2 City Council Study Session

November 29, 2018

6:00 p.m.

City Hall, Medford Room

411 W. 8t Street, Medford, Oregon

1. Boards and Commissions Interviews
2. Multicultural Commission Direction
3. IGS Report for Public Works

4. Wetland Inventory Code Amendments

Meeting locations are generally accessible to persons with disabilities. To request interpreters for hearing impaired or other
accommodations for persons with disabilities, please contact the ADA Coordinator at (541) 774-2074 or ada@cityofmedford.org at
least three business days prior to the meeting to ensure availability. For TTY, dial 711 or (800) 735-1232.




Interview Schedule for 2019 Positions

November 29 Medford Room
John Michaels 6:00 Housing Advisory 541-301-4967
Mark McKechnie 6:15 Planning 541-772-4372
Rick Whitlock 6:30 City Budget 541-892-7898
Bill Boehning 6:45 City Budget 541-690-9492
Joseph Smith 7:00 BPAC 803-579-2154
Erika Balbier 7:10 BPAC 541-727-8384
Jake Sawyer 7:20 BPAC 541-556-8034
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Winnie M. Sheeard

Subject: FW: Housing Advisory Commission Application

From: John Michaels [mailto:john_michaels_97501@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 12:44 PM

To: Winnie M. Shepard <Winnie.Shepard @cityofmedford.org>
Subject: Housing Advisory Commission Application

Name: John Michaels

Home Address, City, Zip
843 W. 2nd Street
Medford, OR 97501

Home/cell phone numbers
5413074967
30\
Email address
john _michaels 97501@yahoo.com

Business Name
Procare Software

Business Address
1 West Main
Suite 201
Medford, R 97501

Business Phone
541-301-4967

Occupation or Title:
Technical Support

Ward number: 3

Which position are you applying for?
Member-at-large

What specific experience or education do you have relative to the position you are applying for?

1



Medford Affordable Housing and Community Development Commission- 1 term
'Jackson County Housing Authority - 1 term
Medford Planning Commission - 1 term
Medford City Council - 3 Terms
Mercy's Gate Rogue Valley Board - 1 Term
Council Liaison to Medford Parks Commission
Council Liaison to Medford Affordable Housing and Community Development Commission
Chair of Medford Budget Committee

Why do you wish to serve on the Housing Advisory Commission?

I have great experience as to the many efforts to bring affordable/work force housing to the Medford area. |
am familiar with the local and state regulations as well as the many organizations. Medford is in need of all
types of housing, this new commission has the ability to leverage our funds for the greatest effectiveness.
What | bring to the committee is the institutional knowledge and experience to best aid the other board
members.

What are your concerns regarding our local housing?

The need for more accessory dwelling units to serve the elderly and students alike. Also, the need for
workforce housing. We can't attract business if we can't house their employees.

Do you have experience or education in any of the following?

Housing development

Community Development Block Grants

- ion-ExciseT licitati . locti

Land use policies and zoning regulations

Housing policies for housing that meet the needs of households at all income levels
Reviewing housing-related grant proposals

If you selected any of the above, please provide more information. Medford Affordable
Housing and Community Development Commission-1 term

Jackson County Housing Authority - 1 term

Medford Planning Commission-1 term

Medford City Council - 3 Terms

Council Liaison to Medford Parks Commission

Council Liaison to Medford Affordable Housing and Community Development Commission
Chair of Medford Budget Committee

When was the last time you actively searched for a place to live in Medford? What was the experience like?
Nothing recent



'This position has additional requirements. To qualify, you must meet one of the following criteria:
Currently live within Medford's Urban Growth Boundary
Own real property within Medford's Urban Growth Boundary

How long have you lived, owned a business or owned real property within Medford's Urban Growth
Boundary?

25 years

Please list your previous or present involvement in city government, such as City Council, Board or
Commission member, citizen committee, etc. in Medford or elsewhere.

Medford Planning Commission

Medford City Council

Medford Housing and Community Development Commission Member and liaison
Medford Parks Commission Liaison

Medford Urban Renewal Agency

Housing Authority of Jackson County Board of Directors

Mercy's Gate Rogue Valley
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City of Medford Boards & Commissions

o TIE X

e 1 Planning Commission RECEIVE

NAME: m C'TY’W’-NAGI:‘R'S U
ARK MM KiEcSHA B OFFiCE
HOME ADDRESS: L{ 40[7 2L JOAL Dk ZIP: 9 75@4

TG T 7L 1040 TS p oy i1E 00k BiZ
OCCUPATION OR TITLE: Aze N)Tees

PLACE OF BUSINESS: ) RE&OI A& Ty p2A 2 ) ) AIC .

BUSINESSADDRESS: \ 25, Lo ml) <7. 5T 107 DPIT )

BUSINESS TELEPHONE: 94,” - 77 2- 1,)%77 |

1. Do you live within City limits or the Urban Growth Boundary? @ NO

Note: A maximum of two commissioners may reside within the UGB, but outside City
limits.

2. How long have you lived in Medford? ‘6} N&E WZ

3. What strengths you will bring to the Planning Commission, if selected. .
Wy AR TECToRE - PLAD D) Vb BAKL ROVLD

4. Why do you want to serve on the Planning Commission?

T THINY. T edl PRV IDE RATDMAL IVPIT 10
THE RANVIP S PRICEESE.

5. What interests, if any, do you represent in the City of Medford (business, non-profit,
government, etc.?)

T VpbeSTAUD THE DEUELOPWENT PRACESS.

6. The Planning Commission meets the second and fourth Thursday of every month at 5:30

and the second and fou day of every month at noon. Are you able to these four
meetings per month? (“ YES / NO

7. Please list your previous or present involvement in City government, such as City
Council, Board or Commission member, citizen committee, etc. in Medford or elsewhere:

CORRGOT CommiI$gs)bper.




City of Medford Boards & Commissions

Planning Commission

The Planning Commission has additional membership requirements:
e No more than two members of the real estate community.
* No more than two members may be engaged in the same kind of occupation,
business, trade or profession.:

—0/30% /ﬁ/@é%/ S

age, handicap, religion, ethnic background, or national origin.

Submit completed form to:
City Manager’s Office

411 West 8" Street, Room 310
Medford, OR 97501

(541) 774-2000

FAX: (541) 618-1700

Page 2 of 2
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City of Medford Budget Committee o 0T 2073
Ty
NAME: Richard “Rick” Whitlock MANAGER'S OFFIcg

HOME ADDRESS: 3575 Shamrock Drive, Medford ' ZiP: 97504

HOME TELEPHONE: 541.892.7898 (Cell Phone)

OCCUPATION OR TITLE: Retired Local Government Attorney (most recently Jackson County Counsel)

PLACE OF BUSINESS: Home Office

BUSINESS ADDRESS: P.O. Box 1641, Medford ' : ZIP: 97501

BUSINESS TELEPHONE: 541.892.7898 (Cell Phone)

HOW LONG A RESIDENT? 6+ years WARD NO: 4

1. Why do you wish to serve on the City Budget Committee? Having served as an Oregon
government lawyer for about 29 years, | would like to continue serving the pubilic,
and this community, as a volunteer for the City. | believe the breadth of my
experiences as an Oregon local government attorney and City Manager make me
a unique asset to serve the citizens of Medford on the Budget Committee.

2. The Medford Urban Renewal Agency Budget Committee meets 1 time in the spring of add years.
The City Budget Committee meets 3-4 times in the spring of add years. .
If appointed, would you be willing to also serve on the Urban Renewal Agency Budget Committee?

Yes, but | would defer to any other citizen volunteers who may also be interested.

3. Please list your applicable non-profit budget experience and education. Please see the attached
resume. : :

Budget Committee: | have been extensively involved in Oregon local government
budget processes since 2000. As City Attorney for Klamath Falls and County
Counsel for Jackson County, | submitted and presented legal counsel budgets to
the respective Budget Committees and | participated in the budget process from
initial drafts through governing body final approval. As City manager for Klamath
Falls, | served as the City Budget officer, preparing and submitting an annual
budget of about $45 million to the Budget Committee and the City Council for
approval (3 Budgets for FY’s 2011, 2012 and 2013).

| have served on the Medford Budget Committee since 2015 and have been
serving as a Medford Water Commissioner since February 7, 2018.

4. Do you think the City’s current spending habits should be modified? If so, how? Overall, | am
very impressed with the efficient and professional delivery of services in Medford.
Regarding possible service on the Budget Committee, | recognize that resources
are tight. and will likelv continue to be so. and | understand the critical obligation



of City government to determine how to prioritize and best use those limited
resources to continue providing the services that City residents need and
demand. My extensive familiarity with local government budget processes
provides a solid foundation for serving on the Budget Committee, and my recent
service on the Medford Budget Committee has given me broad perspective on
how the City is currently utilizing its resources.

5. What are your major interests or concerns regarding the City? Medford is a wonderful place
to live and 1 am very interested in maintaining the excellent quality of life here. |
hope the City continues its strong support of the Police and Fire Departments and
increases its efforts to expand economic development efforts in the Rogue Valley.
One current significant concern is the PERS liability issue, which promises to strain
budgets going forward, and an emerging community opportunity is the availability
of marijuana tax funding.

6. Please list any previous or present involvement, such as city council, board or commission member,
citizens committee, etc. in Medford or elsewhere: Please see my resume, attached for your
consideration. Please also consider the following information in addition to my past professional
responsibilities highlighted above in this application:

e Currently serving as a Medford Water Commissioner.

e Currently serving on the Medford Budget Committee and the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission.

e Served on the Board of Directors of the South Central Oregon Economic
Development District.

e Participated as a member of Team Klamath, an economic development
entity serving Klamath County.

e Served as a member of the Klamath County Public Safety Task Force, a
group appointed by the County Commissioners and City Council and
charged with identifying: system weaknesses and limitations in providing
public safety services in Klamath County; and possible funding solutions for
the jail and Sheriff’s Office.

¢ While City Attorney, served as an Ex-Officio member of the Klamath Falls
City Planning Commission.

Date Oczf, /, 20/ Signature Ml/

SEND APPLICATION TO: City Manager’s Office, 411 W. 8th St, Rm. 310, Medford OR 97501
FAX: (541) 618-1700 For questions, call (541) 774-2000

The City of Medford volunteer positions are open to all persons without regard to race, sex, age, handicap, religion, ethnic
background, or national origin.



RICHARD C. “RICK” WHITLOCK
P.O. Box 1641, Medford, Oregon 97501
(541) 892.7898 (Cell)
rwhitlock0252@gmail.com

EDUCATIONAL  LEGAL: Willamette University — J.D. received May 1977, Salem, OR
BACKGROUND: LIBERAL ARTS: Willamette University — B.A. Cum Laude received May 1974
: Major Area of Study: Political Science (Mathematics emphasis) -

EXPERIENCE:
BAR STATUS: Admitted Oregon — 1977; Admitted U.S. District Court for Oregon — 1978

2015 —- Present Jackson County, 10 South Oakdale, Medford, OR 97501 (Independent Contractor)
Title: County Hearings Officer
Responsibilities: Deciding County Code violations and County contested
land use matters, including Code interpretations and final County decisions on
various land use applications.

Apr.-Sept. 2018 City of Klamath Falls, 500 Klamath Avenue, Klamath Falls, OR 97601
Title: Interim City Attorney
Responsibilities: Provided various legal services on an interim basis during
search process for permanent attorney replacement.

2017 — Present City of Talent, 110 E Main Street, Talent, OR 97540 (Independent Contractor)
Title: Land Use Hearings Officer
Responsibilities: Deciding land use matters appealed from Planning
Commission, including Code interpretations and final decisions on land use
applications.

2012 -2014  Jackson County, 10 South Oakdale, Medford, OR 97501 (Retired March 2014)

Title: County Counsel

Responsibilities: Supervised 3 attomeys and 2 support staff in the County
Counsel's office; Responsible for all County legal matters; Rendered Iegal
advice to the Commissioners, County Administrator, County staff and various
County boards, commissions and committees on diverse County legal matters,
including land use planning, public contracting, election laws, labor and
employment law, special district creation, real property transactions and other
local government law issues; Directed outside counsel representing County;
Prepared Ordinances, staff reports and draft documents pertaining to all
aspects of County business. ;

2010 -2012  City of Klamath Falls, 500 Klamath Avenue, Klamath Falls, OR 97601

Title: City Manager

Responsibilities: Administrative head of City government Directed and
coordinated administration of city government in accordance with policies
determined by City Council; Responsible for all city activities; Business agent
of Council and the City; Prepared and presented Council meeting agendas;
Interfaced with community; Implemented and enforced all ordinances,
resolutions and rules of the city; Addressed complaints and resolved



problems; Appointed and supervised department heads (8) and staff,
including: approving hiring of all employees (158 total); planning, assigning,
and directing work; appraising performance of and rewarding and disciplining
department directors; City budget officer.

EXPERIENCE (CONT.):

2000 - 2010

2000 - 2000

1990 - 2000

Pre-1990

COMMUNITY
ACTIVITIES:

City of Klamath Falls, 500 Klamath Avenue, Klamath Falls, OR 97601

Title: City Attorney and Municipal Court Supervisor

Responsibilities: Represented City as prosecutor in Municipal Court and
appeared on behalf of City in all litigation and administrative proceedings;
Directed outside legal counsel on all City legal matters; Rendered legal advice
to the City Council, City staff and all City boards, commissions and committees
pertaining to all City legal matters, including land use planning, public
contracting, labor law, real property transactions and various municipal law
issues; Prepared Council Ordinances and Resolutions and draft documents
pertaining to all aspects of City business; Supervised Municipal Court staff;
Compliance officer for purchasing and public contracting matters; Chair of
City's ADA compliance committee and member of City's Risk Management
committee.

Kilamath County Planning Dept., 305 Main Street, Klamath Falls, OR 97601
Title: Land Use Hearings Officer (Part-time)

Responsibilities: Conduct hearings and render decisions for Klamath County
on all land use issues, including zone changes, forestry and agriculture
exceptions, conditional uses, variances, violations and rulemaking hearings.

Oregon Department of Justice, 610 Hawthorne Avenue S.E., Salem. OR 97301
Title: Assistant Attorney General in Criminal Justice Division, Organized
Crime Section _
Responsibilities: Prosecution of criminal cases (Public Corruption, Election
Law crimes, Aggravated Murder Co-counsel; Civil Forfeiture Counsel to
Oregon State Police; Legal Advisor to Oregon Criminal Intelligence Unit;
Counsel to DPSST in Admin. Proceedings to revoke police certifications.

Kilamath County District Attorney (1985-1990 Chief Administrative Deputy)
Kiamath County Land Use Hearings Officer (1989-1990)

Private Practice (1977-1985)

Oregon Bar Activities — Fee Arbitration Panel member; Client Security

Fund Committee member.

City of Medford — Water Commission; Budget Committee; Site Plan &
Architectural Commission

Community — North Medford Volleyball assistant coach; Past SCOEDD Board
of Directors and Team Klamath Member (Klamath Economic Development
positions); Past Klamath County Rotary Secretary; Klamath Basin Transit
Board Member [Elective] - President; Former Sports Official [Football and
Basketbali]. '

REFERENCES AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST
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C:xstal L. Palmerton
— I R
From: City of Medford Oregon <webmaster@ci.medford.or.us>
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 5:51 PM
To: City Manager's Office
Subject: City Budget Committee Online Application Submitted
*** FORM FIELD DATA***

Name: Bill Boehninig

Home Address: 382 Queensbury Lane #5 Medford, OR 97501

Telephone and Cell Phone: 541-690-9492

Occupation: Currently working as a business & technology consultant in the private sector, public sector,
and nonprofit sector. Also working toward starting a 2nd career in education as a teacher in the Medford
School District 549C

Email: bboehningl@charter.net

Length of Residency : 9 years - we moved to Medford from Raleigh, NC in 2009. Our move to Medford
allowed my wife to start her career.

Ward Number: Ward 2

Why do you wish to serve on the City Budget Committee : I have 4 primary reasons for wanting to serve on
the City of Medford Budget Committee #1. After serving on the City of Medford Housing and
Community Development Commission for the last 6 years (two terms), I want to shift my focus to the
financial aspects of city governance. Note: I have served as Vice Chairman of the Medford Housing and
Community Development Commission for the last 2 years. #2. I also have an interest in becoming
involved with the Medford Urban Renewal Agency. It is my understanding that members of the City of
Medford Budget Committee also serve on the Urban Renewal Agency Budget Committee. #3. It is my
belief that I should focus my volunteer efforts in the areas of greatest need. It is my understanding that
the City of Medford Budget Committee and the Medford Urban Renewal Agency Budget Committee
both have 3 open positions that need to be filled (see below). It is also my understanding that Medford?s
CMO has only received one application to date. CITY BUDGET COMMITTEE (4-year term): Two full-
term positions (terms expire 01/31/2023) and one partial-term position (term expires 01/31/2021).
URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BUDGET COMMITTEE (3-year terms): Two full term positions (terms
expire 01/31/2022) and one partial-term position (term expires 01/31/2020). #4. I also believe that I should
focus my volunteer work in the areas of my greatest professional and personal strengths. Therefore, I
would like to utilize my 25+ years of experience in all aspects of financial management as a member of
the Medford City Budget Committee as well as the Medford Urban Renewal Agency Budget Committee.
List your applicable nonprofit budget experience and education : My non-profit budget experience includes:
1. Chairman, Board of Directors, Rogue Book Exchange in Medford, OR 2. Vice Chairman, Advisory
Board, Rogue Valley Habitat for Humanity in Medford, OR 3. As a member of the City of Medford
Housing and Community Development Commission for the last 6 years (2 terms), I have reviewed 100+
CDBG proposals from more than 100 non-profit organizations based in Medford as part of my role on
the commission. I believe the most important part of the CDBG proposal are the applicants budgets; both
their project budget as well as their overall NPO budget. 4. In addition to my work as a commissioner as
explained above, I have worked on a professional and personal basis with several other NPO's based in
Medford. For example: Compass House, Habitat for Humanity, La Clinca, Rogue Book Exchange, Rogue
Retreat, Special Olympics, and United Way. My educational background includes: B.S., Industrial
Engineering, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN M.B.A., Finance, Loyola University of Chicago,
Chicago, IL IBM Corporate Education, Leadership & Executive Management, Duke University,
Durham, NC



Are you also willing to serve on the MURA Budget Committee: Yes

Do you think the Citys spending habits should be modified How: I have completed my initial analysis of the
City of Medford Biennial Budget for 2017 - 2019 from a revenue and a expense perspective. City Budget
2017 - 2019 General Fund Revenues ($ Millions) Biennial Budget Annual Budget * % of Total Budget (*
Assumes 50% per Year) Property Taxes $76.30 $38.15 59% Other Sources * $20.00 $10.00 15%
Franchise $19.40 $9.70 15% Transient Lodging $6.30 $3.15 5% State Revenue Sharing $4.20 $2.10 3%
Inter- Governmental $4.00 $2.00 3% Totals $130.20 $65.10 100% * Other Sources: MURA Transfer =
$5.5, Planning & Parks Program Fees = $3.4, Court Fees = $2.8, Business Licenses & Alarm Permits =
$1.4 General Fund Expenditures ($ Millions) Biennial Budget Annual Budget * % of Total Budget (*
Assumes 50% per Year) Police $46.50 $23.25 35% Fire $28.30 $14.15 21% Transfer's $15.20 $7.60 11%
Parks & Recreation $11.90 $5.95 9% Administration $9.30 $4.65 7% Community Services $8.50 $4.25
6% Technology Services $7.20 $3.60 5% Facilities Management $6.90 $3.45 5% Totals $133.80 $66.90
100% I would like to hold any additional comments regarding the City of Medford?s current spending
habits until after I attend the City Budget Committee Meeting on Thursday, November 8, 2018. City
Budget Committee Meeting Agenda George Prescott Room, Police Headquarters 6:00 pm, November 8,
2018 1. Call to Order 2. Roll Call 3. Approve July 26, 2018 Budget Committee Minutes 4. Review FY2018
Q4 and FY2019 Q1 Financial Statements S. PERS Updates 6. Cost Recovery 7. City Manager Direction
to Departments 8. Performance Measures 9. Format Changes for 2019-21 Budget Document a. Capital
Improvement Project Forms b. Department/Division Narratives c. Budgeting for Three Biennia 10.
Revenues a. Property Tax Collection Rate b. Marijuana Tax Revenues c. Construction Excise Tax 11.
Expenditures a. Budget Issues b. Vacancy Savings c. Personnel Services 12. Budget Committee Direction
a. Use of Past Collection of Marijuana Tax Revenues b. Use of Future Marijuana Tax Revenues c. PERS
Side Account d. How to Present Budget Issues

What are your major interests or concerns regarding the City: My major interests regarding the City of
Medford are: #1. Economic Development - Attracting Small and Mid-Size Companies to Medford #2.
Educational Development - Train our youth and current professionals to acquire the required skills and
gain the necessary experience that would allow them to work at existing companies in Medford as well as
any new companies that locate in Medford. A. Work in partnership with the Medford School District
549C on MSD's STEM and CTE Programs to help provide the necessary "programs and infrastructure"
to support the Educational Development needed to compete in today's marketplace My major concerns
regarding the City of Medford are: #1. Our youth and their educational paths #2. Our youth and their
homelessness #3. Our youth and adults and their use of drugs #4. Our adult population and their
homelessness #S. Our adult population and their mental health challenges

List any involvement with other government positions: City of Medford #1. I have served on the City of
Medford Housing and Community Development Commission for the last 6 years (two terms), I have
served as Vice Chairman of the Medford Housing and Community Development Commission for the last
2 years. #2. I served on the Parent Advisory Committee for North Medford High School. #2,. I served on
several city committees and boards when we lived in Raleigh, NC.

Business Name Address and Phone Number: Business Name = Boehning & Partners Same as Home
Address 382 Queensbury Lane #5 Medford, OR 97501 541-690-9492

*%* USER INFORMATION ***
SubscriberID: -1
SubscriberUserName:
SubscriberEmail:

SessionlD: 941819620
RemoteAddress: 47.33.186.56
RemoteHost: 47.33.186.56
RemoteUser:



City Budget
2017 - 2019

General Fund Revenues

Biennial Annual % of Total

* $ Millions ~ Budget = Budget*  Budget
Assume 50% per Year

Property Taxes $ 7630 $ 3815 50%
Other Sources * $§ 20.00 % 10.00 15%
Franchlse ' $ 1940 $§ 970 15%
TranSIent Lodglng 7 | ' $ 6.30 §$ 3.15 5%
State Revenue Sharing $ 420 $ 210 3%
Inter-GovernmentaI % 400 $ 2.00 3%

$ 130.20 '$ 6510  100%

* Other Sources:
MURA Transfer = $5.5, Plannlng & Parks Program Fees = $3 4, Court Fees $2.8, Busmess Licenses & AIarm Permits = $1 4

General Fund Expenditures

* $ Millions | ’ ||
Police $§ 4650 § 2325 35% |
Fire '$ 2830 $ 1415 21%
Transfer's and Other - $ 15.20 $ - 7.60 M%
Parks & Recreatlon 3 11._90_» $ 5.95 9%
Admlnlstratlon % 930 § 4.65 %
Communlty Services $ 8.50 § 4.25 6%
Technology Services | ' $§ 720 % 3.60 5%
Facilities Management ~$ 690 5§ 3.45 5%
'$ 13380 $  66.90 100%
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City of Medford Boards & Commissions

Bicycle & Pedestrian RECEIVED
OCT 08 201g
NAME: T ogeen S (T CITY MANAGER's oFFice
HOMEADDRESS: 2| @9 _ A Begesy Hils De. pwT A 2P GISoy
HOME TELEPHONE: g 3. 579, 25 EMAIL: Joe maTo @ G mall - com
OCCUPATION OR TITLE: &Lké-g L\eaé, aT Q El
HOW LONG A RESIDENT? é oS WARD NO:

1. Whyd ish t theCity? L7 15 o Fo3sion o onine
. y do you wish to serve the City? 2 T ‘
To e Tavolvad " ' mMPRIVNg aveling and peasT Rl AN
élcu»ss::b!(.'%/ FoR al\l xgeS oF A ld7e)
2. Doyou currently utilize Medford’s bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
VeSS, T aw a 100% Cycle cCommuiex

3. What are your major interests or concerns for active transportation. methods in
Medford? (o nTin oi’h/ & Safety oF LeRylce

4. What other interests or concerns do you have regarding the bicycle and pedestrian
community? e More LIE Maie CYC“’”Q‘ Satcf/. “Tle more
Likely i Ll EncouR ar More geopl To BiReTo workK ank

Ledoce Oul cITies Ca®'Qon FooT PR (AT,
5. Please list your previous or present involvement in City government, such as City

Council, Board or Commission member, citizen committee, etc. in Medford or elsewhere:
Bl Mmember B yearks

oo B O 18

Signature

e

The City of Medford volunteer positions are open to all persons without regard to race, sex,
age, handicap, religion, ethnic background, or national origin.

Submit completed form to:

City Manager’s Office

411 West 8" Street Room 310
Medford, OR 97501

(541) 774-2000

FAX: (541) 618-1700
citymanager@cityofmedford.org
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From: City of Medford Oregon <webmaster@ci.medford.or.us>

Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2018 11:30 AM

To: City Manager's Office

Subject: Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Online Application Submitted
*** FORM FIELD DATA***

Name: ERIKA BALBIER

Home Address: 340 ENGLEMANN LN, MEDFORD, OR 97501

Telephone and Cell Phone: 5417278384

Email Address: enbalbier@gmail.com

How long have you lived in Medford: 14 years

Why do you wish to serve the City: I walk and ride my bike a lot & think Medford could be safer. I'd like
to be a part of that change.

Do you utilize Medfords bicycle and pedestrian facilities: Yes

Your interests or concerns for active transportation methods: Crosswalks and bike lanes.

Previous or present involvement with City government: N/A

Occupation or title: Account Manager

Ward number: Ward 2

Other interests and concerns re bicycle pedestrian community: I'd like to see more bike & walk to work days,
and education for safe travel.

*** USER INFORMATION **#*
SubscriberID: -1
SubscriberUserName:
SubscriberEmail:

SessionID: 965932641
RemoteAddress: 192.132.61.197
RemoteHost: 192.132.61.197
RemoteUser:
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Crystal L. Palmerton

From: City of Medford Oregon <webmaster@ci.medford.or.us>

Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2018 8:27 PM

To: City Manager's Office

Subject: Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Online Application Submitted
***% FORM FIELD DATA***

Name: Jake Sawyer

Home Address: 606 Valley View Dr Medford, OR 97504

Telephone and Cell Phone: 5415568034

Email Address: Cyclesport.jake@gmail.com

How long have you lived in Medford: 7 years

Why do you wish to serve the City: I am a lifelong cyclist and am also the Service Manager at a local bike
shop. Our business strives to promote cycling for fitness, transportation, recreation, and lifestyle. I feel
that I have a unique perspective as a person that both lives and works within the local cycling
community.

Do you utilize Medfords bicycle and pedestrian facilities: I do. I use the Bear Creek Greenway regularly.
Furthermore, I commute to work most days via bike.

Your interests or concerns for active transportation methods: I do not feel that Medford is a terribly Bicycle
or pedestrian "friendly" city. Bicyclists are frequently looked down upon, and many roads and streets
lack non-motorized vehicle lanes or sidewalks.

Previous or present involvement with City government: None.

Occupation or title: Service Manager, Medford Cycle Sport

Ward number: Ward 4

Other interests and concerns re bicycle pedestrian community: To improve bicycle and pedestrian friendly
resources and infrastructure within the City; as well as to improve the perception of cyclists and
pedestrians in the eyes of all city residents.

*** USER INFORMATION ***
SubscriberID: -1
SubscriberUserName:
SubscriberEmail:

SessionID: 157589113
RemoteAddress: 75.139.197.131
RemoteHost: 75.139.197.131
RemoteUser:
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DRAFT FOR REVIEW

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES ASSESSMENT
SUMMARY REPORT

CITY OF MEDFORD PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

INNOVATIVE GROWTH SOLUTIONS
OREGON CITY, OREGON



Executive Summary

Innovative Growth Solutions (IGS) was contracted to assist City of Medford Public Works Department in
assessing and identifying opportunities to improve development services provided by the City. The
project included the following phases:

e Phase 1 - Assess perspectives of staff, developers, and elected officials relative to development
services provided by City of Medford Public Works Department.

e Phase 2 — Recommend other agencies for best practice research and site visits.

e Phase 3 — Assist the Public Works Department in identifying and planning for potential
enhancements.

The purpose of this report is to summarize the assessment results and outline next steps identified by
City staff and the development community.

Overall Results
The assessment process identified key themes regarding City of Medford’s development review process:

e Overall, Medford staff effectively carry out their role of enforcing City code and protecting the
public interest, while working with the development community to achieve successful outcomes
in development projects.

e Medford staff were perceived by most respondents as being responsive, professional and
helpful.

e There are opportunities for Medford to streamline processes, shorten timeframes, and be more
proactive in resolving issues with the development community.

e The City’s current practices compare well with development review processes in other cities.

e City staff and the development community work together effectively through the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) to resolve issues and identify and implement improvements.

Phase 1 — Assessment

IGS conducted an on-line survey of City staff, elected officials, and members of the development
community to assess perspectives on City of Medford’s customer service relative to development
services. IGS then met with focus groups in Medford to share results of the survey.

Survey Results

A total of 33 respondents participated in the survey from a contact list of 51. Overall, respondents
described Medford’s customer service in mostly favorable terms and suggested some areas for
improvement.

What Medford does well:

e Overall: Responsiveness, professionalism, helpfulness of staff.

e Some very good staff, including management and the more experienced inspectors.

e Process steps that work best: Pre-application review and development application review.

What Medford should improve:

Streamline cumbersome processes for plat review, especially for final plat review.

Need more flexibility and focus on achieving a positive development outcome.

Be proactive. Share “must do” items early, and shorten timeframe for making field decisions.
Consistently provide good customer service in development review interactions.
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Focus Group Results

IGS met with the following focus groups to review the results of the on-line survey, identify potential
areas for service improvements, and to plan best practice research and site visits.

e City staff involved in providing development services — 13 participants

e Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) — 6 members of the development community and 2 City
staff members

e City Manager and Deputy City Manager

City staff and the TAC concurred with the survey results. Members of the TAC commented that services
have improved and the City staff works hard to answer their questions and resolve issues quickly. The
groups identified the following as opportunities to improve development services:

~ CiYSTAFF  DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY _ CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE

e Timeliness of plat revie e Plat review — further improve e Capacity - Think

e Develop graphic/flow chartto | timeliness. strategically when
depict the development review e Field adjustments — Changes staffing. Project growth
process ‘ should be verified by the over next 20 years and

e Document policies/procedures | engineer before implementing plan for the next five

e Reduce time taken to close out ; — this approval needs to e Customer service
development processes l happen more quickly internal and external —

 Provide cross-training to staff | ® Product selection — Specify a provide positive
Implement software to help range of acceptable products interactions consistently
streamline and track processes ] so developer can make e Provide consistent
(TRAKIT implementation 1 product changes without responses to questions
currently underway) | approval

Phase 2: Best Practice / Site Visits

The consultant identified comparable cities to review to identify best practices in development services.
In May, 2018, a team of City staff met with representatives from cities of Eugene, Albany, and Gresham
to share development review processes. Information was also shared regarding development processes
in Bend and Springfield. Overall, Medford’s development review practices compared favorably with
those of other cities. The City of Medford team identified a list of ‘best practice’ ideas to consider for
implementation in Medford.

Phase 3: Implementation Priorities

In June, 2018, IGS met with the City’s development review staff, the City Manager’s Office, and the TAC
to provide information about ‘best practice’ discussions with other jurisdictions and to identify potential
enhancements to Medford’s development review processes. The TAC and City staff identified
implementation priorities and suggested timeframes (see table on following page). City staff and the
TAC emphasized the following guidelines in implementing improvements.

e Approach changes in a spirit of continuous improvement. Use the prioritized list as an initial
plan for process improvements. Treat this report as a ‘living document’ - be willing to add or
delete items as needed.

e Work together to identify and implement potential improvements. Take the time to involve
staff and the development community.

e Leave room for experimentation, and recognize that some changes may not have the desired
results. Be willing to take risks and learn from mistakes.



DRAFT Implementation Priorities

Improvement initiatives were prioritized by the TAC (development community) and the City’s
Development Review staff team. Priorities are indicated by:

‘D’ — Developers
‘S’ — Staff

City of Medford
DRAFT Development Review Process Improvement Initiatives

- Product selection — standard detail to specify range of
acceptable products - D

Electronic plan review for public improvement plans

peak demands —D, S

- One supervisor for front counter

Provide good customer service consistently (training is in
progress) - D

‘De-Silo’ employees so all can answer general
questions

WSBC calculator on website - S

Final plat review with bonding only prior to public
improvement plan approval (may not be feasible)

SDC calculation - change from plumbing fixture count to
water meter - S

—lr_nplement software to streamline and track processes
- (TRAKIT underway) - S

Electronic final plat review - S

Eliminate management review on SFR (single family
residential) permit - S

Document policies and procedures - S

Cross training of staff - S

Meet with other cities annually - S

Graphic to depict development review process

- Reduce time to ‘close out’ development review process

Field adjustments verified by engineer more quickly

Accept house plans for ‘pre-review’ before final plat

Eliminate duplicate forms (i.e. ‘goldenrod’ form)




Recommendations and Next Steps

Further scope improvements. The City should further research items on the draft ‘improvement
initiatives’ list to determine feasibility and to scope actual implementation steps and schedule.
This may result in moving some of the initiatives from ‘short term’ to ‘medium term’.

Build a culture of customer service. The City is currently providing customer service training to
Development Review staff. To build and sustain a culture of customer service, the Department
should:

o Complete the planned customer service training for existing staff.

o Create a mechanism to provide customer service training to new employees.

o Continue to discuss customer service best practices in staff meetings.

Manage expectations and workflow during change initiatives. The planned changes will
ultimately improve service. However, productivity and service delivery are often negatively
impacted while the change is being implemented and tested.

For instance, the City is currently in the process of implementing software (TRAKIT) that will
ultimately help to streamline processing of development applications. The City and the TAC
should be aware that processing time could actually be longer during the testing and
implementation of the new software. Also, the City will have limited capacity to concurrently
implement other process or technology changes until the TRAKIT implementation is successfully
completed.

Continue working with the TAC. The TAC has been a good forum for collaboration between the
City and the development community. The City should continue working with TAC to identify,
plan, implement, and evaluate improvements.

Share information with City Council. The summary assessment report should be presented to
the City Council to finalize this project.
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PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENT

Development Services Survey Report
City Council Study Session
November 29, 2018

PRESENTAD BY THE CITY OF MEDFORD | WWW CITYORMEDFORD ORG

11/15/2018

Purpose

* Assess perspectives of staff, developers and elected officials
relative to development services, and

* Identify opportunities to improve processes, communication
and relationships

What we did: Phases

Assessment Field Work Enhancements

* Survey * Site Visits ® Processes
e Interviews * Best Practices  Services




What we learned . ..

* MAJORITY - internal & external - rated service good or excellent
* 2/3 describe PWD as helpful, competent, responsive

* Nearly 80% said service improved over past few years

* Slight majority say PWD focused on ‘getting job done’

« Slight minority (mostly developers) say PWD focused on
enforcement

* 69% say Medford easier to work with or about the same as other
PWDs

11/15/2018

Ratings by Service Category and Source

Responsiveness

Professionalism of saff

Reasonableness of decisions

Turnaround on plan reviews/changes

P o e g 1
oo s
e
e —r
T

Ability of inspectors to make decisions In the field

Timeliness of development review overall

City employee 'l #Oeveioper

Different perspectives on priorities

Internal -
Enforce code

Protect public

External —
Customer service

Successful development




Assessment Results: The specifics . . .

Medford does well . . . Medford could improve. ..

* Responsive, helpful, professional staff * Streamline plat review ~ especially

* Especially management and more final plat

experienced inspectors * Be more flexible — focus on achieving

* Process steps that work best: development outcome

* Pre-application * Be proactive — share ‘must do’ items

* Development application early

* Construction plan review * Provide consistently good customer
service

11/15/2018

Priorities for Improvement: Short term

* Strategic staffing to meet * Document policies & procedures
demands * Cross train staff
* Standard product selection * Meet with other cities annually

* Consistent customer service

* SDC calculation improvements
* Implement TRAKIT

* Electronic final plat review

* Eliminate mgt. review on SFR

Priorities for improvement: Medium term

* Electronic plan review for public improvement plans
* One supervisor for front counter
* Employees trained so all can answer general questions

* Final plat review w/bond only (prior to public improvement
plan application)




Next Steps

* Further plan improvements

* Continue building a culture of customer service

* Manage expectations and workflow during change initiatives
* Continue working together with TAC

* Share assessment information with City Council

11/15/2018

Questions and Discussion

©
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City of Medford

~Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

Subject 2016 Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) & Wetland Regulations

File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118

To Mayor and City Council
From Carla Angeli Paladino CFM, Principal Planner
Date November 19, 2018 for 11/29/2018 Study Session

COUNCIL DIRECTION

Staff is providing the City Council with the latest drafts of the Comprehensive
Plan and Land Development Code changes related to the 2016 Local Wetland
Inventory and proposed wetland regulations.

Planning staff is proposing to amend the Environmental Element of the
Comprehensive Plan to provide an overview of the 2016 Local Wetland
Inventory for the Urban Reserve and incorporate the entire document by
reference. In addition staff has modified the draft wetland regulations. The
original language presented to the Council in September incorporated wetlands
into the existing riparian corridor sections of the code. Since then staff has
created an entirely separate section to address wetland regulations.

Staff is seeking the Council’s comments and concerns regarding the draft
amendment.

PRESENTATION OUTLINE
Introduction and Presentation — Carla Angeli Paladino
Discussion and Direction — Mayor and City Council

OVERVIEW

What is a Local Wetland Inventory?

A Local Wetland Inventory is a comprehensive survey of a geographic area. In this
case, the entire Urban Reserve was studied to identify, characterize, and locate
the approximate boundaries of wetlands and surface bodies of water. The
information gathered is a resource that provides property owners, future
property owners, and local jurisdictions with data to help inform future
development decisions. The inventory is a preliminary assessment to help
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2016 Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Regulations
File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118
November 19, 2018

describe the function and relevance of the wetlands identified (significant
wetlands versus other wetlands).

Why is this work necessary?

With the recent adoption of the Urban Growth Boundary expansion, the City is
working on supplemental tasks required to be completed in order to allow for
annexation and development of these new areas. As part of the UGB amendment,
the Annexation Policies in the Comprehensive Plan were amended. The list of
conditions to be met prior to approving an annexation for lands within the new
UGB includes the City adopting a Local Wetlands Inventory. Wetlands and Local
Wetland Inventories are outlined in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 660-023)
and relate to requirements under Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources,
Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Space). The 2016 Local Wetland Inventory
was completed in accordance with OAR 141-86-0180 through -0240 and was
approved by the Department of State Lands in January 2017. The Comprehensive
Plan will be updated to include a summary of the inventory and adopt the entire
report by reference.

The LWI can be found at the following link:

In addition the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies identify the following
policy and implementation strategy:

Policy 6-B: The City of Medford shall regulate land use activities and public
improvements that could prevent meeting the federal performance standard of
no net loss of wetland acreage.

Implementation 6-B (1): Prepare amendments to the Medford Land
Development Code for consideration by the City Council to adopt “safe
harbor” protections or protection developed through an ESEE
(environmental, social, economic, and energy) analysis for locally
significant wetlands, as defined, pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules
660-23.

To date, the Land Development Code does not address the topic of wetlands.
Planning staff has drafted wetland regulations based on an ESEE analysis
conducted for the locally significant wetlands identified in the Urban Reserve.
Wetlands (locally significant and other wetlands) are mapped within the existing

Page 2 of 6
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2016 Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Regulations
File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118
November 19, 2018

city limits as identified in the 2002 Local Wetland Inventory. The wetland
regulations are proposed to apply citywide.

What is being proposed?

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

The text changes apply to the Wetland section of the Environmental Element. In
general, minor text changes are proposed within the existing language. The new
language includes a discussion regarding the 2016 Local Wetland Inventory,
identifies the locally significant wetlands by MD area with corresponding maps,
and summarizes the findings in the ESEE analysis for the Urban Reserve. Locally
significant wetlands are identified in MD-1 through MD-6.

Urban Reserve

"t GERGORC AD

[fj—) Urban Reserve
Urban Reserve Park
Ih;, ﬂ;? Urban Growth Boundary
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2016 Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Regulations
File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118
November 19, 2018

Land Development Code Amendments

The revised draft creates a new Wetlands section in Chapter 10, Sections 10.940-
10.952. The goal of the language is to protect wetlands to the extent possible
that have been identified within the 2002 and 2016 Local Wetland Inventories.
Protection will be provided through the creation of a 50 foot buffer around locally
significant wetlands and a 25 foot buffer around all other wetlands. Wetland
buffers are a defined distance surrounding the wetland to limit development
impacts and separate the natural functions from the adjacent land uses.

Itis the intent to minimize intrusion and disruption of the identified wetlands but
it is recognized that impacts may and will occur to these wetland resources. The
language provides a process to reduce the wetland buffer by up to 50 percent. It
also provides a process to receive a hardship exception if the language of the
code would render the property unbuildable.

Properties within the new Urban Growth Boundary areas must provide open
space as a requirement of the Regional Plan and as outlined in the newly adopted
Urbanization Plans. These natural features may be incorporated into the
development plans and may be counted toward satisfying open space
requirements. An example below shows the wetlands as identified in the 2016
Local Wetland Inventory within MD-2. The concept plan to the right shows how
they have incorporated some of the wetlands into the draft development plans
for the site.

Page 4 of 6
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2016 Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Regulations
File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118
November 19, 2018

COKER BUTTE DEVELOPMENT
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

Revised: 8/2/18 O

Map from 2016 Local Wetland Inventory (MD-2)
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2016 Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Regulations
File no. CP-17-117 & DCA-17-118
November 19, 2018

PROPOSED LANGUAGE
The proposed language includes the following sections:

10.940 Purpose Statements

10.941 Definitions

10.942 Applicability

10.943 Inventory of Medford’s Wetlands

10.944 Wetland Protection Areas

10.945 Exempt Activities and Uses within Wetland Protection Areas
10.946 Permitted Uses within Wetland Protection Areas

10.947 Permitted Uses Permit and Approval Criteria

10.948 Wetland Protection Area Reduction

10.949 Hardship Exception for Development in the Wetland Protection Area
10.950 Application Submittal Requirements

10.951 Management Plan

10.952 Performance Guarantee

10.953 Map Errors and Adjustments

STUDY SESSIONS AND HEARING DATES

The Planning Commission will consider the wetland regulations during a study
session on Monday, November 26th and formally hear the information at their
November 29th hearing. That same evening following the Planning Commission
hearing, Planning staff will present the regulations to City Council at a study
session. An overview of the Planning Commission’s recommendations will be
provided. A hearing is scheduled before the City Council on December 20th.

EXHIBITS
1. Comprehensive Plan Amendments (Environmental Element)
2. ESEE analysis for the 2016 Local Wetland Inventory
3. Updated Wetland Regulations — Land Development Code revisions
(November 2018 Draft)
4. Previous Wetland Regulations — Land Development Code revisions (July
2016 Draft)
Page 6 of 6
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Exhibit 1

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

WETLANDS

In the past, few standards regulated the planning, development, or preservation of wetlands in
Oregon’s urban areas. Further, variations from one locale to another across the state resulted in
inconsistent policies for preservation or development. More recently, a renewed appreciation of
wetlands has led to the development and enforcement of greater federal and state regulations to
guide wetland planning in urban areas. There has been increased recognition of wetlands as:

. Important habitats necessary for the survival of many aquatic and terrestrial species
. Integral parts of the hydrologic system necessary for the maintenance of water supplies
and water quality

FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATIONS

The principal federal law that regulates activities in wetlands is Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
Section 404 restricts the discharge of wastes, including fill material, into the waters of the United
States, which are broadly defined as coastal waters, rivers, streams, estuaries, and wetlands. The
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for administering Section 404. Wetlands are defined
as “those areas that are inundated or saturated with surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”?*

To be considered a jurisdictional wetland, or
one regulated by Clean Water Act regulations,
the wetland must contain wetland plants,
hydric soils, and saturated or inundated
substrate. Permits are required from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon
Bivisien-Department of State Lands (DSL) to
fill or drain a jurisdictional wetland. If the
activity cannot be justified, permits are not
issued. If the activity is justified, the permits
are likely to require compensatory mitigation, ’
to replace the acreage and values of the -- : 4
wetland area lost.”®

Planning efforts to satisfy federal and state wetland regulations are shifting to the local level. The
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has established the
responsibilities that cities and counties have regarding wetlands under Goal 5. To comply with the
wetlands requirements of Goal 5, local governments must conduct a Local Wetland Inventory (LWI)
and adopt a “safe harbor” or similar regulations erdinanee that protects locally significant wetlands,
and/or develop protections through an ESEE analysis process as described in the previous section.

24C0mprehensive Medjford Area Drainage Master Plan, September 1996.

2 West Eugene Wetlands Plan, City of Eugene and Lane Council of Governments, December 1992.

30
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

In 1995, the City of Medford completed its first “Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI) and Oregon Fresh
Water Wetland Assessment Method Analysis,” which documented the presence, location and size of
the wetlands in the UGB. The LWI and OFWAM analyses were updated and approved by DSL in
2002 (Medford Local Wetland Inventory and Locally Significant Wetland Determinations, 2002 by
Wetland Consulting). See Figure 6 for a general vicinity map of Medford area wetlands. The
official LWI maps are available in the Medford Planning Department. A qualitative assessment of
the wetlands was conducted according to the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Method
(OFWAM)*. DSL is required to be notified of all applications te—the-City—ef Medford for
development activities, including applications for plan autherizatiensapprovals, development
permits, or building permits, and of development proposals by the City of Medford, that may affect
any wetlands, streams, or waterways identified and/or mapped in the Local Wetlands Inventory.

The 2002 LWI inventoried and mapped 134 wetland sites in the UGB, and mapped, but did not
inventory the waterways. The waterways were inventoried, mapped, and assessed in a separate
process. See the Medford Riparian Inventory and Assessment Bear Creek Tributaries, 2002 by
Wetland Consulting. There was a total of 293 acres of wetlands inventoried, including created ponds
m-additton—te—the_and natural wetlands. Palustrine forested and scrub—shrub wetland plant
communities are common along stream corridors, typically confined to a narrow strip along steeply
banked watercourses. Dominant tree species include black cottonwood, white alder, and Oregon
ash. Understory shrubs include willow, choke cherry, wild rose, and snowberry. Himalayan
blackberry vines, an invasive introduced species, often dominate understory areas, especially those
that have been disturbed. The palustrine emergent wetlands are dominated by herbaceous plants
such as cattails, rushes, sedges, and reed-canary grass in inundated areas, and teasel, tall fescue,
buttercup, and velvet grass adjacent to the water.

Vernal pools, which are rare rain-fed seasonal wetlands, have been found in the Agate Desert area
north of the Medford UGB and in the northern portion of the UGB in and near the Airport in areas
having Agate-Winslo soils. The hard pan underlying the soil restricts infiltration, causing prolonged
inundation. An inventory and assessment of the vernal pools in the Agate Desert area was
completed by DSL in 1997. Most historic vernal pools located within the Medford UGB have been
severely altered or obliterated due to grading and vegetation alterations, although some may still be
identified as wetlands.

Some threatened or endangered plant species are known to occur in conjunction with vernal pools in
Jackson County, including Cooks (Agate Desert) lomatium and large-flowered wooly meadowfoam.
Both are listed as Endangered Species by the state of Oregon and Candidate Species under the
federal Endangered Species Act. Agate Desert lomatium (Joamtium cookii), which is known to
occur only in Jackson and Josephine Counties, has been identified on the grounds of the Rogue
Valley International-Medford Airport, which is within the UGB.?” The RVCOG is managing a
cooperative effort, the Agate Desert Vernal Pools Project, initiated to develop a wetland
conservation plan for the Agate Desert vernal pool area. Jackson County, the City of Medford, the
Nature Conservancy, DSL, ODFW, the U.S. Army Corps, and the U.S. EPA are among the
participating agencies.

263tatewide methodology used in the Local Wetlands Inventory for assessing and determining the
significance of the wetlands in Medford.

27Draft Environmental Assessment, Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport, Proposed Improvements, March
1999, David Evans and Associates, Inc.
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Medford Area Wetlands

EDFORD LOCAL WETLAND INVENTORY
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

The City of Medford owns property in the vicinity of the Water Reclamation Facility and Whetstone
Creek, located outside the UGB near Antelope Road, that contains vernal pools and other wetlands.
Some of this land is potentially suitable as mitigation sites for wetland impacts caused by City
infrastructure projects.

Determination of Local Significance

The LWI/OFWAM is a “first layer” planning tool for identifying the most valuable wetlands in the
Medford UGB. OFWAM assessments of the wetlands are used in making a determination of
significance according to state standards (OAR 141-086-0350). In addition, other wetlands may be
adopted by the City Council as locally significant. Using the OFWAM criteria, 45 of the inventoried
wetlands in the Medford UGB were determined to be locally significant. —Nearly half are locally
significant due to having a water quality function and being located within one-quarter mile of a
“water--quality-limited stream”. Several significant wetlands have direct surface water connections
to Bear Creek and Larson Creek, which are habitat for “indigenous anadromous salmonids”. See
Appendix C for the inventory of locally significant wetlands.

Uses Conflicting with Wetland Protection

Occasionally, the protection of a locally significant wetland may conflict with other important
community goals. After a sound ESEE analysis, the City Council may make a finding that a
particular “conflicting use” is more important to the long-term needs of the citizens than preservation
ofthe wetland area. The most common conflicting uses have been critical links in the City’s arterial
and collector street system. In many cases, a street crossing can be accomplished without serious
disruption of a wetland, such as along a riparian corridor. In other cases, fill and compensatory
mitigation may be required if an alternative location is not available. The ESEE analysis will result
in a determination that the identified conflicting use will be permitted, limited, or prohibited.

Wetland Mitigation

Under current federal and state laws, any wetland losses must be compensated through creation of
new wetlands, restoration of former wetlands, and/or enhancement of existing wetlands. Mitigation
efforts not only satisfy federal and state laws, but attempt to achieve a balance between competing
land uses. The 1995 LWI recommended that “an active land acquisition plan and schedule are
required to acquire key locations for future wetlands mitigation. Without such a plan, many
potential sites may be permanently lost.” A Wetlands Mitigation Concept Plan prepared for the City
of Medford in 1996, presented methods for mitigating wetland losses. The 2002 LWI identified
some potential mitigation sites within the UGB.

One means to achieve wetland preservation objectives is through the establishment of a regional
wetland mitigation bank. Freshwater mitigation banking is addressed in the Oregon Mitigation Bank
Act of 1987. Often, wetland loss compensation is conducted on a piecemeal basis as individual
development projects are completed. As a result, many newly created wetlands are small, isolated,
and of marginal value as wildlife habitat, a primary intent of wetland mitigation. In some
circumstances, development is slowed by a lack of suitable wetland mitigation sites. As noted in the
2002 LWI, the most appropriate mitigation sites in the Medford UGB are those that are made up of
dewatered hydric soils over five acres in size. They are often located near existing drainageways,
including one in the undeveloped Southeast Medford area near Larson Creek, a primary tributary of
Bear Creek, that could serve several functions, including water quality control and open space
connections, possibly through the designation of conservation areas and greenways. The Bear Creek
corridor is also being evaluated to determine if suitable mitigation sites are located along the
waterway.

33
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Refer to the Wetlands Mitigation Concept Plan for a more detailed description of the suggested
wetland mitigation strategies.

WETLAND FUNCTIONS IN AN URBAN ENVIRONMENT

Wetlands in urban areas serve a variety of roles in achieving community needs and objectives,
including the provision of educational and recreational opportunities. Locally significant wetlands
are those that have been determined to serve one or more of the following functions:
preservation/diversification of wildlife, maintenance of fish habitat, improvement of water quality,
or hydrologic control.

The critical functions wetlands can provide within urban areas include, but are not limited to:

Stormwater Management

The use of open channels and wetlands in an integrated storm drainage system provides a better
balance between stormwater conveyance and flood control needs, and environmental and community
needs. The Drainage Master Plan recommends the development and implementation of a local
wetlands management plan that incorporates flood control, water quality control, and principles of
natural resource management. Such efforts, in the long term, will assist in reducing stormwater
pollution, improving water quality, and creating pleasant urban open spaces and waterways.

Water Quality Improvements

Wetlands can contribute to the improvement of water quality. The vegetation in both natural and
constructed wetlands functions as a biological filter in removing sediments, excessive nutrients, and
other water pollutants from stormwater runoff resulting in cleaner surface water and improved
aquatic habitat.

Improved Flood Control

Additional flood storage capacity can be gained by protecting existing wetlands, by creating new
wetlands, and by widening and returning channels to their natural meandering patterns. Design
conventions, such as widened channel bottoms, allow the resulting low flow channels to meander
among wetlands, re-establishing the original stream bank habitat, and reducing the downstream
impacts of stormwater runoff that originates in urban areas. Other flood storage improvements such
as on-site detention ponds can provide multiple benefits, for example, provision of flood control,
open space, and wildlife habitat.

Improved Plant and Animal Habitat

Greater protection of wildlife habitat is a priority of Goal 5, and wetland areas provide critical
wildlife habitat. By protecting and restoring a variety of wetland types, and buffering them from the
impacts of nearby development, diversity of habitats can be sustained and improved.

Recreation, Education, and Research

Trails, multi-use paths, and wildlife observation areas within a diverse system of wetlands and
stream corridors can provide opportunities for public enjoyment of the natural environment.
Wetland environments provide excellent opportunities for education and recreation, particularly if
utilized by elementary and secondary schools. The completion of the Bear Creek Greenway from
Ashland to Central Point and beyond is progressing, and encompasses many habitat types along Bear
Creek, including wetlands. The Greenway is already used for educational purposes, combining
classroom learning with field experience in environmental programs, such as those where students
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

adopt creek sections, plant trees, and release salmon fry. The Bear Creek Watershed Education
Partners, a committee of the Bear Creek Watershed Council, is currently overseeing such programs.

Corridors and Connections

By providing greenways and open space along existing waterways and wetlands, a connected system
could be established throughout the UGB, and ultimately linking communities in the Bear Creek
Valley. Greenways provide corridors for wildlife movement and species interchange, as well as
connections for human use. One example is the riparian corridor and proposed multi-use path along
Larson Creek, which would connect the Southeast area with the Bear Creek Greenway.

WETLAND PROTECTION ORDINANCE

As noted above, to comply with Goal 5 requirements for wetland protection, specific regulations
must be adopted in the Medford Municipal Code Land-Pevelopment-Code. Medford’s proposed
Wwetland Pprotection erdinanees regulations would address locally significant wetlands and other
identified wetlands that are not locally significant. eeuld-address-otherwetlands: - In the case of
some wetlands, a “safe harbor erdinanee regulation” may be adopted, which ferbids_prohibits
disturbance of the wetland, but does not include buffer areas. In other cases, after the ESEE
(Energy, Social, Environmental, and Energy) analysis is completed, regulations erdinanees that
address allowing, prohibiting, or limiting perritting Himitingorallewing conflicting uses would be
adopted. These may include required buffers. When reviewing development-permits or plan
autherization-land use applications for properties containing a wetland-WetlandProteetion-A+es, the
approving authority would consider how well the proposal satisfies the objectives of the erdinanee
regulations. The objectives of Medford’s proposed Wwetland Pprotection Ordinanee regulations
include:

. To implement the goals and policies of the “Environmental Element” of the Medford
Comprehensive Plan and achieve their purposes.

. To protect and restore Medford’s wetland areas, thereby protecting and restoring the
hydrologic, ecologic, and land conservation functions these areas provide for the
community.

. To protect fish and wildlife habitat, enhance water quality, control erosion and

sedimentation, preserve native vegetation, and reduce the effects of flooding.

. To protect and restore the natural beauty and distinctive character of Medford’s wetlands
as community assets.

. To enhance the value of properties near wetlands by utilizing the wetland as a visual
amenity.
. To enhance coordination among local, state, and federal agencies regarding development

activities near wetlands.

° To implement state and federal law with respect to protecting Medford’s significant
wetlands and the protection of clean water, pollution and flooding control, and
preservation of endangered species.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

e—To improve public awareness and appreciation of wetlands for their unique ecosystem
functions and the visual and environmental benefits they provide.

URBAN RESERVE LOCAL WETLAND INVENTORY (2016)

In 2015, the City of Medford hired SWCA Environmental Consultants to conduct a Local Wetland
Inventory (LWI) for the areas in the City’s Urban Reserve (UR). This inventory was started to
follow the external study area portion of the Urban Growth Boundary project and address Goal 5
requirements related to wetlands. The entire UR was studied to cover all possible areas considered
for inclusion in the UGB. Each of the 11 UR areas is labeled with a “MD” number starting at 1
through 9 (See Figure 16). The study area encompassed roughly 6,400 acres including Prescott and
Chrissy Parks within four identified drainage basins.

Figure 16: Study Area - Medford Urban Reserves and Urban Reserve Parks
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The consultants followed the approach outlined in the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) using a
combination of on-site and off-site inventory methods to identify the resources. Wetlands were
evaluated using the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology (OF WAM) and grouped
into units. These results were in turn used to identify Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW) within

the study area. The report identifies 82 wetlands (58 identified as locally significant) totaling 185

acres (not including rivers, streams, or artificially created waters). The list and maps of the 58
36
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Locally Significant Wetlands are provided below for each applicable MD area. The remaining
wetlands identified are dispersed throughout the MD locations. All wetlands are subject to review by

the applicable state and federal agencies.

MD-1
OFWAM Unique Size DSL File Number
Grouping*  Identifier (acres)

1. MWC-1 W04-A 1.67 None
2. MWC-1 W04-B 0.15 None
3. MWC-1 W04- 6.20 None
Mosaic
4. MWC-2 W06 0.30 WD2012-0181
5. MWC-3 wo7 1.35 WD2005-0692
6. MWC-2 w23 6.41 None
7. MWC-2 w24 0.19 None
8. MWC-8 W25 7.71 None
9. MWC-2 W34 041 None
10. MWC-2 W35 = 0.66 None
11. MWC-1 W36 0.28 None
12. MWC-3 W38 5.90 WD-2012-0181
13. MWC-7 W82 37.15  None
14. MWC-2 W83 0.04 None
15. MWC-2 w84 0.47 None
16. MWC-2 W85 0.71 None
17. MWC-2 W86 1.87 None
18. MWC-2 w87 .42 WD2002-0010

19. MWC-2 W88 None

*OFWAM assessment code: MWC = Midway Creek Drainage

._.
<
o
h

Figure 17 — MD-1
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MD-2
OFWAM  Unique Size DSL File
Grouping Identifier (acres) Number
MWC-4 W08 1.76 None

MWC-4 W09 11.52  WD2009-0470
MWC-5  WI0-A 3.06 WD2007-0106
MWC-5  WI10-D 0.60 WD2007-0106
MWC-5 W10-E 0.61 WD2007-0106
MWC-5 WI10-F 3.80 WD2007-0106
MWC-5  WI10-G 1.84 WD2007-0106
MWC-5 w22 149 None
MWC-4  W39-A 3.61 WD2009-0470

0.97

0.29

1.80

0.58

0.63

MWC-4  W39-B
MWC-4 w40
MWC-4 w41
MWC-4 w42
MWC-4 W43

None
WD2009-0470
None
None
None

Figure 18 — MD-2

EISISEB 1o = o o & | > =
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MD-3

OFWAM Unique Size
Grouping Identifier  (acres)

1. MWC-6 Wil 0.98
2. MWC-6 W21 2.06
3. MWC-6 W46 1.34
4. MWC-6 W47 5.74
5. MWC-6 W48 0.39
6. MWC-6 W49 6.96
7. MWC-6 W50 2.04
8. MWC-6 W51 0.52
9. MWC-6 W53 118
10. MWC-6 W54 2.25
1. MWC-6 WS55 0.51
12. MWC-6 W56 1.87
13. MWC-6 W57 0.65

Figure 19 - MD-3

4
3
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MD-5
OFWAM  Unique Size
Grouping* Identifier  (acres)

1. BCS-2 Wi3 0.96
2. LSC-1 W14 0.59
3. . I8Sea W15 2.05
4. BCS-5 W18 0.96
5. BCS-2 W66 0.79
6. BCS-4 W70 232
7. BCS-4 W71 2.51
8. BCS-4 W72 2.28
9. BCS-4 W74 5.83
10. BCS-5 W79 2.82

*OFWAM assessment codes: BCS= Bear Creek South Drainage, LSC = Larson Creek Drainage

Figure 20 — MD-5

2
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0
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MD-6

OFWAM Unique Size

Grouping Identifier (acres)
1. BCS-7 WI19-A  6.75
2. BCS-7 W19-B  0.49

Figure 21 — MD-6

WETLAND REGULATIONS

The Urban Reserve was established by adoption of the Regional Plan in 2012. The City approved an
Urban Growth Boundary expansion in 2016 and received State acknowledgement in 2018.
Existing agreements with the County and other elements of the City’s Comprehensive Plan identify
how development will occur in these expansion areas.

Standards are needed to address how the goals of the wetland regulations above are being met.

Wetlands (either significant or not) have been identified in almost all of the study areas. The City

seeks to protect and manage these wetlands over time as land is annexed to the City.

42
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As noted above, the State outlines two paths for regulating wetlands, the safe harbor and standard

(ESEE analysis) approaches. The City has conducted an ESEE analysis for the locally significant

wetlands identified within the 2016 inventory (See full analysis in Appendix F). A summary of the

conclusions follows.

Site | MD Wetland Quality Recommended Goal 5
Location | IDs Determination Buffer/Setback Recommendation
Area

1 MD-6 W19-A Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
W19-B impacts

2 MD-5 wi8 High Protect; Extend
W79 50 feet Riparian Corridor

i | MD-5 W70 High 50 feet Allow but reduce
W71 impacts
W72
W74

4 MD-5 W13 Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
W66 impacts

5 MD-5 W14 Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
Wwi5 impacts; Extend
W63 (not riparian corridor
significant)

6 MD-3 Wil Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
W21 impacts
W46
w47
w48
W49
W50
WSl1
W53
w54
W55
W56

7 MD-2 WI10-A Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
W10-D impacts
W10-E
WI10-F
W10-G
w22

8 MD-2 W08 High 50 feet Allow but reduce
w09 impacts; Extend
W39-A riparian corridor
W39-B
W40
w41
w42
W43

43
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9 MD-1 W&2 High- Wetland of | 50 feet Protect
Special Interest
10 | MD-1 W25 High — Wetland of | 50 feet Protect
Special Interest

11 | MD-1 Wo6 High 50 feet Allow but reduce
w23 impacts, Extend
W24 riparian corridor
w34
w35
w383
ws4
W85
W86
wag7
W88

12 | MD-1 wo7 Moderate 50 feet Allow but reduce
W38 impacts

13 | MD-1 W04-A High; 50 feet (WO4A, Allow but reduce
Wo04-B W04-Mosaic WO04-B, W36) impacts;
W04-mosaic | (Wetland of 50 feet (W04- Minimize impacts
W36 Special Interest) Mosaic) to the wetland

mosaic

The adoption of the 2016 Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) and associated regulations to protect the
wetlands (significant or not) are an important step in meeting State requirements as land is developed
in the 2018 Urban Growth Boundary.

The 2016 Urban Reserve Local Wetlands Inventory report and appendices are adopted by reference.

The Conclusions and Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures for the Natural Resources -
Wetlands section are listed below in conjunction with those for the Water Quality and Wildlife
Habitat sections.

44
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NATURAL RESOURCES
WATER QUALITY, WETLANDS, AND WILDLIFE HABITAT
CONCLUSIONS

1. While the groundwater beneath the valley floor is not the domestic water source for the
Medford planning area, it is a regionally important natural resource primarily due to its use as
a domestic water source for individual wells.

2. Bear Creek and its tributaries are critically important natural resources, yet suffer from poor
water quality due to forest and agricultural practices and urban point and non-point
discharges.

3. The poor water quality of Bear Creek and its tributaries is partially attributable to non-point
pollution from diffuse sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, and septic system
seepage. Non-point pollution sources can significantly damage water quality, yet are more
difficult to pinpoint and treat than conventional point sources of water pollution.

4. Natural resource cleanup programs involving local schools, clubs, and civic organizations,
such as those sponsored by the Bear Creek Watershed Council, are excellent means to
engage the public in environmental education. The presence of waterways such as Bear
Creek and Larson Creek, and various wetlands in Medford provides a platform for such
programs.

5. The City of Medford recognizes wetlands as valuable urban resources that can provide water
quality maintenance, stormwater detention, wildlife habitat, and open space. Medford’s
2002 Medford Local Wetlands Inventory and Locally Significant Wetland Determinations by
Wetland Consulting identified and assessed most of the wetlands, in the Urban Growth
Boundary. The 2002 Medford Riparian Inventory and Assessment Bear Creek Tributaries by
Wetland Consulting inventoried and assessed the waterways that are tributary to Bear Creek.
The City of Medford hired SWCA Environmental in 2015 to conduct a Local Wetland
Inventory for the Urban Reserve established in 2012. Locally significant wetlands were
identified in five of the MD areas.

6. Occasionally, the protection of a locally significant wetland (one that has been determined to
have significant value according to state criteria) must be balanced against other important
community goals. An exceptional “conflicting use” may be more important to the long-term
needs of the citizens than preservation of the wetland area.

7. The Medford UGB has been evaluated for potential wetland mitigation sites. Wetland
mitigation involves the restoration, enhancement, or creation of wetlands to compensate for
permitted wetland losses elsewhere. Restoration and enhancement of existing wetlands is
the wetland mitigation most likely to be successful in Medford due to its ecologic and
climatic characteristics.

8. Although Bear Creek and the Bear Creek Greenway contain Medford’s most valuable fish
and wildlife habitat, fish and wildlife habitat exists elsewhere within the Urban Growth
Boundary. As of June 8, 2005, portions of the following streams have been identified by
ODFW as fish bearing streams, and should be protected per Statewide Planning Goal 5
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Exhibit 2

Site-Specific Wetland ESEE Analysis for Locally Significant Wetlands
identified in the 2016 Local Wetland Inventory

The following site-specific Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) analysis has
been conducted addressing how conflicting uses, if allowed, could adversely impact each
significant wetland resource and how the wetland may impact proposed uses. The wetlands
are located in both proposed Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas as well as Urban
Reserves. A partnership and agreement with Jackson County on how to manage the protection
or impacts of these wetlands will be very important over the long term. Information below is
based on wetland summary sheets found in the 2016 Medford Urban Reserve Local Wetland
Inventory report, the 2018 Urban Growth Boundary amendment comprehensive plan
designations, proposed and conceptual transportation plans, the 2016 Leisure Services Plan,
floodplain and riparian corridor data, and County zoning.

Locally Significant Wetlands

The 2016 Local Wetland Inventory provides information on the locally significant wetland
criteria found for each wetland. Wetlands within the Medford Urban Reserves and 2018 Urban
Growth Boundary are considered significant if, through the Oregon Freshwater Wetland
Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) evaluation yes is the answer to any of the following
questions:

Does the wetland provide diverse wildlife habitat?

Is the wetland’s fish habitat function intact?

Is the wetland’s water quality function intact?

Is the wetland’s hydrologic control function intact?

Is the wetland less than % mile from a water body listed by DEQ as a water quality

limited water body (303(d) list) and is the wetland’s water quality function intact, or

impacted or degraded?

Does the wetland contain a rare plant community?

7. Is the wetland inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or
state listed as sensitive, threatened or endangered?

8. Does the wetland have a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped

by ODFW as habitat for indigenous anadromous salmonids and is the wetland’s fish

habitat function intact, or impacted or degraded?

LA o o

o

High and Moderate Quality Wetlands

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 1
Draft November 12, 2018
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The analysis further designates a quality ranking of either High or Moderate to the locally
significant wetlands. High quality wetlands are designated using a combination of key
assessment variables (functions and values) used to determine wetland significance. High
Quality Wetlands are locally significant wetlands that provide highly rated ecological functions
and have at least one of the following characteristics:
1. Have at least two "high" OFWAM function ratings (i.e., diverse wildlife habitat,
intact fish habitat, intact water quality function, or intact hydrologic control
function); or

2. Contain one or more rare plant communities; or
3. Provide habitat for listed species; or
4, Connect directly to a salmon-bearing stream.

Moderate quality wetlands are categorized as those locally significant wetlands that do not
meet the above criteria.

The ESEE analysis starts in reverse MD order starting in MD-6 and ending in MD-1.

Site 1: MID-6 (Bear Creek South - South Stage Road)
The Bear Creek South site contains two significant wetlands, W-19A and W-19B. These

wetlands are located in MD-6 southeast, west of South Pacific Highway and north of South
Stage Road. These wetlands have the following characteristics:

Wetland IDs:

OFWAM Grouping Code:
Watershed Boundary:

Wetland Size:

Number of Parcels Affected:
Combined Parcel Area:

Key Assessment Variable:
Quality Determination:

Summary of Affected Parcels

111.78 acres
Hydrologic Control
Moderate

W19-A & W19-B
BCS-7
Larson Creek-Bear Creek
7.24 acres

Wetland/ Tax Parcel UGB or Medford County Flood- Current
Lot (acres) UR GLUP Map Zoning/ plain Use(s)
Overlay
W19-A
381W05 4800 22.62 UGB Commercial | Exclusive N/A | Vacant
Farm Use
381WO05B 2000 2.55 UR N/A | Rural N/A | Partially
Residential Improved
(RR-5)
381W05 1300 2.38 UR N/A | Rural N/A | Vacant

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysi
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Residential
(RR-5)

381W05 2400 81.70 UGB Heavy | Light N/A | Improved
Industrial | Industrial

W19-B

381W05 4800 22.62 UGB Commercial | Exclusive N/A | Vacant
Farm Use

381WO05B 2100 1.37 UGB Commercial | Rural N/A | Improved
Residential
(RR-5)

381WO05B 2200 0.50 UGB Commercial | Rural N/A | Vacant
Residential
(RR-5)

381W05C 800 0.66 UGB Commercial | Rural N/A | Improved
Residential
(RR-5)

Distinguishing Site Characteristics

W19-A is located over a large area with varying topography. It is fed by groundwater and
ditches in some portions. Both wetlands are connected to each other by a culvert under Reed
Lane. Additional wetlands that are not locally significant also are present in the southeast
portion of tax lot 4800 and extend into the Urban Reserve properties along Starlite Lane.

Conflicting Uses
The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial X
Service Commercial
Heavy Industrial X

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities X
Greenway Corridor
Vegetation removal and grading X

Economic Consequences

The proposed General Land Use Plan designations for these areas include Heavy Industrial and
Commercial. Development of these properties is intended to meet future land needs that will
accommodate industrial and commercial uses. Fully protecting these wetlands could have

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 3
Draft November 12, 2018
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adverse economic impacts on adequately developing these properties. Although no higher
order streets are proposed in this location, the extension of local streets and utilities may be
required in order to serve future development causing disturbance to the wetlands. Impacts to
the wetlands shall be minimized to the extent possible.

Social Conseguences

The wetlands could provide a green space or buffer between the proposed commercial and
industrial developments and the existing residential properties that surround them. The
wetlands could be incorporated to serve as a connection between the different types of
development.

Environmental Consequences

By allowing conflicting uses fully within the wetlands would mean the loss of wetlands ranked
moderate for hydrologic control. Development plans that identify ways to limit conflicts or use
low impact development strategies could protect some of the wetland functions but there are
inherent conflicts between the location of the wetlands and opportunities to develop the
properties that will result in the loss of wetlands to some degree.

Energy Consequences
There are no energy consequences identified.

Goal 5 Recommendation
Allow but reduce, to the extent possible, impacts to the wetlands. Add 50 foot buffer to
retained wetlands.

Site 2: MD-5 (Bear Creek South — South of Interstate 5)

This site contains two significant wetlands, W-18 and W-79. These wetlands are located in MD-
5 southwest, south of Interstate 5. These wetlands have the following characteristics:

Wetland IDs: W18 & W79

OFWAM Grouping Code: BCS-5

Watershed Boundary: Larson Creek-Bear Creek

Wetland Size: 3.78 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 1

Combined Parcel Area: 11.62 acres

Key Assessment Variable: Wildlife Habitat, Fish Habitat, Connects to Bear
Creek

Quality Determination: High

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 4
Draft November 12, 2018
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Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Tax | Parcel UGB | Medford | County Floodplain | Current
lot (acres) | or GLUP Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR Map
w18 & W79
381W04 401 | 11.62 UGB | Parksand | Exclusive Farm Yes Vacant
Schools Use (EFU) (Adjacent to

the Bear
Creek
Greenway)

Distinguishing Site Characteristics

W18 is a Bear Creek Greenway wetland from ODOT Salmon Resource and Sensitive Area
Mapping survey (SRSAM) in 2004. This wetland extends offsite and connects to wetland W79, a
riparian wetland along the creek also. The wetlands are located on property owned by Jackson
County and located north and east of the greenway trail. The City’s riparian corridor along Bear
Creek terminates at this tax lot and could be extended to encapsulate the identified wetlands.
The property to the south is developed with the Medford Estates Mobile Home Park.

Conflicting Uses
The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial

Service Commercial

Heavy Industrial

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities

Greenway Corridor X

Vegetation removal and grading X

Economic Consegquences

Fully protecting these wetlands in this location is optimal. The site is publicly owned by Jackson
County and is part of the Bear Creek Greenway network. The location provides opportunities to
extend the City’s riparian corridor, Parks and Schools General Land Use Plan designations and
Greenway overlay to ensure public benefit and wetland protection in the long term.

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 5
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Social Consequences

The site is vacant and not impacted by development. It includes a portion of the Bear Creek
Greenway trail which serves regionally as a transportation and recreational corridor. Its
continued use as a greenway and as a natural area are important to the livability of the citizens
and visitors of Medford and surrounding communities.

Environmental Consequences

The site contains a section of Bear Creek and its associated mapped floodplain which extends to
the majority of the property. The site is bordered by Interstate 5 to the east and limited
emergency vehicle access from the Bear Creek Greenway trail. The location and existing site
constraints limit future development beyond its use as a greenway corridor making it a likely
candidate for protection of the wetlands and an extension of the riparian corridor.

Energy Conseguences

Maintaining this site in its current conditions to the extent possible enhances and protects the
functions of the Creek, the existing vegetation, and wetlands. It maintains flood storage
capacity by retaining the natural floodplain boundaries of the creek. The vegetation provides
shade and protection to wildlife within and surrounding the creek.

Goal 5 Recommendation
Protect the wetlands and extend the existing riparian corridor overlay within this parcel to
encompass the wetland areas and natural functions of the creek. Add a 50 foot buffer.

Site 3: MD-5 (Bear Creek South — North of Interstate 5)
This site contains four significant wetlands, W70, W71, W72, and W74. These wetlands are

located in MD-5 southwest, north of Interstate 5. These wetlands have the following
characteristics:

Wetland IDs: W70, W71, W72, & W74

OFWAM Grouping Code: BCS-4

Watershed Boundary: Larson Creek-Bear Creek
Wetland Size: 12.94 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 2

Combined Parcel Area: 149.08 acres

Key Assessment Variable: ~ Water Quality, Hydrologic Control
Quality Determination: High

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis
Draft November 12, 2018
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Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Parcel | UGB | Medford County Floodplain | Current
Tax lot (acres) |or GLUP Map | Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR
W70
381W04 400 | 56.76 UGB | General Exclusive Farm N/A Structures
Industrial Use (EFU) on site,
Mostly
undeveloped
381W04 501 | 92.32 UGB | Service Exclusive Farm N/A Structure on
Commercial | Use (EFU) site, Mostly
undeveloped
W71, W72, and W74
381W04 400 | 56.76 UGB | General Exclusive Farm N/A Structures
Industrial Use (EFU) on site,
and Service Mostly
Commercial undeveloped

Distinguishing Site Characteristics

W70 is a National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapped wetland located east of I-5 in flood
irrigated pasture with extensive ditching throughout. It connects to two water bodies identified
as WA08 and WA22. W71 is located on the southwest edge of a flood irrigated field which also
has extensive ditching throughout. There are limited outlets due to I-5 bordering on the
western edge and is connected to wetland W72. Wetland W72 is also from NWI map data and
is located in a pasture and is connected to a ditch that runs along the southern edge of the
parcel. It has potential for connection to waterbody WA25 to the east and has outflow to the
west via a ditch. There are mapped significant wetlands from the 2002 inventory on the
adjacent tax lot to the west (t.l. 300). Bear Creek Orchards hired Montero, Cafferata
Consulting LLC, and Schott and Assoc. to delineate the wetlands on tax lot 501. The delineation
was submitted to DSL for review and approval. The delineation was included as an attachment
in the Local Wetland Inventory document. (Permit #WD2015-0492 (approved with revisions))

Conflicting Uses
The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial

Service Commercial X

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 7
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Heavy Industrial

General Industrial X
Parks and Schools

Public Facilities X
Greenway Corridor

Vegetation removal and grading X

Economic Consequences

Future transportation networks and utility extensions are proposed along the northern
property line of tax lot 400 with the extension of South Stage Road from the west as well as the
north-south street extension of Golf View Drive that crosses both tax lots. Adjustments to shift
Golf View Drive to the east could lessen the impact to wetland W70 and should be considered
as an alternative. There is potential to maintain the high quality wetlands along the I-5 edge
(W71 and W72) as future street connections are not anticipated and access to the site from I-5
is unlikely. Impacts due to future street locations may affect the wetlands and shall be
permitted but reduced as much as possible.

Social Conseqguences

The wetlands have recreational and aesthetic values providing opportunities for open space
and potential walking and biking amenities that could connect to the Bear Creek Greenway and
development within the residential lands to the north. Limiting conflicting uses and using the
wetlands as assets to balance the social values versus the development opportunities are
important.

Environmental Consequences

The wetlands are determined to be high quality so completely permitting the conflicting
industrial and commercial uses would result in a loss to these wetlands and the functions of
water quality and hydrologic control they provide. These wetlands were identified as
unbuildable in the evaluation of the Urban Growth Boundary expansion however
considerations for street and utility connections need to be evaluated to allow these uses but
reduce their impact on the wetlands. A 50-foot buffer is needed around the perimeter of the
wetlands retained on site.

Energy Consequences

On balance with the natural functions of the wetlands, future street connectivity between the
east and west side of I-5 and north-south routes are important in creating more direct routes
for vehicles and more opportunities for walking and biking.

Goal 5 Recommendation
Allow but reduce, to the extent possible, impacts to the wetlands. Impacts are likely to occur
with wetlands W71 and W74. Opportunities to protect wetlands W71 and W72 are more
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Site 4: MD-5 (Larson Creek South — East of Santa Barbara Drive)

This site contains two wetlands W13 and W66 located northeast of the intersection of Coal
Mine Road and Santa Barbara Drive. These wetlands have the following characteristics:

Wetland IDs:

OFWAM Grouping Code:
Watershed Boundary:
Wetland Size:

W13 and W66

BS-2

Larson Creek- Bear Creek
1.75 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 1

Combined Parcel Area:
Key Assessment Variable:
Quality Determination:

166.21 acres
Within % mile of Larson Creek
Moderate

Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Tax | Parcel UGB | Medford | County Floodplain | Current
lot (acres) | or GLUP Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR Map
W13 & W66
371W35126 | 166.21 | UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
Use (EFU) Mapped

Distinguishing Site Characteristics

Both wetlands are located

in a valley and boundaries were copied from the National Wetland

Inventory (NWI) mapping data. The wetlands are connected to Larson Reservoir (AW21). The
property is not proposed to be included in the 2016 Urban Growth Boundary expansion.

Conflicting Uses

The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial

Service Commercial

Heavy Industrial

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities X
Greenway Corridor
Vegetation removal and grading X

City of Medford
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Economic Consequences

The property is currently zoned Exclusive Farm use and will be under County jurisdiction well
into the future. The impacts of urban development are not yet anticipated as the site will
remain in the Urban Reserve and subject to County regulations. Higher order streets are
planned along Santa Barbara Drive and Coal Mine Road. Wetland W66 crosses an access road
to a residence to the east. The grading, graveling, or paving of this existing access road is likely
to occur as necessary. The street and utility facilities could impact these wetlands in the future
but protecting them until those improvements happen is possible.

Social Conseguences

A fork of Larson Creek is north of the wetlands and an extension of planned pedestrian and bike
paths along its bank are likely, providing educational, recreational, and aesthetic benefits by
limiting conflicting uses at this site.

Environmental Consequences

There is opportunity to protect the majority of these wetlands identified. Allowing but reducing
conflicting uses for these moderate quality wetlands in the location of the access road and
protecting the other can conserve the wetland functions.

Energy Consequences
There are no energy consequences identified.

Goal 5 Recommendation

Allow but reduce impacts to the wetlands. It is recommended the two wetlands be protected
in the long term except in the areas of the existing private access road. Transportation and
utility extensions in the future may necessitate further impacts to these wetlands. Wetlands
shall be protected by a 50 foot buffer to reduce impacts.

Site 5: MD-5 (Larson Creek North— South of Cherry Lane)

This site contains two wetlands W14 and W15 located southeast of Cherry Lane. These
wetlands have the following characteristics:

Wetland IDs: W14 and W15

OFWAM Grouping Code: LSC-1 and LSC-2
Watershed Boundary: Larson Creek — Bear Creek
Wetland Size: 2.64 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 1

Combined Parcel Area: 163.63 acres

Key Assessment Variable: ~ Water Quality

Quality Determination: Moderate

City of Medford | Urban Reserve Goal 5 Locally Significant Wetland ESEE Analysis 10
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Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Tax | Parcel UGB | Medford County Floodplain | Current
lot (acres) | or GLUP Map | Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR
W14 & W15
371W26 104 | 163.63 | UGB Urban Exclusive Farm Not Residence
and Residential | Use mapped
UR (UR)

Distinguishing Site Characteristics

Wetland W15 connects to Mud Creek, a spur from the North Fork of Larson Creek.
WetlandW14 is separated by W15 by a road. The site is grazed and impacted by cattle. Other
not locally significant wetlands (W63 and W64) are identified. W15 and W63 were determined
to be connected based on the riparian corridor of Mud Creek.

Conflicting Uses
The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential X

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial X

Service Commercial

Heavy Industrial

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities

Greenway Corridor

Vegetation removal and grading X

Economic Conseguences

Higher order streets are proposed to the west of the significant wetlands impacting W64 (not
locally significant). The existing access road (driveway) into the property will be maintained
over time or converted into street and utility access in the future potentially impacting the
wetlands. Extension of the riparian corridor is proposed to include the wetlands along
[Mudkcepl] Creek and the North Fork of Larson Creek (W14, W15, and W63 (not locally
significant)).

Social Consequences

A pedestrian and bike path intended to connect to Chrissy Park is proposed along the North
Fork of Larson Creek which provides recreational and aesthetic benefits. Limiting the
conflicting uses of these wetlands will help maintain the integrity of these wetlands.
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Environmental Consequences

Some impacts are likely to these wetlands due to conflicting uses with urban development
(transportation, utility and recreational purposes). There are opportunities to limit these
conflicts through extension of the riparian corridor protections.

Energy Consequences
Transportation benefits may be seen both for vehicular and bike/pedestrian users with the
addition of new street and trail connections.

Goal 5 Recommendation

It is recommended the wetlands be protected to the extent possible by allowing but reducingg
conflicting uses. The riparian corridor shall be extended to include W14, W15, and W63 and an
additional 50 foot buffer added.

Site 6: MD-3 (Whetstone Creek — Rogue River)

This site contains twelve wetlands located south of Coker Butte Road and west of N. Foothill
Road. These wetlands have the following characteristics:

Wetland IDs: W11, W21, W46, W47, W48, W49, W50, W51, W53, W54, W55,
W56

OFWAM Grouping Code: MWC-6

Watershed Boundary: Whetstone Creek — Rogue River

Wetland Size: 26.49 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 8

Combined Parcel Area: 429.22 acres

Key Assessment Variable: Hydrologic Control

Quality Determination: Moderate

Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Parcel | UGB | Medford County Floodplain | Current
Tax lot (acres) | or GLUP Map | Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR
wi1l
371W09 800 | 36.35 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Residence;
Use (EFU) Mapped Farming
W21
371W09 99.35 UGB | Urban Exclusive Farm Not Residence;
2600 Residential, | Use (EFU) Mapped plus
Urban High additional
Density structures
Residential,
and
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Commercial
371W09 58.96 UGB | Urban Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
2700 residential, | Use (EFU) Mapped
Urban High
Density
Residential
W46
371W08 800 | 20.01 UGB | Urban Exclusive Farm Not Farming
Medium Use (EFU) Mapped
Residential
& Urban
High
Density
Residential
w47
371W08 40.27 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
1000 Density Use (EFU) Mapped
Residential,
Service
Commercial,
and
Commercial
371W09 99.35 UGB | Urban Exclusive Farm Not Residence;
2600 Residential | Use (EFU) Mapped plus
additional
structures
371W09 900 | 99.54 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
Use (EFU) Mapped
W48
371W08 900 | 35.13 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
and | Density Use (EFU) Mapped
UR Residential
W49
371W08 900 | 35.13 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
and | Density Use (EFU) Mapped
UR Residential
371W08 40.27 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
1000 Density Use (EFU) Mapped
Residential,
Service
Commercial,
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and
Commercial
371W09 800 | 36.35 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Residence;
Use (EFU) Mapped Farming
371W09 900 | 99.54 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
Use (EFU) Mapped
W50
371W08 100 | 39.61 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Farming
Use Mapped
371W08 40.27 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
1000 Density Use (EFU) Mapped
Residential,
Service
Commercial,
and
Commercial
W51
371W08 40.27 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
1000 Density Use (EFU) Mapped
Residential,
Service
Commercial,
and
Commercial
371W08 100 | 39.61 UR N/A Exclusive Farm Not Farming
Use Mapped
371W08 900 | 35.13 UGB | Urban High | Exclusive Farm Not Vacant
and | Density Use (EFU) Mapped
UR Residential
W53, W54, W55, W56, and W57
371W09 99.35 UGB | Urban Exclusive Farm Not Residence;
2600 Residential, | Use (EFU) Mapped plus
Urban High additional
Density structures
Residential,
and
Commercial
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Distinguishing Site Characteristics

Starting on the west side of MD-3, wetland W46 is located at the headwaters of Midway Creek
(Upton Slough) and Swanson Creek, on the banks of a pond located within converging arms of
Hopkins Canal. This wetland connects to wetland W48. Wetlands W47 and W49 are connected
and located at the headwaters of Midway Creek and Swanson Creek. Wetlands W50 and W51
are adjacent to each other and surrounded by an irrigation pond. Wetland W11 is located
within a former orchard and is connected to a man-made pond (AW17). Wetlands W21, W53-
W57 are located west of N. Foothill Road and interwoven among mapped ditches.

Conflicting Uses
The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential

Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial

XXX [X|X

Service Commercial

Heavy Industrial

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities X

Greenway Corridor

Vegetation removal and grading X

Economic Consequences

The property is proposed to include a mix of residential and commercial uses as well as a
pattern of higher order streets. Fully protecting these wetlands as land develops would
preclude orderly development of these areas over time. Protection of some of these wetlands
until development occurs is achievable especially in the areas that will remain in the Urban
Reserves. Allowing but reducing impacts is reasonable to balance development needs with the
retention of natural resources.

Social Conseguences
There are opportunities for the construction of a recreational trail within MD-3 as identified in

the Leisure Services Plan (2005). A trail location adjacent to the wetlands enhances the
aesthetic value of the wetland and may reduce the degradation or lose of all of it. Allowing but
reducing impacts is important.

Environmental Consequences

Fully allowing impacts to these wetlands will degrade their hydrologic control function. Higher
order street connections and other road improvements will affect the functions of these
wetlands. Impacts could be minimized by considering realignments that avoid large portions of
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the wetlands and by fully analyzing the location of the street from where its extension starts to
where it ends.

Energy Consequences

A well planned street network, a mix of residential and commercial services as well as an
identified trail system within this MD can have positive energy benefits on travel time and
varied travel modes such as walking and biking that result in less fuel consumption.

Goal 5 Recommendation
Allow but reduce impacts to the extent possible. Include a 50 foot buffer around wetlands that
are retained.

Site 7: MD-2 (Whetstone Creek — Rogue River - South of E. Vilas Road)

This site contains six wetlands located south of E. Vilas Road. These wetlands have the
following characteristics:

Wetland IDs: W10-A, W10-D, W10-E, W10-F, W10-G, W22

OFWAM Grouping Code: MWC-5
Watershed Boundary: Whetstone Creek — Rogue River
Wetland Size: 11.4 acres

Number of Parcels Affected: 5

Combined Parcel Area: 210.81 acres
Key Assessment Variable: Hydrologic Control
Quality Determination: Moderate

Summary of Affected Parcels

Wetland/ Parcel | UGB | Medford County Floodplain | Current
Tax lot (acres) |or GLUP Map | Zoning/Overlay use(s)
UR
W10-A, W10-D, W10-E
371W05 300 | 53.34 UGB | Commercial, | Exclusive Farm No Structures
Service Use (EFU) on site,
Commercial, Mostly
and Urban undeveloped
Residential
371W05 313 | 3.99 UGB | Commercial | Exclusive Farm No Utility
Use (EFU) station;
South half
undeveloped
W10-F
371W05 900 | 76.45 UGB | Commercial | Exclusive Farm No Vacant
and Urban Use (EFU)
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| Residential |

W10-G

371W05 300 | 53.34 UGB | Commercial, | Exclusive Farm No Structures
Service Use (EFU) on site,
Commercial, Mostly
and Urban undeveloped
Residential

371W05 600 | 77.03 UGB | Commercial, | Exclusive Farm No Vacant
Service Use (EFU)
Commercial,
and Urban
Residential

W22

371W05 300 | 53.34 UGB | Commercial, | Exclusive Farm No Structures
Service Use (EFU) on site,
Commercial, Mostly
and Urban undeveloped
Residential

Distinguishing Site Characteristics
All these wetlands were identified in a 2007 wetland delineation approved by the Department
of State Lands. Wetland W10-F was a former pond that no longer exists due to

decommissioning of orchard and associated irrigation.

Conflicting Uses

The following conflicting uses apply within this resource site and its impact area.

Urban Residential X
Urban Medium Residential

Urban High Residential

Commercial X
Service Commercial X
Heavy Industrial

General Industrial

Parks and Schools

Public Facilities X
Greenway Corridor

Vegetation removal and grading X
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Economic Consequences
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