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1.1 Land divisions resulting in properties entirely within the riparian setback area are not currently regulated x
1.2 Existing riparian buffers may be insufficient to protect water quality x x x x x
1.3 Criteria for modifications (variances) is easily met x
1.4 Inadequate enforcement of riparian violations x
1.5 Ordinance standards and criteria are not clear x x
1.6 Ordinance is overly complex and verbose x
1.7 Current inventory of streams regulated by Lane Code 16.253 is outdated x
1.8 Septic systems should be prohibited in riparian setback areas x x x x x
1.9 Codified definition of the term "unduly restrictive burden" needed x

1.10 Consider restricting removal of any riparian vegetation x x x x
1.11 Documentation/review of proposed vegetation removal within allowable limits (LUCs review) x x

2.1 Clusters of septics in highly permeable soils x x x
2.2 Inadequate/substandard systems placed without permits x x x
2.3 Use of privies (outhouses) in proximity to source water areas x x x x x
2.4 Sub-surface sewage disposal systems within 300 feet of springs x x
2.5 Septic systems should be inspected and approved prior to property sale x x
2.6 Pharmaceuticals, personal care products and other chemicals discharged from septics into source areas x x x
2.7 Failing / noncompliant septic systems need to be repaired or replaced x x x
2.8 Mandatory inspections of septic systems not currently required x x
2.9 Minimum lot size standards of at least 1.5 acres for new dwellings served by an on-site septic system x x

3.1 A prohibition on development within the floodplain or floodway should be considered x x x x
3.2 Consider increased freeboard (structures built to a higher elevation within floodplain) x x
3.3 Critical facilities (hospitals, fire stations, etc) should not be located in floodplains x x
3.4 Temporary encroachments in floodway are not regulated (construction site material and equipment) x x
3.5 "Islands"  created in  floodways that lack ingress/egress in flood events is a life-safety concern x x
3.6 Fill material not properly regulated in floodplain - codified standards needed for compaction, armoring etc x
3.7 Natural floodplain functions should be maintained x x x x x x
3.8 Revetment and fill is allegedly placed without permits in floodways above OHW x x
3.9 No net loss of floodplain capacity should be examined (compensatory storage) x x x x

3.10 Hazardous chemicals and fertilizers stored in floodplains are a threat to water quality x x
3.11 Septics system in floodplains need back-flow devices or should be prohibited outright x x x
3.12 Considered enhanced restrictions on land divisions within floodways (eliminate perceived loophole) x
3.13 Establish standards for bridges within the floodplain x
3.14 Additional land could be subjected to floodplain requirements x x x
3.15 Floodplain regulations are not widely understood x x
3.16 Cumulative improvements should be tracked / regulated x
3.17 Codify procedures to demonstrate a site is outside of floodplain x
3.18 Codify procedures for bank erosion/repair projects x x
3.19 Establish process for wet-floodproofing detached structures without a variance - set size limits on structures x
3.20 Require a CLOMR for proposed development within the floodway x x
3.21 Update/add definitions of "breakaway wall", "critical facility", "elevated building" & "substantial damage" x
3.22 Set standards for agricultural buildings in the floodplain x
3.23 Criteria for "AO" zones needed x x

Issues, Threats and Identified Ordinance Deficiencies Related to the Protection of Drinking Water 
and Life-Safety within Floodplains and Riparian Areas of Rural Lane County

 (This list was compiled from findings contained in the Oregon Consensus Drinking Water Source Protection Report, (March, 2010) 
as well research conducted by the University of Oregon's Community Planning Workshop and from issues identified by Land 
Management Division staff)

Regulatory Mechanisms Nonregulatory Approaches

1. Riparian Ordinance-Related Issues

2. Septic-Related Threats to Drinking Water Source Areas 

3. Specific Floodplain Ordinance-Related issues
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4.1 Use of pesticides and herbicides for agricultural and nonagricultural purposes is a concern x x x x
4.2 Private and abandoned wells can be a conduit for contaminants x x x
4.3 High nitrate levels  from a variety of sources are present in groundwater x x x x x x
4.4 Hazardous releases from stored household chemicals during flood events is possible x x x x
4.5 High risk uses and facilities sited in proximity to drinking water source areas x x x x x
4.6 Unfiltered leachate from drainfields, dumpsters, fuel  tanks, etc. that are inundated during flood events x x x x x
4.7 Livestock waste and erosion/sedimentation issues related to livestock x x x x x x
4.8 Erosion and sedimentation caused by development on sensitive soils and slopes x x x x x x x

5.1 Riverine channel erosion / migration needs to be studied and possible regulated x x
5.2 Consider regulating development in riparian areas based on degree of slope x x x x x
5.3 Revetments placed without proper review and permitting x x
5.4 Exceedence of TMDL parameters in Willamette Basin for temperature, bacteria and mercury x x x x x x
5.5 Exceedence of TMDL parameters in Siuslaw Basin for temperature., bacteria, dissolved o2 and sediment x x
5.6 Catastrophic dam failure - current floodplain regulations do not mitigate threat of dam failure x x
5.7 Limit impervious surfaces x x x
5.8 Limit erosion and sedimentation during construction x x x x

Regulatory Mechanisms Nonregulatory Approaches

 (This list was compiled from findings contained in the Oregon Consensus Drinking Water Source Protection Report, (March, 2010) 
as well research conducted by the University of Oregon's Community Planning Workshop and from issues identified by Land 
Management Division staff)

5. Other Issues of Concern

4. General contaminant-related threats to drinking water source areas 
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