon International Port of Coos Bay:

The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay imtends to pursue
acquisition of all federal lands adjacent to Port properties
that are within the Coos County Comprehensiwe Land Use Plan
and designated as industrial property. In addition, we
intend to acquire any lands that would be appropriate as a
buffer zone between industrial lands and lands of other
designation.

These properties are necessary in order to meet the needs of
Coos County as described in the Industrial Meeds Survey.
Expansion of a marine related industrial park to provide
adequate upland facilities allows for maximum vce of the
waterfront property and ultimately reduces the § =ed for
rdaitional dock sites. N

With these considerations in mind, the Port will aagressively
explore every avenue, including political and legislative
opportunities, to acquire these lands. Further, we will
request that the federal agencies holding thiese lamds Justify
to the Department of.the Interior the need for their
continued control. ' :

Final agreement among the Local Officials’ Advisory Group on the
configuration of this segment took these factors into account,
preferring to encroach into a portion of the wet¥ands rather than
designate uplands adjacent to Hungryman Cove for development.
About 100 acres of mostly open sand dunes were also acced to the
original development area east of the access road, ratmer than
take in the entire deflation plain and wet hummocks arexa as far
west as the foredune [Alternative BJ. Segment 3% WD atlso includes
long-term (15 years) plans for a 73-acre fill of the waste lagoon,
initially with dredge spoils, but not until the Jessee o0 loner
requires the site for effluent settling or until the leazse expires
in 1991.

Thus the selected configuration strikes a balance between
elimination of freshwater wetlands, development of Hungryman Cove,
and development of open sand dunes, preferring to avoid the Cowve
entirely, at the cost of additional freshwater wetlands.

Land needs for processing of polymetallic sulfides have been
identified as approximately 500 acres. However, the large
percentage of high-value minerals within the raw ore means that
transportation costs are a relatively less significant factor in
determining the best location for processing (smelting). Thus, a
smelter could theoretically be located at a great distance inland,
perhaps in another state where existing smelters have been
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recently abandoned. The remaining need to be satisfied on the
Coos Bay estuary is thus 200 acres, which accounts for storage of
the ore in-transit, together with ancillary handling facilities
and associated businesses such as marine storaga and repair (or
off-shore mining equipment). Other than North Spit, no site in
the Coos Bay area is large enough to provide a suitable location
for a smelter. .

Conclusion - There are no suitable alternative sites for the

proposed uses. In fact, environmental considerations leave the

final 20-year site configuration (including the partial fill of

the lagoon) 45 acres short of the identified need. Alternative

configurations are possible, but would involve greater intrusion
into areas of moving sand hazard or pressure to develop part of

Hungryman Cove.

(1i1) Consequences

a) Social and Economic

The isportance to the local economy of development ¢ this site
can hardly be overestimated. The North Bay Marine Industrial Park
as a whole will provide space for a wide range of water-dependent
activities, some of which (coal exporting, oil/gas processing and
ocean bed mineral processing) will contribute ¢creatly To much-
needed economic diversification. This site being the largest
single vacant site for water-dependent industrial development
around the Bay, its great importance is obvious. The economic
consequences of development may be summarized as follows:

- Increased employment and payrolls; .

- Increased property tax revenues to Coos Coumty;

- Increased revenues to the Port of Coos Bay, which in

turn may be invested in "infrastructure”s
- Increased business due to effect of increased payrolls.

In addition, costs of infrastructure development and site
preparation may fall in part to public bodies, Tike the Port of
Coos Bay or Coos County, depending on the amount of participation
by developers and the amount of Federal or State funding
available. :

The social consequences which will follow from economic
development will relate mainly to the stability and reduction in
stress that results from greater job security and improved
incomes. Net in-migration and lower housing vacancy rates will
probably occur. Social costs relate mainly to the encroachment of
development upon the valuable recreational lands of the North
Spit, although the most valuable areas are the shore along
Hungryman Cove (clamming) which will not be affected. Open sand
dunes are popular with recreational vehicle enthusiasts, but loss
of about 100 acres of open sand will not significantly reduce
opportunities, as most use occurs in the Oregon Dunes National
Recreation Area to the north.
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.he Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board (CBNBWB) estimates a 32.5

million gallons per day (MGD) need for water throughout its

service area by the year 2001. This projection includes the
activities planned for this site and other North Spit industrial
areas, including up to 10 MGD for a new pulp mill, 3 MGD for the ‘}i
existing pulp mill, 2 MGD for coal washing and dwst control (which '
is ample to serve also transshipment activities for

outercontinental shelf minerals estimated at 250,000 each), 2 MGD

tfor fish release and processing, and 6 MGD for mineral processing.
01l refinery and yet undefined development. A review of specific
industrial activity now planned for on the North Spit revealed

there was a potential need for up to 31.57 MGD at full

development, suggesting the CBNBWB estimate was probably scmewhat
high. (See CBNBWB letters of 5-17-83, 10-28-83, and 11-3-83;

Water Supply and Water Demand: Industrial Activities on the North
Spit, EDD 11-12-83.) .

As described in the above references, the CBNBWE is responsible to
meet current and future water needs of the Coos Bay-North Bend
area. At this time plans rely on three sources: Dunes 22.0 MGD,
Pony Creek 5.3 MGD and Joe Ney 5.0 MGD, for a total of 32.3 MGD.
Studies and planning are ongoing, to determine the most effective
and efficient way to harvest water now and in the future. For
example, studies now planned will reveal whether CBNBW3 can

harvest the full 30 MGD available in the dunes aquifer by a
modification of well field design. If additiona’ water sources
are needed, the CBNBWB will concentrate on development of new
sources. (CBNBWB letter, 10-28-83) i,

b) Environmental : _ 4

About 9C.acres of deflation plain wetland, together with adjacent
dune hummocks, would be eliminated by filling due to the proposed :
development. The area consists mainly of a low-lying sedge/rush
habitat type with other vegetation including witlow ard wezx

myrtle. The dune hummocks are covered with beach grass and/or
shorepine. "During the winter, the water table rises to flood the
entire low-lying area, leaving substantial areas of open water.
During the summer, much of this area dries out an the surface,
leaving only a few small areas of open water. The deflation plain

is partially traversed from north to south by a substantial ridge -
of dune hummocks with dense growth of shorepine in places.

Wildlife habitat lost would include specifically winter/spring
open water feeding and resting areas for migratory wildfowl (ducks
and geese) and spring nesting habitat. There would be a less
specific loss of habitat for the many other bird species found
generally all over the Spit, including raptor hunting arezs, for
instance. The effect would be not only the loss of 90 acres of
habitat, but also to make an additional break (with the waste
treatment lagoon) in the continuity of the large area of deflation
plain wetlands which runs from north to south behind the foredune

from the Spit up into the Oregon Dunes N.R.A. The bay acts as a !”M

: -
ﬁ
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“.gnet, attracting migratory wildfowl to the area. In the course
cf resting and feeding, they may utilize the freshwater deflation
plain wetlands as well as the tidal flats and marshes ot the

bay. The areas of deflation plain nearest to the tay therefore

probably receive more wildfowl usage than more distant wetlands to

the north. However, there is no conclusive evidence to this
effect. : ‘

The loss of 90 acres of wetlands in this locatiom should
nevertheless be secn in the perspective of the total area of
freshwater wetlands in the deflation plain to the south, and
especially to the north. The area to the south s protected by
inclusion in Segment 2 CS. The area to the north is included in
the Siuslaw National Forest and Oregon Dunes N.R.A. and is thereby
protected hebitat. Since stabilization of the foredune in the
early part of the century, a broad deflation plain with similar
vegetation and hydrologic characteristics has opened up throughout
the Coos Bay dune sheet. Many hundreds of acres of this type of
deflation plain marsh exist between the North Spit and the

Florence area. Because of changing hydrologic conditions and
blowing sand, rapid plant community succession is occurring in
some areas, creating shrub and shorepine communities which are
much less valuable to wildfowl. However, there are also lakes
surrounded by seasonal wetlands inland of the primary deflation
plain, between Coos Bay and Tenmile Creek, which .2lso provide
wildfowl habitat. Elimination of 90 acres of defatiom plain
marsh should be seen in the context of the extent of the remaining
resource.

Mitigation may be stipulated as a condition of permit fissuance for
filling of freshwater wetlands. This action is with”n the
authority: of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and although
not a requirement, can be used as a tool of negot.iation to reach
agreement in a case where develcopment and conserwvaticwn interests
meet head-on. The Heriderson Marsh mitigation package is the best
example in Coos Bay. The same type of approach could te used to
reach agreement over this proposal. Although the Henderson Marsh
package has reduced opportunities for mitigation of =his proposal
in the immediate area (by specifying actions in the d=flation
plain north of the waste lagoon, for example), similar- actions
could occur elsewhere. There are smaller areas of deflation plain
marsh to the south (in Segment 2 CS) which could be enhkanced by
pond creation or other enhancement techniques. Similar actions
could be taken in the broader deflation plain marshes in the
Siuslaw National Forest in Sections 31 and 32, Township 24, Range
13, which are reasonably close to the proposed acticn, and are not
within the Oregon Dunes N.R.A. Creation of additional wetiand by
sand excavation to the seasonal water level and enhancement by
enlarging ponds could substantially mitigate the adverse effects
of the proposed action.

Precipitation is the major source of ground water in the dunes
aquifer, which is a mejor source of municipal weter for the Coos
Bay-North Bend Water Board (CBNBWB). Recharge ¢f the aguiter
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equals 37 MGD over the entire area. The CBNBWB holds a Permit to
extract up to 30 MGD from the dunes aquifer. A USDOI study in

1873 showed that 30 MGD could safely be withdrawn from the dunes
aquifer without danger of salt water intrusion. (Hydrology of the
Dunes Area North of Coos Bay. J.H. Robison, USDOI, 1973) ,
The industrial site subject of this Exception is considerably J
south across a major industrial lagoon from the wells which are
identified in the CBNBWB's water permit. They zre not adjacent
uses. However, should development demand the full amount of water
now projected, the drawdown of the water table in the dunes

aquifer could affect the environment in the upland lakes to the !
north (Horsefall, Spirit, Bluebell, etc.) These lakes are
interrelated, visible indicators of the water table, overflowing
from one to the next toward the south during the rainy season.
Therefore, during the dry season, lack of rain as well as drawdown
from nearby wells affects water level in the lakas. (Robison,
1973; Water Supply and Water Demand: Industrial Activities on the
North Spit, EDD 11-12-83)

Since there is concern for the recreational, aestl’.‘t ic and
wildiife uses of these lakes, CBNBWB hszs adopted 2z policy to
minimize adverse effects and is relying on the dune aquifer for
only 22 MED until such time as studies reveal ways to harvest the
full 30 MGD allowed under its water permit without major threat to
the upland lakes. (CBNBWB letter, 5-17-83; 10-28-83; and 11-3-
83.)

Studies are ongoing, sponsored by the CBNBWB, USGS and others, to
assure that the environment in the lakes area will be protected. £ Y
For example, as part of new well field design, a 1978 study of J
excessive dissolved iron concentrations in the upper part of the

dunes aquifer revealed that high levels of iron couid: be avoided

by well field design, thereby allowing capture of excwess water

from the seaward edge of the aquifer, and minimizinc drawdown of
interior lakes. (J.E. Luzier, USGS, Portland, OR, 1978)

This and other considerations are the subject of current studies,
which will allow the CBNBWB to optimize water withdrawals thereby
minimizing the costs of water service, while minimizing effects on
the water table in the lakes area and on the environment of the
dunes. Planned industrial development on the North Spit will
therefore remain compatible with the environment of the dunes
lakes.

Total air quality impacts from the combined proposed uses are
unknown in part because the exact character and intensity of the
uses is not firmly set and because unforeseen technological
improvements in industrial emission controls could render current
concerns moot. Ultimately, the air quality impacts of the
proposed uses will be acceptable because state and federal permits
and permitting agencies will require them to be so.
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C) tnergy

A very substantial energy expenditure would be rec o fill
and level this site in preparation for developmant z open
dunes in some places are 75 feet high, and contair -rel milldior
cubic yards of sand. Fortunately, much of the senc . .uid ke

removed to the deflation plain and used for fil1% mz-zrial.
However, it should also be considered on the other rand thet
selection of this site involves less energy expenditire for
aquatic dredge and fill operations to provide deck spece, frecause
of the closeness of the deep-draft channel. Simileriy, a Lower
Bay location will be an energy advantage in the leng term, if
additional channel deepening is required to accammodate deeper-
draft ships.

Conclusion - Social and economic consequences o% this proposal &are
positive. Environmental impacts are substantial, due to Toss of
80 acres of wetland habitat, but it is possible to mitigate such
impacts, if necessary. Energy consequences wil¥ invalve
substantial expenditure for site preparation in the <hort tem, but
long-term savings may result from the Lower Bay lo: & ion. and good
channel access. .

(iv) Compatibility

The proposed development will be compatible with- eadjacent wses to
the north, the effluent treatment lagoon and deweloprent ¥ the
Henderson Marsh site. Compatibility with immed?® ately acjacent
wildlife habitats and recreational land can be ensure:= by
stabilized berms or vegetative buffers at the ecige :3f the site.
The undeveloped portion of the open sand dunes. vwill provide a
substantial natural buffer between industrial deve  -~amsnt and
recreational uses or wildlife habitat on the souither~ 2art of the
Spit.

The proposed development is compatible with othe:r
resource because, as noted in the Water Board's 1le
the preceding discussion:

of the dune
quoted in

uszes
e
e &

In spite of the terms of the permit, the Board hes comsidered
the wishes of people and landowners of the area as well as
the possible needs of the dunes resources and has adopted as
its dunes water development goals "“to optimize weater
withdrawals." In reviewing the Robison study, the Board has
chosen the target figure of 22 million galfons per day as the
apparent quantity that can be extracted while remaining
within these goals.

Conclusion - The proposed.-development is compatible with

industrial uses to the north and northeast. It is compatible with
competing but legally inferior dune aquifer uses to the north. It
is partially compatible with recreational land and habitats to the
south, and may be made fully compatible by screening and berms.
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EX(

?TION £19 - Segments 19D, 208 WD, and 32D -
Christianson Ranch, Coos River forks
and Isthmus Slough

The Proposal: To permit industrial development on three sites in

rural areas.

The Exception: During the application of the Coastal Shorelands

goal (#17) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' prozess, it was not
possible to apply the goal to these particular areas. Therefore,
an exception must be taken to permit industrial development on
areas of predominantly agricultural soils outsidz of
urban/urbanizing areas.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

~The industrial site selection process [Section 5.9 of the Economic

Activity element] selects these sites for the fcillowing types of
activities: :

- Segment 19D - Christianson Ranch

100 acres are designated for a small sawmiil or similar type
of use. The remaining 64 acres will be needed for dryland
log storage or some similar use. As expla¥ned on p. 5.9-56,
Economic Development Inventory, dryland log storage needs are
likely to rise either because of more stringent DEQ
requirements controlling in-water log storage, or because of
the difficulty of rafting small logs, which are becoming an
increasingly large proportion of total timbser harvest.
Similarly, a new saw mill will be needed specifically

designed to handle the smaller logs.. Aspects of the
develepment will be water-dependent, as explainec in the
Shoreiands Linkage narrative [Section 5.9, ».56], because raw
meterials and finished products will be transported by
water. - The 64 acres left over for log storage or similar use
are part of the 495 acres which are separately justified in
the industrial land needs projections as part of the very-
long-term land-banking needs of the lumber and wood products
industry. It should be noted that Christiamson Ranch has
recently been filled as. a dredged material disposal site.
Agricultural soils have been buried, but it was agreed in the
permit (cite ref.) that an Exception would be needed if the
land were not restored to agricultural use.

- Segment Z20B WD - Coos River Forks

This small site is identified as a suitable site for rock
products shipping by barge. Rock quarried in the
Millicoma/Lower Coos River uplands has been shipped from this
site in the past. Expanded activity would involve using the
portion of the site which is in agricultural soils and not
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yet committed to existing use. Because barging is the most
energy-efficient means of transportation and because much of
this rock is to be used in jetty repair, construction, rip-
rap and the like, sites like this and that on Kentuck Inlet

are needed.

- Seqment 320 - Isthmus Slough

This site (about 100 acres) is also proposed as part of the
495 acres ¢ very-long-term land-banking needs for the lumber
and wood products industry [Section 5.9, page 56]. Some of
the property may be used for dryland log storage for the same
reason as cited above for Christianson Ranch. Other parts of
the property may satisfy needs for the trucking industry
(yards and shops). Because this land is viewed as part of a
land bank, some flexibility must be retained as to future
uses. Large parts of the segment are currently diked pasture
land. The remainder is already committed to the industrial
uses envisaged (truck shops, log storage).

Conclusion - These sites are an essential part of the tiotal
cconomic development land needs package for the Coos Bay Estuary.

(ii) Alternative Locations

Alternative locations for the small mill and log storeéige on
Christianson Ranch are as follows: '

(a) North Spit generally;

(b) The privately-owned spoils disposal area in zTastside
[Shoreland Segments 26A UD and 23B unls;

) Pierce Point; |

Y Coos River site opposite Christianson Ranch (Shoreland
Segment 20 RS)

The North Spit is allocated totally to other uses w~ ich require
cites of the size available there, and require deep--~draft

access. To locate this use there would be inefficient. use of land
and water frontage, because it only requires shallow-drraft access
for barging. The privetely-owned land on the north sice of the
Fastside peninsula lacks water access. While indirect access
could be gained either from adjacent segments to the east and
west, planned developments (marine construction and repair) to the
west and the existing Sause Brothers site to the east wiould make
this type of arrangement impractical.

Pierce Point is too small a site (35 acres), and although it is in
the same ownership as Christianson Ranch, could not fuWfill this
same need.

The site on Lower Coos River opposite Christianson Ranch has
sufficient acreage, and is proposed as a dredged material disposal
site; however, it is agricultural land currently in active use for
grazing, and an Exception would similarly be required.
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Furthermore, it would be severa] years before dredged material
disposal would have proceeded to a point where the site could be
developed. Lastly, there are serious doubts about whether this
site will actually be available for DMD [see Special Dredged
Material Disposal Element, Section 7.4.47.

The Christianson Ranch site is in an ideal locatiom because it is \;)
on the shallow-draft channel directly adjacent to the main Tog
transport artery, Coos River.

Alternative locations for the Coos River Forks rock-Toading site
are very limited. Other sites downstream along the north bank of
Lower Coos River lack space for temporary storage. Other sites 1in
the immediate vicinity could be used, but would also involve the
use of agricultural land. Since the site is already in eixstence
and is in the most convenient place in relation to the uplend
quarry, there is no practicable alternative location.

Alternative locations for the Isthmus Stough site are examined in
“the Shoreland Linkage Narrative, Section 2.7.2. '+ is concluded
that because upland log storage needs access to w € :r for
transport, and because this site is idaally located for trucking
industry use, there are no locations better suited to the probable
uses.

Conclusion - There are no other sites better suited to the
proposed uses.

(i) Consequences

a) Social and Economic ' \£F4

-

Social and economic consequences are the same as ffor other
proposals for industrial development around the Bay, 7amely:

- Increased jobs and payrolils;

- Increased property tax revenues to Coos Coumty;

- Increased local business activity due to increased
consumer spending;

- Greater social stability and reduced stress due to
improved employment;

- Possible net in-migration and reduced housing vacancy
rates.

To the extent that a small sawmill will produce a number of new
Jobs, this proposal is likely to have the most positive
social/economic consequences.

b) Environmental

Environmental consequences will be very minor. Dredged material
disposal on the diked pasture at Isthmus Slough will eliminate
some minor areas of "wet meadow" and a few drainage ditches, which
have some use by birds like heron and egret. Christianson Ranch

3;%\
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dredged material disposal is not yet complete, and some small
seasonal pools remain which are used by wildfowl. Completion of
site preparation would eliminate these pools.

c) Energy

The Christianson Ranch site represents a very energy-efficient
location for wood products manufacture because of the ease and
convenience of waterborne transport of raw materials and vinished
products. Similarly, the Coos River Forks site is the most
efficient location for rock shipping, as it is very close to the
quarry. Barging is the most energy-efficient mode of
transportation for jetty rock to its point of use which is
normally in or beside the water.

Conclusion - The social/economic and energy conseguences of the

proposed uses are positive. The environmental impacts are minor
and acceptable.

(iv) Compatibility

.

$

The Christianson Ranch site has water oif"two sides, agricultural
and on the third side, and a rural-residential area on the fourth
side. The proposed development would be compatible with the
shallow-draft channel, as indicated above. No adverse impacts
will occur on the agricultural land to the north, which is also a
desicnated DMD site or a restoration site. The residential area
is well-buffered by the topography and a forested area from the
development site.

The "Isthmus Slough site has the slough on two sides and Highway
101 and scattered residential development on the other. Llog
storage and truck shops exist within the site. Due to the
presence of similar uses, and the close proximity to primary
access routes, the proposed uses will be compatible with adjacent
uses.

The Coos River Forks site has the river on two sides and
agricultural land on the other sides. Rock storage and loading is
compatible with the adjacent grazing uses.

Conclusion - The proposed uses are fully compatible with adjacent

uses.

EXCEPTION #20 - Aquatic Segment 26B CA - Eastside

Port Property Marina Site

The Proposal: To develop a dredged marina at this site.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources

goal (#16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular area. Therefore, an
Exception is necessary to language in Goal #16 which requires that
"high-intensity water-dependent recreation”" developments be
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"consistent with the resource capabilities of the area”. It is [
concluded that, based on information in the Biological Resources -
inventory and maps, dredging would not be consisTent with the ‘:’
conservation of resources found in this area.

The Findings .

(i) Why these uses should be provided for

The Special Moorage Element identifies a need fox 56.5 acres of
water surface area for future commercial/recreational marina
development. [See page 6.3-33, Special Moorage Zlement]. This
site is identified as well-suited to meeting these needs. Acreage
is 27 acres.

Current moorage space is in short supply; crowdimg and conflict
between recreational and commerc1a] users at Chzsleston Boet Basin
is one result.

The rationale for development at the "Eastside Port Properties"” is
that the segment is also proposed for ship builciing and repair
facilities. As explained on pages 6.4-39 and 40, Special Moorage
Element, provision of these support services will reswlt in an
integrated development with better chances of ctitaining Federal

grant funding. The site is well-suited to mid-water trawlers, for ,
which the greater distance from the channel entrance s not a ‘ (
great disadvantage, becaue they do not enter and leave the port 3
with great frequency. . \q)

Conclusion - There is a need for commercial moorage space at this
location.

[
(ii) Alternative Locations

The Special ‘Moorage Element identifies five other potential sites
for marina development. Descriptions of each site are given below
together with assessments of their suitability as alternative
locations.

0 Eastside Port Properties, West - Segment 27 DA

As discussed in the Economic Activity invemtory, Section 5.9,
this site is identified as needed for marine construction and
repair, together with the adjacent upland {Segment 27 UW).
While it possesses suitable characteristics for & marina, the
presence of the deep-draft channel makes i more suiteble for
the proposed uses. :

0 East Pony Slough' (North Point) - Segment 48A DA

This site is considered marginally suited, at best, for R
moorage development because of strong prevg111ng winds, oY
current surge and swell and sloughing from the aHJaceﬂt spoily
sites. The most serious problem is that o¥ potential

N
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conflicts between large vessels using the riain channei and
small boats entering or leaving the marina. This could cause
large vessels to ram either the railroad or highway bridge
when maneuvering to avoid the small boat. . The segment is
theretore not considered suitable for water-dependent uses.

o  Sitka Dock - Segment 56 DA

[This site has also been selected for fulfi1ling moorage
needs.] Construction of a marina in this segment would
require drilling or blasting of the rock substrate that lies
close to the surface. Costs of such a project would be very
high.

0 Empire Waterfront - Segment 54 DA

Most of the water area at Empire is used for access to three
existing docks (oil/gas, €ish receiving and lumbern). Barge
use of the site requires sufficient space to allow
maneuvering. Most of the land area is already occupied. The
site also suffers from high winds. Therefore, this is not
considered a suiteble site for marina devel opement.

0 01d Town Site - Segment 46 DA

As stated on page 49, Section 6.4, the narrowmess of the
aquatic and adjacent upland segment as wel® as the close
proximity of the channel partially limit the usefulness of
this area. Space is lacking for back-up facilities cm land,
even‘with the 6 acres of available water arez.

Conclusion - Each alternative site is planned for otr:er types of

development which better suit its capabilities, and :are not

considered suitable alternative sites for marina de: 2lopmemt to
replace the proposed site, or in the case of Sitka * ock, have
already been selected as marina sites.

(i11) Consequences

a) Social and Economic

This marina site will provide a basis for regeneration of the
local fishing industry, which will bring more boats to Coos Bay to
off-load their catches and boost the boat building/repair and fish
processing subsectors. As with other proposals with direct
benefits to the economy, consequences may be summarized as

follows:

- Increased employment and payrolis;

- Increased property taxes to Coos County and the Tity of
Eastside;

- Increased receipts for local business through local
economic multiplier;

- Decreased social stress due to improved economy;

Exceptions
3.0-67



- Possible net in-migration and lower housing vacancy
rates, especially in rental sector.

b) Environmental

This area is a mud flat which qualifies as a Conservation
management unit. Its importance lies in the fact that it is
part of a feeding and rearing area for juvenile salmonids.
Dredging a marina would remove the benthic resources
(amphipods) that salmonids feed on, and greatly reduce or
eliminate their use of the area. It would also eliminate
part of a bed of Macoma and Tellina clams. Subsequent re-
colonizaticn is not likely to occur because these organisms
are primarily found in intertidal areas. Fill is only
permitted as necessary for a boat ramp, and therefore 1imits
the potential for complete elimination of zqu tic habitat.
Again, the Special Condition will help to mi & nize the
impacts of dredging.

,..

c) Energy

Energy consequences relate mainly to the energy expended in
dredging out marinas, and by boats running in amd out of the

bay. The site would require substantial dredging because it is
entirely intertidal. Because it lies on the Marshfield Channel,
it may be prone to sedimentation from the Coos River system.
Therefore, maintenance dredging may be costly im terms of energy,
unless structural measures are used to prevert this. Distance to
the bar is greater than for most other marina sites. However,
because it is intended for mid-water trawlers, runs to and from
the fishing grounds will be less frequent.

Conclusion - Social and economic consequences are positive.
Energy consequences are mixed, but generally positive.
Environmentdl impacts are but acceptable upon mitigation.

(iv) Compatibility

Adjacent uses to the Eastside Port Properties site are the

vacant dredged material disposal site and log storage in the
Marshfield Channel. Log storage will not be feasible directly in
front of the marina once it is developed. The dredged material
disposal area is to be developed with marina support facilities

and other water-dependent/related uses [see Exception #17]. These

uses will be fully compatible with the proposed marina.

Again, the Segment's Special Condition minimizing impacts of
dredging will help ensure compatibility with the rescurces of the
adjacent tidal flats and the Marshfield Channel.

Conclusion - The proposed marina will be fully compati :
Conclusion ati "
adjacent uses and aquatic areas. patible with

Exceptions
2. L%

35

o

i

N
-
\



A
EXCEPTION #21 - Aguatic Segrient 52A DA - lNorth Bend Airport Runway

Extension

A) The Prooosal:

i) To place Segment 52k DA in a Development management unit to
allow for fill and related activities to extend the North Bend
Municipal Airport Runway 4-22, primarily so that corporate jets
can land at a full lozd capacity during inclement weather and to
ccommodate possible future commercial air freight operations.

ii) To dredge a small channel in 52 NA on the north side of the
£i1l to maintain circulation for the purposes of mitigation.

B) The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine Resources
goal (£16) to the Plan through the 'Linkage' process, it was not
possible to apply the goal to this particular area. Therefore, a
two-part Exception is needed:

- .

(i) to designate the area as a Development management unit when
it would normally be a Natural unit, based on the existing
biological resources, f£fish and weterfowl habitat in the area,

(ii) to allow for fill and related activities for a non-water-
dependent, non—water-related uses, and

(iii) to allow dredging for mitigation purposes in a natural
management unit’

C) * Findings
(i) wny These Uses Should be Provided For:

1. Transportation is one of four key considerations in attracting
outside enterprise to an area.>

2. The Coos Bay-North Bend vicinity is a semi-isolated community with
inadequate or poor land transportation access.

3. The Coos Bay-North Bend vicinity has a demonstrated need for
economic Gevelopment and diversification.

4. Economic development for semi-isolated commnities with inadequate
or poor land transportation access is often dependent on adeguate
aviation facilities and services.l

5. The City of North Bend owns and operates a municipal airport -

serving the region.

6. All other transportation access to the area is provided by State
and Federal acencies or interests.

Conclusion

For the area to be competitive in attracting outside enterprise to
achieve economic development and diversification, adeguate aviation

facilities and services mast be provided.
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L}ndlngi

1. The area has identified economic development and diversification

: cpportunities for itself in the areas of lumber and wood products
(e.g., sawmills, secondary wood product manufacturing, pulp and
paper processing, wood panil fabricating); marine industries
(e.g., marine cons:.ruction and support, seafood processing, salmon
aquaculture); mining, minerals, and energy (e.g., oil and gas,

coal and other, manganese nodules, polymetallic suphides, gquarry
rock); transportation (e.g., aviation, waterborne cargo); and
other (e.g., tourism, foreign trade zone, and other
manufacturing). Additionally, on-shore support and manufacturing

facilities for off-shore mineral exploration including but not
limited to polymetallic sulphides and off-shore oil and mineral
exploration have been identified.

2. Air freight and cargo transport is the most costly mode for the
movement of goods but is very lmportant in the movement of high-
value, low-bulk, perishable, dated, technologically advanced, or
specialized goods, materials, and equipment which have or need a
premium for guick access or are part of small inventories, limited
warehousing, reduction in packaging costs, reduction in transit

damage, or specialized uses for short periods of time.~

3. These current economic activities and identified economic
opportunities rely on air Lrelgh and cargo transport: lumer and
wood products (e.g., to maintain the repair equipment which is
costly when down); marine industries (eg., marxeting of fresh
seafood products or access to specialized materials and eguipment
for marine construction which are used at a variety of geographic
locations); mining, minerals, and energy (e.g., movement of

advanced tecnnology with reduction of damage rlsx) transportation
(e.g. maintenance and repair parts for aviation which are most
practical to be carried in small inventory lots); other (e.g.,
highly spec1allzed materials and services for technologically
advanced off-shore support manufacturing and facilities); and
other (e.g., movement of goods related to the operation of a
foreign trade zone).

>

Business and executive air travel play an increasingly important
role in advanced technology, off-shore, national corporations,
international business and industry, and national and global
marketing cdue to the deregulaticn of airlines, corporate
activities on a national and global level, and the geographically
dispersed character of many exp;ndlng businesses and

industries.® 7.8,

Conclusion

Current economic activities as well as identified opportunities for
economic development, diversification, and expansion rely on the
movement of personnel, goods, services, materials, and eguipment
through expensive but convenient and cost-beneficial air transport.
Especially, in the area of airfreight, likely business expansicn and
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new enterprises are more typically reliant on the quick, safe movement
of goods and materials which air transport provides. Ranging £rom
perishable fisheries products for distant or special markets to
advanced technological materials which do not lend themselves to on—
site inventories but are essertial when specifically needed, expanding
and new enterprises rely on air freight.

Findings

1. The types of ailrcraft typically used for business travel, air
cargo, and specialized needs are often of a size greater than the
current runway was designed to accommodate safely and efficiently. 11

2. Aircraft rely on particular combinations of fuel load, pay ioad
(passengers and cargo), and distances to operate efficiently. 1

3. -Special craft designed for operational efficiency in limited take-
off and landing situation are not typically used by business,
corporate, and air cargo interests because of lack of overail
necessity for most points of access and economic activity. 1

4. Airport runway length reguirements are based on the distances to
markets being served and the characteristics of typically used

\

aircraft. 11

5. Existing North Bend airport facilities can accommodate only a
portion of the typical business, corporate, and air cargo craft fleet
and only when these typical craft are at a portion of maximum useful
load (a combination of fuel load and payload). 13
6. Ruhway 4-22 is the only instrument runway. It is currently only
4600 feet. This is at the lower end of the fleet reguir-=ments for
business, corporate, and air cargo craft. The FAA requir=wents for

such typical craft range from 4,450 feet to 6,800 feet. 12, 13, 20

7. FAA has found that there is immediate justification for am
extension of Runway 4-22 to meet safety standards based on current and
forecasted uses. (FRA communications: June 1, 1983, and October 6,

Conclusion

The current instrument landing runway at the North Bend municipal
airport is currently inadequate to provide safe, efficient operations
for the typical aircraft fleet likely to use the facilities as a part
of current and new economic enterprises to assist the area with
economic develpment and diversification. Runway 4-22 must be axtended
to afford the area opportunities for economic activities reliant on
aircraft of which a significant portion cannot operate safely and
efficient on the existing facilities.



To support current and anticipated air transportation activities
related to maintaining economic activities and to atiract identified
economic opoprtunities, the Runway 4-22 must be extenrrded to prcovide
for safe, useful business and cargo aviation facilities.

Findings

1. Noise impact reductions on develcped areas of North Bend and off—
airport safety ion51d ratlons are improved with greater utilization cof
Runway 4-22. 5,16 18

2. Runway 4-22 is the only runway at the North Bend airport which can
be an ILS (full precision instrument landing system) runwav and
weather data supports the emphasis on use of this runway. »20,21,22

Conclusion

The ex*ension of Runway 4-22 will allow an even high # utilization of
that runway which in turn improves the health, safety, and general
welfare of the aviation users and the populace of the surrounding
area.

REFERENCE: Except as cited above, the above findings are suppcrted in
the economic inventory of the Coos County Comprehensive Plan znd in
the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan's Inventories and Factual Base.

~

9
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A 5,713 foot runway would reguire an extension of 1,100 feet cf
paved surface with appropriate safety overrun. = The optimua runway
safety area length designated for the North Bend Airport is 1,000
feet beyond the end of each runway. Current safety areas extend
200 feet beyond each runway end. The above configuration would
require tideland fill ranging from 20 to 32 acres dependent upon
the safety overrun length utilized.

(1) Extension of Runway 4-22 to an overall length of 5,713
feet with a 200 foot safety overrun would satisfy only
present identified needs related to the airport's
capability of accommodating business Jjets. A fill
length of 1,100 feet projected for the above alternative
would not allow for the installation of . dditional
runway length to meet the needs of busi ¢ is, airfreight
and possible air carrier jetg.

(2) Extension of Runway 4-22 to a length of 5,713 feet with
an interim 900 foot safety overrun would zllow the
zirports' runway to satisfy the present demonstrated
needs and provide a filled area on which the runway
would be extended to a length of 6,613 feet upon future
demand. The North Bend Airport Committee feels that
this alternative will best meet the areas existing needs
and allow for future expansion when required..

Findings

1. The City of North Bend realizes that for any rumway extension
zlternative, the amount of funds utilized for irvstallation of
the facility will require the city to obtain financial
assistance. The most likely source of financial assistance
that will be available to the city for such a prcoject will be
from the FAAs' Airport Improvement Program (AIP). Project
funding guidelines that the FAA follows for their AIP Grants
include the funding of projects that demonstrate an existing
need. The FAA is aware of North Bends' current needs to
extend Runway 4-22 to accommodate existing business jet
traffic and classifies that need as "the highest priority
development at North Bend". The FAA also recognizes "the ned
for the eventual development of Runway 4-22 to a Jength of
6,613 feet is foreseeable and should be accommocéated in the
long range plans of the community"”.

2. Construction of the runway extension will involve the deposit
of dredged material for the fill that the runway will be
extended upon. Dredging of Coos Bay's tidelands and channel
is expensive and the availability of dredged material for the
£i11 is not accurately predicted. ¥hen dredged material
becomes available for the runway extension project, the
availability of that material will only be for a short period
of time.
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Conclusion

3. Extending Runway 4-22 will require that permits be obtained‘:’
from the Oregon State Division of State Lands and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers for filling the area. Past
experience for obtaiing the required permits have shown that
the length of time for final approval can take between 3 and
12 months or longer, dependent upon the complexity of the
project. The runway extension project will require
mitigation for the fill and therefore prove to be a
relatively complex project in regards to permit review.

4. The method which the runway extension process must follow
will be:

a) complete runway extension design
b) acquire proper fill permits
c) acguire funding from the FAA & AIP

d) £fill the area of the runway extension with dredged
material as it becomes available

e) construct runway extension(s)

Due to the complexity involved with obtaining State and Federal
£ill permits, in acquiring adequate financial assistance and the
unpredictable nature of the availability of dredged materials, it
is only feasible to fill that portion of the Cocs Bzy ECstuary that
will ecommocdate present and future runway extension ne=ds in one
complete process.
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(ii) Alternatives

Introduction _ ' J

In this section the following alternatives to the proposed action are
examined:

No Action - Runway 4-22 is not extended as proposed and none of the
other alternatives are pursued.

Zlternative On-Site Configurations - Options (other than the proposed
4-22 extension) that provide increased runway length are assessed.

Airport Relocation - Site criteria and viability of this option are
discussed; alternative sites are examined for suitability and
potential impacts of development.

Alternate Air Service - A scenario of airlines or aircraft types that
could provide some degree of continued air service to the region 1if
Runway 4-22 is not extended.

No Action

The lack of ability to accommodate DC-9 aircraft led to the losis of ]
certificated air carrier service. Hughes Airwest announced its o
intention to seek withdrawal of service as it deleted F-27's from its L
fleet if &he airport was not developed to accommodate DC-9
aircraft. As & result of the airport's inability to extend Runway 4-

22, Hughes 2airwest discontinued service in July of X979. Previous

Civil Aeronautics Board regulations permitted service to be .
discontinued under certain conditions even if, as in this case, the
certificated cérrier was receiving an FAA subsidy to make: provission of

. service economically possible for the carrier. In any event, &
certificated carrier could withdraw from a given route at: any time by
applying to CAB for replacement service, which was provicded by a light
commuter airline. That other airline did not have to be a

certificated air carrier. Without the ability to accommodate aircraft

in common use by interstate carriers, it was impossible to interest -
another certificated carrier in the route. Subsequent deregulation of

the airline industry has made this process much simpler for majior

carriers.

Under the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978, North Bend/Coos Bav was
cdesignated as an essential air service area. The designation
guaranteed 80 seats inbound and 80 seats outbound daily. Portiand was
designated as the northbound hub and either Eugene, Medford or San
Francisco as the southbound hub.

As a result of decreasing demand, Air Oregon filed a 30-day notice to
terminate service to North Bend/Coos Bay with the CAB in October of .
1981.3 This resulted in the CAB reguesting justification from Worth 9
Bend/Coos Bay for the dual hub designation and number of guaranteed ’
seats before considering proposals for replacement service. The

decrease in demand for service has been attributed to a number of

Exceptions
2N 7%



™

Pt

factors:4

1. A severe recession locally due to a major declinme in the major
economic base of the area - wood products industry.

2. Skepticism on the part of the consumers as a result of the Air
Traffic Controllers strike.

3. Inadeguate service to the southbound hubs.

Another factor is the inability of many people to get seats on flights
to San Francisco and then insure a confirmed way to return. This has
resulted in many people driving to Eugene to be guaranteed a way to
return to North Bend/Coos Bay.

With a longer runway, some of the above factors migiit have been off—-
set. Larger planes could have been accommodated, zllowing £for more
dependable service and larger cargo capacity. Additionally, it would
have allowed the area to be more competitive in attrracting other
industry into the area to diversify the local econcray. This relates
to the larger cargo capacity and the trend of corporations to develop
their own private fleets to meet their needs.

The impacts of neither extending a runway at the current site nor
relocating the airport are discussed below in terms of advantages and
disadvantages. The list is not complete and referemce should be made
to the section on the economic importance of the commercizl air
facility. .

Advantages

1. ©No change in the relative abundance of species in the: tota
‘estuarine system that could be attributed to the Airrort
Extension.

2. No loss of eelgrass beds. These provide a diverse and highly
productive habitat.

3. None of the temporary water quality problems, such as increased
turbidity, associated with filling tidelands.

4. No alteration of hydraulic characteristics of the bay and
therefore no temporary change in erosion and deposition patterns.

Disadvantages

1. Loss of the ability to meet the needs of new corporate aircraft,
particularly the corporate jet. Present runway length only allows
planes to utilize €0% of their useful load.

2. Loss of the ability to eliminate a majority of the airport stress
factors related to safety, noise and potential land use conflicts
by moving major aircraft operations over water areas as opposed to



urbanized areas. . (
3. Loss of potential fish markets in the mid-west. ')

4. Loss of a more economic way to transport fish tor markets. Much of
current production is trucked to San Francisco, Seattle, and
Portland and flown to other U.S. markets from there.

5. Loss of jobs that could be created by additional air freight
capacity given the fact that 35 million pounds of fish were landed
in Coos Bay, with a majority being shipped out fior secondary
processing. ’

6. Loss of air carrier service would make the area less attractive to
new businesses. The ability to revitalize the cmrrent economy
depends upon attracting new and diversified ente:_ rises because of
the decline in the timber resource and related 3-¢ s.

7. Loss of potential to accommodate a more economic type of
aircraft. According to the Oregon Department of Transportation
the average cecst per passenger mile for commuter airlines in 1974-
76 was 21.6¢. This compares to an average of 9.6¢ for DC-9 and
737 aircraft. (These were computed using average load& factors of
50% for cogmuter and the 57.3% national load factor for DC-9/737
aircraft.) y

n .

8. Loss of the potential for better, more convenienrt and dependable J

scheduling of flights. "

8. Loss of several airport-related jobs.
10. Loss of airport revenue. The loss would not be severw, however,
since most operating revenues are derived from £ixed-base

operations and leasing of industrial space.

Alternative On-Site Airport Configuration

On-site configurations were given extensive consideration in the
Environmental Impact Assessment, North Bend Municiapl Airport

Modifications, North Bend, Oregon, Environmental Impact Statement,

Parametrix, Inc., October, 1975. The following examination of on-site
configurations updates those found in the EIS and proposes other
alternatives not considered in the EIS.

1. Runway 4-22 (All configurations would reguire an Exception to
Goals #16 and :17).

a. ILengthen East End

Extending Runway 4-22 to the east rather than the west would .
be more environmentally damaging than the current proposed . {
sites. The primary reason for this is that a fill to the

‘east of the runway would close Pony Slough to tidal

influence. Such a fill would eliminate 305 acres of
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estuarine wetland which is presently used by waterfowl as a
resting and feeding area, as well as removing a similar
acreage which is recognized to be a more highly productive
marine environment than the proposed western extension which
comprises some 32 acres. An extension to the east would also
more severely impact residences in the Simpson Heights area
of North Bend as well as the community in Glasgow. Also the
Southern Pacific Railroad bridge, which crcsses Coos Bay at
Mile 9 would become an obstruction to the FAA required glide
slope for Runway 4-22, presenting a safety problem that would
require moving the bridge eastward as a solution.

b. Runway 4-22, 7,100 Feet

The 1974 North Bend Airport Master plan® called for a 2,487
foot extension of Runway 4-22, plus a 1,000 f »t overrun and
relocation and enlargement of the existing s‘# mwater
retention pond. As proposed, the.oroject wou.:d require 130
acres of tideland for fill. Such a configuration is no
longer considered a viable alternative as the current
proposed extension would be placed on a 725 foot by 2000 foot
fill which would zllow for a completed runway lerngth of 6,613
feet with a 200 foot overrun (the minimum possible under FAA
standards). The area required for this current proposal
would occupy 32 acres. '

c. 6,000 Foot Runway 4-22

A 6,000 foot runway would reguire an extension oX 1,387 feet
including the reguired 200 foot overrun, for an area
totalling roughly 32 acres; this is the same area as is
required for the proposed 6,613 foot runway which is based on
different configuration of the fill. From & standpoint of
tideland filling this alternative is the most acceptable
alternative (except no action) and is the equal of the 6,613
foot extension but it would fall short of rmeeting the
anticipated needs identified in the Airport Master Plan. ’
Business jets and commercial airfreight jets would not be
able to utilize the runway as fully as a 6,613 foot runway,
thus leaving the area with a less limited ability to
diversify the local economy. '

a. 6,613 Foot Runway 4-22

Extending the current length of Runway 4-22 from 4600
feet to 6613 feet provides both additional runway length
of 1100 feet and approximately the FAA specified optimum
safety area length of 1100 feet. This extension, which
would require a maximum f£ill of 32 acres, is not the
maximum desirable lenth for Runway 4-—-22 but the best
practicable alternative. Justification for additional
length is not foreseen.

Exgeg}&gns



This extension places the North Bend airport facilities
within the range of the FAA standards for the craft
typically expected to use the airport but does not meet
or exceed the full FAA requirements of 6,800 feet.

£ AN

e. 6,600 Foot Runway 4-22

(1) Supported on Pile - This alternative would require an
extensive array of piling beneath the runway and
taxiway. The piles would need to be so close together
to support landing aircraft that restriction on
circulation and flushing would be nearly as great with
the fill and certainly more great than the current
extension proposal which includes a reliever channel
which surrounds the northern perimeter of the fiil. The
safety zones surrounding the runway and taxiway would
also require high ctoncentrations of pile to provide
appropriate safety precaustions.

(2) Culvert Through The Site - A culvert under the proposed
fill would provide currents across the tideflats east
and west of the proposed action and would aid in
minimizing effects on adjacent biota. °® In addition, the
water moving through the culvert would provide
additional flushing. However, there would be a tendency. .
for the culvert to become obstructed with debris and J<
sediment. ‘

(3! Channelization At The Fill Site - This alternative would
provide a channel which extends to a depth ¢= 1 foot
minus mean lower low water that would be built parallel
‘and adjacent to the northern flank of the cr-oposed
£ill. The channel would be extended thrcuch the point
where the fill incorporates the existing scoil island.
This alternative, a requirement associated with the
Division of State Lands permit (now revoked), would be
16' in width at its lowest point and would follow a 2:1
riprapped slope on the fill side and a natural sand
slope on the spoil island side. Such an alternative
would provide additional flushing for the area and would
minimize the negative effects on adjacent biota.

L]

.

Runway 13-31 (Each configuration would require an Exception to
Goals 16 and 17).

a. Lengthen Runway 13-31 Northward into Coos Bay

Extension of Runway 13-31 northward would require tideland

fi1ll, which would have an immediate impact on the tideflats

to either side of the runway extension. The runway o
protruding into the bay will slow the current of the incoming')
and outgoing tides, increasing siltation in that locale. )
‘Wnereas the impact of extending Runway 4-22 will mainly be
limited to the actual fill of tidelands, a northward
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extension of Runway 13-31 would continue to impact adjacent
tidelands through siltation for years to come, in excess of
that anticipated for the Runway 4-22 fill. Another reason
for rejecting this alternative is that the glide slope
required by the F2A for an extension of Rumway 13-31 is
obstructed by industrial developments on the north bamk of
the bay, which eliminates the possibility of converting 13-31
to an ILS runway.

b. Move the Stormwater Retention Pond East of Runway 13-31

This alternative would relocate the stormwater holding pond
in Pony Slough, rather than on what is presently a freshwater
wetland identified by the ODFW as a "signiZicant wildlife
habitat". The drawback of this alternative: is that it would
probably require an Exception to justify reduction of the
area of Pony Slough. -The same problem is still present with
the minimum glide slope requirements. This eliminates Runway
13-31 from consideration as an ILS runway.

3. Runway 16-34
a. Lengthen Runway 16-34 Southward

A southward extension of Runway 16-34 would require condemnation
of a significant portion of existing North Bend residences and
removal of a grade school in the path of the rumway, as well as
relocation of residents and re-routing of stréeis. Increased
noise:+o remaining residences would also produce an adverse impact
on the human environment. This alternative has been rzjected on -
the basis of cost and community disruption.

Airport Relocation

A set of alternatives to runway extension at the present site involves
relocating the airport. Advantages could include longer runwavs with
no alteration of the estuary, depending on the site chosen. & source *
of noise in the North Bend area would be eliminated in most cases.

One of the arguments for relocation is that it would allow for further
runway extension without further need for filling the bay. It is not
likely, however, that the need for further extensicn will ever

arise. Larger aircraft (requiring longer runways than DC-9's) are
rarely used for feeder systems and the Cocs Bay/North Bend area will
not develop the capacity to support a hub airport in the foreseeable
future. As for design trends for future aircraft, the concentration
seems to be on increasing passenger and freight carrying capacities
while emphasizing short taxe-off and landing (STOL) capacity, so as to
ensure continued access to feeder system markets. According to the
State Division of Aeronautics, "While the trend in aircraft gross
weight, wing span, length and landing cear size is still upward, the
trend of runway strength and runway length requirements appears to
have leveled off.”
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This statement is supported by Boeing Aircraft, the largest maker of
civil airliners in the free world, who state that a medium runway
length of 6,600 feet could not only provide the lencth required@ for
the current immediate types such as the B-727 and B-737 but future
designs as well, such as the B-757, 767, and 777. These new-
technolegy aircraft, which will be operational in the 1980's, will
provide nearly twice the passenger and cargo capacity of current
types. All of these aircraft, both current and planned, would be
unable to operate from the present runways.

Minimum criteria for an alternate site include sufficient land with
low topographic relief (about 800-1,000 acres) with flat approach
zones adjacent to it (less than 50:1 slope according to FAAZ
regulations).

Because of economic reasons, passenger convenience z # energy

considerations, the proposed site should «re close to the major market
for air service. Because of time constraints, a thorough analvsis of

3

populaticn distribution and business and industry concentration is not

included here. However, U.S. Census data is available. For census

purposes Coos County 1s broken into several districts which are shown
on the accompanying map. According to 1970 U.S. Census figures, over

51% of the population of Coos County is located in £he districts
shaded on the accompanying map. Note that the shaded area does not
include Glasgow and East Bay ccmmunities. 1In addition, the area
supports a high concentration of existing and potential air freight
users. Transporting goods over distance increases cost;

these costs are eventually borne by the consumer. Transporting fish
from Charleston to Bandon before loading an aircraft, for instance,

would increase the cost to the consumer because of wvehicle maintenance

the local product less competitive with the same product from other
locations such as Eureka which currently supports a fishing industry
and has the same air freight capability as would the North Bend

. or rentel and driver's salary; higher consumer cost would tend to make

Municipal Airport with increased runway length. Also, as the distance

from the major market for air service increases so does the fuel
cost. Locating the airport close to the major market would be more
energy-efficient.

In determining airport configuration, wind patterns are a deciding
factor. Available land must not only be of sufficient acreage but
must also be suitably situated. The location of approach zones with
respect to prevailing winds is important.

Land ownership and development patterns also are important siting
criteria because they effect social cost and determine the
difficulties and expense of land acquisition. If the land is

developed residentially or if the ownership pattern is small lots, trl:

acquisition costs are greater than if the land is vacant. Site
development costs ‘also rise if buildings must be removed. Socially,

construction of an airport in a developed area would disrupt people's

lives, homes and legacies. Families would have to be relocated and
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more homes constructed. Undeveloped sites, particularly if the
ownership pattern is large lots, are preferable.

The topography of the area 1is such that few suiteble undevelope2d sites
exist. Proposed sites are assessed below in terms of the above and
other applicable criteria such as prevailling wind cconditions, ease of
access and land ownership patterns. They are also a:ssessed in terms
of environmental trade-offs (loss of agricultural laind, change in
patterns of development and so on). However, there :is a prior

consideration that affects the viability of relocation as an
alternative.

The cost of constructing an airport similar to the Nmrth Bend
Municipal Aiigort was estimated in 1978 at $24,000,0:00 to

$26,000,000. Cost could, however, be considerably greater since the
following assumptions were made to generate this e:s g nmate:

1. that no major grading at the site would be required other than
land clearing;

2. that all other topographic considerations are satisfactory;

3. that developing access to. a major highway would e inexpensive;

4. inflationary increases in labor and materials.
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Because there are no alternative sites within North Bend, relcction
would involve a jurisdictional change. Jurisdiction would most likely
evolve to the County or to an airport district. Financing

alternatives open to these units are issuring generat obligation bonds
or revenue bonds and seeking State and Federal funds-

There are, of course, statutory limits to bonded indedbtedness set by
the State Legislature. Each bonding method presents unique

concerns. For example, general obligation bonds would require voter
approval with resultant higher taxation, a difficult task at best. In
order to provide a comparative perspective, assistance was requested
in 1978 from the Coos County Assessor's Office to identify the

property tax rate which would result in voter approval of a $26
million general obligation bond for airport relocaticn. Assuming that
the levy would be County-wide (County itself or special County-wide
air transit district), assuming the current assessed valuation of
property in the County remains constant, assuming ths current
applicable interest rate remains the same, assuming the currant velue
of the dollar remains the same, and assuming that the bonds would all
be sold at one time (frequently they are not which incCreases costs),
then the resulting property tax obli%ation would be 52.30 per $1,000
of assessed valuation for 20 years. It is interesting to. note that
general obligation bonding under the above assumpticns would result in
about $17 million of interest.costs which means that the real cost of
the project to the taxpayers would be about $43 millton. This
information must, however, be used judiciously. Several assumpticns
were made and many variables effect general obligaticn boncding. The
information was developed to provide a comparison,-not to be :
misconstrued as a definitive analysis. Given the present political
climate, local acceptance of a general obligation bond is &t best
tenuous.

Revenue bonds would require 120 years for repayment 3T 100 of all
revenues were applied toward retiring the revenue bords. This

assumption was based on the new airport having an annual income egual
to that of the airport in 1978.

The possibilities of State funding are extremely limited. Financial
aid to municipalities, a source of funds available to airports which
is administered by the Oregon Department of Aeronautics, had been
established at an annual maximum for any single project of £50,000 in
1078. Because this funding is based on user fees and fuel taxes, it
has become even more restricted in amounts available presently.

The primary source of funding for airports is the Federal Avaiaticn
Administration. This agency allots funds on the besis of annual
emplanements and discretionary funds which are granted on the basis of
priorities estzblished by the FAA. According to information received
from the FAA in 1978 regarding the current runway extension project,
roughly a $2 million project, an increase of $1 million would have
reduced the priority and possibility of funding to nil. It follows
then, that a new airport could have expected no more than $3 million
in FAA funds. Given the difference in cost between runway extension
and relocation, given the steps taken to mitigate environmental impact
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of runway extension and given the nature of other projects eligible
for Federal funds, it is unlikely that relocating this airport would
have been given a high priority for Federal funding.

Presently, there are no FAA airport development funds available. This
is due to the fact that the legislation authorizing this funding
expired September 30, 1980. Legislation to reauthorize this funding
has been proposed, but at about two-thirds of the previous funding
levels. OCnce again, this funding would be discretionmary and thef% are
a number of applications waiting for authorization at this time. It
would seem very unlikely that relocating the airport would receive any
higher priority than previously due to the lower level of funding
proposed and the existing preapplications.

Other factors in relocating should be considered. These factors
relate to procedures for relocation which involve time and money above
and beyond the cost of actual airport construction., Major procedures
wouly include, at a minimum: g

1. site selection process (at least one year)

2. formation of jurisdictional authority (at least two years if
special purpose district were formed)

3. property acquistion (at least one year)

4. development of Airport Master Plan (at least one year) b

5. preparation of draft and final Environmental Impact Statement (at
least two years)

6. applicztion for Federal and State permits (at least one year)
. 7. development of financing package (at least one year)

8. development of specifications for contract(s) bids (at lezst one
year)

9. actual construction (estimate three years)13

While some procedures could be concurrent, many are sequential. Thus,

1t is estimated that from point zero to the first actual carrier

landing, ten years would elapse. It must be noted that each step

involves cost which is separate from actual construction cost.

Further, it must be noted that these procedural steps are grossly

simplified and intended to create a perspective on relocation, and not

intended to be a definitive procedural analysis. However, this time

estimte assumes no delays, no appeals, no court action or else the

time would have to be significantly extended.

The following site specific information should be evaluated with th-
difficulties of obtaining financing in mind. Some of the a]ternate\‘)
sites assessed here were chosen on the basis of availability of a
sufficient amount of undeveloped land with low topographic relief;
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others were assessed because they have been proposed as alternative
sites during one or more of the public involvement processes
associated with the proposed extension.

1.

North Spit

Site Description: The area south of the southern boundary of the
Dunes National Recreation Area and west of Haynes Inlet/North
Slough and the lower bay.

Within 30 Minutes: Yes
Sufficient Land Area: Yes, at the northern portion of the area;

fi1ling would be required for most if not all sites on the spit
jtself because of its narrowness.

Flat Approach Zones: VYes :

- » - s - . -
Current Use: PRecreation; industrial on the northern portion.

Ownership: Primarily Federal - Siuslaw Nationazl Forest lands are
administered by the U.S. Forest Service, the bulk of North Spit by
the Army Corps of Engineers. Weyerhaeuser/Menasha is ths largest
holder of private property (about 80 acres).

Comments:
(1) There is not enough privately-owned land for airport
development; leasing or special use arrangemants would
have to be made.

(2) A1l dunes sites are subject to hazards associated with
wind-blown sand including scouring of surtaces and
deposition around structures. However, dune
ctabilization and sand fences could reduce the problem
to a large degree.

(3) The North Spit may be a breeding site for snowy plover,
a threatened species in Oregon.

(4) Airport development increases runoff of precipitation
and 1imits the amount of water reaching the aquifer.
The Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board is planning to
develop the groundwater resources of torth Spit.
Airport development on North Spit would greatly restrict
recharge and would probably preclude development of the
aquifer. Estimated potential yield o{4the North Spit
aquifer is 2 million gallons per day.

(5) The existence of a well field in the northern part of
North Spit must be taken into consideration. These
wells currently produce approximately one-half of the
municipal water supply of the Coos Bay/North Bend urban
area.
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(6) Would probably require an Exception to Coal £18
minimum.

Saunders Lake

Site Description: The area between the Dunes NRA on the
Highway 101 on the east, Saunders Lake on the north and N
Slough on the south.

Within 30 Minutes: Yes

Sufficient Land Area: No

Flat Approach Zones: Possibly

‘Current Use: Residential, recreation, agriculture

, at a

west,
orth

Ownership: Private parcel-size ranges from small tract to one

approximately 80-acre parcel
Comments:
(1) Insufficient privately-owned land with low topo
relief is available even if re-routing Highway

considered.

(2) Development in the Dunes NRA is restricted by 1
Development of an airport within the borders of

Dunes NRA is not consistent with the purpose of the NRA.

(3) Airport development increases runoff amd decrea
amount of water that reaches the aquifer. This
lead to a lower water table and lower liake Tieve

graphic
101 is

aw .
the

ses the
would
1s.

Since most wells in the area are shallow, tihis would

tend to aggravate water quality problems in dry
(4) 1t is felt by the Forest Service that developme

airport adjacent to the NRA is not a uis that i

compatible with the intent of the NRA.

(5) Would probably require Exception to Goal #18.

Coquille Valley

Site Description: Flatland on the valley floor. The mos
promising potential sites are the areas from Beaver Sloug
to the river and from 42S to the river.

Within 30 Minutes: Marginally

Sufficient Land Area: Yes

Flat Approach Zones: Not for most configurations

txceptions
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Current Use: Agriculture (primarily dairy farmirg)

Ownership: Private, 5-100+-acre parcels, with a majority in the
40 to 100+-acre size

Comments:

(1) Because of seasonal flooding problems, site and access
route would have to be elevated above Floodplain; i.e.,
extensive fill is required which would further increase
the cost of the project.

(2) Soils are Class II, IIIl and IV (agricuttural soils).
Development would remove approximately 1,000 acres from
production.

(3) Coquille Valley, which floods annua]]y:,:.s a winter
feeding and resting site for"migratory wildfowl.
Development would remove approximately 1,000 acres of
seasonal wetlands. Airport activity could further
disturb habitat stuitability for migratory birds.
Wetlands are biologically productive habitats which are
rapidly disappearing.

(4) The steep uplands surrounding the valley cause air 1
turbulence. This could pose a problem to airport ‘)
operations. -

N

(5) Development involving extensive fill im the floodplain
could increase flood damage and could jeopardize County
eligibility -under the National Flood Insurance Program.

(6) Would probably require Exception to Goal #14 and,
depending upon exact location, Goal #17.

Spoils Islands in Coos Bay to East of Weyerhaeusar Facilities
Within 30 Minutes: Yes

Sufficient Land Area: No; extensive filling would be recuired
%1at Approach Zones: Yes

Current Uses: Tidelands and spoils disposal; wildlife habitat\on
some spoils disposal islands.

Ownership: State

Comments:

§ -

(1) Much fi11 is required. Impacts would include loss of “)(
over 600 acres of tidelands with accompanying loss of
biological productivity and significant alteration of
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6.

‘runway (2,595 x 50 feet).

L)

hydraulic characteristics of the bay. Mitigating such
extensive impacts would be extremely ¢ifficult and
costly. Access would pose problems. for these reasons,
no further consideration is given to this site.

(2) Goal #16 and #17 Exceptions would probably be reguired.
Bandon Airport Expansion
Within 30 Minutes: No
Sufficient Land Area: Yes
Flat Approach Zones: Yes

Current Use: Basic utility airport of 65 acres with one asphalt
§

.

Adjacent Lands: Agriculture, open space

Ownership: Airport - State. Adjacent land - private cwnership;
parcel size ranges from a few acres to about 15 acres.

Comments:
(1) Goal #14 Exception could be required.

(2) Distance from the Coos Bay/North Bend urben area would
result in unnecessary fuel consumptiom an: increased
cost and inconvenience for the traveler a: d shipper.

(3) Surrounding soils are Class I1I and I¥ (agricultural
soils) and Class VII soils which are not uvsually
considered agricultural but which are curremntly often
used for cranberry production. Cranberry bogs are
located at both ends of the runway. Airport extension
would remove approximately 100 acres ¥rom production and
occupy a total of about 800 acres of agricultural soils.

(4) Fog frequently occurs in this area and is of a type and
duration which would tend to seriously disrupt scheduled
zirline operations. As there is no aviation weather
observer in the Bandon area, Mr. George Milligan,
President, Mercy Flights, Inc., a non-profit air
ambulance service which serves the gr=ater scuthern
Oregon region, was asked to provide compariscn of the
Bandon Airport with the North 8end Airport. His comment
was that Bandon tends to have half the visibility and
ceiling that North Bend does on a given day and Bandon
experiences a great deal more debilita&%ng low or ground
fog than is experienced at North Bend.

Glasgow
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Within 30 Minutes: Yes .

-
Sufficient Land Area: Possibly, following extensive topographic ‘:i
alterations. :

Flat Approach Zones: Yas
Current Use: Forestry

Ownership: Largely Weyerhaeuser; parcel size ramnges from 10-600
acres. :

Comments:

(1) Extensive physical alterations of site would be required
which would greatly increase costs. Ewen if the area
were leveled to the 240-foot elevation (see accompanying
map), developing a suitable runway configuration given
prevailing winds would be difficult.

(2) Potentail impacts include increased erosion,
deterioration of stream quality, loss of watershed on
which development skirting the area depends and
increased siltation in the bay. '

(3) Parts of developed areas and relocation of families : :
would be required. The number of homes displaced ‘;5 (
depends on the airport configuration that cwmuld be
developed on this peculiarly shaped ar2a and could be
fairly high.

(4) Non-commercial forest use that would probably reguire

“Goal #4 Exception.

Seven Devils Road near Whiskey Run

Within 30 Minutes: Marginally

Sufficient Land: Yes

Current Use: Fforestry, open space

Ownership: Multiple; owners include Pacific Power and Licht and
Georgia Pacific. Lot size varies from several acres to 40 acres.

Comments:
(1) Site does not require extreme modification of
topography. There is sufficient area for proper

orientation with respect to prevailing winds. Zi’"
(

(2) Relocation of the airport at this site would encourage
' scattered or linear development of the largely
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undeveloped area between the site and Cwos Bay/North
Bend.

(3) Because of distance from urban areas, perovision of
public services such as water, sewer, fire and police
protection woulcd be costly and difficult.

(4) This site is part of the same landform wnit as the
Bandon site. For this reason and because of its
proximity to the ocean, ground fog occurrence and
frequency are assumed to be about the s:ame as for the
Bandon site. The type, duration and frequency of fog
would tend to seriously disrupt scheduled airline
operations.

(5) Relocation here would preclude use of ezpproximately
1,000 acres for timber production. -

(6) Soils in the area are primarily Class III and YII with
come Class IV. Class III and IV soils are agricultural
soils; boggy Class VII soils are often suitable for
cranberry production. Development of &m airpcrt on this
site would preclude its use for agricuiiture.

(7) Exceptions would probably be required ¥wr Goals #3 and
#4.

Eastside

Within 30 Minutes: Yes

Sufficient Land: No; extensive filling required..
Flat Approach Zones: Possibly

Ownership: Large lots averaging about 30 acres. Private
ownership and Port of Coos Bay.

Current Use: Spoils disposal site; home sites.
Comments:

(1) Port of Coos Bay property at this locztion has been
zoned and is being developed as an incustrial site.

(2) Extensive filling of tidelands would be required
(approximately. 680 acres) with accompanying loss of
biologic productivity and significant alteration of
nydraulics of the bay.

(3) Goal #16 and #17 Exceptions would be required.
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10.

Libby Route (Between Charleston and Libby)
Within 30 Minutes: Yes
Sufficient Land: VYes, with extensive topographic alteration

Flat Approach Zone: A suitable configuration could probably be
found.

Ownership: Large acreages of 100-640 acres. Private ownership by
Menasha, Coos Head Timber Company, Flanagan-Mullen Corporation and
others. Public ownership by City of Coos Bay and Coos Bay/North
Bend Water Board.

Current Use: Timber production, a few homes, watershed for

‘municipal water supply.

Commeants: ¢
(1) As can be seen on the accompanying topagraphic map A,
extensive physical alteration of the site would be
necessary, although the area is not as steep as the
Glasgow site. This would make the cost more
prohibitive.

(2) The proposed site has much to recommend it, including
proximity to the urban area and lack o¥ development.

(3) A1l possible configurations at this site involve major
portions of municipal watershed for the urban area.
Presently half of the municipal water supply for Coos
Bay and North Bend is derived from the Pon:y Creek
watershed. The Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board also has
rights on, and pumps water from, Joe Ney Creek. The Joe
Ney watershed can potentially yield as much: as the Pony
Creek watershed and the Water Board currentiy has plans
to extensively develop it. Fourth Creek and Tarheel
Reservoirs are also used to supplement municipal water
supplies. Any development in a watershed decreases the
amount of land exposed to precipitation and therefore
decreases the amount of water reaching the aquifer which
reduces summer flow of streams. As a corollary, runoff
is increased which increases erosicn and siltation which
in turn lowers the lifetime of lakes and reservoirs and
reduces water quality. Airport development would
eliminate about 1,000 ares of municipal watershed and
would not be compatible with adjacent land use.

(4) Goal #4 Exception would probably be required.
Lakeside

Site Description: Lakeside Airport Site.

Exceptions
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Within 30 Minutes: Yes

Sufficient Land: No

Flat Approach Zone: Pr‘obably

Ownership: Priv:te, sma-H lots; Airport is State-owned

Current Use: Residential development and basic utility airport.

Comments:

(1) There is insufficient land with lTow topographic relief,

apart from that contained in the Dunes NRA. Development

in the NRA is strictly controlled.

(2) 1In addition, surrounding development would mean social
disruption, remov&l of houses and relocation of

families. Clusters of homes are located at both ends of

the existing runway.

(3) Construction of an airport in this area would increase

runoff and reduce recharge of underground water swpplies

which could adversely effect household water supplies
where homes are dependent on wells.

_(4) If extended outside the City Limits, would probeabily
require a Goal #18 Exception. .

Alternative Air Service

Alternative Aircraft

" Hughes Air West phased out the F-27 turbo-prop eircrafx and im turn
terminated air service to North Bend/Coos Bay. At the *“wme of
termination of service, Air West had 3 F-27's and 33 DL -8's in their
fleet. The DC-9 could land on a runway of 6,600 feet i - leacth, but
not the present 4,613 foot runway. Because the F-27 was becoming
obsolete and the inability of the airport to meet the runway Tength
requirements for a DC-8 landing, commercial air service to the area
went through a major change.

When Hughes Air West left the area, Air Oregon was prowiding service
to the area with the Piper Navajo, twin engine, 9-passencger

aircraft. This plane was very fuel efficient and able to fly in most
conditions prevalent to Oregon. Air Oregon added the Swearingen Metro

IT to its fleet later. This plane is a 17-19 passenger craft, which

increased the number of passengers that could be carried on cone flight

9

and in theory had a larger cargo bay. Unfortunately, there is a

direct trade-off with regard to the number of passengers versus the
weight of the cargo. This trade-off has lead to a dilemna for Air
Oregon when there is a large demand for passenger seats and a Targe

amount of cargo. The problem of passenger weight versus cargo weight

has generated a number of passenger complaints and in turn, distrust

Exceptions
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by pessengers regarding their ability to meet their zonnecting
flights. The same dilemma exists for persons/comparies depending upon
Air Oregon for freight delivery.

Aircraft Trends

Airline deregulation has affe-ted the types of aircraft being bought
and manufactured. Private corporations have develop=d their own
fleets as a result of the need to transport personne]l and products 1in
and out of areas that the major carriers have deleted from their
routes. A new breed of commuter airline has developed to fill some of

these gaps too and in turn have created a demand for different types
of aircraft.

Corporate fleets have been in existence for many years, but since the
airline Deregulation Act, fleets have been growing in size. The
business jet has become the mainstay in many fleets- Some of these
aircraft can land on runways as short as 4,450 feet, but have to limit
their useful load to 60% of their-potential. A 6,8G0 foot runway ca9
accommodate all types of business jets at 90% of their useful load.!

To fill in the gap left by the major airlines as they pulled out of
marginal markets, the regional/commuter airlines have come into
existence. Some of these airlines have been very sucrcessful and have,
as a result, created a demand for smaller, fuel effizient, short-
takeoff and 1and1Tg aircraft with seating capacities ranging from 14
to 60 passengers. Generally, these aircraft have long back orders
and high price tags. Both of these factors make it difficult for all
regional/commuter operations to be competitive in 2 short cost-
effective manner. Most of these airlines are servimg areas with a
minimum service population of 150,000 people.

_l;ernatives - Statements of Compelling Reasom
and Findings of Fact

No Action
rindings

1. "The competitive business world today depends on getting
executives to their destinations when they need to be there. The
purpose of these aircraft is to enhance the ability of our
management team to be closely and personally inwvolved in world-
wide activities of the company; that is, to enablp mor= people to
go more places and do more things in less time.".g

2. ", . . the "market mix" is moving away from primarily private use
aircraft, "the guys in baseball caps who fly on Sunday
afternoons", to multiple engine jets and turbine-powered prop
jets. . . Heffner and others agree that a principal reason for the
turnover and conversion by corporétions to long-haul jets has been
deregulation of the airline industry, one of whose effects is that
carriers were allowed to discontinue service to various cities,
virtually at will. Consequently, corporations still needing to
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reach those points must use their own fleets . . . aircraft broker p
Smith says one reason for the turnover in the used plane market is
that corporations are learning that "a smaller, slower" airplane ‘:3
doesnéb have the same utility values as a mcdern, long-range

jet."

"Deregulation of the commercial airlines industry has forced

companies to use private planes to get to business locations. . .

"flying a company plane saves time, and that's the name of the

game". . . A corporate plane also can give a company a business

mobility - and a competitive edge - it might TOt have otherwise. .
deregulation helped change things around.”

"There are several "foot-loose" industries which need not be
located near raw materials or their ultimate markets, but rather
seek areas where a labor force and transportation services are
available. A plant producing high-value chemical: »r an

electronic parts assembly plant would be examples £ The

combination of air and water ports in «he Coos Bay,dorth Bend area
could be very attractive to some firms. However, without air
freight and convenient access to the financial and busimness

centers in Seattle, Portland, and San Franciégo, the likelihood of
attracting this kind of industry is remote."

Diversification through development of existing local enterprise
depends on adequate air services. (ﬁ

"A Survey conducted in the North Bend area indicated that major “}
firms rely on air service for a number of tr.ps by their employees
and clients. Air freight is especially important for transporting
emergency parts and supplies which gou1d require consicderably more
time if shipped by surface modes. "2 The survey refermed to is

the Dugan Study listed in the footnotes and quoted herein.

"Runway length requirements are based on the distance t.o markets
being served, present and future critical aircarft
characteristics, and payload capabilities. The present business
jet aircraft will remain the critical ones for planning purposes,
unless theEE is an introduction of Boeing 727's, 737's, or DC-9
aircraft.”

"The runway length requirement table indicates that business jet
requirements are as little as 4,450 feet or as much as &,800 feet,
depending on size of aircraft and the percent of useful 1load being
carried. The airport has frequent visits by BAC-11 aircgaft, Lear
jets, Jet Commanders, and.other typical business jets."

Existing North Bend Airport facilities can only accommodate 60% of
the business jet f]e;g and only when they are at 60% of the
maximum useful load.
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Conclusion

Based upon the previous findings, the City of North 2end concludes
that the existing airport facilities are inadequate to meet the future
demands of existing and potential commercial and industrial

businesses. Findings 1 through 4 and 7 illustrate how important
adequate air facilities are with regard to the locat econcmy and the
ability to diversify that economy. Findings 5 and & note the recent
trends in the need for and development of corporate aircraft fleets as
a result of deregulation of the airlines industry. Findings 9 through
12 demonstrate the fact that the City has recognized the need to
accommodate these aircraft as a part of their airport facilities
planning, but at the present time only have 2 limited ability to
accommodate these aircraft without extending Runway 4-22.

Findings

1. "North Bend/Coos Bay Post Offices started truckiag .heir §311 out
of the area when Hughes Air West pulled out of the area.”

2. If current airline restrictions are lifted, enplaned cargo and
mail forecast could be satisfied with the 600 pound capacity
available in the Swearingen Metro Il aircraft. The 12-passenger
seating configuration can.be reduced to increase cargo capacity as
required. There is a direct tradeoff Between passenger capacity
and cargo/luggage load in this p1ane.2

3. "Regarding the possibility of Boeing 737's renuesting permission
to land at North Bend Airport. . . Currently there are discussions
underway between a Coos Bay seafood processor and Bristol Bay
(Alaska) fishermen's cooperative. . . In order to accommodate this
cargo opportunity, the North Bend Municipal Airport would require
the serv}ges of a fork-1ift in addition to the 6,000 foot
runway." :

Conclusion

Based on the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes that as
a result of not extending Runway 4-22 and the loss o¥ certified air
carrier service, the area has lost the ability to accemmodate past air
cargo needs and attract new air cargo related industry to the area.

Findings

1. "The major potential conflict between continued é%Bport use and
off-airport development centers on noise impact."

2. One of the noise mode]ing assumptions is: “"3. A1l air carrier
operations ang 92% of the business jet operations will occur on
Runway 4-22."31 |

3. M"As can be seen from the maps, the predominant aircratt noise 1is
associated with operations on Runway 4-22 rathee than on Runway
13-31. This means that aircraft noise is shifted from the



developed areas of North Bend to the Coos Bay Estuary."32

4. Off-airport safety considerations will be improved as a result of |
a higher utilization of Runway 4-22 rather than Runway 13-31.

"A second area influenced by aviation activity is the commercially
developed area teginning about 1,000 feet off the end of Runway
13-31 . . .This includes the existing Pony Village Shopping

Center. . . Several schools also lie in this area, including North
Bend High School, North Bend Junior High School, Hillcrest School,
and Bangor School. Because Runway 13-31 is currently the tongest
of the runways, is is the one used most often by our carriers and,
therefore, it is this area that gs subject to some a2udible over-
flight by commercial aircraft."3

5. "Residents' fear of aircraft accidents is a probY¥em related to
aircraft cperations near a community. This is particularly true
in the cgse of aircraft aprroaching and departing over inhabited
areas."s

6. Runway 4-22 is the only runway that has a full precision
instrument landing system (IL%%, while Runways 13-31 and 16-34 are
for visual approach use only.

7. "Runway 4-22 is the only runway that can be an ILS runway, due to
the fact that Runway 13-31 will not a]%gw for instrument landing
based on FAA glide slope reuirements." i;)

8. "Analysis of 43,770 wind observations taken by the United States
Weather Bureau from January, 1958, through December, 1962,
indicates that the following percent wind coverage by runway is -
available: Runway 4-22 = 86%; Runway 13-31 = 95%; Runway 16-34 =
97%. The analysis also indicated that during instrumemnnt weéther
conditions, the wind favors Runway &4 for 96% of +he time.">

O
.

"Due to the fact that Runway 4-22 is the only ILS runway,

commercial aircraft and business/corporate aircrafts can only use
this runway during night and 1nc1emen§8weather due to corporate
policies and insurance requirements.” -

10. "The probability of accidents is most likely on takeoff while the
engines and crew are under stress, with the second most probable
accident hazggd being landings, primarily during instrument
operations.”

11. "Proper operations at the airport and control of surrounding land
uses will enhance the safﬁBy of both aviation users and residents
in the airport environs."

Conclusion

Based upon the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes that f
no action limits the City's ability to improve the ceneral heaith,
safety and welfare of the aviation users and affected adjacent land
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uses.

Findings

1.

“Hughes Air West has terminated service to North Bend due
primarily to a lack OZla runway extension capable of handling

their DC-9 aircraft.”

"Although exact figures cannot be obtained, North Bend/Coos Bay
has received information from many air travelers that they do not
use the San Francisco flights because of the unazwailability ot

the inability to insure a confirmed way
travelers are driving oo Eugene to make
additfonal COSEE and to
return to Coos Bay/North Bend."

seats on such flights and
to return. Many of these
southbound connections to
insure a confirmed way to

“Hughes Air West averaged

boardings during the same

Conclusiorn:

avoid transfers,

1-,522 monthly boardings during 1978.
During its last six months of service Hughes Air West averaged
1,272 monthly boardings, and Air Oregon averaged 353 monthily
period. Commuter air service at North
Bend/Coos Bay had monthly average boardings of 1,048 during

1980. When Air Oregon became the sole commuter @airlina serving
North Bend/Coos Bay after November 1, 1980, average monthly
boardings dropped to 851, which is a 44% reduction from boardings
during the year 1978. These declines in average number of
boardings have been caused by temporary conditioms notzd_above as
well as a decline in service provided to this airport.”

Based on the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes that as
a result of Yosing certified air carrier service, the level of service
provided by the existing airlines has led to passencer boardings
decreasing as a result of less dependability and highier costs.

Alternative On-Site Airport Configurations

Findings

1.

Extending Runway 4-22 to the east would eliminate about 305 acres
of estuarine wetland. Such a configuration would more severely
impact residential areas than the proposal and would reguire
removal or relocation of a nearby railroad bridge and require an

Exception.

Extending Runway 4-22 2,487 feet to the west as suggested 1in the
1974 North Bend Master Plan would remove 130 acres of tideland as
opposed to approximately 32 acres for the proposed extension.

Extending Runway 4-22 1,387 feet as suggested in the Environmental
Impact Assessment, North Bend Municipal Airport Modifications,
would remove an equal amount of tidelands as the 2,000 foot
extension and the completed length of 6,000 feet
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great enough to serve long-range aircraft. s

4. Extending Runway 4-22 1,100 feet as suggested by Wadell ‘;>
Engineering, but retaining the same fiil configuration is an
acceptable alternative to the City, since it provides a better
chance for funding by the FAA, it meets an immediate need for
business jets, and yet allows the further extension of the runway
without further tideland filling.

5. Runway 4-22 extended 2,000 feet to the west on a support of piling
would restrict tidal circulation to nearly as great a degree as
would a i1l and greater than the proposal which incorporates a
reliever channel to the fill.

6. A culvert pltaced under the proposed fill would tend to become
obstructed with debris and sediment and would provide less flow
than would the proposed reliever channel. :

7. A northward exstension of 13-31 would &ause greater siltation than
would an extension of 4-22 and still require an Exception.
Industrial development to the north is an obstuction according to
FAA glide slope criterion.

8. A southward extension would reduce the area of Fony Slough. Such
an extension would create a greater impact to the humam
environment than would an extension to 4-22 and would require an 7

Exception. v ;:,k

9. A southward extension of 16-34 would require condemnation of a
substantial number of existing North Bend residences as well as
removal of a grade school, as well as relocating residemces and
re-routing of streets. Increased noise would result in adverse
impacts on the human environment.

Conclusion

Based upon the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes that
on-site alternative 1 through 3 and 5 through 9 would not be of lesser
impact, and each would require an Exception. Finding 4 would meet the
projected aircraft needs at present, but still has the same
environmental impact.

Airport Relocation

Findings

1. Aircraft design trends are such that the need for further
expansion of the airport is not anticipated.

2. According to the Division of Aeronautics the aircraft industry
seems to be concentrating on increasing passenger and fre19ht— ‘
carrying capacities while emphasizing STOL capacity. \i?\

3. Boeing confirms that its new-technology aircraft will increase
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10.

11.

12.

13.

A

cargo and passenger capacity while maintaining the ability to
operate from a medium-length runway of 6,600 feet.

The current facility can support the projected master plan
projection with additional navigational aids and the extension of
Runway 4-22.

As the North Bend/Coos Bay urban area grows, SO will the major
cities; it is unlikely that North Bend Municipal Airport's

relative position in the air transportation system as a feeder for
major population centers will change.

The cost of airport relocation has been estimated at $24,000,000
to $26,000,000 in 1978.

General obligation bonds would require voter approval which could
be difficult to achieve given trends in voter at* “tude towards
inrreased property taxes in this area. ¢

-

Airport revenues would be insufficient to retire revenue bonds.
State funding for airports is very limited.

The Federal Aviation Administration is the major source of funds
for airport development. Funds are granted on the basis of annual
enplanement and on the basis of priorities estab¥ished by the

FAA. Given the cost/benefit ratio, the existence of the present
airport, the difference in cost between expansiom and relocation
and the steps taken to mitigate the effects of the proposed
extension and given the nature of other projects eligible for FAA
funds, it is not likely that relocating this airport would be
given a high priority for Federal funding.

Few undeveloped or sparsely developed areas of sufficient acreage
and 1ow relief exist in the area.

0f those that do exist, several other factors negatively atfect
suitability including orientation to prevailing winds, distance
from the Coos Bay/North Bend urban area (which contains over 50%
of the population of the County and has a high concentration of
existing and potential air freight uses), lack of compatibility
with adjacent uses, access problems, ground fog problems, various
resource conflicts such as loss of agricultural leand, seasonal
wetlands, forest land, watershed or tidelands in sizable portions
if airport development proceeds, and other environmental problems
cuch as seasonal flooding, loss of wildlife habitat, obstruction
of floodwaters and increased runoff.

There are no alternative sites that would not require an Exception
to the Statewide Goals.

g'\ Conclusion

Based on the previous findings, the City of North Bend concludes that
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extending Runway 4-22 is more logical and less costiy than relocating.

the airport facilities. J (

Alternative Levels of Service

Findings

1. Oregon commuter airlines utilize light aircraft which are limited
in their ability to transport cargo.

2. Passenger acceptance of light aircraft has been limited.

3. New commuter aircraft types being used in the eastern United
States and western Europe are characterized by short-range,
limited cargo capacity, and high costs of operation, which would
restrict their utility in the State.

4. Weyerhaeuser, Pacific Power  and Light, and GTE all fly corporate
Jets into the area when conditions allow.

5. Without the ability to accommodate the full range of brusiness jets
in service today, the area limits its ability to attreact new
industry.

Conclusion

Based on the above findings, and previous findings in the No Action :;)
section, the City of North Bend concludes that alternate levels of
service have not met the needs of the area. As a result of additional
needs, industrial users have created a demand for facilit<es that
include the extension of Runway 4-22 to the west 2,000 feewt.

~

)
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11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

4
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(ii1)

Consequences

Environmenta

(a)

1

Findings - Estuarine

Species and Habitat

1. The site is part
at approximately
+8 feet (MLLW).
would remove the
system:

Tidal Exposure

Subtidal
Intertidal

(Source:

The above
exclusive
different
beds were
site with other m
acre (2.5%) (Gono

sedimen

of a wide intertidal and shalleow subtidal rTegion

RM 8 in Coos Bay.
Based on 1976 and 1978 surveys,

Tidal heights range from -8 to

the 32 acre fill

following sediment types from the estuarine

Sediment Type A

Unconsolidated
Clean Sand
Muddy Sand
Silty Mud

Mud

In

acrophytic algal beds occupyi
r, et.al., 1978, pp. 47).

cre (ac)

Gonor, et.zl., 1978, pp. 34-35; Parametrix, 1975)

sediment types are not individually associated wi%th
tidal levels; rather, the site displeys a "mosaic" of
ts at various tidal levels.
found to occupy approximately 4 acres {(12.5%) of *the
ng approximat=ly 1

1978, eelgrass

2. The sediments described in 1 above are suitable habitat for
various species of clams and other benthic infauna.

Distributions of at least three clam species have been generally
characterized by Gonor et. al., (1978) as "abundant™, including

Macoma nasuta (bentnose), Callianassa californensis, and Uppgebia

pugettensis. Oth

ers generally characterized as

"present"” imclude

those above and Mya arenaria (soft-shall clam) (Gonor, et. al.,

1978).

numerically domin

ant clams at the site.

Crytomya californica, and M. nasuta were found to be the

3. . Dungeness crab (Cancer magiéter) use the site in the very early

stages of the species’ life (Gonor, et. al., 1978, pg. 100}.

The

transient estuarine Dungeness population in Coos Bay supports a
An intertidal habitat in general may be a

sports fishery.

necessary requirement for the continued presence of

population.

this

Bay-wide data are not available to evaluate the

importance of the runway extension site to estuarine Dungeness

production.
Traction of the t

otal inshore population.

Estuarine populations of Dungeness crab are a small

4. Data collected on fish at the site show use by juvenile Coho and
Chinook salmon, shiner perch, striped seaperch, topsmelt, pacific
herring and other species (0ODFW, "“Coos Bay Estuary Seining Data",

unpublished, 1977

-79).
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further indicate the site is suitable as a feeding/rearing area
for various fish species, including juvenile salmonids.

Herring have been observed to spawn On the eelgrass beds at the
site (personal communication, Jerry Butler, ODFW, January 15,
1982). Herring us~e varicus substances Ior spawning; eelgras in
ceneral appears to be the preferred sudstrate in Coos Bay.

5. No threatened, rare, or endangered species have been identified at
the site. Waterfowl and shorebirds use the site for resting and
feeding during low tide.

6. The relative importance to the Coos Bay ecosystem of the loss of
different species and habitat types at any development site will
dcpand on the prooor*lon thev represent both of the total present
in the system and of the totzl to be lost through development in
the long term. (Gonor, et. al., 1978, p. 108&).

7. Mitication for the 32 acre fill will include the return of
shorelanas (portions of the large disposal island) to intertidel
influence and thus the estuarine system. Exact size and extent of
the mitigation will be determined via the pernit process for
fills.

8. Subseguent to mitigation work, the newly "returned" area will be
composed of sandy substrate. This substrate is expected to change
rapicdly, Wluh sandy material spreading generally downstream and

muds and silts encroaching from upstream. ’

9. Tne new estuarine area will provide habitat for many of the
species presently found at the airport extension site.

Conclusion

Based upon the above findings, the City of Werth 3end concludes that
the City, County and State will suffer no significant adverse
DlOlOg‘Cal con sequences from not applying the resource protection
requirements of Goal %16 to the site. Findings 1 through 5 show that
the filling of the site will cause the loss of estuarine resources
which would likely reduce biclogical productivity in Coos Bay.
Findings 6 throuch 9, however, lead to the conclusion that the
significance of the loss of resources and productivity will be

miticated throuch creation of an area of similar biological potentizal.

b

Findings - Hvdraulics and Circulation

The ;ollow1n1 finédings are taken from Environmental Impact Assessment
(Final), North 3end Airport Modifications, North Bend, Oregon
Y&

(Pa etrly 1875, pp. 132-140).

1. The propesed 32 acre fill and return of the large spoils island to
the 0.0 £t. (MLLW) level would resuvlt in: (z) an increase in the
"-zin channel” cross-section of 2% at mean lower low water and 5%
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at mean hicher high water.

2. Flow would be eliminated through the existing channel west of

' Runway 4-22 and shifted to north of and parallel to the proposed
runway expgansion. Flows adjacent to the runway would be of a
mzgnitude one-half to one-third lower than those in the main
channel. The impzcts of the £fill on circulation may need to be
mitigated by dredging a small channel parallel to the north side
of the f£ill.

(€]

Flow velocities and magnitudes in the main channel would be
virtually unchanged due to the shifting of the existing flows from
the small channel (west of 4-22) to the new intertidal area at the
ritication site.

Accretion in the area south of the £ill would be accrlerated,
potentially resulting in new intertidal areas (with , 'sociated
biolcsical potential) as the existing small subtidz. .:hannels are
filled. -

JI>

Water depths south of the proposed fill indicate that existing
erosion and accretion patterns are influenced primarily from f£flood
tide flows rather than ebvb tice ZIlows entering zhe area througr.
the channel to be filled (NOAZ, 1°78; Gonor, et. al., 1978, .

2). These <ata suggest that current "flushing' of the Empire area
(approximately 7,200 feet south of site) is not dependent upon
flows from the channel at the project site.

5. The increase in cross-sectional area of the "mzin channel" will

similarly increase the floodplain, but the minor flow increases in

the main channel will not significantly effect the area of the
floodway.

Maintenance of the proposed alignment of the expanded runway will
reguire the use of shoreline protection material on the west and
north side of the proposed extension.

6. The dynamics of the main channel preclude any detectable change in

the existing hydraulic conditions on the north side of the
channel. Thus, it 1s expected that accretion or erosion of the
North Spit shoreline would not be altered by the runway extension.

Conclusion :

Based upon the above findings, the City of Worth Bend concludes that
no significant adverse hydraulic consequences will result from the
proposed runway extension. Findings 1 throuch 3 and 5 and 6 indicate
that the impact on main channel flow and erosion/accretion of the
north and west shoreline of the bay will be minimal. Increased
sedimentation in the area south of the proposed £ill (£finding 4) may
Create new intertidal area, with resultant benefits to bioleogical
resources and productivity. <Changes in erosion/accretion patterns in
the Empire area are not expected to occur as a result of the pProposed
runway extension (based on finding 4).
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Findings - Water Quality

1.

Fill material for the proposed runway extension will come from
maintenance dredging of the navigation channel @nd/or excavation
of the spoils islands. The material from both sources may be
characterized as fine to medium sand, with extremely low (less
than 2.5%) content of mud, clay, or siltaceous crganics
(Parametrix, 1975, p. 167; Coos-Curry Council oi Governments,
1981, p. I11-13).

Areas adjacent to the actual runway extension will experience
disturbance during construction. These areas are composed of
sediments which are higher in silt, mud, and/or organic matter
then the clean sand noted in finding 1 above. Temporary increases
in turbidity with potential reduction in "local™ dissolved oxygen
levels may be expected. Minor mortalities or displecement of
local infauna may also be expected. &

.

{

Construction is expected to be of short ‘duration. Adverse effects
of suspended sediments to water quality, estuarine biota, and
estuarine habitat will be minimized through careful timing of
construction. This is in accordance with normai restrictions
placed on fill permits in estuaries.

Conclusion

The primary impact during construction will be temporary increases in
suspended sediment in estuarine waters due to excavation i tha spoils
island and the placement of fill material at the site. The City of
North Bend concludes that adverse impacts to water guality will not be
significant due to the nature of the fill material {finding 1) and the
small area of adjacent sediments to be disturbed.



Findings - Noise

An analysis of expected changes in noise exposure intensity fohw)
the North Bend Airport was conducted in 1979 and is published in
Master Plan, North Bend Municipal Airport, 1980/2000, (Wadell
Engineering Corp., 1979). The findings of this study are
summarized below.

1. With the extension of Runway 4-22, it will become the primary
runway at North Bend Municipal Airport. Thus the predominant
aircraft noise will be associated with operaztions on Runway
4-22 (extended) rather than on Runway 13-31.

2. "Substantial" aircraft-generated noise levels (less than 65
Ldn) will occur entirely on airport property or over the Coos
Bay Estuary. Changes in the "substantial" noise area are
predicted to be greatest to the southwest of Runway 4-22 and
the least (virtually no change) to the southeast of Runway
13-37.

3. "Moderate" aircraft-generated noise levels (55-65 Ldn} will
occur primarily on airport property, over Ccos Bay, and at
the northern-most portion of "Airport Heights". Changes in
the "moderate" noise area are predicted to be greatest to the
southeast of Runway 4-22 and least (virtually no change) to
the southeast of Runway 13-31. :

Conclusion ) ‘)

The City*'of North Bend concludes that increases in a“rcra®t-
generated noise levels (associated with runway expansion) will be
acceptable in view of their occurrence away from developed areas
southeast of Runway 13-31.

(b) Economic Consequences

Findings

1. Extension of Runway 4-22 will increase the opportunity for
air freight in and out of the Coos Bay area-. This would
significantly improve the access of the local seafood
processing industry to national seafood markets. Such an

improvement would provide the area with considerable
lTocational advantage in comparison to other seafood
processing areas.

2. Increased use of the North Bend Airport by corporate Jjets
- would enhance the mobility of existing (and potential)
corporate personnel traveling in and out of the area,
particulary during inclement weather.

3. Extension of Runway 4-22 would provide a safer runway for "3
larger commercial aircraft during inclement weather.
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4. The development of the airport will enhance the
attractiveness of the North Bend Industrial Park to new

‘; firms.

5. Well-developed transportation systems are a basic requirement
in industrial location From a regional perspective, the
Coos Bay area mecy be characterized as having poor road and
rail transportation systems, largely due to its geographic
isolation. Improvements in air service would improve the
overall transportation network of the Coos Bay area.

6. According to surveys in 1976, air service is functionaily
important or perceived as important to a majority of
businesses in Coos Bay (Dugan, 1976).

The surveys found:

a. Over 90% of the b»usiness community of the area use
or derive business from air service;

b. Two-thirds perceive air service as at least
important, and almost one out of ten szw air
service as critical for their businessy

C. Over one-half the businesses surveyed stated they
P , would use air service. One-third felt that
"‘ improved service would increase their business.

7. Air cargo services are important in the shipment. of machinery
parts for emergency repairs. Delays in the delivery of such
parts can and have resulted in extensive shutdowrms of mills
and delays of ship movements.

8. Construction of the runway extensin will cost apiproximately
$1.8 million and generate 50 to 100 temporary joI's.
Improvements in air service will directly and incdirectly
increase local employment.

9. Improvements in air service would directly and indirectly
increase local employment. In 1979, direct aviat¥on related
employment were forecast (in 1979 annual payroll dollars) to
potentially range from $2.9 million in 1980 to $5.2 million
in 2000 (Wadell, 1979, p. 89). At that time the income
multiplier for indirect employment resulting from services
and businesses supporting the airport but not employed there
was estimated to be 5.15. Thus, a 4.15 multiplier used with
a 1980 payroll of $2.9 million would have the effect of
funneling $12.1 million into the North Bend area annually,
which would grow to $21.7 million by the year 2000. {Wadell,
1979, p. 90).

" Conclusions

Based upon findings 1 through 5, the City otf North Bend concludes

Exceptions
3.0-118



that the extension of Runway 4-22 and associated improvements in =
air service will strengthen the potential of the Coos Bay area to s
expand its industrial base and diversify its ecanomy. \;,
Conversely, the City finds there will be "opportunity costs"
associated with not extending the runway and improving air

service to the Coos Bay area.

Based upon findings 6 and 7, the City concludes that current
commercial air service provides significant econommic benefits to
the business community, and that that community would further
benefit from the runway extension.

Based upon findings 1 through 3 and 5, the City concludes that
the extension will increase the area's relative 2conomic
comparative advantage over other coastal ports and enhance its
position as & growth center in southwestern Oregon.

¥
(c) - Social Consequences

rindings

1. The extended runway will extend into the corporate Timits of
the City of Coos Bay in a portion of the ticelands to be
filled.

2. With greater air traffic occurring on Runway 4-22 (landings {
and take-offs over water), public safety in general will be ‘)\
enhanced. The flight line path to and from Runway 13-31 is
close to North Bend High School and Hillcrest School. With
Runway 4-22 as the primary runway, noise will be reduced and
public safety enhanced in the area of the schools.

3. With a greater percentage of the airport tratfic using Runway
' 4-22, noise over the urban areas south of Runway 13-3T1 will
be reduced. Noise in the residential areas south of Runway
4-22 will be slighly increased (see Environmental
Consequences - Noise).

4. Potential increases in local employment would increase the
demand 7or public facilities and services, as well as
increase the tax base of the area.

Conclusion

Based upon the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes
that the social consequences of the proposed runway extension
will be beneficial to the community in general, and particularly

the community living, working and attending schools southeast of
Runway 13-31.

9
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(d)

Findings

1.

Energy Consequences

The nearest airport currently receiving scheduled air service
(other than North Bend Municipal) which directly serves the
North Bend/Coos Bay area is 120 miles away &t the Mahilon
Sweet Airport in Eugene.

Although exact figures cannot be obtained, the City of North
Bend has received information from many air Zravelers that
they do not use the San Francisco flights from North Bend
becazuse of the unavailability of seats on such flighs and the
inability to insure a confirmed way to returm.

Many of the travelers cited in Finding 2 abowe drive to
Eugene to make southbound connections and & ;id transters,
~dditional costs, and to insure & confirmeni,ay to return to
North Bend/Coos Bay. -~

The trips to Eugene cited in Finding 3 above use energy
(primerily gasoline) that would not be necessary if ecdequate
air service were available at North Bend Mumicipal Airport.

Conclusion

Based on the above findings, the City of North Biend concludes
that energy will be conserved through a reductian in the distance
travelers must go to engage air carriers.
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(iv)

Compatibility

Findings

1.

To the south of proposed extension is the developing
neighborhood known as Airport Heights. The nearest residence
to Runway 4-22 i+ this neighborhood is near the corner of
Colorado Avenue and Auther Street, a distance of

approximately 1,300 feet from the runway. Residential
densities in Airport Heights are four units per acre and
greater.

Analysis of future noise levels near Airport Heights indicate
that levels labled as "moderate" (55 Ldn to 65 Ldn) may be
expected in the extreme northern portion of the neighborhood
(see Environment Consequences - Noise).

An area of multi-family housing is located near the terminal
to the west of Runway 13-31. In the noise analysis cited in
Finding 2 above, this development is outside the existing and
projected future area of "moderate" noise levels.

Light industrial uses (warehousing) currentiy exist mear
Maple Street to the west of Runway 13-31. Much of the
currently vacant airport property is planned to be an
industrial park.

"In Oregon the Division of Aeronautics defimes the 65 Ldn as
the division between moderate and substantial impect. Within
non-urban areas, State airport compatibility Dlemning
guidelines recommend that new residential use  ,hould be ,
avoided an< low residential densities maintai: d in a2reas of
55 to 65 Ldn ("moderate” noise impact). Howev r, the
guidelines recognize that within urban areas s..ch as North
Bend, other community noise masks airport noise, community
sensitivity is generally lower, and special control of the
moderate impact area is generally less important. For
comparison, it is useful to know that in most urban areas,
and certainly in areas adjacent to well-traveled streets, the
background noise level - exclusive of aircraft ncise - is
frequently above 55 Ldn.

Within 65+ Ldn areas, the impact of aircraft-generated noise
is felt to be substantial, and noise insulation is necessary
for any residential, retail, office or service use developed
in the affected area. While motels or other transient
lodging with appropriate insulation can be included in this
zone, single and multi-family housing and mobile home parks
should be excluded. Schools, libraries, churches, hospitals,
nursing homes and other noise-sensitive uses should also be
excluded.

Though meny recreational uses are compatible, noise

sensitivity should be examined and appropriate measures
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taken. Non-noise sensitive industry, manufacturing,
wholesaling and warehousing, retailing, agriculture,
forestry, fishing, mining and open space are compatible.”

(Quote taken from Master Plan, North Bend Muﬁicipa] Airport,
1980-2000, July, 1979, Wadell Engineering Corporation).

6. There are commercial and residential areas to the southeast
of the airport. The commercial uses in Pony Village and
Virginia Avenue accommodate high volumes of traffic and daily
use. Current gross residential densities are approximately
two to four units per acre.

7. To the west, north, and northeast in Coos Bay and Pony Slough
are areas used for navigation, recreation, habitat, and other
open space uses. There is a public boat land ng immediately
east of the east end of Runway 4-22. 3

~,

Conclusion

Based upon the above findings, the City of North Bend concludes
that the proposed extension and associated changas in air service
at North Bend Airport will be compatible with other adjacent land
uses. Existing and future uses closest to the noisiest areas
will be industrial uses on airport property and
recreation/navigation in the bay. Such uses are considered
compatible with even "substantial" noise levels {65+ Ldn).
"Moderate" noise levels (55-65 Ldn) may be exnected in the
extreme northern portion of Airport Heights; however, very little
of the neighborhood should experience change over existing
conditions and community noise will mask some of the airport
noise. :
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EXCEPTION £22 - Seament 5 WD

A)

The Proposal: To designate this segment WD (Water Dependent

Development Shorelands) allowing water dependent industrial
use, and to allow appropriate mitigation associated with that
development in this and adjacent segments.

The Exception: The exception is to Goal 3 requirements Tor

preservation and maintenance of agricultural land and to Goal
17 requirements for protecticn of "significent wildlife
habitat" and “"major marshes" within coastal shorelands. It
is noted that Gozl 17 also provides for water dependent and
economic uses. Compelling reasons and facts are set forth
below showing why it is not possible to apply goals 3 and 17
to this particular property.

~he Findings: ¢

-~

(i) Why these uses should be provided for.

A Water Dependent Development Shorelands designation 1is
needed in this segment to provide for filling, greding and
other actions required for long-term siting of a water
dependent integrated manufacturing and shipping facility with
interim use as an assembly and shipping area for heavy
industrial components.

The unique characteristics of the site, inctuding preximity
to the shipping channel, its size and ownership, together
with long-term economic projections of growing emphasis on
export and marine shipment of forest products, the region's
primary economic base, combine to make the most logical land

use that of water dependent manufacturing and shipping.

The requirement for exception of Goal 3 is & matter of

form. The area in question was used for summer grazing in
the first half of this century, but the land never was
intensively managed as pasture land. For the past three
decades or so, there has been no agricultural activity there
at all. Soils on the site are of such low quality that it 1s

unlikely the property ever would be economically vieble as

agricultural land. In fact, an agreement between the owner
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife to manage a portion of the area
for wildlife values has been in effect since 1961, but that
option has not been exercised by U.S. Fish & Wildlife.

Segment 5 WD combined with adjacent land under the same
ownership amounts to more than 700 acres. This large, vacant
parcel is regarded as one of the best potential water
dependent industrial sites on the American west coast. It 1is
recognized by the owner, and provided for in the Coos Bay
Estuary Management Plan that a significant portion of the
property will be dedicated to mitigating wildlife habitat
values 1ost to industrial development of the remainder. The

i
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combination of industrial development potential with clear, J
well defined mitigation actions makes the site especially
attractive to interests which can be expecterd to diversify

the Coos Bay area economy, while recognizing and providing

for continued wildlire habitat values.

Long term, the Henderson Marsh site development fits closely
with plans by the owner to address predictecd changes in
markets for its products toward greater distribution world
wide. The site lends itself well to both prresent and Tuture
marine transportation and manufacturing systems because of
its size, soil compaction characteristics amd because of the
short pilotage from the jetty to the manufacturing point and
the ease of approach of very large vessels from the channel
to the site.

Short term, the owner plans as an interim use the

construction and shipment of heavy industrieal comzonemts on
the site. Minimum tie-up facilities would be required for
loading and unloading of ocean-going barges (see <Zxcegticn
#1, Segment 5 DA, North Spit Waterfront). Under =his dinterim
use, steel plate, tube and other materials will be hauled to
the site mostly by barge, the components will be assembled,
then shipped by barge to erection sites where the major

coast.

(,

facilities are to be located, mostly on the American west ‘) :

The communities surrounding Coos Bay for gerserations have
depended on the forest products industry for the®+ eccmnomic
base, with its wild swings from occasional commu:nity wealth
to frequwent, deep, community poverty. As local milis age and
the market pressures on raw materials and finishexd products
grow, the industry in this area becomes less comfretitive and
is affected more and more severely with each succeeding
economic cycle. While unemployment nationwide currently
ranges from 6 to 10 percent, in Oregon the figures go from 8
to 13 percent and in the Coos Bay area unemployment
approaches 17 percent, but the forest products industry is at
times reported to hold as much as 46 percent of its work
force on unemployment. In both the short term and thk= long
term, the area requires diversification and redirection of
its economy and the consequent creation of & substantial
number of new jobs.

-

The proposed land use for this parcel is aimed at new
industry and new jobs in both the long and short terms. In
the long term, 15 to 20 years, the land owner expects to need
the site for an integrated manufacturing and shipping

facility for its products on the world market. Such a ‘
facility will be designed for the products and markets wnic: ™
are called for by analysis at the time. Such a development

can be expected to employ several hundred skilled and semi-
skilled persons for several decades.
During the interim period, the time between the early 1980's

I
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and 1995 to 2000, the parcel provides an immediate
opportunity for economic diversity and very substantial
employment levels which are on an economic.cycle different
from forest products. . A water dependent assembly area for
large industrial components combines the economic cyctles of
metal fabrication and cother industries. Such a facility at
Coos Bay will employ 300 to 500 people initially, as wmany as
1,000 ultimately, with peaks reaching as high as 1,500 during
certain assembly phases. In addition to those employed
directly by component assembly, service industries directly
related to the activity will develop approximately 5C0

jobs. A conservative turn-over rate of one primary
production job to 2.5 retail and service joks brings a much
brighter employment picture to the Coos Bay area.

Additionally, the site is the only one in the Coos Bay
estuary identified as beinc large enough with few or no
navigation constraints to provide a suitable location for a
large new pulp and paper mill facility. The Plan Ecomomic
Inventory notes that there is a high (90%) probability of the
occurrence of this use, based on assumptions about futTure
resource availability, future interest rates, improved
technology regarding waste discharge and expected strong
marketing position of U.S. industry.

Cbnc1usion - Segment 5 WD, which is proposed for w:iter dependent

industrial use must be placed in a development category to
provide for filling, grading and other actiwvits 2s required
for an i.ndustrial site. The adjacent segment prososed for
mitigation activities must be placed in a Conservetion
Shorelands (CS) category to allow appropriate alteration of
the land surface to provide for wildlife habitat

mitigation. After completion of mitigation actions those
areas would be placed in a Natural Shorelands (MS) category.

'hat alternate locations within the ar2a could b2 used
for the proposed uses?

Christensen Ranch, in the upper bay and under the same
ownership as Segment 5 WD, at more than 100 acres, is of
adequate size for the interim use, but smaller than the 300
to 500 acres required for the ultimate use. The property is
further unsuitable because of the restricted marine access
from Coos River, which is too narrow to accommodate the 600-
foot barges used for the interim use and the large barges and
ships required for the ultimate use. The marine
transportation requirement is further restricted by the
vessel draft requirement: 25 feet for the barges and 40 feet
for the ships.

The interim use will result in a need to transport finished
components ranging from 200 to 300 feet in both height and
width, and 1,200 feet long, a size that cannot be safely

towed beneath the North Bend bridge or between piers of the
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Southern Pacific Railway bridge. ;)
Pierce Point, also in the upper bay and also owned by the
same company, is composed of two 30 to 40 acres parcels
divided by a public road. It is too small for either the
interim or ultimate use, has no deep draft channel and is
constrained from transport of large water-borne components by
the North Bend bridge and the Southern Pacific Railroad
bridge.

North Point, a site between the North Bend bridge and the
Southern Pacific Railroad bridge, consists of two parcels of
sufficient elevation for a useable site totaling 30 to 40
acres, but they are divided by a shallow waterway. North
Point, if additional fill were allowed to provide a site of
about 90 acres, would still be too shallow and too narrow for
either the interim or ultimate use. Its pos,“ion between the
bridges would make turning of the barges andt’ ,hips impossible
and its distance from the shippiné channel would require very
extensive dredging. The property also is in line with the
instrument landing system of the North Bend airport and close
to the decision height point for that system with the
attendant height restrictions of that system.

The North Spit property owned by the Port of Coos Bay is
located directly on line with the airport runway which is ar =,
integral part of the aircraft instrument landing system. Tr % '
height limitations required by that system make constructio

of 200 to 300 foot components or later maufacturing

facilities impossible. Also, existing lease arrangements

commit the land such that sufficient property is not

available for the intended use.

The parcel known as Sitka Dock, in the lower bay, at 65 acres
is of insufficient size, and would require large scale
underwater blasting, drilling and dredging to permit docking
of barges of the draft and length required. An economically
unacceptable alternative would call for filling of aquatic
areas out to the channel, an idea which is also
environmentally unacceptable.

The southern portion of the North Spit is of ample size but
resource constraints and recreational importance
considerations prohibit use of that property for industrial
purposes, either for the interim or ultimate use.

Both the interim and ultimate uses of Segment 5 WD are
strongly tied to the water dependent features of the site and
the interim use requires placement in the lower bay area,
with its freedom from height and width restrictions of the

required vessels. )

Conclusion - There are no sujtable alternative sites for the

proposed interim or ultimate uses of Segment 5 WD and there
is a compelling need for that land to be designated for water

Exceptions
- Y. Y B ]



o3

dependent industrial uses.

(111) Consequences

(a) Environmental

Environmental consequences of water dependernt industrial
development and wildlife habitat mitigation are well detailed
and accounted for in the Coos Bay Estuary Mamagement Plan
sections dealing with Shoreland Segment 5. Tindings of
compelling evidence to support the industrial development and
consequent mitigation activities are justified by full
participation in the planning by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, and the Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, and
the lYandowner, with review and consent by @ “ull committee of
local elected officials, and City, County, Sinte and Federal
pranning and resource agencies.

The result of that work is generally referred to as the
Henderson Marsh Mitigation Plan. It is a clear

identification of wetlands within the proposed in.dustrial
development with wildlife habitat values assignedd according
to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Habitat Unit ValTue system.
Corresponding mitigation actions are propose:d nearby, but
outside the development area, to re-establish habitat unit
values. Reference to the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan,
Part 1, page 5-25c and following pages indicates that after
the site development and mitigation activities are complete,
total acreage of marshy areas will be slight.ly reduced, but
habitat unit values will be slightly increased.

Leaving the site in its existing condition would retain its
current environmental value for awhile. Much of the wetland
area within the development area is covered with willows and
brush growth and is of only marginal value to mig:irating
waterfowl, although it is more significant to populations of
perching birds. There is strong evidence of small marine
fish spawning in the major salt marsh system which will be
preserved and enhanced as a part of the proposed

mitigation. The present level of disturbance to the area is

of importance, including adjacent industrial actiivity, a

dredge spoils placement on the east side of the marsh, an
industrial wastewater holding pond near the southeast corner,
and a rather heavily used dirt road between the shoreline and
Henderson Marsh proper. For the past several years, campers,
hunters, hikers and off road vehicle drivers freely

trespassed on the land, all without the consent of the owner
or the government gencies responsible for protection of the
wildlife habitat resource. It is likely, unless some very
significant change occurs, some of the wildlife habitat value
of Henderson Marsh would be lost to future recreation
pressures. The proposed mitigation plan may very well be
that needed change. While the habitat area certainly will be
in a somewhat different loction, its structure and
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requirements provide drainages which will act as vehicle . (
barriers, greatly reducing recreation pressures. 3

Conclusion - Environmental consequences of the proposed

interim and ultimate Iand uses are substant7ial but are
mitigated in such a way as to provide a small net gain in
wildlife habitet unit values.

(b} Social and Economic

Numbers of jobs and a conservative ecoromic mu]tip]ier which
are expected from the industrial development of this parcel
are discussed to some extent in section (i) of the

findings. It is important to understand that the empaoymenu
opportunities offered by the development are also a lTogical
fit with the skills and work experience of many ot those
currently unemployed or underemployed. Metal fabrication of
heavy industrial components will utilize crazfts such as iron
workers, boiler makers, pipe fitters, welders, and
electricieans. Site development will employ dredge operators,
pile driver operators, heavy equipment oper=tors, surveyors,
concrete workers and others. These other swills &nd required
are available in the community among those whose careers in
local mills, forests and boat yards have been interrupted. I, (

The payroll implications are surprising. ‘When fully ‘)
employed, these skilled workers often earn 530,000 to $40,000
annually, plus fringe benefits amounting to as much as 40% to.
50% of their wage. It is reasonable to predict that a

payroll «f 1,000 skilled workers would total more tham $30
million annually, most of which would be spent im the local
communities. Using the economic multiplier of 2.5 for

support and service businesses, the total conservative annual
economic effect on the community ranges abowve $75 miliion in
current dollars. This represents a contribution about equal

to the largest employer now in operation in Southwest Oregon o
and is estimated to prov1de an economic 1ift to the area
approaching 20%.

There will be costs, however. Very early engineering
estimates to develop the rough site, including the habitat
mitigation, the transportation system, earth moving and other
activities set the cost at $30 million to $S40 million. These
costs would be borne by the developer, either the landowner
-or a lessee, so there would be Tittle public cost

immediately. Utilities development costs are to be borne by
agreement between the developer and the utility organization,
the capital to be amortized either by a rate structure for ,
that customer, or by revenue bonds for the ©vroject which D B
.Serves that customer.

Road and rail transportation services are under design by the
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landowner and the Port of Coos Bay. The Post recently
received a federal grant for detailed engineering of the
North Spit access road which will serve this project, the
North Bay Marine Industrial Park, and the recreation areas on
the North Spit. Future public costs and public facilities
burden are expected to be minimal.

The landowner has not examined property tax benefits which
would be gained by developing the land. It is appropriate to
assume that difference in tax values betweem the land in its
current state and as a developed industrial site would be
very significant.

Housing values are expected to be somewhat stabilized by the
more viable economy created in the Coos Bay area by the
industrial use of Henderscn Marsh. Real estate service tirms
report 800 to 1,000 homes -for sale in the immediate area, one
of the highest numbers in 30 years. Prices., of course, are
dropning, but with 1ittle apparent effect, since unemployed
workers are leaving the area, and those homes are unlikely to
sell at any price, under current economic conditions.

Schools in the area find fewer children attending and there
have been moves by school boards to close some cwtlying
school buildings for lack of adequate studemt population and
in consideration of funding requirements. TW%hose school
facilities are availabie to serve a growing stuc:ent
population that would result from a return of m&ny workers'
families who have left, but wish to come back whwen employment
can be assured. :

It is curious that many skilled workers have kept their homes
in the Coos Bay area, but left to work in other areas of the
United States, apparently regarding the present economic
depression as a temporary situation, and they reTein the hope
and intent to return. It is those skilled workers who will
make up a portion of the required work force at Henderson
Marsh.

Increased employment opportunities in other areas have shown
reductions in social stresses indicated by incidence of
alcoholism, child and spouse abuse, traffic violations, petty
and major crime, drug abuse and school drop-out rates-. While
these measures have been seen in the press to the extent that
many consider them trite, they are very real and immediate in
small, economically depressed communities, and such social
stresses can be relieved with intelligent planning and use of
land resources with strong economic benefits to those
communities.

Conclusion -There are very significant gains in social
and economic benefits in the proposal to mitigate and

facilitate water dependent industrial develcpment in the
segment.
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L
(c) Energy Consequences ;)

Because of the relative distance in miles and time of the
Coos Bay area from major land transportation corridors, such
transport service is relatively slow and expensive. HWhile
truck and rail service is relatively slow and expensive.
While truck and rail service is available, and is heavily
used to reach domestic regional and national markets, the
cost of such transportation is one reason why the area is
slow to recover as the rest of the country or region heads
toward economic strength.

But the marine transportation opportunity, with its

relatively less expensive access to coastal and worldr
markets, is the bright spot in that picture. uge volumes of
procuct can be shipped great distances at comp <itive costs
and can effectively compete in both“American and foreign
markets because of the area's close location to the ocean.
Very large parcels and components can be loaded and hauled
that are too big to be transported any other way.

It is the emphasis on economy, flexibility, sheer bulk and
weight, and domestic and world markets that makes the

industrial water dependent development of Segment 5 WD so LT
very logical and attractive. &Energy consumption, translated -
to transportation cost, make both the interim and ultimate

uses sound decisions. '

Energy usage at the site during the interim use will be
minimal. Most will.be in the form of electricity to run
welding equipment and small machinery. O0ffices amd shops
will be minimal and only semi-permanent, serving wtility
functions associated with component assembly.

The proposed long-term use will be very nearly energy self
sufficient. Keeping in mind that energy is a significant
factor in production costs, technology improvements expected
by the time manufacturing and shipping facilities are to be
built will show energy utilization improvements. Similar
facilities in other areas use process waste as fuel for steam
and electrical generation and when hooked into Tocal utility
electrical lines are sellers of electricity.

Conclusion - Energy consequences of the interim and ultimate
land use are positive because of the efficiency of the marine
transportation opportunity, the relatively low maintenance
requirements of the shipping channel, the low energy

requirement for the interim use and the predicted degree of
energy self sufficiency of the ultimate use. .i"

(iv) Compatibility

This unit is highly compatible with adjacent uses, both

2.0 13/
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current and proposed. It is situated at the north end of the
proposed North Bay Marine Industrial Park, part of which is
developed and part is currently being developed. The segment
is bordered on the east by an active log heamdling yard and an
export wood chip facility, on the west by am industrial waste
water lagoon and proposed mitigation area, on the north by a
mitigation area and on the south by the deep draft shipping
channel and a Development Aquatic Area.

It should be noted that the mitigation areas were placed as
close as possible to the development area in an effort to
minimize dislocation of migratory waterfowl habitat.

Drainage ditches along the transportation corridor on the
north and west sides of the development area, together with
connecting waterways between open water will create effective
barriers to vehicles. The mitigation is de - -igned to be
accessible only to animals and people on f-g ¢t from the
yroposed North Spit road. .
The landowner is advised by its staff biologists, those of
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife that the targeted wildlif'e species in the
mitigation plan are not deterred from feeding, resting, and
nesting by the close proximity of the propesed develcpment.

Conclusion - The proposed development wses of the land
are highly compatible with adjacent uses, both those
which are developed, or planned for development, and
those which are intended for wildlife thabitat. The
habitat mitigation activity is an integral part of the
planned development approach.

3.0-132— :
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Exception #23: Segment -14 DA (Kentuck Inlet})

(A)

(8)

The Proposal: To place:a small bermed area of tidal flat in

a Development Maragement Unit to allow fill to provide
additional staging area for barging of rock products.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine

Resources Goal (#16) to the Plan through the "Tinkage'
process, it was found that it was not possible to apply the
Goal to this particular property. Therefore, an exception is
required. The exception dis to language in Goal £16 requiring
this area to be placed in a Natural Management Unit because
1t is part of a much larger area which is considered 2 "major
tract" of tidal flat.

The Findings

(i) MWhy these uses should be provided for.

Intertidal fill is required in this area to prepare an
adequate site for storage and loading of rock®matarials on
barges for transportation to various parts of the bay.

The existing upland fi11 area, which is adjacent to this j‘>'
small bermed aquatic area is inadequate for this purpocse
because of its size (about 0.7 ac.) and long narrow
configuration (average width about 80 feet). The current
site is sufficient only to stockpile a minimal amcunt of rock
for shipping by barge, and provides inadequate spaice to
maneuver heavy equipment used in loading and bringing rock to
the site without creating a traffic hazard on the: abutting
county road. Filling of the bermed area will prcvide an
additional upland area of about 0.8 acres for a total site
area of about 1.5 acres, and a maximum width of 200 ft. from
the county road to the waterward edge of the site. These
dimensions will provide adequate space to turn a loaded rock
transporter, for stockpiling of rock, and for loading by
crane or front-loader into barges.

Aside from the need for additional space, other reasons why
this site should be designated a development unit incliude:

(a) Large erosion-resistant rock is required in many
locations around the bay for rip-rap, jetty
construction or repair. Because the location of
most of these projects cannot readily be reached by
road, barges are usually the most logical form of

transportation. ?\3

(b) Barging is a more energy efficient and cost-
' effective mode of transportation than trucking.

30.133
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(c) This facility is already partially developed, and
agreement has been reached with state and 7ederal
resource agencies that a barge-docking area may be
dredged in the natural channel adjacent to the
existing fill. (See Aquatic Segment 14DA).

Further-, it is the only facility available for rock
quarried in the adjacent uplands in the Kentuck
Slough area.

(d) Road access to this area would inwolve using East
Bay Drive, a county road with numerous severe
curves which passes through a quiet residential
area. Use of this site would avotd the inevitable
traffic hazards and noise connected with
transporting the rock by truck to the point of use.

Conclusion - Fill should be provided for in the sm211 bermed
tidal ftlat area because the existing site has inad=quate size
and shepe for barge loading of rock materials. Berging s
the most logical mode of transportation for rock used in
jetty repair and rip-rap projects, and this site is the most
convenient location for rock quarried in the adjacent

uplands.

(ii) Alternative Locations

As-éxp1ained in Section (i) above, the rock loazdinag facility
needs to be in the general vicinity because:

(a) barging is often the most logice 1 mode of
. transportation for rock used in rip-rap otT
jetty repair or constructiong

(b) rock is quarried in nearby uplandsy and,

(c) truck traffic would involve hazards to safety
and noise in nearby residential areas.

There is only one site with suitable characteristics for
water-dependent uses in the area, namely Pierce P2int
{Shoreland Segment 16WD). This site, if it were to be
available for rock storage and loading, would al:so involve
truck traffic passing through a residential area.. In
addition, impacts on the estuary would be at least equal to
those at the proposed site. Extensive dredging, and possibly
fi11, would be required to provide barge access to the
uplands for rock loading which would in itself require an
exception. A tidal flat lies between a small natural channel
and the shore. This site is proposed for log storage and
transportation, and is being held by the owners, a large
lumber and wood products firm, for this purpose. Thus, this
site is unlikely to become available for another use, and
impacts would 1ikely be equal to or greater than, those at
the proposed site. These factors are sufficient to rule out

3.0-13
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Pierce Point as a realistic alternative site.

The existing site is insufficient in itself Lo accommodate
the proposed use, as explained in Section (i) above.
Therefore, the "no action" alternative is nct appropriate.
The only other alternative would be to fill part of the
Kentuck Inlet natural channel to widen the existing filled
area. This would involve similar environmental impacts to
the proposed action, since natural resources in this area are
much the same (see Environmental Consequences Section, below)
with the only difference being that this area is subtidal.
There is no other site adjacent to the existing fill which
would increase the available upland sufficiently, and which
would result in less environmental impacts.

r
Conclusion - There are no practicable or pref gable
alternative locations for this use.

(iii) Consequences

(a) Environmental - Filling of the bermed
area would involve permanent eliminaticn of about 0.8
acres of tidal flat, part of a much larger "major tract”
of tidal flat extending across the Kentuck Inlet. This
action would have to be mitigated, as required by ORS

[

s

541.626, (see Special Condition on "Fit1" activities in J

Aquatic Segment 14 DA). -Terms of mitigation would be
established by the Director of the Division of State
Lands. The bermed area is apart of a much larger area
which provides habitat for Corophium sg., ghost shrimp,
and for populations of juvenile salmonids, striped bass
and starry flounder, which rely on these organisms for
food. There are also dense beds of clams (softshell,
Macoma spp. and Tellina spp.) in the general area.
Waterfowl, shorebird and wading bird populations also
use the general area for feeding and resting. The
adjacent channel is considered "partiatly altered" due
to the presence of the fill. However, the bermed
aquatic area is not considered to be much altered and
experiences full tidal exchange through the porous rock
berm. Rock loading activities will produce a certain
amount of noise from operation of heavy machinery but
this should be at acceptable levels.

(b) Social and Economic - It is essential to
the local area that small uses like this be able to
develop to provide the necessary infrastructure to the
eccnomy which is dependent on Coos Bay. Erosion-
resistant rock is essential for jetty construction and

repair, which are in turn essential to the continuation’ i

of safe navigation in Coos Bay. Jetty rock has in the
. past been trucked from inland sites at greater cost.

Kentuck Inlet provides a lower-cost alternative source
for this essential material. The social consequences
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are secondary to the economic consequences, but are
closely linked to the health of the local economy.

(c) Energy - This use is plamned Tor this
location because barging is the most erneargy-efficient
mode of bulk transportation for rock products. Trucking
to the point of use would normally involve greater
distances and consume more fuel per uniit of distance.
Serondary energy impacts would result from the more
frequent repair of road surfaces damage:d by heavier
truck use. At the same time occasionai maintanence
dredging of the loading site and to maintain the Kentuck
Inlet channel at its natural depths (see Plan
Provisions, Aquatic Segment 13B-NA) will also incur some
energy costs.

/
Corclusion - The long term consequences have: ::en considered
and are either positive on balance or, in the case of
environmental impacts, are acceptable, with appropriate
mitigation.

(iv) Compatibility

Adjacent uses are small woodlots, rural residentialt parcels,
a golf course, shops connected with the rock quarrying and
hauling business, and agriculture. The 1ow levels of noise
expected from operation of heavy equipment and trucks should
not adversely affect local residents. There are scattered
rural homes in the general area. MWith the additiun of a fill
in the bermed aquatic area, there will be sufficient Turn-
around space for trucks to eliminate any incompatibility with
traffic movements on the abutting county rogd. The use of
appropriate clean fill material (as a condition of the
issuance of a fill permit) will ensure compatibility with
adjacent aquatic resources.

Conclusion - The proposed use can be made compat®ble with
adjacent uses.
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Exception £24: Segment #38CA - Coalbank Slough ‘;3

(A)

The Proposal: To develop a small scale shallow draft marina

and boat ramp with back up facilities, including boat
building, repair and sales, involving fill of approximately
half an acre of salt marsh.

The Exception: During the application of the Estuarine

Resources Goal #16 to the Plan through the “‘lLinkage' process,
it was found that it was not possible to apply the goal to
this particular area. Therefore, an exception must be

taken. The exceptionis necessary to permit fill in a
conservation management unit.

The Findings

(i) Why these uses should be provicii for.

Fill is needed to provide back-up space necessary for the
development of a small-scale shallow-draft marina at & site
immediately upstream of the Highway 101 bridge over Coalbank
Slough, on the eastern bank. The site is approximately 3
acres in extent, only about one acre of which is uvpland. The
remainder consists of just over half an acre of salt marsh
and about 1.5 acres of tidal flats. The boat slips will
occupy the latter area. It is proposed to T¥i11l the s&lt
marsh area to provide space for back-up facilities to the
marina, including boat storage, a boat ramp and parking space
for users. Fill is required in this area because the
existing upland is narrow (maximum width about 6C feet) and
provides insufficient space for these back-up fac:ilities.

The marsh area is a about 100 feet deep by 250 fe:et long and
provides a site of adequate size and configuratio:n for back-
up facilitics.

The special Moorage Element (Section 6.3.3.2) identified a
shortage of moorage space and boat ramps for recreaticnal
boats. It is particularly significant that this shortage is
a "cultural and economic disamenity for the Coos Bay
Estuary." (p. 6.3-17). The inventory identified a need for
about 23.9 acres of additional water space for recreational
moorage, (p. 6.3-36).

Coalbank Slough is identified (see Section 6.4-3) as a
suitable site for a new boat ramp by the Coos County Parks
Advisory Board. While the site selection section (p.6.4-50)
describes Coalbank Slough as physically unsuited for large
marina, because of the lack of in-water space and the height
limits of the road and railroad bridges, it is nevertheless
well suited at this particular location to a small-scale  °
shallow draft marina. It will have particular value as d\a
access point to the upper bay, Isthmus Slough and Coos River
which are popular fishing and boating areas. Following the
schedule replacement of the Hwy. 101 bridge, headroom will D
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increased to 20 feet. The shoreline is approximately 700
feet long and could theoretically accommodate up to an acre
of water space for recreational moorage.

Because of its small size, this site is not figured as peart
of the total -=creage needs for recreational marinas in Coos
Bay. However, the Inter-Agency Task Force clearly intended
that a marina be developed in Coalbank Slough. The

Management Objective for this segment (see Plan Provision, p-
5-255) recognizes, the need for a "small-scale shallow draft
marina", together with necessary fi11 and new dredging.

Fill of the half-acre of salt marsh is necessary because of
the narrow configuration of the existing upland, which would
otherwise not provide enough back-up space for boat building,
repair and sales. The filled area would comprise the widest
part of the site, which would be the most Togical location
for these uses. A piling-supported wharf kras been suggested
as an alternative means of providing the necessary back-up
area, and thus complying with Goal #16. Piling wculd be a
high-cost alternative which would not be economic.zily
feasible for a small development of the kird propossd. A
piling supported wharf in any case would block thne
penetration of 1 ight, which would greatly reduce or
eventually even eliminate the growth of marsh vegetation.
Therefore, the adverse effects on estuarine primary
production would be much the same for pilimg as for fill,
(see discussion of Environmental Consequences, below)-

Conclusion: Fill is needed for back-up facilities fer a

cmall-scale recreational marina because:
(i) there is a need for a site for this type of use,

(ii) provided fill is permitted, this is a suitable site
for this type of use,

(iii)without filling this area the site lacks sufficient*
upland area with suitable configuraticn for the
proposed back-up uses,

(iv) a piling supported area would not be economically
feasible for this type of use.

(ii) Alternative Locations. The Special Moorage Element
discusses a number of sites which have been sugagested
for commercial or recreational moorage. A number of
them were found to be suitable for commercial moorage
only, and scme are suitable for large developments.

Only smaller sites suitable for recreational moorage are
discussed below.

- Coastal Acres (Segment 66B.CA)
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This site (as finally approved with 10 acres of water - 9
surface) will satisfy a need for recreational access tuahjle
lower bay, and will also be suitable for commercial

moorage. Due to its distance from the upper bay, it is not
suitable alternztive to the Coalbank Slough Site.

- Indian Point (Segment 63B.CAY

This site will be used in conjunction with & recreational
resort. Due to its specialized function, and also 1its
distance from the upper bay, it is not a suitable alternati
to the Coalbank Stough Site.

- Weyerhaeuser 'Ol1d Town' Site (Segment 46 DA)

This site has adequate upland and aquatic area for a small
marina, according td the Moorage Work Group (see p. 6.4-
40). It is more suitable for a recreational development.
However, the narrowness of the aquatic and shoreland arezas
will limit the use of this area. It could mprovide access t
the upper bay, but is further from the popular areas of
Isthmus Slough and the Coos River system than the Coalbank
Slough Site. )

- Hanson's Landing (Segment 61 DA) i

This site is an existing private marina with som= space‘JLf
tor further development. It is used both by recvreational &
commercial boats. Due to its distance from the upper bay,
is not a suitable alternative site to the Coalbank Slough
site.

- Jdordan Point (Segment 8 CA)

This site is limited by the narrow area and shall ow depths
available. Consequently, it is designated in the: Plan for
temporary moorage rather than a marina. It is thierefore nc
a suitable alternative site to Coalbank Slough. *

Other sites which were discussed in the Moorage Element are the
downtown North Bend-Coos Bay waterfront and the Evans Wood
Products site. The latter site is on Coalbank Slough adjacent
the proposed site. Both sites were rejected because there is
insufficient water and upland area availeable or because the sit
is essentially committed to navigation and industrial/commerci:
uses.

Conclusion: With the exception of the "0ld Town" site the:
are therefore no suitable alternative sites for a small.
recreational marina with access to the upper bay and IT: jmt
Slough and Coos BRiver system.

GRED Consequences
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a) Social/Economic

The proposed development will provide the following benefits
to the community: ‘

- Increased opportunities for access to recreational
areas of the upper bay, sloughs and Coos River
System. :

- Improved business conditions for the sector of the
local economy directly or indireczly dependent on
recreational boating and fishing, e.g. boat sales,
repair, supplies.

- A small increment in employment resulting from
employees taken on by the new deve " 'pment,
. including construction.
- Increased property tax revenues accruing to local
taxing district.

- Public costs will be minimal. Pawved road access
exists to the edge of the site. Other public
services and facilities (water, sewage treatment)
are also available on site.

b) Environmental.

The proposed development will result in the elimination of
about half an acre of medium-high salt marsh, dom3nated by
Deschampsia caespitosa, with several other typiczl salt marsh
species represented. This will result in the loss of
nutrients to the food web approximately in propoertion to the
area of this marsh compared to total salt marsh acreage 1n
this area. There are two other much larger salt marshes of 2
similar habitat type on Coalbank Slough, totalling 55 acres,
which are both protected within Natural Management Units.
Much of the historical extent of marsh in the Coalbank Slough
area has been lost to urban development; much of downtown
Coos Bay was developed on Salt marshes adjacent to Coalbank
and lsthmus Sloughs. Coalbank Slough itself has been

comewhat altered by pilings, bridge crossings, and debris and
dredging to alter the bankline (immediately down stream
between the road and railroad bridges). There will also be a
minimal reduction in the "tidal prism” of Coalbank Slough.
Impacts of the fill will be subject to the mitigation
requirements of ORS 541.626.

c) Energy

Energy costs during construction may be lower for fill than
for pilings, because the latter involves much greater UsE€ of
heavy equipment to drive the pilings. There may be some
energy savings related to having recreational moorge closer

Exceptions
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to the points of recreational interest, or cdue to leaving
boats at moorage rather than retrieving them and towing th
behind vehicles.

Conclusions - The social and economic consecuences are
beneficial. The environmental consequences are negative, but
are of relatively minor significance and witl be mitigated.
The energy consequences may be beneficial, but are in any
case of relatively minor significance.

(iv) Compatibility

Adjacent uses are primarily light commercial businesses and
residences. The character of the area is essentially mixed
residential and commercial on the east side of the slough and
commercial or 1ight industrial on the west s ide.

Conslusion - Development of a small-scale recreational marina
will be compatible with the adjacent uses.

X702 74
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Exception #25: North Spit Access Corridor

A.

The Proposal:

The proposed action is to develop an access corridor %fo the
North Spit are2 of Coos Bay. The corridor will provide road
and rail acccess to the North Spit industrial and recreation
lands. The corridor will be 100 feet in width and 3.1 miles
in length. The corridor alignment is shown on Figqure 1.

The Exception

Construction of the access corridor will require partial
filling of a freshwater wetland designated as a "significant
wildlife habitat" within the Coos Bay Estuary Managewent
Plan. This freshwater wetland is identified as area A on
Figure 1. .

Goal 17, Item (1), Coastal Shoreland Uses, requires that
"major marshes, significant wildlife habitat, coastal
headlands, exceptional aesthetic resources, and histaric and
archaeological sites shall be protected. Uses in these areas
shall be consistent with protection of natural values."
Compelling reasons and facts are set forth Helow to explain
why it is not possible to apply the above partion of Goal 17
to parts of the transportation corridor.

The North Spit access corridor is anticipated ia the Coos Bay
Estuary Management Plan. This access corridor 1is necessary
to accommodate the industrial development pYan-ed for
portions of the North Spit. (Refer to Coos Bay Zstuary
Management Plan for further discussion of ptannsa devalopment
on North Spit.)

The North Spit access corridor is also an etement of the
North Bay Marine Industrial Park Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS). Four alternative alignments for the access
corridor are discussed in the FEIS. The proposed alternative
i< a variation of Alternative 1 in the FEIS. Rather than
repeat large sections of the FEIS, this exceptions statement
summarizes those features and impacts that were found to be

'significant in terms of the four exceptions factors: (1)

need for the project, (2) alternative locations, (3)
consequences of the action, and (4) compatibility with
adjacent uses. Resources that received l1ittle or no impact
are not described in this exceptions statement. The reader
is referred to the FEIS for more detailed information.

The Findings

Why these uses should be provided for (need for the oroject)

¢

As summarized in the discussion on Purpose and Need (FEIS, I-1

to 1-3) and Goal 9: Economy of the State (FEIS Appendix L),



economic factors explaining the need for the total indust a7
park complex on North Spit and supporting facilities such\jﬁ
access corridor are: <

o The long-term structural shifts in the lumber and
wood products industry have, and will continue to,
adversely affect the local economy if local
industrial development does not take action to
provide new "development-ready" land. Coos County
has had high unemployment; this indicates
underutilized human resources.

o Opportunities for increasing chip =2xports from Coocs
Bay are substantiated by a growing market, the
established deep draft channel, and Coos Bay's
proximity to the basic resource. Turrent trends
toward longdr ships, however, create a need for
another transshipment terminal downbay of the
railroad bridge.

o Plan: for growth and diversification of the local
economy should include consideration of other
industries than those currentiy docminating the
basic sector. The North Spit Marime Industrial
Park and other Horth Spit lands designated for ;
industrial use are locations suitable Tor store y
and loading of products within the mining, w)
minerals, and energy industries. A deep-draft
petroleum products bunkering facility could reduce
the time and energy costs of vessels currently
bunkering.at Astoria and San fFrancisco.

o The project proponents have a public responsibilit
to efficiently utilize their water¥ront and
shorelands for water-dependent and water-related
uses. A planned and integrated marine industrial
park is one way to meet that responsibility and
contribute to the identified lands needed in the=
Coos Bay estuary area by 2000. Geod access to
those uses must be provided if efficient use of th
land is to occur.

The access corridor will offer immediate and long-term
opportunities for additional planned industrial
development. (See Coos County Exception #22 -- Segment
5WD). In addition, the corridor will provide improved
recreational access to portions of North Spit.

Conclusion

The access corridor is integral to the future developmen‘}yﬁ
planned industrial uses on North Spit.

Jo0-r¢3

Fxrentions



ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS

Four alternative access corridors to serve-the North Bay
Marine Industrial Park were identified in the FEIS (FEIS, V-
19 to V-21). Alternative 1 was selected because it follows
existing easements and has fewer adverse economic impacts
than the other three alternatives. Alternative 2 would go
through the existing log yards leased by Pacific Chip, Inc.,
and across lower Henderson marsh. Alternative 2 would have
similar environmental impacts to Alternative 1 and greater
adverse economic impacts. Alternative 3 di ffered from
Alternative 2 by returning to the existing road alony the be
so as to avoid Henderson Marsh. However, Alternative 3 woul
take even more existing log storage area and create 2
substantial physical obstacle to future water-dependent
industrial activitie.s Alternative 4 wo: d follow the
existing road which would have the econc # ¢ drawbacks of
Alternative 3, plus adverse cwaseguences 0T Roseburg
Lumber's chip loading facility.

As summarized on pages I1-22 and 11-23 of the FEIS:

Alternative 1 would avoid several economic impacts,
avoid potentially severe easement acquisition problems
associated with alternatives 2, 3, and 4, enhance
increased efficiency in the use of waterfront dock
areas, promote use of th road access corridcr for rail
access, and allow for management of incider=zeal traffic
impact on sensitive habitat areas through design

relationships between road and rail acces . In so
doing, Alternative 1 would affect relati .y larger
areas of presently undisturbed land fror -: and habitat

than Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

Considerations included on the selection of the final
alternative include the following:

o Rail Design Criteria

The access corridor is intended to provide both
vehicle and rail access. Southern Pacific will
provide rail service. Design criteria provided t
Southern Pacific for this facility are 1isted bel

Maximum gradient: 1.5 percent
Maximum curvature: 12.5° curve
Minimum right-of-way 30 feet
width
Clearance to poles 10 feet frem
(i.e., power poles) center Tine o
track.
2.0- 1¢¥
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Maximize Use of Industrial Land J

Efficient design of industrial facilities

encourages the location of major road and rail
facilities along the perimeter of the facility.
This provides access while limiting parcelization
of interior lands. This is particularly critical
when rail access is provided since at-grade rail
crossings limit efficient use of adjacent parcels
and can create a travel hazard in certain

industrial settings. At this time, the specific
industrial users are unkncwn; therefore, the most
efficient design solution is to place the access
corridor at the perimeter of the property. The
northern perimeter is the best ct -ice in this
instance, since it separates ind & trial land to the
south from th resources lands to viie north.

Location of the access corridor along the bay front
perimeter would create a barrier between dock
facilities and industrial back-up space. This type
of internal barrier should be avoided whenever
possible.

Minimize Conflict Between Recreation and Incdustri-]
Users '

The access corridor will serve both iandustrial and
recreation uses on the North Spit. Recreational
traffic through the industrial are=a wo:uld add
unneeded congestion, adversely affect efficient
industrial activity, and could be pote:ntially
hazardous in some cases. The propose«d corridor
allows for both recreation and industrial access,
while separating the two uses.

Avoid Conflict with Proposed Mitigation Sites

Weverhaeuser Company and the Federal and state
resources agencies have developed a mitigation plan
for the Henderson Marsh area. Adjustments to the
original Alternative 1 alignment were made to avold
areas designated for future mitigation. This is
particularly evident as the road curves through
Henderson Marsh. The specific alignment in this
area was selected to avoid additional filling of
wetlands and areas designated for mitigation
actions.

Minimize Conflict with Log Storage Yard
Roseburg Lumber Company has expressed concern oyél

loss of log storage area due to access corridor
construction. The proposed aligrment avoids the
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log storage area, and thus, does mot result in a
potential conflict with their activities.

o Minimize the Amount of Cut and FiT]

A significant factor in the selection of the
aligrment was the need to minimize and equalize the
amount of cut and fill required for the corridor
bed. This was necessary to minimize the impact on
existing habitats (particularly im dune areas) and
to minimize project costs.

The proposed access corridor alignment reflects the above
considerations. The corridor is somewhat lcnger (3.1 mile of
new alignment) and straighter than the Alternative 1

described in the FEIS. The eastern portion of the corridor
has also been moved.

Conclusion

The selected access corridor maximizes the use of a scarce
shoreland resource by minimizing interferencea withi existing
and future water-dependent operations along the skiore. The
corridor, as designed, limits cut and fill while providing
for future rail access. :

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Most tvpes of environmental impact associated with the access
road identified in the FEIS were found to be insignificant.
The major environmental impacts resulted from tha presence of
dunes ani significant wildlife habitat in the access road
corridor. These impacts are to be mitigated.

The potential for continued wind erosion and deposition of
sand in the project area is high. The active obligue dune
and open sand areas created by road cuts will require-a
significant slope stabilization, dune stabilizatiom, and
vegetation maintenance program. After constructiom cuts and
£i11, slopes will be stabilized to prevent sand migration and
erosion of the road bed. The Port of Coos Bay will be
responsible for implementing this program in cooperation with
the U.S. Forest Service.

Overall, the volume of material to be removad for road cuts
balances the volumes required as fi11 in the ponds and
wetlands that would be crossed by the access road corridor.
Filling of wetland habitat is the major biological impact ot
thee access road construction. In addition, after
construction there would be a significant increase 1in ambient
noise along the road corridor. Disturbances such as these
are covered in the point system used to evaluate habitat
loss.

txceptions
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Mitigation for most of the access corridor is included in _oe
Henderson Marsh Mitigation Agreement. (See Zoos County +>
Exception #22 -- Segment 5WD; and the June 7, 1983, memo ¢
Chuck Holbert, Weyerhaeuser Co., on this subject.}

Mitigation for the freshwater wetland that is the subject of
this exception will be provided pursuant to the required
Corps of Engineers permit.

In reviewing the adjustments necessary to accommodate the
proposed access corridor in the Henderson Marsh Mitigation
Agreement, the agencies concerned met on April 11, 1983. The
major ground rules in evaluating habitat loss and required
mitigation were:

1. Wetlands that are south and east of the corridor are to
be treated as if they will eventually become industrial.

2. That the mitigation plan was designed to preserve
continuity of wetlands.

3. That the total habitat evaluation points for wetlands
lost would be counted (the exception to this was the
wetlands east of Henderson Marsh on Roseburg Company and
Menasha Corporation lands that were included in the
original plan document as protected).

4. That the company (Weyerhaeuser Co.) will mitigate fOF\)
fresh water wetlands losses as well as estuarine losses.

5. That the mitigation would occur prior to or concurren<ly
with any fill activities.
-

6. That the U.S. Fish and Wildlife habitat evaluation
system would be used to determine relative vilues to be
replaced.

The memo documents habitat losses and potential gains in
terms of habitat evaluation points. There are several -
options for the design and location of mitigation actions.
The details of these would be worked out in the course of
obtaining a special use permit from the U.S. Forest Service,
since USFS lands would be logical locations for some of the
mitigation actions.

Conclusion

Environmental consequences of the proposed access road will
be minimized through design, sand stabilization, and wildlife
habitat mitigation.

SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES J

The social consequences of the access road construction and
development overlap considerably with economic
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conseguences. In the short-term, the beneficial effects are
related to increased local unemployment problems rather than
induce in-migration. Social service agencies might see
s1ight decreases in the demands upon them as a result of
increased construction employment.

There would be no need for additional housing, fire, or
health services, police protection, or schools (FEIS IV-43).

After construction was completed, recreational access to the

sand dune areas along the corridor and the beaches south of
the industrial park would be improved.

Businesses expected to locate in the North Bay Marine
Industrial Park would be approximately one-third marine
industrial and two-thirds bulk commodities wransshipment.
The range of job opportunities would inclurg managerial,
tkilled, and unskilled positions, Skilled =rkers displaced
from the timber industry would be qualified for many
positions. Many jobs are expected to be filled by women, an
underutilized human resource in Coos County (FEIS 1-2).

Conclusion

Social consequences of access corridor construction and use
are beneficial.

ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES

The short-term economic consequences of the access corridor
would be the effects of construction expenditures on the
local economy. Construction employment would help offset
somewhat the adverse effects of declines in foresti products
employment.

The long-term economic consequences of the access corridor
stem from its role in serving the North Bay Marine Industrial
Park. The corridor will contribute to the efficiency
projected to create from 675 to 875 direct jobs and from
1,620 to 1,980 secondary jobs for a total change in

employment of 2,295 to 2,805 jobs that would not exist
without this type of development (FEIS Iv-42). Additional
employment would come from development of shorelands segment
S5WD (see Coos County Exception #22).

Conclusion

Economic consequences of access corridor construction are
beneficial. The most significant economic benefits would
occur as water-dependent industrial uses served by the access
corridor are developed and begin to generate direct and
secondary employment.

Exceptions
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ENERGY CONSEQUENCES

Location of the route several miles from the major pogulation
center (the cities of North Bend and Coos Bay) will increase
energy consumption of workers commuting from these cities.
However, this could be offset by the energy savings to
vessels off-loading in Coos Bay rather than other ports. The
lower bay location of industrial sites to be served by the ‘
access corridor will be more energy-efficient for water
transport than upper bay locations. When rail transportation
is available, intermodal choice and transfer opportunities
will be enhanced, allowing the selection of the more energy-
efficient mode for a particular purpose.

Conclusion

The location of the road and rail corridoliund the lower bay
access to deep water will enhante opportunities for emnergy
efficiency.

LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

The location of the access corridor will be compatibie with
other adjacent uses for the following reasons:

L

0 Access to industrial properties south and east c‘)
the corridor would be improved and conflicts
between industrial and recreational traffic reduced
by the new road alignment. The road ard rail
corridor will also consolidate the areci designated
for industrial development along The Ncirth Spit.

0 Dunes crossed by the access road and orden sand
areas created by road cuts would bHe stalrilized.

o) Wildlife habitat and dunes north and west of the
road would be buffered by the road from existing
and future industrial uses.

0 Wildlife habitat impacts of the access rcad will be
mitigated as described in the Environmental '
Conseqguences section.

Conclusion

The proposed access corridor is highly compatible with the
industrial uses it will serve. The role of the road and rail
access corridor as a buffer and the wildlife mitigation will
contribute to land use compatibility.

z.0- 49
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EXCEPTION #26: Aquatic Segment 63C-NA (Hayward Creek Fill)

A) The Proposal: To allow minimal fill in a natural aquatic
management unit as necessary to allow a logging road/bridge
crossing involving approximately 30 cubic yards of fill, as
described in application numbers AM-86-01 and ACU-86-54.

B) The Exception: An exception is to Goal 16, and all of its
pertinent component requirements, as necessary to allow fill
in a natural management unit.

C) The Findings: Findings supporting the exception are set
forth in Coos County Ordinance 86-10-013L.

D) Conclusion: An exception is approved, as supported and
detailed in Coos County Ordinance 86-10-013L.

3-0' ‘5'



EXCEPTION #27: Shoreland Segment 11RS (Larson Slough Fill)

A) The Proposal: To allow fill in an identified "wet meadow Wetland" as
necessary for the Larson Slough Bridge replacement.

B) The Exception; An exception to Goal 3 and all of its pertinent component requirements,
as necessary to allow fill in a "wet meadow wetland".

C) The Findings: Findings supporting the exception are set forth in Coos County
Ordinance 01-03-007PL.

D) Conclusion: An exception is approved, as supported and detailed in Coos
County Ordinance 01-03-007PL.

Volume II Part 3
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4.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS STATEMENT

4.1 Introduction

Goal #16, under "Development Management Units", requires that:

"The cumulative effect of all such uses, activities and
alterations shall be considered and described during
plan development and adoption”.

The requirement refers to the uses listed as permitted in Development
units, and the activities and alterations which they involve. The
Goal goes on to require:

"In designating areas for these uses, local governments
shall consider the potential for using upland sites to
reduce or limit the commitment of the estuarine surface
area for surface uses".

This goal language requires a general overview of the combiined effect
that the permitted uses (particulary those for which individual
segments are especially suited as stated in the "ManagemenmT

Objective") will have on meeting the overall cbjective off the goal and
the purposes of development management units. The statemant must
cover not only physical and biological effects, but also social and
economic effects. Development units must be designated to provide
for:

"navigation and other identified needs for public,
commercial and industrial water-dependent uses,
consistent with the level of development or alterzt’ on
allowed by the overall Oregon Estuary Classificatic-".

In addition, Implementation Requirement #1 requires that:

"Unless fully addressed during the development and adoption of
comprehensive plans, actions which would potentially zlter the
integrity of the estuarine ecosystem shall be preceded by a clear
presentation of the impacts of the proposed alteratior., and a
demonstration of the public's need and gain which warmrant such
modification or loss".

Ac stated in Plan Policies #4 and #4a, all such impacts are either (1)
fully addressed in the Plan in the discussion of needs in the Economic
Development, Moorage and Dredged Material Disposal elements, and in
the "Cumulative Effects Statement", or (2) are deferred as shown in
Policy #4a (and in the individual matrices) until time of permit
application.

Reduction of the water surface is likely to occur due to fill or
bulkheading; use of pilings to occupy the surface will also reduce
biological productivity by limiting light access, while substantially
retaining physical and hydrological characteristics. The goal
requires a consideration of how fill can be limited by using uplands

Cumulative Effects Statement
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2s much as possible. Two of the four findings requi~ed for dredge an:
£i11 actions go a long way toward establishing that ¥il1l1 has been J
minimized. Dredging is only permitted: :

"if no alternative upland locations exist", and
"if adverse imprcts are minimized as much as possible”.

Findings are made in the Plan [see Linkage Narrative, Dredge and Fill
Findings, Section 2.5, on alternative upland locaticms which would
minimize or avoid fill. Rationale for permitting fill is presented on
a segment-by-segment basis. To the extent that the dmpacts of a
specific proposal cannot be predicted accurately, ¥imdings are not
made in the Plan on minimizing of impacts. These fimdings are to be
made at the time of permit submittal and review. So the potential for
using upland sites to reduce fill can only be assessed in general
terms at the Plan formulation stage. The same obserwvation applies to
occupation of the water surface by pilings or similaw structures.

Cumulative effects are discussed below by sub-system as follows:
Lower Bay, Upper Bay/Isthmus Slough, Coos River/Mill4coma River, South
Slough.

4.2 Lower Bay

Development units in the Lower Bay are located on the North Sptt, at .~
Sitka Dock, Empire Docks, and the North Bend Airport. runway !
extension. There are also two in-water dredged material disposal

sites which are within development units. In addition, the deep-draft
navigation' channel runs the full length of the Lower- Bey with the
shallow-draft Charleston Channel branching off toward the South >
Slough. . :

- These units provide for substantial growth in dockimg space for deep-
draft vessels, for growth in moorage and off-loading for trawlers, fTor
access to a prime vacant water-dependent site (Sitka Dock), for growth
in recreational/commercial moorage, and for a fill ¥or a non-watcer-
dependent use which is vital to the region [North Beend Airport runway
extension - see Exception]. These uses will cumulatively have a very =
substantial effect on the growth of the local and regional economy and
contribute to the growing importance of Coos Bay as a deep-dravt

port. Physical and biological effects resulting from dredging and
fi11ing will include the elimination and/or radical alteration of
benthic and other aquatic habitats and alteration of current,
circulation patterns and water depths in the vicinity ot the

dredge/fil1l actions. S

One substantial area will be filled (32 acres at North Bend Airport;
see Exception for detailed description of environmental effects),
eliminating habitats and changing circulation. Elsewhere fill fis
1ikely to be limited to that necessary to bulkhead out to water dept'
sufficient for deep-draft vessels, depending on the relative cost ot
additional dredging versus additional fill. Since the bottom falls
off rapidly from the shore to the channel in the North Spit
Development units, this is an area naturally suited for development.

Coumunlative Ffferte Statement
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Dredge and fill are consequently minimized by the favorable natural
subsurface contours.

Mitigation will occur for intertidal dredge and fill actions, which
will lessen the cumulative effects of these actions. However, these
actions mey not necessarily occur in the same area.

4.3 Upper Bay/Isthmus Slough

Development units in the Upper Bay and on Isthmus Slough are located
along the Coos Bay-North Bend waterfront, at Bunker Eill, on the
Eastside Peninsula, and on Kentuck Inlet. The deep-draft channel runs
the length of the Upper Bay, and a shallow-draft chanwel runs up
Isthmus Slough to Millington, though it is not mainteéined to the
authorized depth. A shallow-draft channel begins at:*he upper end of
the Mirshfield Channel and continues into the Coos +%:2r system.

These units provide for the continuation and limited expansion of
deep-draft docking for lumber and wood products export and other
miscellaneous docking along the Coos Bay/North Bend/Bunker Hill
waterfront, for growth in marine construction and repair and moorage
for ocean-going fishing vessels at Eastside, and for “arging of quarry
rock at Kentuck Inlet. The deep-draft channel unit provides for
continuing annual maintenance dredging to the authorized depth, and
deep-draft navigation. The shallow-draft channels pravide for
maintenance dredging and shallow-draft navigation, chiefly barging and
log transport. These uses will ensure the continuatien of the
importance of the Upper Bay as a location for wood praducts export and
will provide for an increase in marine construction/repair and Tishing
moorage in conjunction with the expected growtn in the fishing
industry.

Biological effects are likely to be less signficant than ir the Lower
Bay because most of the area that would be altered is of minimal
biological importance. Loss of benthic habitat along the Coos Bay-
North Bend-Bunker Hill waterfront, for instance, will not
significantly affect species of importance to biological

productivity. However, the physical characteristics of the Bay are
1ikely to be altered locally by extensive dredge and fill,
particularly where new development is planned, such as the Eastside
peninsula. Fill is likely to be used in some places alcng the Coos
Bay-North Bend waterfront to increase the uplend arez available,
because of the narrowness and cramped condition of the existing
shoreland area. However, the.area which could be filled is limited by
the close proximity of the deep-draft channel. Physical changes of
this kind are likely to have the cumulative effect of decreasing the
cross-sectional area of the channel and thereby increasing current
velocity slightly. This, in turn, may slightly reduce sedimentation
locally.

Fill actions in various places along the Coos Bay-North Bend
waterfront will increase the usefulness of this prime development
area.

Cumultative Effects Statement
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Again, mitigation actions will lessen the cumulative environmental
effects of intertidal dredge/fill actions, though nct necessarily in
the same area.

4.4 Coos River/Millicoma River

Development units in the Coos/Millicoma River system are located at
Christianson Ranch, at the Harbor Tug and Barge facility near Chandler
Bridge, at the Coos/Millicoma Forks, and at log sorting yards et
Allegany and Dellwood. A shallow-draft channel runs from the
tarshfield Channel to the two log sorting yards.

These units provide for the continuation of historic log transport,
rock barging and related activities on the Coos/MilTicoma River
system. They also provide for the development of &4 -ater-dependent
wood *products manufacturing and shippine operation ~ . Christianson
Ranch. The cumulative effect of these dhits will be to continue the
traditional emphasis in this area on log handling and transport

related to the forested uplands within the drainage, and to exgana
into manufacturing. Environmental effects will be minimal, due to the
fact that the units involved are either partially attered or of
minimal biological signficance, with the exception of the Harbor Tug
and Barge and River Forks sites, where resources are limited in any
case [see Exception #2 for more detailed description of environmenta;
impacts]. Physical effects will be limited also. Segmen:t 128 DA do::’
not permit fill and Segment 208 DA allows only very lim:-'zed fill as
necessary to create a dock. Similarly, fills in Segmers s 20C DA and
20D DA are limited to the minimum necessary to improve .iuiess TO the
water area.

The limited dredging required in these units 1is unlikely ©92 have

-signficant effects on the physical characteristics of Lhe river

system.

Again, mitigation will reduce the environmental effects of intertidal
dredge/fill actions if any occur in this area.

4.5 South Slouch (Charleston Area)

Development units in the South Slough are located at Ch: rlestom Small
3oat Basin and the Hanson's Landing area. There is alsc¢ a smatl
Development unit south of Charlteston at an oyster processing

facility. A shallow-draft channel runs from Charleston Bridge to the
deep-draft channel. ‘

These units provide for the continuation of traditional moorace for
commercial and recreational boats, small boat building/repeair, oyster
culture, and fish off-loading. They will also ellow for scme Timitoo
expansion of these uses in anticipation of the expected growth in "
recreational moorage and in the fishing industry, together with
related moorage needs and other services. Environmental e?¥ects will
be insignificant in the existing boat basin which is sc extensively

%Ov% )
[ B e ) T e ~ - CH+ ~+Aam~Aan+



altered that it is considered to be of minimal biological

importance. However, dredge and fill and moorage development in the
Hanson's Landing area (Segment 61 DA) will displace or alter some
valuable resources as well ds affecting more extensively altered areas
[(See Exception #6 for more dctailed description of resources that will
be affected]. However, fill is limited to that necessary for access
structures, and does nct allow expansion of the upland area. This
will greatly reduce potential impacts. Expansion of moorage increases
the potential for water pollution by o0il or other ccntaminants,
although effective regulation will greatly reduce this risk. Physical
alterations will be relatively minor, because of the restriction on
fills in Segment 61 DA.

The cumulative effect of physical changes is unlikelw to be major,
beyond the effect of regular channel maintenance, as it affects
current velocity and sediment deposition.

Again, mitigation will reduce the cumulative effects of intertidal
dredge/fiil actions, although not necessarily in the same area.

4.6 Bay-Wide Cumulative Effects on Biological Resourcas

The following analysis presents figures on the acrezges c¥ various
estuarine habitat types affected by Development managem:- at units,
based on the categories used in Goal #16. These acreace figures are
estimated from the inventory maps showing areas qual-ifying as MNatural,
Conservation and Development management units, using a "dot grid"
technique.

The total surface area of the estuary below mean high wzter is
estimated at 12,380 acres by the Division of State Lands !=zee
Inventory, Physical Characteristics, Section 4.1.2). It is estimated,
~further, that at least 1,000 acres of high marshes lie abzve mean high
water (Hoffnagle and Olson, 1974). These figures apparewtly do not
include the Coos/Millicoma River system above Chandler 3ridge.
According to DSL, about 6,180 acres are subtidal and about 6,200 acres
are intertidal. MWith the addition of 1,000 acres of high marsh, this
means that of the total of 13,380 acres, 46.2% is subtidal and 53.8%
is intertidal.

It is estimated that about 1,451 acres are included witmin Development
management units, or about 10.8% of the total estuarine surface area,
plus another 141 acres in the Coos/Millicoma System. Mos= of this
acreage is in subtidal areas. A total of 1,243 acres of subtidal
habitat (or 20.1% of the total baywide), is in Development units,
compared with only 208 acres of intertidal habitat {(or 3.4% of the
total baywide).

A lTarge proportion of the subtidal acreage is accounted for by
navigation channels (629 acres or 51% of the total).

A detailed accounting of acreages in each habitat tvope or other

Statewide Goal category, by Development Segment, appears below in
Table 1. A tabulation by total acreage in each habitat type or Goal

Cumulative Effects Statement:



category appears in Table 2. This table shows that Exceptions are
required for 47 acres which would qualify as "Naturz1" units, and 112
acres which would qualify as "Conservation” units, ¢r 10.9% of the
total. The remaining 1,292 acres are in one of the Tour goal

categories which should be rlaced in Development

units or are

"partially altered a~eas" which are "needed for deveiopment" and

therefore placed in Development management units.
are as follows:

requiring alteration of the estuary".

The four categories

dredged material, and

1) “deep water areas adjacent to....the shoreline”,

2) navigation channels,

3) subtidal areas for in-water disposal of

4) "areas of minimal biological signficance needed for uses

~ - C+ v+ AmAmt
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/
TABLE 2 L4
Total Acreages in Areas Affected by ;

Development Management Units, by Habitat Type and
Other Goal Category

GOAL CATEGORY HABITAT TYPE ACREAGE % OF TOTAL
"Major" tracts salt marsh .2
tidal flat 31
aquatic beds 14
subtidal 0
TOTAL "Natural” Areas - 47 ac. 3.2
"Other" significant salt marsh 6 ¢
areas of "less than tidal flat -..58.
"major importance" aquatic beds v 3
' subtidal .45
TOTAL "Conservation" Areas 112 ac:. 7.7
"Partially altered" salt marsh 25 -
area : tidal flat o 49 i;)f
- ' subtidal 84
"Minimal biological intertidal - 24 e
significance” subtidal 451
Subtidal OMD Areas | _ 30
Navigation Channels - ' 629
TOTAL "“Development" Areas ' 1,292 ac. 82.5
TOTAL | | 1,451 ac. 100%

Teble 2 illustrates clearly that the greater part of the acreage in
Development units is in areas where past alteration has occwurred and
can therefore be placed in Development units according to Gioal #16.
The total acreage for which Exceptions are required (159 acires)
represents just 1.2% of the total estuarine surface area, aind 1.3% of
the total area which qualifies for "Natural" or "Conservation®

management units (11,857 acres).

A total of 33 acres of salt marsh, 162 acres of tidal flat (includes

24 acres intertidal area of "minimal biological signficance™) and 17

acres of aquatic beds (for a total of 212 acres) are included in ¢
Development units. Intertidal areas are usually considered to be more \‘3
essential to estuarine biological productivity than subtidal areas,

and will represent the most significant losses due to development. Of
course, this depends on the productivity of individual areas. WNearly

Cumulative Effects Statement
4.0-12



half of this acreage (98 acres or 46.2%) is either "partially altered"
or of "minimal biological signficance", and can therefore be assumed
to have lower productivity in general than the other areas.

It should be noted that tidal flats are impacted more in absolute
terms than salt marshes, although the amount of impact on salt marshes
may be similar, in pruport1on to remaining acreages of these two
habitat types. As noted in the Biological Resources 1inventory

(Section 4.2.3.4[d]), historical alterations have impacted salt
marshes to a much greater extent than tidal flats. Cumulative ‘effects
on estuarine productivity may be placed in this historical ‘
perspective.

It should also be noted that the Special Mitigation/Restoration
Element (Section 8.4.4) discusses the fact that whereas a greater
acreage of tidal flats will be impacted, mitigation cpportunities to
create, restore or enhance tidal flats are much less than for salt
marshes. This imbalance is inevitable, given the physical and
biclogical nature of suitable mitigation sites and the greater costs
that would be involved in lowering the elevation of & site to the
Tevel of tidal flats versus salt marshes. '

4.7 Bay-Wide Cumulative Effects on Water—Dependént Needs

Development units throughout the estuary provide for a brozd range of
water-dependent uses. Dredge and fill are conditionally aillowed
subject to findings that adverse impacts have been -minimized and
subject to mitigation requ1rements. Both deep-draft and shallow-draft
navigation needs are provided for in major navigable areas. Watépr=- :
cependent commercial enterprises and activities are allowed subject to
a finding of weter-dependency. New and maintenance dredgimg of water
transport chanwe]s is conditionally allowed subject to finclings of -

minimization of adverse impacts and standard mitigation

requirements. The plan provides for approximately five-years' worth,
of dredged material disposal sites. Several areas are protected for
use as water storage for industrial purposes. Roughly 56 axres of in-
water moorage are designated for marinas, both commercial f-ishing
moorage and recreational moorage. Aquaculture for both existing and
planned facilities is generally an allowed use in several management
segments. Extraction of aggregate resources is allowed subgject to
eppropriate findings. Restoration is permitted within certazin -
management units. '

No conflicts between these uses are anticipated. However, as the uses
are actually developed over time, future plan revisions which address
the potential for such conflicts may be appropriate.

As a note of caution, however, recent events and trends indicate that
this plan's development designations are likely to fall considerably
short of realistic 20-year needs. This probable shortfall should be
given priority consideration at the next periodic review of the plan.

Cumulative Hffeggs Statement





