






ATTACHMENT 3 

Ordinance No. PA 1298 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1298 IN THE MATTER OF CO-ADOPTING AMENDED JUNCTION 
CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR AREAS OUTSIDE THE 
CITY LIMITS TO INCLUDE WETLAND INVENTORY AND 
RELATED ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND 
ENERGY ANALYSIS, AND TEXT AND MAP 
AMENDMENTS; TO EXPAND URBAN GROWTH 
BOUNDARY FOR COMMERCIAL, PARK, AND 
RESIDENTIAL LAND NEEDS; TO RE-DESIGNATE LAND 
FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO MEDIUM 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL; TO INCLUDE SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTS (ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS, 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY, HOUSING 
NEEDS ANALYSIS); AND TO DELETE OUTDATED PLAN 
TEXT; ADOPTING CORRESPONDING AMENDMENTS TO 
OFFICIAL LANE COUNTY RURAL COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AND ZONING MAPS; AND ADOPTING SAVINGS 
AND SEVERABILITY CLAUSES. (FILE NO. 509-PA12-
06246) (APPLICANT: CITY OF JUNCTION CITY) 

WHEREAS, the City of Junction City and Lane County entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement, Order No. 82-11-3-17, with regard to the coordination of land-use 
planning and urban services; and 

WHEREAS, during a customized periodic review process, the City of Junction City 
approved Ordinance No. 1212 on September 18, 2012, that amended the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan to provide for the protection of wetland resources and a 20-year supply of 
land for commercial, park, and residential uses; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Junction City has requested Lane County action to co-adopt the 
amendments to Junction City's Comprehensive Plan for areas outside the city limits and to 
make corresponding amendments to the official Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Maps in order to achieve city-county coordination of land-use planning; and 

WHEREAS, the Lane County Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the 
amendments on December 4, 2012, and provided a recommendation to the Board of County 
Commissioners on January 15, 2013, to adopt the amendments as presented; and 

WHEREAS, evidence exists in the record indicating that the proposal meets the 
applicable requirements of Lane Code Chapters 12 and 16, and state and local law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners conducted a first reading of this 
Ordinance on February 26, 2013, conducted a public hearing on this Ordinance on March 12, 
2013, and is now ready to take action. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners Ordains as follows: 

Section 1. Chapter 2 (Environmental Element) as adopted by the City of Junction 
City Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', 
Appendix '1', Attachment '5', is hereby co-adopted and replaces, in its 
entirety, Chapter 2 of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 
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Section 2. Chapter 3 (Land Use Element) as adopted by the City of Junction City 
Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', 
Attachment '9', is hereby co-adopted and replaces, in its entirety, Chapter 
3 of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 3. Chapter 4 (Economic Development Element) as adopted by the City of 
Junction City Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', 
Appendix '1', Attachment '10', is hereby co-adopted and replaces, in its 
entirety, Chapter 4 of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 4. Chapter 8 (Parks, Recreational, and Cultural Preservation Element) as 
adopted by the City of Junction City Ordinance No, 1212 and as shown in 
Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', Attachment '13', is hereby co-adopted 
and replaces, in its entirety, Chapter 8 of the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 5. Chapter 9 (Housing Element) as adopted by the City of Junction City 
Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', 
Attachment '12', is hereby co-adopted and replaces, in its entirety, the 
following sections of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan: 

• Chapter 9, Buildable Lands Inventory (1982) 
• Appendix A, Buildable Lands Inventory and Low Income Housing 

Needs ( 1982) 
• Goa114 Urbanization Analysis (1982) 
• Appendix C, Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 
• Appendix II 

Section 6. Appendix Ill (Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and 
Economic Opportunities Analysis) as adopted by the City of Junction City 
Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', 
Attachment '8', is hereby co-adopted and replaces, in its entirety, 
Appendix Ill of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 7. Appendix I (Residential Buildable Lands Inventory), Appendix II, (Local 
Wetland Inventory), and Appendix IV (Wetland Economic, Social, 
Environmental, and Energy Analysis) as adopted by the City of Junction 
City Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', 
Appendix '1', Attachments '11', '3', and '4', are hereby co-adopted as 
supporting documents to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. All 
subsequent existing appendices to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan 
are renumbered accordingly. 

Section 8. Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan Map, for areas 
outside the city limits, as adopted by the City of Junction City Ordinance 
No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', Attachment 
'1', are hereby co-adopted. Amendments include the expansion of the 
Junction City Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) by approximately 141 acres 
to satisfy projected land needs for commercial (113.31 acres), park (9.93 
acres), and residential (17.44 acres) uses; there-designation of 
approximately 28 acres outside the city limits and within the existing UGB 
from "L, Low Density Residential" to "M, Medium Density Residential" to 

Page 2- ORDINANCE NO. PA 1298 



address an identified deficit of Medium Density Residential land in 
proximity to transportation corridors and services; and the designation of 
wetland areas located on 21 properties outside the city limits as "0, Open 
Space/Wetlands." 

Section 9. The official Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps 
are hereby amended to remove territory from the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan and to add territory to the City of Junction City 
Urban Growth Boundary as adopted by the City of Junction City 
Ordinance No. 1212 and as shown in Exhibit 'B,' Exhibit 'A', Appendix '1', 
Attachment '1 '. 

Section 10. The prior designations repealed by this Ordinance remain in full force and 
effect to authorize prosecution of persons in violation thereof prior to the 
effective date of this Ordinance. 

Section 11. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this 
Ordinance is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court 
of competent jurisidiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate, 
distinct, and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

FURTHER, although not part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners 
adopts findings as set forth in Exhibit 'A' attached and incorporated by this reference, in support 
of this action. 

ENACTED this __ day of _____ , 2013. 

Sid Leiken, Chair, Lane County Board of Commissioners 

Recording Secretary for this Meeting of the Board 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

Date _______ Lane County 

OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 
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Background and Findings of Fact 
In Support of Ordinance No. PA 1298 

Adoption of Rural Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Exhibit 'A' 

Co-adoption of Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments and UGB Expansion 

Background 
In July 2008 the City received grant funds from Department of Land Conservation and 
Development to fund a customized periodic review project to update the City's Comprehensive 
Plan. The project was scheduled to be completed in 2 phases. 

Phase I was completed on February 17, 2010, with DLCD acknowledgement of the 
Comprehensive Plan amendments which included the following tasks: 

1. Economic Opportunities Analysis. Identification of likely industrial and other economic 
development opportunities and corresponding employment land needs over the planning 
period of the next 20 years. (Note: This document was partially approved, with the 
commercial lands evaluation to be completed in Phase II). 

2. Urbanization Study. Evaluation of the existing UGB for its capacity to provide land for 
needed housing and employment for the next 20 years, add capacity through reasonable 
measures, and complete a UGB need and locational analysis. (Note: This document 
was partially approved, with the residential and commercial lands evaluation to be 
completed in Phase II). 

3. Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments. Comprehensive 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendments with required findings. 

Phase I also included the first part of the development of the City's proposed wetland protection 
program. During Phase I, the City began contacting many of the property owners with areas 
that contained potential wetlands. The City held a number of Open Houses to allow property 
owners to learn more about the process and to gain input from property owners about local 
lands. Public information meetings addressing the Wetland Inventory project were held on 
October 29, 2008, and March 25, 2009. Additional meetings were held in Phase II, as 
described below. 

Phase II has been underway since June, 2010. Phase II includes the remaining components of 
the Customized Periodic Review Work Program that has been approved by DLCD, as follows: 

1. Revision of the EOA and economic development vision and strategy to address the 
commercial land need identified in Phase I of the project. 

2. Local Wetlands Inventory. Preparation of a functional assessment of wetlands and 
riparian areas within the UGB and wetlands and riparian areas outside the UGB likely to 
be included in a study area for UGB and UR designation. Designate significant wetlands 
as required by statewide land-use planning Goal 5 and other rules. 
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3. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory and Land Need Analysis. Evaluation of the 
existing residential land supply within the Junction City Urban Growth Boundary to 
determine if it is adequate to meet the future 20-year need. 

4. Completion of the Urbanization Study to include the residential and commercial land 
need. 

5. Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments needed to complete 
these items. 

As part of Phase II the Junction City Council adopted amendments to its Comprehensive Plan 
and UGB Boundary. The City is now submitting an application to Lane County requesting co
adoption of the amended Junction City Comprehensive Plan, as part of the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan. The amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan include: 

• Wetlands: Adoption of Local Wetland Inventory into the Comprehensive Plan. 
Adoption of a Wetland ESEE Analysis containing proposals for protection of 
locally significant wetlands into the Comprehensive Plan. Amendments to the 
Junction City Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 2, Environmental 
Element. Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map to include 
a wetland resources overlay. 

• Economic Development: Amend the Junction City Economic Opportunity 
Analysis appendix of the City's Comprehensive Plan. Adopt amendments to the 
Junction City Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 4, Economic 
Development Element1

. Adopt amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive 
Plan text and map to expand the urban growth boundary and designate those 
lands Commercial. 

• Housing: Adoption of new Housing goals and policies, and a Residential 
Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing Needs Analysis as components of the 
Junction City Comprehensive Plan. Amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan map to 1) establish three different residential densities 
(Low, Medium, and High) consistent with existing zoning, 2) redesignate land 
from Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, and 3) redesignate 
properties from Professional/Technical to a combination of Low, Medium, and 
High Density Residential. The proposal includes one acre of High Density 
Residential (R-3 zoning), 9 acres of Medium Density Residential (R-2 zoning), 
with the remaining acreage to be developed as Low Density Residential (R-1 
zoning). Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map to expand 
the urban growth boundary and designate those lands Medium Density 
Residential. Amendments to the Zoning Map of Junction City to rezone the 
Professional Technical site to one acre of R-3 zoning, 9 acres of R-2 zoning, with 
the remaining acreage to be developed under R-1 zoning. 

• Parks: Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map to expand 
the urban growth boundary and designate anticipated park lands Public. 
Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 8, 
Parks, Historical and Cultural Preservation. 

1 The commercial land needs are from the 2009 EOA with modifications to reflect the updated 

community vision. 
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• Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 3, 
Land Use Element, in order to remove outdated information which has been 
replaced by the more recent analysis above, to describe the different land use 
categories, and to amend Table 3-1 to show the establishment of a new high 
density residential designation. 

• Deletion of the following Sections of the Comprehensive Plan, which have been 
replaced by the more recent analysis noted above: 

o Chapter 9, Buildable Lands Inventory (1982) 

o Appendix A, Buildable Land Inventory and Low Income Housing Needs 
(1982) 

o Goal14 Urbanization Analysis (3/30/1982) 

o Appendix C: Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 

o Appendix II 

Findings of Fact 
Following are findings addressing applicable criteria for the requested co-adoption, as stated in 
the Lane County Code. Lane County code sections are in bold text and findings addressing 
each section follow. Attached and incorporated into this report by reference is a staff report and 
findings with attachments that support amendments to the Junction City UGB. 

LC 12.005 Purpose. 

The board shall adopt a comprehensive plan. The general purpose of the comprehensive 
plan is the guiding of the social, economic, and physical development of the County to 
best promote public health, safety, order, convenience, prosperity and general welfare. 

Finding: The Lane County Comprehensive Plan includes the co-adoption of each city's 
Comprehensive Plan as illustrated in Chart One of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan. 
Part I, Section D of the Plan states: 

"While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is clearly 
recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts closely 
with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law requires that 
each incorporated city develop and adopt its own land use plan which must itself comply 
with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain essentially the same elements as the County 
General Plan, with an additional element of an identified Urban Growth Boundary 
(required by Goal14). Future urban growth for each city is to take place within that 
Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan, a mutual 
Boundary is adopted by both cities and the County. For all other cities, the County must 
ratify the cities UGBs by independent evaluation of, and adoption of, appropriate city 
plan provisions. 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the provisions 
of city plans within the city UGBs but outside of the corporate city limits. 'Joint 
Agreements for Planning Coordination' drawn up between the County and each city lay 
the framework for cooperative action in the effort." 
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Finding: In addition to this County Plan guidance, Lane County and the City also signed an 
intergovernmental agreement which states that the County will co-adopt with the City 
"establishment of and changes to UGB and Comprehensive Plan and Refinement plan adoption 
and amendments." 

Finding: By co-adopting the Junction City Comprehensive Plan amendments, the County is 
guiding the social, economic and physical development of the county. Co-adopting Junction 
City's Comprehensive Plan amendments and UGB boundaries to meet identified housing, 
public, and commercial land needs will allow the City to promote economic development by 
adding over 1,100 jobs, provide a broader array of retail and service opportunities to Junction 
City residents and capture sales leakage that is occurring to the Eugene market, creating a 
more vibrant and sustainable employment base within the City of Junction City. 

Further, co-adoption will guide the County's social needs, by allowing the City to meet its 
housing needs. The proposed amendments provide adequate numbers of needed housing 
units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of 
Junction City households and allow for flexibility in housing location, type and density. Physical 
development of these sites is guided by extending the City's UGB to encompass these 
developable lands. Only in that way can the City plan for and provide the urban services 
required by the needed housing and commercial employment uses. Delivery of these services 
and development of these sites, as proposed, promotes public health, safety, order, 
convenience, prosperity and the general welfare of the City and County. 

Finding: As noted in Part 1.A of Lane County's Rural Comprehensive plan, the Plan "follows the 
format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they must be met by all local 
jurisdictions in Oregon." The proposed Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan 
comply with applicable Oregon Statewide planning goals, OARS and ORSs as shown in the 
attached document, incorporated herein, entitled "Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB 
Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest. 

LC 12.050 Method of Adoption and Amendment: 

(1) The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or an amendment to such Plan shall be by 
an ordinance. 

Finding: Applicant notes that the Lane County Board of Commissioners must co-adopt these 
amendments to Junction City's Comprehensive Plan (and by extension amend the County's 
Rural Comprehensive Plan) by ordinance. Such action will satisfy this amendment criteria. 

(2) The Board may amend or supplement the Comprehensive Plan upon a finding of: 

Introduction: 

(a) an error in the Plan; or 

(b) changed circumstances affecting or pertaining to the Plan; or 

(c) a change in public policy; or 

(d) a change in public need based on a reevaluation offactors affecting the 
Plan; provided, the amendment or supplement does not impair the 
purpose of the Plan as established by LC 12.005 above. 

This amendment criteria is set in the alternative. Only one criteria need be satisfied to support a 
Rural Comprehensive Plan amendment. That said, Junction City's request is justified and 
supported by two of the above criteria, as set forth in the following findings. 
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Finding: LC 12.050(2)(b) is met as circumstances within Lane County and Junction City 
changed with the 2007 announcement by the State of the siting of two State facilities in or near 
Junction City. The State correctional facility and state mental hospital will ultimately employ 
1,800 workers. These factors were significant considerations in the establishment of population 
forecasts adopted by the County in June, 2009. 

To meet the anticipated population grow1h, the City has determined that the City's existing 
Urban Grow1h Boundary does not have sufficient land capacity to provide land to accommodate 
needed housing and related commercial employment grow1h. As a result, amendment of the 
Junction City Comprehensive Plan and Map was required to accommodate needed land for 
housing and commercial development. 

Finding: LC 12.050(2)(d) is met as follows: The proposed UGB expansion for housing and 
commercial employment is directly related to Junction City's demonstrated need for housing and 
employment opportunities, as further detailed in the attached document titled: "Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest. 

Goal 14 Need Factor 1 requires cities to demonstrate need to accommodate population grow1h: 

Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population grow1h, 
consistent with a 20-year population forecast coordinated with affected local 
governments; 

Goal 14, Factor 1 addresses the need for population grow1h and housing. Housing needs are a 
direct function of population grow1h, and are based on the Lane County population forecast. 
Moreover, the City must show some relationship between projected population grow1h and 
projected employment grow1h as it relates to employment land need. 

On June 17, 2009, the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted a revised population 
forecast for Lane County and its cities. The coordinated 2029 population projection for Junction 
City is 12,922. Lane County contracted with Portland State University to prepare coordinated 
population projections for Lane County and each of its cities in 2008-09. The Center for 
Population Research recognized Junction City's unique employment opportunities by projecting 
an average annual population grow1h rate of 3.5% for Junction City from 2010-2030. 
Employment grow1h is projected to increase most dramatically from 2010-2015, when the prison 
and hospital projects are scheduled for completion. 

As noted in the PSU Forecast (p. 33): 

"Junction City. The jobs that the new group quarters [the state prison and hospital] 
facilities will create are assumed to increase the demand for new housing. The 
expansion of infrastructure will support growth; planning housing development and 
additional employers will also contribute to higher growth than in the past." 

Goal 14 Need Factor 2 requires cities to demonstrate need for lands proposed for inclusion in a 
UGB: 

Factor 2: Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses 
such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space; 

The "Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings 
Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest documents land needed for housing, parks, 
and commercial land to be included in the Junction City UGB expansion proposal, and is 
adopted herein. 
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Finding: The Comprehensive Plan amendments are necessary to address identified changes in 
public needs which affect the County's Rural Comprehensive Plan. The amendments comply 
with applicable Statewide Planning Goals, OARs, and ORSs as illustrated in the attached 
document Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings 
Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest. The amendments, therefore, do not impair 
the purpose of the County's Rural Comprehensive Plan, as established by LC 12.005 and as 
further addressed below. 

LC 16.400 Rural Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

(6)(h) Method of Adoption and Amendment. 

(i) The adoption or amendment of a Rural Comprehensive Plan component shall 
be by Ordinance. 

(ii) The adoption or amendment shall be concurrent with an amendment to LC 
16.400(4) above. In the case of a Rural Comprehensive Plan adoption, the Code 
amendment shall place such Plan in the appropriate category. In the case of a 
Rural Comprehensive Plan amendment, the Code amendment shall insert the 
number of the amending Ordinance. 

(iii) The Board may amend or supplement the Rural Comprehensive Plan upon 
making the following findings: 

(aa) For Major and Minor Amendments as defined in LC 16.400(8)(a) below, 
the Plan component or amendment meets all applicable requirements of 
local and state law, including Statewide Planning Goals and Oregon 
Administrative Rules. 

(bb) For Major and Minor Amendments as defined in LC 16.400(8)(a) below, 
the Plan amendment or component is: 

(i-i) necessary to correct an identified error in the application of the 
Plan; or 

(ii-ii) necessary to fulfill an identified public or community need for 
the intended result of the component or amendment; or 

(iii-iii) necessary to comply with the mandate of local, state or 
federal policy or law; or 

(iv-iv) necessary to provide for the implementation of adopted Plan 
policy or elements; or 

(v-v) otherwise deemed by the Board, for reasons briefly set forth in 
its decision, to be desirable, appropriate or proper. 

Finding: LC Chapter 16.400(6)(h)(i) require amendments to the Rural Comprehensive Plan to 
be by ordinance. Adopting Ordinance No. PA1298 accomplishes this. 

Finding: LC Chapter 16.400(6)(h)(ii) requires the proposed amendment to be concurrent with 
an amendment to LC 16.400(4). This required amendment to LC 16.400(4) will be 
accomplished within Ordinance No. PA 1298. 
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Finding: While only one criterion need be satisfied, the City's co-adoption request addresses 
three criteria within LC Chapter 16.400(6)(h)(iii)(bb), subsections (ii-ii), (iii-iii), and (iv-iv). The 
proposed amendments are necessary: 

• To address projected future land needed for housing, parks, and commercial land to 
serve anticipated population growth and new development over the next 20 years; 

• To implement and conform to the population forecast which was adopted into the 
General Policies, Introduction, Section D of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan 
on June 17, 2009, by Ord. No. 1255; and 

• To comply with the mandates of Statewide Planning Goal 5. The Goal states: "Local 
governments shall adopt programs that will protect natural resources ... for present and 
future generations." The City's wetland amendments address this requirement. 

Finding: Addressing LC 16.400(6)(h)(iii)(aa), this major amendment meets applicable 
requirements of local and state law in that it is being processed as a plan amendment pursuant 
to LC Chapter 12 requirements, and is subject to the approval criteria of LC Chapter 16. This 
written statement contains findings of consistency with both of those acknowledged chapters. 
The "Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amenqment Justification and Findings report, 
August 2012," prepared by ECONorthwest and incorporated herein by reference, contains 
findings of consistency with applicable Statewide Planning Goals and applicable Oregon 
Administrative Rules. 

Although technically only required for minor amendments, per LC 16.400(6)(h)(iii)(cc) and (dd), 
the following sets out findings of consistency with applicable policies of the LC Rural 
Comprehensive Plan follow: 

RCP Goal1: Citizen Involvement: Findings addressing statewide planning Goal1 as 
contained in the Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and 
Findings Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest demonstrate that the proposed 
amendment process is consistent with the above goals and policies, and are incorporated 
herein by reference. 

RCP Goal 2: Land Use Planning: All products proposed for adoption herein have been made 
available for public review as discussed in findings for Goal 1, above, incorporated herein by 
reference. 

RCP Goal3: Agricultural Lands: The proposal does include some expansion onto High-Value 
Agricultural land to meet identified commercial and park land needs. The Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest address the priorities for Urban Growth expansion established in 
ORS 197.298, and are herein adopted by reference. In addition, the analysis addresses the 
Statewide Planning Goal 14 boundary location factors, and is herein adopted by reference. 

RCP Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources: Goal 5 
resources are discussed in the "Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment 
Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated 
herein by reference. 

RCP Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources: Goal 6 resources are discussed in the 
"Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, 
August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 
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RCP Goal 7: Areas subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards: Goal 7 is discussed in the 
"Junction City Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, 
August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP GoaiB: Recreational Needs: The UGB expansion proposal includes a 10-acre site for a 
Community Park which meets a need identified in the Junction City Parks Master Plan. 

RCP Goal 9: Economy of the State: Goal 9 is discussed in the "Junction City Comprehensive 
Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" prepared by 
ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP Goal10: Housing: Goal10 is discussed in the "Junction City Comprehensive Plan and 
UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" prepared by ECONorthwest, 
incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP Goal11, Public Facilities and Services: Goal 11 is discussed in the "Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP Goal12: Transportation: The proposed amendments comply with statewide land use 
Goal 12 as demonstrated in the findings for that Goal contained above in the "Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP Goal13: Energy Conservation: The proposed amendments comply with statewide land 
use Goal 13 as demonstrated in the findings for that Goal contained above in the "Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 

RCP Goal14: Urbanization: The proposed amendments comply with statewide land use Goal 
14 as demonstrated in the findings for that Goal contained above in the "Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification and Findings Report, August, 2012" 
prepared by ECONorthwest, incorporated herein by reference. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1212 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 830 ADOPTING THE CITY OF 
JUNCTION CITY'S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AND MAP (and as subsequently 
amended); AND AMENDING JUNCTION CITY MUNICIPAL CODE TITLE 17, THE CITY OF 
JUNCTION CITY'S ZONING AND LAND USE TEXT AND MAP. 

WHEREAS, the City of Junction City Is currently in Customized Pertodic Review with 
work tasks requiring: 1) review and update of the Goal 5, 9, 10 and 14 Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan to ensure protectlon of wetland resources; 2) an adequate supply of land 
for Industrial and commercial use; and 3) an adequate supply of land for residential 
development; and 

WHEREAS, on July 17, 2008, the City received a Customized Periodic Review (CPR) 
grant from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) for the abov<rnoted 
goal review and updates; and 

WHEREAS, the Customized Periodic Work Program approved by the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development outlined the following work products: Economic 
Opportunities Analysis, Local Wetlands Inventory, Residential Buildable Lands Inventory and 
land Need Analysis, Urbanization Study, end Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Tille 17, the 
C~y's Zoning and Land Use Code Amendments; and 

WHEREAS, on March 11, 2011, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development partially approved the following products contained within the Customized 
Periodic Work Program: Economic Opportunities Analysis, Urbanization Study (for Industrial 
Lands), and Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Title 17, City's Zoning and Land Use Code 
Amendments (for Industrial Lands); and 

WHEREAS, consistent w~ Statewide Planning Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement, the City 
formed a Junction City Citizen Comprehensive Planning Committee (CCPC) and conducted a 
Community Visioning Process; and 

WHEREAS, the CCPC, City Consultants, City Planning Commission, City and Agency 
Staff have held meetings to format, review, change, and prepare draft versions of necessary 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text and map and to Title 17, the City's Zoning and 
Land Use Code text and map and have posted them on the City's website; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Junction City determined to adopt Exhibit 'A', Attachments 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, attached hereto and incorporated by this reference, to 
complete CPR and accomplish the needed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text and 
map and Title 17, the City's Zoning and Land Use Code text and map; and 

WHEREAS, EcoNorthwast has subml!!ed findings and justification for the proposed 
amendments as set forth in Exhib~ "A", Appendix '1" attached hereto and incorporated by this 
reference; and 

WHEREAS, the City has property provided all required notice to DLCD, Individual 
property owners, adjoining property owners, and interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission held its heartng on August 16, 2012. At the 
end of that hearing, the Planning Commission closed the hearing to additional oral testimony, 
but left the record open for additional written comment unlil August 24, 2012 at 9:00a.m.; and 

WHEREAS, on August 29, 2012, the Planning Commission recommended Council 
approval of the proposed amendments; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held its public hearing on September 6, 2012. At the end of 
that hearing, the City Council closed the hearing to additional oral testimony, but left the record 
open for additional written comment until September 14, 2012 at 9:00a.m.; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Planning Commission's recommendation 
and all evidence and testimony submitted at the Planning Commission and City Council 
hearings on this maHer; now, therefore, 
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THE CITY OF JUNCTION CITY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Seclion 1. Findings: The Clly of Junction Clly finds lhal the Staff Report (Exhibit 'A') and 
lhe EcoNorthwest Planning Findings Document (Appendix '1' of Exhibll 'A'} relate the 
foundation documents (Attachments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 to Appendix '1' 
of Exhibll 'A"}, which are the amendments and supporting documenls to lhe Comprehensive 
Plan text and map and Tille 17, the Clly's Zoning and Land Use Code text and map, to 
applicable Stalute, Rule, and Statewide Planning Goals, to prove consistency with the 
applicable requirements for the proposed amendments as found therein. Exhibll A and Its 
related Appendices atlached hereto and Incorporated herein by this reference, as support 
for the amendments adopted herein. 

Section 2. Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Ordinance No. 830, lhe City of Junction 
City Comprehensive Plan, is hereby amended as set forth wllhin Atlachmenls 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 
9, 10, 11, 12, and 131o Appendix '1' of Exhibii'A' attached hereto and Incorporated by this 
reference. Specnlcally: 

A. Comprehensive Plan Map: 

Ordinance No. 830 the City of Junclion City Comprehensive Plan Map, Is hereby 
amended as set forth on Appendix '1' of Exhlbll 'A' A«achment 1, attached 
herelo end incorporated by this reference. 

B. Comprehensive Plan Text and Policies: 

Ordinance No. 830, Is hereby amended as follows: 

1} The Goal 5 element of lhe Juncllon Clly Comprehensive Plan text and 
policies, Chapler 2 (Environmental Element} as shown on Appendix '1' of 
Exhibit 'A' Atlachment 5, Is hereby adopted and replaces, in Its entirety, 
Chapter 2 of the Junction Clly Comprehensive Plan. 

2} The Goal 8 element of the Junction Cily Comprehensive Plan lext and 
policies, Chapter 8 (Parl<s, Recrealional, and Cullural Preservation Elemanl}, 
as shown on Appendix '1' of Exhibit 'A', A«achment 13, is hereby adopted 
and replaces, In lis enlirety, Chapler 8 of the Junction City Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3} The Goal 9 element of the Junction Clly Comprehensive Plan, Chapler 4 
(Economic Development}, as shown on Appendix '1' of Exhibll 'A', 
Atlachment 10, Is hereby adopled and replaces, in lis entirety, Chapler 4 of 
the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 

4} The Goal 10 element of the Junclion City Comprehensive Plan text and 
policies, Chapter 9 (Housing Element) as shown on Appendix '1' of Exhibll 
'A', Attachment 12, is hereby adopted and replaces, In its enlirety, the 
following sections of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan: 

Chapter 9, Buildable Lands Inventory (1982) 
Appendix A, Buildable Land Inventory and Low Income Housing Needs 

(1982} 
Goal14 Urbanization Analysis (3/30/1982} 
Appendix C: Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 
Appendix II 

5} Chapter 3 (Land Use} of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan lext and 
policies as shown on Appendix "1" of Exhibll 'A', A«achmenl 9, is hereby 
adopled and replaces, in its entirety, Chapter 3 of the JuncHon City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

C. Comprehensive Plan Supporting Documents: 

1} Appendix Ill of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan, conlaining the 
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Section 3. 

Section 4. 

SectionS. 

Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy (EDS) is heraby amended as set forth within Appendix 
'1' of Exhibit 'A', Attachment 8, attached herato and incorporated herein by 
this raference. 

2) The following documents, attached hereto and Incorporated by this referance, 
are hereby adopted as supporting documents to the Junction City 
Ccmprehensive Plan, to be Inserted as labeled: 

• Appendix '1' of Exhibit 'A", Attachment 3 containing Appendix II, the 
City's Local Wetland Inventory. 

• Appendix '1' of Exhibit 'A', Attachment 4 containing Appendix IV, the 
analysis of the economic, social, environmental, and energy 
consequences of conflicts between locally significant wetlands and 
potential land uses on or near each wetland. 

• Appendix '1' of Exhibit 'A', Attachment 11 containing Appendix 1, the 
City's Residential Buildable Lands Inventory. 

All subsequent existing Appendices to the City's Comprehensive Plan are hereby 
renumbered appropriately. 

These documents and maps provide the factual, analytical and findings basis for 
the adopUon of the Ccmprehensive Plan Text, Policies, and Title 17, the City's 
Zoning and Land Use Cede amendments. 

Title 17. Zoning and L!;nd Use Code. Amendments. 

A. Title 17 Text Amendments. 

1) Chapter 17.60 of the Junction City Municipal Cede as shown on Appendix '1' 
of ExhlbH 'A', Attachment 6, is hereby adopted and replaces, In Its enUrety, 
Chapter 17.60 of the Junction City Municipal Cede. 

2) Table 17.150.070 of the Junction City Municipal Cede as shown on Appendix 
'1' or Exhibit 'A', Attachment 6, is hereby adopted and replaces, In Its 
entirety, Table 17.150.070 of the Junction City Municipal Cede. 

B. Title 17 Map An!endmente. 

JCMC Section 17.05.060, the Junction City Zoning Map, Is hereby amended as 
set forth within Appendix '1' of Exhibit 'A', Attachment 2, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by this referenca. 

Co-Adoptjon. The City of Junction City hereby requests that Lane Ccunty CO· 

adopt the amendments to Junction City's Comprehensive Plan adopted herein. 

Effective Dale. This ordinance will go Into full force and effect on the 30~ day 
after City Ccuncll enactment. 

Read in full for its first reading on the 18"' day of September, 2012. 

Read by title only, for its second reading this 1 B" day of September, 2012. 

Passed by the Ccuncilthls 18" day of September, 2012. 

Approved by the Mayor this 18~ day of September, 2012. 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 
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JUNCTION CITY CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

Amendment to Junction City Zoning Ordinance and 
Comprehensive Plan, CPA-12-01 
August 30, 2012 
September 6, 2012 

City of Junction City 

Not applicable 

Throughout Junction City. 

The proposed language and maps are included as Attachments to 
Appendix 1. The proposal includes the following components: 

Wetlands: Adopt Local Wetland Inventory. Adopt Wetland ESEE 
Analysis containing proposals for protection oflocally significant 
wetlands. Adopt amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive 
Plan text to update Chapter 2, Environmental Element. Adopt 
amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map to 
include a wetland resources overlay. Adopt amendments to 
Junction City Municipal Code 17.60 to include new regulations for 
protection oflocally significant wetlands proposed for protection. 
Adopt amendments to Junction City Municipal Code 17.150 to 
include new administrative procedures addressing wetlands 
proposed for protection. Adopt amendments to the Zoning Map of 
Junction City to apply a wetland resources overlay to locally 
significant wetlands proposed for protection. 

Economic Development: Amend the Junction City Economic 
Opportunity Analysis. Adopt amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 4, Economic 
Development Element. Adopt amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan text and map to expand the urban growth 
boundary and designate those lands "General Commercial". 

Housing: Adopt a new Housing goals and policies, Residential 
Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing Needs Analysis as 
components ofthe Junction City Comprehensive Plan. Adopt 
amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map to 1) 
establish three different residential densities (Low, Medium, and 
High) consistent with existing zoning, 2) redesignate land from 
Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, and 3) 
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redesignate properties from Professional/Technical to a 
combination of Low, Medium, and High Density Residential. The 
proposal would include one acre ofHigh Density Residential (R-3 
zoning), 9 acres of Medium Density Residential (R-2 zoning), with 
the remaining acreage to be developed as Low Density Residential 
(R-1 zoning). Adopt amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan map to expand the urban growth boundary 
and designate those lands Medium Density Residential. Adopt 
amendments to the Zoning Map of J1mction City to rezone the 
Professional Technical site to one acre ofR-3 zoning, 9 acres ofR-
2 zoning, with the remaining acreage to be developed under R-1 
zoning. 

Parks: Adopt amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive 
Plan map to expand the urban growth boundary and designate 
those lands Public. Adopt amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan text to update Chapter 8, Parks, Historical 
and Cultural Preservation. 

Miscellaneous: 

Adopt amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text 
to update Chapter 3, Land Use Element. 

Delete the following Sections of the Comprehensive Plan, which 
have been replaced by the more recent analysis noted above: 
• Chapter 9, Buildable Lands Inventory (1982) 
• Appendix A, Buildable Land Inventory and Low Income 

Housing Needs (1982) 
• Goal 14 Urbanization Analysis (3/30/1982) 

Appendix C: Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 
Appendix II 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed amendments. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed amendments. 

BACKGROUND 

In July 2008 the City received grant funds from Department of Land Conservation and 
Development to fund a customized periodic review project to update the City's Comprehensive 
Plan. The project was scheduled to be completed in 2 phases. 
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Phase I was completed on February 17, 2010, with DLCD acknowledgement of the 
Comprehensive Plan amendments which included the following tasks: 

1. Economic Opportunities Analysis. Identification of likely industrial and other economic 
development opportunities and corresponding employment land needs over the planning 
period of the next 20 years. (Note: This document was partially approved, with the 
commercial lands evaluation to be completed in Phase 11). 

2. Urbanization Stody. Evaluation of the existing UGB for its capacity to provide land for 
needed housing and employment for the next 20 years, add capacity through reasonable 
measures, and complete a UGB need and locational analysis. (Note: This document was 
partially approved, with the residential and commercial lands evaluation to be completed 
in Phase 11). 

3. Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments. Comprehensive Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance amendments with required findings. 

Phase I also included the first part of the development of the City's proposed wetland protection 
program. During Phase I, the City began contacting many of the property owners with areas that 
contained potential wetlands. The City held a number of Open Houses to allow property owners 
to learn more about the process and to gain input from property owners about local lands. Public 
information meetings addressing the Wetland Inventory project were held on October 29, 2008, 
and March 25, 2009. Additional meetings were held in Phase II, as described below. 

Phase II has been underway since June, 20 I 0. Phase II includes the remaining components of the 
Customized Periodic Review Work Program that has been approved by DLCD, as follows: 

1. Completion of Economic Opportunities Analysis to include commercial lands 
2. Local Wetlands Inventory. Preparation of a functional assessment of wetlands and 

riparian areas within the UGB and wetlands and riparian areas outside the UGB likely to 
be included in a stody area for UGB and UR designation. Designate significant wetlands 
as required by statewide land-use planning Goal 5 and other rules. 

3. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory and Land Need Analysis. Evaluation of the 
existing residential land supply within the Junction City Urban Growth Boundary to 
determine if it is adequate to meet the future 20-year need. 

4. Completion of the Urbanization Stody to include the residential and commercial land 
need. 

5. Adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments needed to complete 
these items. 

To consider the components ofPhase II, the City convened the City Citizen Comprehensive 
Planning Committee (CCPC). The CCPC was made up of the full City Council and Planning 
Commission and seven citizen volunteers. In addition, the City held a Visioning Workshop and 
on-line sun·ey to solicit community input on the items being considered as part of the Phase II 
process, including housing types, recreational amenities, public facilities, and desired commercial 
development, among other issues. The CCPC met 10 times between June, 2010 and May, 2011 
to discuss issues pertaining to Phase II items. The CCPC process concluded in May 2011 with a 
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set of recommendations forwarded to City Council and Planning Commission on bow to address 
commercial and residential land deficiencies. The detailed CCPC agendas, meeting materials, 
and meeting minutes are not attached to this report as appendices, but are available here: 
http://www.junctioncitvor.govoffice3 .corn!index.asp?Type=B LIST &SEC= {9BSA8C69-9D63-
49D9-A34A-1D7DF6C47883}&DE= 

· Materials related to the Community Visioning process are also available at the same link. 

Those recommendations were reviewed and refined in joint City Council and Planning 
Commission work sessions that were held in June and July, 2011. In January, 2012, the City 
Council formed a smaller body of representatives from the original CCPC to work with staff and 
consultants to finalize the Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic Vision documents for 
Planning Commission and City Council consideration. This committee, the Customized Periodic 
Review Subcommittee, met seven times between February, 2012 and June, 2012 to finalize the 
documents for Planning Commission and City Council review. The detailed CCPC agendas, 
meeting materials, and meeting minutes are not attached to this report as appendices, but are 
available here: 
http://www.junctioncityor.govoffice3.corn!index.asp?Type~B BASIC&SEC={132BADE7-
3F88-4D 1A-8507-D3A4D5BD0883} &DE={3C9B5049-5097-4CEB-967C-01A01132049B} 

When the inventory of wetlands was completed in late 2011, the City sent notices to property 
owners with identified wetlands, noticing them about this finding and encouraging them to 
participate in meetings that would establish new wetland regulations. Between January, 2012 
and July, 2012 the Planning Commission met to discuss the wetland protection program and 
modifications to the residential analysis. 

This package of amendments is intended to satisfy the remaining components of the Customized 
Periodic Review. The proposed language of the amendments and maps are included as 
Attachments to Appendix I, incorporated as part of this staff report. A more detailed description 
of the proposed amendments is included in Appendix I. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS 

I. Compliance with Statewide Planning Goals. 

Staff Response: Appendix L the Findings and Justification Report, contains an analysis of 
the proposal's consistency with the Statewide Planning Goals, as well as the applicable 
Oregon Administrative Rules that have been adopted providing further established 
procedures, standards, and definitions to administer the Statewide Planning Goals. 

2. Zoning Code Standards- Section 17.145 of the Junction City Municipal Code (JCMC) 
establishes requirements for amendments to the Zoning Code. 

Staff Response: Section 17.145.010 of the Junction City Municipal Code (JCMC) allows the 
City Council and Planning Commission to initiate an amendment to the text or map of the 
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ordinance. The City Council initiated the amendments as part of entering into the 
Customized Periodic Work Program with DLCD. 

Section 17.145.030 establishes requirements for noticing. The City has followed the noticing 
requirements found in JCMC 17.150.070 and 17.150.080. Notice was mailed to affected 
property owners and properties within 300 feet. Notice of the meeting was published in the 
Tribune News on July 25, 2012, a minimum of 10 days prior to the hearing. In addition, 
notice was published in the Register Guard on August 8, 2012. 

A record of amendments to the text of this title and the zoning map were made available on 
the City's website, as well as at City Hall. 

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS 

1. Comments prior to Public Notice 

As noted above, many interested parties and property owners were involved in the CCPC 
deliberation process. Appendix II contains a list of property owner requests received through 
the CCPC process. The detailed CCPC agendas, meeting materials, and meeting minutes are 
not attached to this report as appendices, but are available here: 
httu://www.junctioncityor.govoffice3.com/index.asp?Tvoe=B LIST&SEC={9B5A8C69-
9D63-49D9-A34A-1 D7DF6C47883 }&DE= 

In addition, at the November meeting, the Plauning Commission received several requests 
from property owners. At the meeting, the Planning Commission determined that the 
properties would be reviewed at the time of the public hearings. The copies of this 
correspondence are included as Appendix III. 

Finally, the Oregon Department of Corrections has submitted a comment letter concerning 
the proposal, which is included as Appendix N. 

2. Comments received after the Public Notice 

Affected property owners were mailed notice of the Plauning Commission and City Council 
Hearings consistent with the provisions of ORS 227.186 and 17.150.080. 

In addition, abutting property owners within 300 feet of the affected properties were mailed 
notice, consistent with JCMC 17.150.080(C). Notice was also mailed to tenants of affected 
mobile home parks as required. 

Notice of the meeting was published in the Tribune News on July 25,2012, a minimum of 10 
days prior to the hearing. In addition, notice was published in the Register Guard on August 
8, 2012. Notice has also been provided to interested parties who requested to receive 
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information on the project, as well as to DLCD, consistent with the provisions contained in 
JCMC 17.150.080. 

Notice of the rescheduling of the City Council Hearing from August 16, 2012 to September 
6, 2012 at 6:30pm at City Hall was provided at the Planning Commission hearing, on the 
City's website and in subsequent notices sent by the City Clerk. 

A copy of all of the public comments received by the Planning Commission during the public 
comment and public hearing process is included in Appendix V. 

Public comments submitted after the close of the Planning Commission public hearing and 
before the issuance of this staff report are included in Appendix VI. Please note that 
additional public comments may be submitted prior to the public hearing; these will be 
provided to the City Council at the hearing. 

3. Copy of Planning Commission Minutes 

Appendix Vl1 contains a copy of the minutes for the August 16, 2012 Planning Commission 
public hearing. Minutes from the August 29, 2012 meeting were not available as of the 
release of this staff report. An audio recording of this meeting is available here: 
http://www.ci.junction-citv.or.us/AudioMinutes/Index.htm 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The Planning Commission has submitted their recommendation and findings regarding the 
proposal. At the August 29, 2012 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commission 
voted unanimously to recommend approval of the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance as presented in Appendix I (as amended in August 2012), and its 
accompanying Attachments, with the following revisions: 

a. Modify the Zoning Map, comprehensive plan policies and ESEE Analysis to 
remove the open space area identified for bike purposes fi·om the WRD overlay as 
depicted in the letter submitted by Attorney Nick Klingensmith dated August 16, 
2012 and in the manner recommended in the letter submitted by Attorney Nick 
Klingensmith dated August 222, 2012. 

b. Modify the Zoning Map, proposed wetland regulations, comprehensive plan 
policies and ESEE Analysis to reduce the width of the WRD overlay for Wetlands 
WC, WC-01, CC, EC, EC-01 and EC-02 to coincide with the wetland boundaries 
as mapped in the Local Wetland Inventory. 

c. Modify tl1e proposed wetland regulations to permit fences, provided that do not 
interfere with water flow and do not violate city easement provisions. 

These revisions have been made to the materials included as Attachments to this staff report. 
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The City Council may enact, amend, or defeat all or portions of the proposal or may refer the 
matter back to the Planning Commission for further consideration. 

POSSffiLE ACTIONS BY THE CITY COUNCIL 

In considering the proposed amendments, the City Council may take the following actions after 
the closing of the record: 

I. Move to approve the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance as presented in Appendix I and its associated Attachments. 

2. Move to amend the recommended provisions contained in Appendix I and its 
associated Attachments. If the City Council revises the proposed amendments, 
the findings of fact contained in Appendix I must be amended as necessary to 
reflect these changes. 

3. Move to not approve the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance as presented in Appendix I and its associated Attachments. 

4. Move to refer the amendments on the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
as presented in Appendix I and its associated Attachments to the Planning 
Commission for further review. 

ATTACHMENTS 

• Appendix I: Findings and Justification Report and the following Attachments: 
1. Attachment 1: Proposed Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments to 

Comprehensive Plan Map 
2. Attachment 2: Proposed Zoning Ordinance Map Amendment 
3. Attachment 3: DSL Approved Local Wetland Inventory (Report) (new Appendix II 

to the Comprehensive Plan) and Notice to Property Owners as required under OAR 
141-086-0240 

4. Attachment 4: GoalS ESEE Analysis for the Area within the Junction City Urban 
Growth Boundary (Winterbrook Planning, May 2012) (new Appendix IV to the 
Comprehensive Plan) 

5. Attachment 5: Proposed Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments to Chapter 
2 (Envirolllllental Element) 

6. Attachment 6: Zoning Ordinance Amendments (Wetland Resources Overlay District) 
7. Attachment 7: Letter from Janet Morlan, Wetlands Program Coordinator, Oregon 

Department of State Lands to Junction City concerning the local wetland inventory 
8. Attachment 8: Proposed Junction City BOA and EDS (revised Appendix III to the 

Comprehensive Plan) 
9. Attachment 9: Proposed Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments to Chapter 

3 (Land Use) 
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10. Attachment 10: Proposed Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments to 
Chapter 4 (Economic Development) 

11. Attachment 11: Proposed Residential Buildable Lands Inventozy (new Appendix I to 
the Comprehensive Plan) 

12. Attachment 12: Proposed Junction Comprehensive Plan Amendment- New Goal 10 
Housing Element 

13. Attachment 13: Proposed Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendments to 
Chapter 8 (Parks, Recreational, and Cultnral Preservation Element) 

14. Attachment 14: Existing Parks and Paths of Junction City Plan 
15. Attachment 15: Lane County Ordinance PA 1255 Amending the Lane County Rural 

Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and Adopting a Coordinated Population Forecast for 
Lane County and Each Urban Area within the County (June 17, 2009) 

16. Attachment 16: Proposed Sections to be repealed from the Comprehensive Plan, as 
follows: 

• Chapter 9, Buildable Lands Inventozy (1982) 
o Appendix A, Buildable Land Inventozy and Low Income Housing Needs (1982) 
• Goal14 Urbanization Analysis (3/30/1982) 
o Appendix C: Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 
• Appendix II 

17. City of Junction City Urban Growth Management Agreement 

• Appendix II, Property Owner Requests for Inclusion in the UGB Expansion 
• Appendix III. Property Owner Requests for Inclusion in the UGB Expansion considered at 

the November, 2011 Planning Commission meeting 
• Appendix N, Letter from Oregon Department of Corrections 
• Appendix V, Public Comments reyjewed by Planning Commission 
• Appendix VI, Public Comments received after close of hearing by Planning Commission 
• Appendix VII, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes (August 16, 2012) 

LCOG; \\CLSRV/OOIPLANNERS\JUNCTCTYtWNE CODE AMENDMTS'SIGN AND ZONE AMENDMENTS SPRING 
981AMD980/(ZONJNG)\AMD980/PCSN.DOC 
LastSa\>ed: Septembcr4, 2012 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AND MAP (UGB) 
AMENDMENTS 

This narrative supports the following amendments to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code: 

Wetlands 
1. Amend Chapter 2 (Environmental Element) of the Junction City 

Comprehensive Plan to achieve Goal 5 protection for all significant 

wetlands. 

2. Adopt a new Appendix (Appendix II) to the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan containing the City's Local Wetland 

Inventory. 

3. Adopt a new Appendix (Appendix IV) containing the analysis of 
the economic, social, environmental, and energy consequences of 

conflicts between locally significant wetlands and potential land 
uses on or near each wetland. 

4. Amend the Junction City Comprehensive Land Use Map to identify 

the location of Open Space/Wetlands to be locally protected under 

the City's new Wetland Resources Overlay. 

5. Amend the Zoning Map to establish a Wetland Resources Overlay 
Dish·ict (WRD) to limit conflicts from 9 locally significant wetlands 

and a portion of an additional locally significant wetland in the 

City. 
6. Repeal Section 17.60- Sh·eam Conidor and Wetland Dish·ict 

(SCWD) of the Junction City Municipal Code and replace with new 

wetland regulations establishing a Wetland Resources Overlay 
Dish·ict (WRD) to limit conflicts from 9 locally significant wetlands 

and a portion of an additional locally significant wetland in the 

City. 
7. Amend Table 17.150.070: Summary of Development 

Decisions/Permits of the Junction City Municipal Code to include 

the permit process information for wetlands. 

Commercial 
1. Adopt amendments to the Junction City Economic Opportunities 

Analysis (EOA) and Economic Development Sh·ategy (EDS) as 

Appendix III to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 
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2. Amend Chapter 4 (Economic Development) of the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan to carry out the direction found in the EOA 

and EDS and to remove outdated and irrelevant material. 

Parkland 
1. Amend Chapter 8 (Parks, Recreation and Cultural Preservation 

Element) of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan to reference the 

Parks and Open Space Master Plan, specifically entitled "The Parks 
and Paths of Junction City" and to remove outdated and irrelevant 

material. 

Housing 
1. Adopt a new Goal 10 Housing Element as part of the Junction City 

Comprehensive Plan. 
2. Adopt a new Appendix (Appendix I) to the Junction City 

Comprehensive Plan containing the City's Residential Buildable 

Lands lnventmy. 

3. Amend the Junction City Comprehensive Land Use Map to: 

• Establish three different residential densities (Low, Medium, 
and High) consistent with existing zoning and the Housing 

Needs Analysis (see new MDR Designation and new HDR 

Designation on Map S-1), 

• Redesignate land from Low Density Residential to Medium 

Density Residential (see LDR to MDR re-designation on Map 

S-1), and 

• Redesignate properties from Professional/Technical to a 

combination of Low, Medium, and High Density Residential 

(see PT to Res. Re-Designation on Map S-1). The proposal 
would include one acre of High Density Residential (R-3 

zoning), 9 acres of Medium Density Residential (R-2 zoning), 

with the remaining acreage to be developed as Low Density 

Residential (R-1 zoning). 

4. Adopt amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan map 

to expand the urban growth boundary and designate those lands 
Medium Density Residential (see Attachment MDR Expansion 

Areas on Map S-1). 

5. Adopt amendments to the Zoning Map of Junction City to rezone 
the Professional Technical site to one acre of R-3 zoning, 9 acres of 
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R-2 zoning, with the remaining acreage to be developed under R-1 

zoning. 

Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 
1. Expand the Junction City Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to meet 

land needs identified in the EOA and Housing Element for the 

following uses (see Expansion areas on Map S-1): 

• Residential 

• Parkland 

• Retail and Service Commercial 

Note: Rezoning of these parcels will not occur until annexation, at some 

indefinite point in the future. 

Miscellaneous 
1. Amend Chapter 3 (Land Use) of the Junction City Comprehensive 

Plan to update with new information from the Wetlands, 
Commercial, and Housing analysis and remove outdated and 

irrelevant material. 

2. Repeal the following sections of the Comprehensive Plan, which 

contain text related to employment projections or residential land 

supply and land need that have been replaced by the Junction City 
EOA and Residential Buildable Lands Inventory: 

• Chapter 9: Buildable Lands Inventory (1982) 

• Appendix A: Buildable Land Inventory and Low Income 

Housing Needs (1982) 

• Goal14 Urbanization Analysis (3/30/1982) 

• Appendix C: Year 2000 Land Needs Assessment 

• Appendix II (No Name) (1993) 
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Jurisdiction: City of Junction City. Contact: Stacy Clauson, Plam1er (Lane Council of 
Govenunents) at 541-682-3177._ECONorthwest and Winterbrook Planning provided technical 
support for this applica tion. 
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section 1 Introduction 
This report presents the justification and findings in support of Phase II of 
the Junction City Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) review. Phase I 
addressed indush·ial and institutional lands; Phase II addresses residential 
(including parks) and commercial lands. The UGB expansion proposal 
presented in this report is the result of a year-long effort by the Junction 
City Citizen Comprehensive Plmming Committee (CCPC) and reflects 
input from the CCPC as well as through a community visioning process 
conducted in 2010. 

BACKGROUND 
In 2009, Junction City entered into a" customized" periodic review of its 
comprehensive plan. Periodic review is a process through which local 
governments evaluate and update the comprehensive land use plan and 
implementing ordinances. For Junction City, the focus of periodic review 
is on platming to accommodate growth expected from two major state 
facilities and achieving its economic development objectives. 

Phase I of the project was completed in 2009 and included a UGB 
expansion to accommodate three types of land uses with specific siting 
requirements: the State Prison and Hospital site, the Grain Millers site, 
and the Junction City wastewater h·eahnent plant site. In summary, Phase 
I addressed land needs for indush·ial and institutional employment 
opportunities and key infrash·ucture needed to support those uses. 

Phase I materials were accepted by DLCD and approved by the Director, 
under the provisions of OAR 660-025-0130 and OAR 660-025-0150(5). As 
such, this document and the land need established within it is 
acknowledged. The City does not propose to reopen issues related to the 
employment land need as part of Phase II, as provided for under OAR 
660-25-0140(5). Instead, the City plans to focus on the UGB sufficiency 
analysis for residential and commercial uses, which was deferred to Phase 
II of the project. 

Phase II focused on residential and commercial lands. Phase II began with 
a community visioning process that resulted in a refined community 
development vision. The CCPC then spent many meetings providing 
guidance with respect to how the City should best achieve the community 
vision in a mmmer that complies with state land use policy. The UGB 
proposal presented in this report is the result of that effort. 
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Customized Periodic Review Program 
Junction City is engaged in a two-phased, multi-year program designed to 
address the land use and public facility impacts resulting from the siting 
of the State Hospital and Prison near the southern urban growth 
boundary (UGB). The program began in October 2008 and is scheduled for 
completion in 2012. 

• Phase I of the project resulted in an Economic Opportunity 
Analysis (EOA) and a preliminary Local Wetland Inventory. In 
Phase I, the City studied employment and public facility land needs 
and identified suitable sites -within and outside the existing UGB 
- to meet these needs. The EOA included background information 
and an economic development sh·ategy that has been incorporated 
into Chapters 2 and 3 and Appendix C of the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The Phase I findings supported amendments to the Junction City 
UGB to meet the specific site requirements of instihttional and rail
dependent employers as called for in the EOA and amended 
Junction City Comprehensive Plan. A UGB amendment is also 
necessary to accommodate planned growth called for in these 
plans. 

• In Phase II, the City prepared a Housing Needs Analysis, finalized 
the Local Wetlands Inventory (including the ESEE Analysis and 
GoalS Program), updated its buildable lands inventory, and made 
refinements to the Economic Opporhmities Analysis. This 
information provides the foundation used to determine residential 
and commercial land needs. Residential and commercial land 
needs are compared with the buildable lands inventory and 
appropriate land use efficiency measmes to determine whether 
additional plan map amendments are necessary to provide a 20-
year commercial and residential land supply. 

APPLICABLE STATEWIDE PLANNING POLICY 

GOAL 5 REQUIREMENTS 
The Junction City Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Protection 
Program meet the requirements of the GoalS adminish·ative mle (OAR 
660-023). The Junction City Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland 
Protection Program: 

• Complies with the requirements for a Local Wetland Inventory 
established in OAR 141-86-0180 through 0240. 

August 2012 Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings 



• Fulfills the wetlands inventory requirements for Goal 5 (OAR 660-
015 and 660-023). 

• Identifies the "impact areas" around the wetlands, as well as the 
conflicting uses- any land uses or activities in the "impact area" 
that, if allowed, "could adversely affect" a wetland. 

• Considers the relationships between each wetland and the 
economic, social, environmental, and energy consequences of 
allowing, prohibiting, or limiting conflicting uses on each wetland 
pursuant to OAR 660-023-0010. 

• Determines how to protect each wetland - full, limited, or no 
local protection, based upon the provisions established in OAR 60-
023-0040. 

• Adopts comprehensive plan provisions and land use regulations to 
implement the decisions made pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(5). 

• Provides additional buildable lands to offset the reduction in the 

developable land supply for wetlands that are protected locally, 
under the provisions of OAR 660-23-070. 

GOAL 9 REQUIREMENTS 

The Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis prepared by 
ECONorthwest meets the requirements of the Goal 9 adminish·ative rule 
(OAR 660-009). The Junction City EOA: 

• Considers local, regional, state and national economic h·ends (OAR 
660-009-0015(1) ); 

• Articulates Junction City's comparative economic advantages (OAR 

660-009-0015(4); 

• Identifies commercial, indush·ial and public employment 

opporhmities and the site characteristics required for targeted 
indush·ial firms and public instihrtions (OAR 660-009-0015(4); 

• Documents opportunities and takes steps to increase land use 

efficiency within the UGB (OAR 660-024-0050); 

• Compares documented site needs with the availability of sites 

within the existing Junction City UGB (OAR 660-009-0025); and 

• Includes a detailed economic development sh·ategy to meet locally 

defined economic objectives (OAR 660-009-0020). 

GOAL 10 REQUIREMENTS 

The Housing Needs Analysis prepared by ECONorthwest meets the 
requirements of the Goal 10 adminish·ative rule (OAR 660-008) as well as 
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applicable safe harbor sections of the Goal14 adminish·ative rule (OAR 
660-024). The Junction City Housing Element and proposed UGB 
expansion: 

• Inventory buildable residential land, including development 
constraints (OAR 660-008-0005(2)); 

• Allocate sufficient residential land for needed housing types (OAR 

660-008-0010); and 

• Apply specific plan designations to residential consistent with 

identified housing needs (OAR 660-008-0020). 

STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB AMENDMENTS 

Goal14 must be read together with ORS 197.298 priorities for urban 
growth boundary expansion and the Goal14 adminish·ative rule (OAR 
Chapter 660, Division 024) when local governments consider amending a 
UGB. 

Goal14 requires cities and counties jointly to establish and maintain UGBs 
to: 

• Provide for an orderly and efficient h·ansition from rural to urban 

land use; 

• Accommodate urban population and urban employment inside 

urban growth boundaries; 

• Ensure efficient use of land; and 

• Provide for livable communities. 

Amendments to UGBs are designed to provide a 20-year land supply 
based on criteria set forth in the Goal 9 rule (Division 009) for employment 
land and the Goal10 rule (Division 008) for residential land. Goal14 and 
its administrative rule (Division 024) provide greater specificity regarding 
how to determine whether there is sufficient land within a UGB to meet 
20-year land need. 

Once need has been determined, local governments must evaluate 
whether the existing UGB has sufficient capacity to meet this need. If not, 
a UGB amendment can be justified. However, not all land is "suitable" for 
employment use or "buildable" for residential purposes. Goal14 and its 
rule encourage local govermnents to specify site suitability criteria when 
assessing the capacity of vacant, partially vacant and redevelopable land 
to meet identified employment needs. If land is unsuitable for 
employment purposes, it does not need to be considered further in the 
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employment UGB capacity analysis; if land is unbuildable for residential 
purposes (as defined in Division 008) it does not need to be considered 
further in the UGB capacity analysis. 

Goal14 Need Criteria 
Goal14 notes that" establishment and change of urban growth boundaries 
shall be based on the following: 

1. Demonsh·ated need to accommodate long mnge urban 
population growth, consistent with a 20-year population 
forecast coordinated with affected local governments. [As noted 
above, the Goal10 rule provides direction regarding how to 
determine residential land need.] 

2. Demonsh·ated need for housing, employment opportunities, 
livability or uses such as public facilities, sn·eets and roads, 
schools, parks or open space; [As noted above, the Goal9 rule 
provides direction regarding how to determine employment 
land need.] 

However, "In determining need, local government may specify 
characteristics, such as parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary for 
land to be suitable for an identified need." 

While this provision is most useful for determining the site characteristics 
needed by target employment opportunities; it also has utility for 
determining the siting characteristics for parks. 

As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5), cities may identify site 
requirements for needed employment and apply these requirements to 
address ORS 197.298 Priorities for urban growth boundary expansion: 

"!11 determi11i11g 11eed, local govemme11t may specifi; characteristics, such as parcel 
size, topography or proximity, 11ecessary for la11d to be suitable for n11 ide11tijied 11eed 
a11d limit its co11sideratio11 to la11d that has the specified cllaracteristics when it 
co11ducts the bou11darylocatio11 a/temntives a11nlysis a11d applies ORS 197.298." 

This provision has little relevance for residential land- where only 
"buildable" land is required under the Goal 10 adminish·ative rule (OAR 
660-008-0005) but may have application to parkland which may have 
more demanding site suitability needs. 

Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall 
demonsn·ate that needs cmmot reasonably be accommodated on land 
already inside the urban growth boundary. 

Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings August 2012 Page 5 



Page 6 

This determination requires a careful analysis of the capacity of suitable 
employment land supply within the UGB to meet 20-year land need, and 
of the buildable residential land supply within the existing UGB to meet 
identified housing and public land needs. 

ORS 197.298 Requirements and Goal14 Location Factors 

If there is a documented deficit of land within the UGB then a UGB 
amendment can be justified. As noted in Goal14, the location of the urban 
growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall be determined by 
evaluating alternative bounda1y locations consistent with ORS 197.298 
and with consideration of the following factors: 

1. Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 

2. Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

3. Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social 
consequences; and 

4. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest 
land outside the urban growth boundary. 

As noted above, Goal14 allows local governments to specify 
characteristics, such as parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary for 
land to be suitable for an identified need. 

As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5), cities may identify site 
requirements for needed employment and apply these requirements to 
address ORS 197.298 Priorities for urban growth boundmy expansion: 

Iu determiuiug ueed, local govemmeut may specify characteristics, suclz as parcel 
size, topography or proximity, uecessnty for laud to be suitable for mt ideutified ueed 
a11ti limit its cousidemtiou to laud that has tlte specified clwmcteristics wheu it 
couducts the bouudary locntio11 altematives aualysis aud applies ORS 197.298. 

ORS 197.298 establishes the following priorities for inclusion of land 
within an expanded UGB: 

197.298 Priority of laud to be iucluded withiu urbau gmwth bozmdary. (1) I11 
additiou to auy requiremeuts establislzed by mle addressiug urbauizatimz, laud may 
uot be iucluded withiu auurbnl! growth bouudary except uuder the followiug 
priori ties: 

August 2012 

(a) First priority is laud that is desiguated urbau rese111e laud wzder ORS 
195.145, mle or metropolital! semice district actiouplau. 
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(b) If laud 1111der paragraph (a) of t/1is subsectiou is iuadequate to 
accommodate the amouut of laud ueeded, secoud priority is laud adjaceut to 
au urbau growth bouudary that is idmtifted ill au ackuowledged 
comprehmsive piau as au exceptiou area or 11011resource land. Secmui 
priority may iuclude resource laud that is completely surrouuded by 
exceptiou areas uuless such resource laud is l1igh-va/ue farmlaud as described 
iu ORS 215.710. 

(c) If laud uuder paragraphs (a) aud (b) of this subsection is iuadequate to 
accommodate tl1e amount of/and ueeded, third priority is laud desiguated as 
margiual/aud pursuaut to ORS 197.247. 

(d) If laud llllder paragraphs (a) to (c) of tl1is subsectiou is iuadequate to 
accommodate the nlllOllllt of laud ueeded, fourth priority is laud desiguated 
iu 011 ackuowledged comprehensive piau for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

(2) Higlwr priority shall be given to land of/ower capability as measured by the 
capability classification system or by cubic foot site class, tuhichever is 
appropriate for the curreut use. 

(3) Laud of lower priority llllder subsectiou (1) oft/lis section may be iucluded iu 
an urban growth boundary if land of higher priority is fouud to be iuadequate to 
accommodate the amouut of land estimated iu subsection (1) of this sectiou for 
oue or more of the following reasous: 

(a) Specific types of identified laud needs cnmwt be reasonably 
accommodated on higher priority lands; 

(b) Future urbau semices could uot reasouably be provided to the higher 
priority lauds due to topographical or other physical coustrniuts; or 

(c) Maximum efficiency of land uses withiu a proposed urban growth 
boullllaryrequires inclusion of lower priority lauds iu order to include or to 
provide semices to higher priority lands. 

Note that Junction City has not established urban reserve areas and 
therefore has no priority lland to review. 

As explained in the Goal14 rule, 

660-024-0060 BoundmJ• Location Altematit•es Amtfysis 

(I) When considering a UGB amendment, a local government must determine which 
laud to add by evaluating alternative boundmJ' locations. This determination must be 
consistent with the priority of land spec{fied in ORS 197.298 and the bound my 
location factors o,(Goal14, as follows: 
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(a) Beginning with the highest priority of/and available, a /oat! gavernmen/ 
must determine which land in that priority is suitable to accommodate the need 
deficiency determined under OAR 660-024-0050. 

(b) ff the amount o.f suitable /and in the first priority ca/egOI)' exceeds the amount 
necessat)1 to satis_fy the need deficiency, a local government must app~v the 
/ocationjilctors o_(Goa/14/o choose which land in that priority to include in the 
UGB. 

(c) ~(the amount o.fsuitable land inthefirst priori()' categOI)' is not adequate to 
sati~:fj) the ident{fied need deficiency, a local government must determine which 
land in the next priority is suitable to accommodate the remaining need, and 
proceed using the same method specified in subsections (a) and (b) a_( this section 
until the land need is accommodated. 

(d) Notwithstanding subsection (a) to (c) a,( this section, a local government may 
consider land o.f lower priority as specified in ORS 197.298(3). 

(e) For pwposes a_( this rule, the determination o_(suitab!e land to accommodate 
land needs must include consideration of any suitability characteristics S1Jec({ied 
under section (5) o.f this rule, as well as other provisions o.f law applicable in 
determining whether land is buildable or suitable. 

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

The remainder of this document is organized as follows: 

Section II: Community Vision describes the community 
development vision for Junction City based on community input. 

Section III: Wetlands presents findings related to the City's GoalS 
compliance for wetlands, including a local wetland inventory and 
wetlands protection program. 

Section IV: Land Need presents a summary of land needs from the 
technical analysis that supported the UGB expansion proposal. 

Section V: Alternatives Analysis presents findings related to the 
alternatives analysis required by OAR 660-024-0060 as well as 
findings related to the four Goal14 factors 

Section VI: Goal14 Locational Factors includes additional findings 
demonsh·ating compliance with ORS 197.298 priorities and Goal14 
locational factors. 

Section VII: Statewide Goal Consistency Analysis presents 
findings that demonsh·ate that the proposed UGB concept complies 
with applicable state platming requirements. The justification 
includes an Alternatives Analysis as required by OAR 660-024-
0060. 
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section 2 Community Development Vision 
Junction City is a local economy in transition. In 2006, the City had 2,154 
jobs in manufacturing- the majority in RV manufacturing. By April2009, 
Junction City's RV manufacturing indush·y decreased to about 100 jobs as 
the indush')' collapsed in the wake of the global financial crisis. 

Junction City's community development vision builds from the economic 
opportunities that are described in the Junction City EOA and economic 
development sh·ategy as well as Chapter 3 of the Junction City 
Comprehensive Plan. Broadly, the vision articulates the city's desire to 
become a complete community. In short, the vision is for Junction City to 
be a community that has opportunities for people to live, work, and play. 
Functionally, that means that the City have: 

• Adequate land for the commercial uses that Junction City will need 
as the City grows, including providing commercial land to serve 
neighborhoods and businesses on the southern side of Junction 
City and in the surrounding rural communities that rely upon 
Junction City for their day-to-day service needs 

• Adequate employment opporhinities that sustain the population 
and maintain a population/ employment ratio that does not result 
in Junction City being a "bedroom community" to the major 
employment centers in Lane County; 

• A range of shopping and services available to meet most everyday 
needs of Junction City residents, together with those nearby smaller 
communities and rural areas, such as (but not limited to) a full
service grocery stores, deparhnent store, home improvement store, 
other large format retail stores, personal services (e.g., a branch 
bank or beauty salon), restaurants; 

• Recreational and entertainment facilities and activities that make 
Junction City an ath·active place to live and work, such as a 
performing arts theater and movie theater; 

• Medical services and other professional services for residents; 

• Business support services for the State facilities; 

• Services for visitors, such as hotels, a conference center, or a large 
Recreational-Vehicle Park; 

• Opporhmities for development of agri-businesses related to local 
agriculhtral products, such as wine, grass seed, blueberries, or 
services for agri-businesses; 
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• A downtown that is vibrant and vital to the community; 

• Housing that is safe and affordable for Junction City residents at all 
income levels; and 

• Public facilities and services that support the community's vision. 

The City envisions having a hierarchy of commercial sites to provide 
opportunities for the uses described above. Junction City will require 
some relatively small sites in downtown, residential neighborhoods, and 
along Highway 99, to accommodate demand from businesses with those 
specific size and location needs. The relatively small-scale commercial 
uses along Highway 99 are those businesses located south of the City that 
already serve the City. Junction City will also require a sub-regional 
commercial center to provide opportunity for commercial business that 
need to locate in a commercial center or have special siting requirements 
(e.g., direct access to major h·ansportation conidors or high visibility sites) 
can locate. The need for this range of sites and the characteristics of 
different types of sites is described in the EO A. 

The economic development program for Junction City can be summarized 
as follows: 

• Revitalize downtown by encouraging the development of a couplet 
on Highway 99 and adopting sh·ategies to encourage 
redevelopment and infill on under-utilized sites; 

• Take advantage of immediate economic opportunities (the state 
correctional facility and hospital and Grain Millers) by expanding 
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to include the proposed sites of 
these major employers; 

• Provide a site for a sub-regional commercial center of 
approximately 35 acres in the southern part of Junction City; 

• Create a complete community that provides housing, retail, and 
services and is ath·active to households that have workers at the 
state facilities and Grain Millers. 

As part of the Phase II process, the CCPC articulated the community 
vision related to commercial uses. This vision identifies three priorities for 
commercial uses: 

• Sub-Regional Commercial Center. One of the core community and 
economic development objectives for Junction City is to provide 
opportunities for retail and service expansion to caphtre local and 
sub-regional leakage, serve anticipated growth of this sub-regional 
market area, and provide employment opportunities for Junction 
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City residents. In its economic development vision, the City 
identified the objective of creating a mixed-use sub-regional 
commercial center as part of creating a complete city with 
opportunities where residents can work, shop, play, and live. 

The Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis forecasts 1,044 
new jobs in the commercial sector. Moreover, the City identifies 
new employment related to the capture of sales from regional 
markets to the west (Cheshire and Triangle Lake) and north as an 
economic opporhmity. The City's sh·ategy for capitalizing on this 
opportunity is to encourage the development of a sub-regional 
commercial center. 

Consistent with the community and economic development vision, 
a sub-regional commercial center would accommodate a mixture of 
businesses such as a grocery store, a dry goods/ drug store, a home 
improvement store, a general merchandise store, agri-businesses 
(e.g., wine tasking room) a hotel, an RV park, conference center, 
businesses providing entertainment and recreation (e.g., a theater 
or movie theater), medical services, personal services (e.g., a branch 
bank or beauty salon), restaurants, a service station, as well as 
offices with professional services. These types of businesses 
typically require larger sites (generally those larger than two acres) 
or need to locate in a commercial center. 

Some of the businesses in Junction City's target industries include 
businesses that would locate in a master-platmed commercial 
center, rather than in downtown, such as a grocery store or large
format retailer, as well as smaller businesses that prefer a 
commercial center location. Some service businesses, such as 
medical or personal services, will need to locate in a newly 
developed commercial center with other services. In addition, some 
businesses- such as those providing overnight accommodations 
and social assistance to people and families associated with the 
State facilities- will need to locate near the State facilities. 

• Downtown and small commercial sites. Meet specialized retail 
and service uses in Junction City's downtown and on other small 
commercial sites. 

o Downtown will accommodate commercial uses in Junction 
City through providing small-scale sites (generally those 
smaller than two acres), and through infill or redevelopment 
of existing sites as suitable sites become available. The types 
of commercial businesses likely to locate on infill and 
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redevelopment sites in Junction City's downtown are small, 
boutique retail businesses or other small businesses. 

o Commercial demand will also be met on small commercial 
sites, both those within the Junction City UGB and in 
proposed expansion areas south of the City core. These small 
commercial sites will provide opportunities for small 
businesses that require smaller and typically stand-alone 
business sites outside of downtown and outside of a 
commercial center. 

Chapter 3 of the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) provides more 
detail on Junction City's comparative advantages, target indush·ies and 
their site requirements. The Junction City Economic Development 
Sh·ategy (EDS) articulates the City's economic development program in 
more detail. This program is incorporated into Chapter 3 (Economic 
Development) of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan. 
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section 3 Wetlands 
This section summarizes the City of Junction City's response to Statewide 
Planning GoalS related to wetlands protection, a task outlined in the 
City's Periodic Work program. 

The Oregon Adminish·ative Rules 660, Division 23, outlines the State's 
procedures and requirements for complying with Statewide Planning 
GoalS. The objective of GoalS is to "protect natural resources and 
conserve scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and future 
generations." As part of the City of Junction City's periodic review work 
program requirements established by the DLCD, the City was required to 
inventory and establish protection programs for the City of Junction City's 
significant wetlands. 

Oregon State Land Use Planning GoalS directs local governments to 
protect significant wetlands from urban impacts. Significant wetlands 
must be identified using criteria adopted by the DSL and programs to 
protect significant wetlands must be developed. 

LOCALVVETLANDINVENTORY 
A Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) is a systematic survey of an area 
(usually a city) to locate, map and describe the wetlands. The inventory is 
prepared using information sources such as aerial photos and soils maps 
and by conducting field observations. Where needed and where property 
access is permitted, the wetland scientists collect data on the vegetation 
and soils to confirm that an area is or is not a wetland. The final LWI 
consists of a set of maps tl1at show the location of wetlands and sh·eams, 
and descriptive information about the wetlands and the main functions 
they provide. Functions that are evaluated include wildlife habitat quality, 
conh'ibution to fish habitat or water quality improvement, and floodwater 
retention capability. 

Oregon State has established LWI requirements in OAR 141-86-0180 
through 0240. An LWI fulfills the wetlands inventory requirements for 
Goal S and Goal17 (OAR 660-0lS and 660-023). 

The City of Junction City, through a grant from the Oregon Deparhnent of 
Land Conservation and Development, retained a consultant team led by 
Winterbrook Planning to conduct an LWI within the City's Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB). The LWI provides a summary of LWI methods and 
findings, together with wetland inventory maps. 
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The LWI identified a total of 14 wetlands within the study area (the City's 
UGB). Of these 14 wetlands, four were channels constructed or modified 
to address stormwater and flood management issues. \,Y etlands within 
Junction City range from one-half to 214 acres in size, with a combined 
area of 265.64 acres. In addition to these wetlands, the LWI identifies eight 
"probable wetlands" of less than one-half acre in size (see Map 3-1). 

Winterbrook evaluated the wetlands to determine whether any met the 
criteria for Wetlands of Special Interest for Protection. None of the 
wetlands evaluated in this LWI met those criteria. Winterbrook evaluated 
inventoried wetlands against the state's criteria for Locally Significant 
Wetlands (LSW) and found that 13 of the wetlands met the criteria (OAR 
141-086-0350). Three of the flood management channels qualified as LSWs 
based on their "hydrological control" function. 
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Map 3-1. Local Wetland Inventory Map 
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LWI Review and Approval Process (OAR 141-086-
0228) 
On December 16, 2011, the Oregon Deparhnent of State Lands notified the 
City of Junction City that the DSL had approved the City's LWI and 
assessment. 

Prior to approval by the Deparhnent of State Lands (DSL), a draft of the 
LWI was provided to the Deparhnent for review. In addition, the City of 
Junction City provided opportunity for public review and comment on 
draft LWI products, through the following mechanisms: 

• Holding a workshop for affected property owners and the public to 
learn about the Local Wetland Inventmy process. 

• Sending copies of the draft inventory report and map showing 
wetlands to affected property owners for review. 

• Conducting a review of the draft inventmy and map with the 
Citizen Comprehensive Planning Committee at a public meeting, to 
which affected property owners were invited by mailed notice to 
attend. 

After receiving approval of the LWI from DSL, the City of Junction City 
mailed notice within one hundred twenty (120) calendar days to all 
owners whose parcel contains or abuts a mapped wetland or probably 
wetland. Notices were sent to over 200 property owners. A copy of the 
landowner notification letter was sent to DSL, consistent with the 
requirements established in OAR 141-086-0240. The notice also indicated 
that the City would be developing a wetland protection program and 
encouraged property owners to participate in this process, consistent with 
OAR 660-023-0060 (see Attachment 3). 

WETLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM 
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OAR 660-023-0050 (1) directs local governments to adopt comprehensive 
plan provisions and land use regulations to achieve Goal5 protection for 
all significant wetlands. 

Local govermnents may meet these Goal5 requirements by developing a 
program using either the standard process (OAR 660-023-0030 through 
660-023-0050) or the safe harbor provision 660-023-0100(4)(b). After 
discussion and review, the City of Junction City opted to use the standard 
process (OAR 660-023-0030 through 660-023-0050). 
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Under the Standard Approach, the Goal 5 and related Oregon 
Administrative Rules establish a five step plamting process: 

1. Inventory local resources listed in Goal 5 and decide which ones 
are significant 

2. Identify potential land uses on or near each wetland and any 
conflicts that might result 

3. Analyze the economic, social, environmental, and energy 
consequences of such conflicts 

4. Decide whether to allow, limit, or prohibit identified conflicting 
uses for sigttificant resource sites; and 

5. Adopt measures such as zoning, development regulations to put 
that policy into effect. 

Junction City has complied with Goal 5 and the related adminish·ative 
rules concerning wetlands protection through the following steps: 

Step One: The City has completed a Local Wetland Inventory, which has 
been approved by the Deparhnent of State Lands (see Attachment 3). The 
local wetland inventory found that tl1e city has 13 wetlands that meet the 
defhtition of locally significant (see Map 3-1 for a map of the wetlands). 
These are tl1e wetlands that need to be considered for Steps 2-5. 

Step Two: Winterbrook Plmming has completed an ESEE analysis (see 
Attachment 4) that identifies conflicting uses and impact area for each 
wetland. 

Step Three: This step is the analysis of the potential Economic, Social, 
Environmental, and Energy consequences of prohibiting, limiting, or 
permitting conflicting uses to occur on wetlands that have been 
determined to be significant. Winter brook Plmming has completed an 
ESEE analysis containing this analysis (see Attachment 4), which is to be 
adopted as part of the City of Junction City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Step Four: This step requires the City to develop a program to achieve 
Goal 5 and requires the City to determine whether to allow, limit, or 
prohibit identified conflicting uses for significant wetland sites, based 
upon the fh1dings of the ESEE analysis. After considerh1g economic, 
social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences of alternative 
policy options, the City of Junction City decided to limit conflicting uses 
for five relatively high quality wetlands (Wetlands CC-01, CC-04, EC-01, 
EC-02 and FC-01). However, only portions of Wetland FC-01 (Oaklea) that 
are protected by an existing Open Space plan designation (or by 
conditions of land use approval) would have these local protections. The 
remah1ing wetlands west of Oaklea Road and east of Flat Creek would be 
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subject only to DSL regulation, in order to recognize previous land use 
approvals granted to the property, platmed infrash·ucture improvements, 
and to provide suitable residential land within the existing UGB. In 
addition, the ESEE analysis concluded that limitations on conflicting uses 
should be afforded to five relatively low quality wetlands to protect the 
open water aesthetic and flood conh·ol qualities (Wetlands CC, CC-02, EC, 
WC, and WC-01). Because of identified adverse economic impacts, the 
2012 ESEE Analysis recommended relying solely on DSL to review 
impacts for the remaining three relatively low quality wetlands identified 
on the Local Wetlands Inventory (Wetlands CC-03, FC-02, and FC-03) (see 
Map 3-2). 
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Map 3-2. Junction City Proposed Wetland Resources Overlay Disb·ict 

Junction City Proposed WRD Overlay 
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Step Five: This step requires the City to adopt comprehensive plan 
provisions and land use regulations to implement the decisions made 
pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(5). 

The City of Junction City is amending the Comprehensive Plan to include 
policies addressing wetlands (see Attachment 5). These amendments 
accomplish the requirements of Goal5. 

OAR 660-023-0050(1) requires tl1at the implementing ordinances clearly 
identify those conflicting uses that are allowed and the specific standards 
or limitations that apply to the allowed uses. A program to achieve Goal5 
may include zoning measures that partially or fully allow conflicting uses 
(see OAR 660-023-0040(5)(b) and (c)). 

The City of Junction City has chosen to establish a Wetland Resources 
Overlay Dish·ict (WRD) to limit conflicts from 9locally significant 
wetlands and a portion of an additional locally significant wetland in the 
City (see Map 3-2 and Attachment 1, 2, and 6). For the remaining 
wetlands, the City of Junction City has determined that adverse economic 
and social consequences of protecting these wetlands from the conflicting 
uses are so great that they outweigh the environmental benefits of 
protecting the resource. Development within these wetlands would still be 
subject to existing state and federal wetland regulations. 

For the wetlands that are locally protected, the WRD prohibits most 
conflicting uses allowed by the Residential, Commercial, Indush·ial and 
Public zoning dish·icts. However, Junction City's WRD would allow 
certain conflicting activities on a limited basis when associated with an 
exempt, permitted or conditional use, including: 

• Maintenance and repair of existing improvements; 

• Replacement of existing legal nonconforming sh·uctures; 

• Replacement of existing vegetation in conjunction with an 
approved use; 

• Implementation of erosion and sedimentation conh·ol measures or 
flood conh·ol measures; 

• Wetland restoration and rehabilitation activities; 
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• Construction of a new single family dwelling on a lot legally 
created prior to the date of adoption of this ordinance (if permitted 
under the base zoning); 

• Planned public utilities and infrash·ucture; 

• Paths and bridges for pedesh·ians and bicycles; 

• Plmmed public recreational facilities; 

• Divisions of property, provided that the lots are designed to 
accommodate the consh·uction of a permitted use outside of the 
wetland area; and 

• Water dependent uses, such as piers, boat launches and other 
similar features. 

The City of Junction City has determined that the adverse economic and 
social consequences of protecting locally-significant wetlands from these 
conflicting uses may outweigh the environmental benefits and therefore 
have allowed tl1ese conflicting uses. 

The WRD also allows limited impacts to wetlands in hardship situations 
through the adjushnent or variance process. 

These provisions are consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-023-
0040(5) and are based upon the findings of the ESEE analysis. As such, the 
amendments and the \-Yetland Protection Program are consistent with the 
provisions established in OAR 60-023-0040. 

During the public hearing process, several citizens raised concerns about 
"takings". Both federal and Oregon law similarly determine regulatory 
takings claims based upon whether a regulation denies all substantial 
economically viable, beneficial or productive use of the entire subject 
property. Lucas vs. South Carolina Constnl Council, 505 US 103 (1992); Penn 
Central Transportation Co. v. New York City, 438 US 104 (178); Canst Range 
Conifers, LLC v. State, 339 Or 136 (2005); and Dodd v. Hood River County, 115 
Or App 139 (1992). 

As an initial point, indicating no regulatory takings is effected by the 
proposed regulations, no property impacted by tl1e WRD is fully 
regulated- only portions of affected parcels are subject to the regulations. 
None are rendered unbuildable or developable. As a further safeguard, 
the proposed Wetland Protection Program includes several mechanisms 
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to ensure that the City will not denyany property owner all economically 
viable use of private property, including: 

• A hardship provision that allows development of a single-family 
residence in a zone that permits this use; and 

• Variance provisions that allow the wetland protections to be 

modified in the event the property somehow has been rendered 
unbuildable. 

In addition, the proposed regulations are not requiring a monetary 
donation or expenditure that results in a public inveshnent on the 
property. 

These provisions, and the limited reach of the URD overlay, together 
ensure there is no loss of any property's economic viability, or beneficial 
or productive use. For this reason, there is no further need to evaluate the 
proposal for regulatory takings. 

Conclusion 
With the adoption of the proposed LWI and wetland protection program 
(including an ESEE Analysis, Comprehensive Plan Provisions, and land 
use regulations) the City has complied with the requirements established 
in GoalS. 

BUILDABLE LANDS AFFECTED BY GOAL 5 MEASURES 

The GoalS adminish·ative rule (OAR 660-0023-0070(1)) requires that 
buildable lands affected by Goal S measures must be accounted for at the 
next periodic review by amending the UGB, re-designating land within 
the UGB, or both: 

Buildable Lauds Affected by GoalS Measures 
(1) If measures to protect sigllificmzt resource sites i11side urba11 growth 
bo1111daries affect the i11veutory of buildable lmzds ill ack11owledged pla11s 
required by Goals 9, 10 a11d 14, a local govemme11t outside of the Metro 
UGB, a11d Metro iuside tlze Metro UGB, prior to or at the 11ext periodic 
review, shall: (a) Ame11d its urba11 growth bo1111dary to provide additio11al 
buildable la11ds sufficiellt to compe11sate for the loss ofbuildable lmzds 
caused by the applicntio11 ofGoaiS;(b) Redesig11ate other lmzd to replace 
ide11tijied la11d needs wzder Goals 9, 10, mzd 14 provided suclz actio11 does 
not take the pla11 out of compliance with other statewide goals; or (c) 
Adopt a combillalioll of the actions described i11 subsectio11s (a) and (b) of 
tlzis sectiozz. 
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The GoallO adminish·ative rule (OAR 600-008-0005(2)) defines buildable 
land as follows: 

"Buildable Laud" memzs resideutially desiguated laud withiu the urbau 
growtlz bouudary, iucludiug both 1117CI1Ut mzd developed laud likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, allllilable mzd uecessary for resideutialuses. 
Publicly owued laud is gwemlly uot cousidered allllilable for resideutial 
uses. Laud is geuemlly cousidered "suitable aud available" uuless it: (a) Is 
severely coustmiued by zwtuml hazards as deten11i11ed uuder Statewide 
Plmllliug Goal 7; (b) Is subject to 11atuml resource protectiou measures 
determiued uuder statewide Plmllliug Goals 5, 15, 16, 17, or 18 ... 

The Junction City BLI prepared by ECONorthwest assumes that 
locally-significant wetlands that are protected by the City's WRD 
protected locally significant wetlands (LSW) within the UGB are 
unbuildable. Thus, the BLI removed locally-protected LSW from the 
inventory of buildable residential lands and suitable employment 
lands. The City has accounted for the reduction in the buildable / 
suitable lands supply resulting from the LWI in one of the three ways 
identified in OAR 660-023-0070(1), as addressed in Section 4. 
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This section summarizes the residential and commercial land needs for 
Junction City. The commercial land needs are from the 2009 EOA with 
modifications to reflect the updated community vision. The park land 
needs are based on the City's adopted plan: "Parks Master Plan (The 
Parks and Paths of Junction City: an Integrated Parks, Open Space and 
Trails Master Plan)." The residential land needs are based on an update to 
the City's Comprehensive Plan Housing Element. 

This section addresses Goal14 need factors 1 and 2 for commercial, park, 
and residential lands. 

NEED FACTOR 1: POPULATION GROWTH 

Goal14 Need Factor 1 requires cities to demonsh·ate need to 
accommodate population growth: 

Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban 
population growth, consistent with a 20-year population forecast 
coordinated with affected local governments; 

Goal14, Factor 1 addresses the need for population growth and housing. 
Housing needs are a direct function of population growth, and are based 
on the Lane County population forecast. Moreover, the City must show 
some relationship between projected population growth and projected 
employment growth as it relates to employment land need. 

On June 17, 2009, the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted a 
revised population forecast for Lane County and its cities. The 
coordinated 2029 population projection for Junction City is 12,922. Lane 
County conh·acted with Portland State University to prepare coordinated 
population projections for Lane County and each of its cities in 2008-09. 
The Center for Population Research recognized Junction City's unique 
employment opportunities by projecting an average ammal population 
growth rate of 3.5% for Junction City from 2010-2030. Employment 
growth is projected to increase most dramatically from 2010-2015, when 
the prison and hospital projects are scheduled for completion. 

As noted in the PSU Forecast (p. 33): 

"Juuctimz City. The jobs that the uew group quarters [tile state pris011 
aud hospital] facilities will create are assumed to i11crease the demaud for 
11ew lzousiug. 1/ze expmzsioll of illfmstmcture will support growtlz; 

August 2012 Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings 



plmmi11g Jwusi11g developme11t a11d additio11al employers will also 
coil tribute to ltiglter growth tlta11 i11 lite past." 

Need Factor 1 Conclusion 

Residential land need for Junction City is based on Lane County's adopted 
and coordinated population forecast for Junction City. There is a direct 
relationship between the employment forecast in the Junction City EOA 
and Lane County's adopted and coordinated population forecast for 
Junction City. Population and employment growth rates are comparable; 
both are based on anticipated employment growth from the prison and 
hospital. 

NEED FACTOR 2: LAND NEED 

Goal14 Need Factor 2 requires cities demonstrate need for lands proposed 
for inclusion in a UGB: 

Factor 2: Demonstrated need for housing, employment 
opportunities, livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and 
roads, schools, parks or open space; 

This section documents land need for housing, parks, and commercial 
land to be included in the Junction City UGB expansion proposal. 

COMMERC~LLANDNEED 

Goal 9 (economy) requires an estimate of the amount of commercial and 
indush·ial land that will be needed over the plmming period. Demand for 
commercial and indush·ial land will be driven by the expansion and 
relocation of existing businesses and new businesses locating in Junction 
City, especially development of the State Prison and Hospital. The level of 
this business expansion activity can be measured by employment growth 
in Junction City. 

Employment Forecast 
Table 4-1 shows that Junction City's employment will grow by about 3,345 
employees, a 96% increase at a rate of 3.2% annual growth between 2009 
and 2029.1 The employment forecast presented in Table 4-1 assumes that 

1 The emplopnent and land need forecasts in this report are lower than the forecasts in the lvfarch 4, 2009 
memorandum to the CCPC "Preliminary employment land need for Junction City." The forecasts have been lowered 
to account for the continuing decline in Lane County's RV industry, which is affecting RV manufachuers, their 
suppliers, and is likely to affect other businesses in Junction City, such as RV sales companies and businesses that 
provide services to businesses that depend on the RV industry. 
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employment in Junction City have several one-time employment changes: 
(1) Cotmh'Y Coach's employment will decrease to about 100 workers in 
2009 (a decrease of about 1,500 jobs)2 and (2) development of the State 
Prison and Hospital will add about 1,800 jobs between 2012 and 2014. 

Table 4-1. Forecast of employment growth in by building type, Junction 
City UGB, 2009-2029 

2009 2029 Change 
%of %of 2009 to 

Building Type Employment Total Employment Total 2029 
Industrial 

Industrial 946 27% 1,365 20% 419 
Commercial 

Office 418 12% 683 10% 265 
Retail 1,241 36% 1,707 25% 466 
other Services 506 15% 819 12% 313 
Government 370 11% 2 253 33% 1883 
Total 3,481 100% 6,826 100% 3,345 

Source: Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis, Table 5·4 
Note: Blue shading denotes assumptions 

The EOA makes assumptions about land use efficiencies related to two 
categories of employment: employment that locates in residential zones, 
and employment that requires no new land. The second category relates 
to infill and redevelopment. Table 4-2makes two assumptions that 
decrease land needed for new employment: 

• Some employment growth will occur on land not designated 
for employment use. Some new employment will occur outside 
commercial and indush·ial built space or land. For example, 
some consh·uction conh·actors may work out of their homes, 
with no need for a shop or office space on non-residential land. 
Currently 12% of employment is located in residential zones. 
The EOA assumed that this h·end will continue. 

• Some employment growth will not require new commercial or 
industrial built space or land. Some employment growth will 
be accommodated on exis ting developed or redeveloped land, 
as when an existing finn adds employees without expanding 
space. Typically about 10 to 15% of new employment is 
accommodated in existing commercial or indush·ial built space. 
For example, businesses may add new cubicles to their existing 

21ltis assumption is based on information from City staff, who have had contact with managers at Country Coach. 
At this point, it is challenging to predict how (or if) the RV industry in Lane County will recover from recent 
downhmts in the RV industry. 
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office space, rather than move to a new office, resulting in an 
increased intensity of use of existing office space. The EOA 
assumed that 10% of new employment will be accommodated 
in existing commercial or indush·ial built space. The exception 
to this assumption is Government employment, which will have 
1,800 employees on new land (at the new State Prison and 
Hospital). The remaining new Govenunent employment (36 
employees) may locate in existing built space. 

Using these assumptions, Junction City will add about 2,989 new 
employees between 2009 and 2029. Excluding the 1,800 new employees 
at the State Prison and Hospital, Junction City will need to provide 
employment land for growth of 1,189 new employees. 

Table 4-2. New employment locating in non-employment plan designations, 
Junction City, 2009-2029 

Em lo men! Location 

New 
Type Employment 
Employment Growth 2009 to 2029 

Industrial 
Industrial 419 

Commercial 
Office 
Retail 
Other Services 
Government 
Total for 2009-2029 

265 
466 
313 

1,883 
3,345 

Non
employment 
designtions 

0 

32 
56 
38 

0 
126 

Source: Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis, Table 5-5 

Existing 
Com. & Ind. Employment 
Built Space on New Land 

42 

27 
47 
31 

83 
230 

377 

206 
363 
244 

1,800 
2,989 

Table 4-3 shows Junction City's estimated site needs for the 2009-2029 
period. The City's site needs will be different than the current dish·ibution 
of employment by site size because of the siting of the State Prison and 
Hospital and changes in the City's economy (e.g., the decline in the RV 
indushy) will fundamentally change Junction City's economy over the 
next 20-years. 

Table 4-3 shows that Junction City needs about 75 sites for the 2009-2029 
period. Most sites are small, 2-acres or less. Junction City needs one site 
larger than 20-acres.3 Need for small sites can be met through a 

3 Table 4-3 is based on analysis first prepared in 2009. Based on the community vision process (lvhich ·was anticipated 
at the time of adoption of the 2009 EOA as part of Phase 2 of the EOA), together with a further assessment of current 
commercial site sizes as required to htlly service retail, senrice businesses, and related commercial needs, the updated 
and revised EOA recognizes the need for a 20~50 acre commercial site to be provided within the 2009-2029 forecast 
period. 
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combination of individual sites and on a large site with co-location of 
office, retail, and other service businesses. Table 4-3 shows sites needed to 
accommodate growth of 1,189 jobs, which excludes the employees on at 
the State facilities (about 1,800 employees). This estimate does not include 
public land needed for the State Prison and Hospital or for expansion of 
the City's wastewater facility because these sites are needed for public 
uses and the location of these sites has already been determined. 

Table 4-3. Estimated needed sites by site size and building type, Junction City, 
2009 to 2029 

Site Size (acres! 
Less Greater Total 

Building Type than 1 1 to 2 2 to 5 5 to 10 10 to 20 20 to 50 than 50 Sites 

Need for 2009-2029 
Industrial 3 3 3 2 1 2 1 
Office 5 3 2 1 0 0 0 
Retail 30 6 4 1 0 0 0 
Other Services 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 
Government 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total for 2009-2029 42 14 11 4 1 2 1 

Source: Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis, Table 4-4 
Note: This table is based on analysis first prepared in 2009. Based on the community vision process (which was 
anticipated at the time of adoption of the 2009 EOA as part of Phase 2 of the EOA), together with a further assessment of 
current commercial site sizes as required to fully service retail, service businesses, and related commercial needs, the 
updated and revised EOA recognizes the need for a 20·50 acre commercial site to be provided within the 2009-2029 
forecast period. 

The Office, Retail, and Other Services categories are building types that 
require commercial land. Taken together, 60 of the 75 needed sites are 
commercial sites. 

Table 4-4 compares site needs from Table 4-3 with the supply of 
employment land. Table 4-4 concludes that Junction City has a deficit of 
47 commercial sites. The EOA concludes that Junction City has 62 acres of 
munet commercial land needs on vacant suitable sites ranging from 
smaller than one acre to a sub-regional commercial site. 

15 
11 
41 

8 
0 

75 
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Table 4-4. Comparison of vacant land supply and site needs, industrial and other 
employment land, Junction City UGB, 2009-2029 

Site Size (acres) 
Less 10 to 20 to Greater Total 

than 1 1 to 2 2 to 5 5 to 10 20 50 than 50 Sites 
Inventory of Suitable Sites 

Industrial 9 4 3 0 2 1 20 
Commercial 25 2 0 0 0 0 28 
Professional Technical 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Total Suitable Sites 26 11 4 3 1 4 1 50 
Site Needs 

Industrial 3 3 3 2 1 2 15 
Commercial 39 11 8 2 0 0 0 60 
Total sites needed 42 14 11 4 1 2 1 75 

Surplus (deflcit) of sites 
Industrial (2) 6 1 1 (1) 0 0 
Commercial (14) (9) (8) (2) 1 0 0 
Professional Technical 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Source: ECONorthwest, Table 5-1 in the EOA 
Note: Commercial land includes land in the following plan designations: Commercial and Commercial/Residential. The 
Professional Technical are the two sites classified as commercial in the 20 to 50 acre category, which will be unavailable 
for employment uses once the City completes redesignating the land to residential use. 
Note: Sites needs in this table are based on Table 4-5, which was analysis first prepared in 2009. Based on the 
community vision process (which was anticipated at the time of adoption of the 2009 EOA as part of Phase 2 of the EOA), 
together with a further assessment of current commercial site sizes as required to fully service retail, service businesses, 
and related commercial needs, the updated and revised EOA recognizes the need for a 20-50 acre commercial site to be 
provided within the 2009-2029 forecast period. 

Table 4-4 shows that Junction City has one commercial site in the 10 to 20 
acre-category. This site is located at Junction City's northern end, is 
typically referred to at the "Y" site. About 15 of the 15.5 acres of this site 
are located in the floodplain. Consistent with assumptions about buildable 
lands in the residential land inventory and in the altematives analysis 
(Section 5 of this document), land within the floodplain is not considered 
buildable for commercial uses.4 This City finds this site unsuitable for 
commercial development because it is in the floodplain. 

The community visioning process identified a broad range of potential 
commercial uses desired by Junction City residents. The EOA concludes 
that Junction City has 62 acres of unmet commercial land needs on vacant 
suitable sites ranging from smaller than one acre to a sub-regional 
commercial site. Commercial land demand may be accommodated on a 
combination of commercially designated land throughout Junction City 
and land outside the existing UGB, including a commercial center. The 

4 'Vhen the commercial lands inventory was originally conducted, the floodplain was not considered a prohibitive 
constraint to development. Given the increasing uncertainty in developing in the floodplain (discussed in SectionS), 
the City revised its assmnptions about the suitability of building on commercial land in the flood plain. As the "Y" 
site is the only substantially sized vacant commercial land in the floodplain, the City elected not to revise the entire 
commercial lands inventory and chose to make a finding about the unsuitability of developing in the floodplain in 
this document. 
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majority of commercial development will locate in Jm1ction City in a new 
commercial center and in downtown. 

The economic development vision is to provide a broader array of retail 
and service opportunities to Junction City residents and to capture sales 
leakage that is occurring to the Eugene market. 

Data from FSRI, Inc. on retail sales in the Junction City and Blachly zip 
code areas (which are a loose approximation of the regional market-not 
including Harrisburg) show that Junction City is losing more than $25 
million in potential sales ammally to leakage shown in Figure 3-1 and 
Table 4-5. 

Figure 3-1. Approximation of the Junction City regional market area 
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Source: ESRI, Inc. 
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Table 4-5. Retail sales potential and capture, Junction City (97558) and 
Blachy (97412) zip code areas• 

Indicator 

Demand (Retail Potential) 

Supply (Retail Sales) 

Retail Gap 

Leakage/Surplus Factor 

Number of Businesses 

Source: ESRI, Inc. 

Amount 

$112,224,431 

$86,737,666 

$25,486,765 

12.8 

107 

5 Data Note: Supply (retail sales) estimates sales to consumers by establishments. Sales to businesses are excluded. 
Demand (retail potential) estimates the expected amount spent by consumers at retail establishments. Supply and 
demand estimates are in current dollars. The Leakage/Surplus Factor presents a snapshot of retail opportunity.1l1is 
is a measure of the relationship between supply and demand that ranges from + 100 (total leakage) to -100 (total 
surplus). A positive value represents 'leakage' of retail opportunity outside the trade area. A negative value 
represents a surplus of retail sales, a market where customers are drawn in from outside the trade area. The Retail 
Gap represents the difference between Retail Potential and Retail Sales. Esri uses the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) to classify businesses by their prin1ary type of economic activity. Retail establishments 
are classified into 27 industry groups in the Retail Trade sector, as \Vell as four industry groups within the Food 
Services & Drinking Establishments subsector. For more information on the Retail :~vlarketPJace data, please vie\V the 
methodology statement at http:/ Jwww.esri.com/library /whitepapers/ pdfs/ esri-data-retail-marketplace.pdf. 
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In 2011, Junction City had one major chain grocery store (Safeway) and a 
few convenience stores. A review of Oregon cities in the in Junction City's 
current (6,600) and forecasted size 13,300 by 2031) shows all have more 
than one chain grocer.6 Many have three or four. Table 4-6 shows the 
results of an inventory of chain grocers in selected Oregon cities. 

Table 4-6. Number of commercial centers with chain grocers, selected 
Oregon cities 

2010 Number of Centers 
City Population with Chain Grocer 

Canby 15,230 2 

Ontario 11,366 4 

Baker City 9,828 2 
Cottage Grove 9,686 2 
Sandy 9,570 3 
Prineville 9,253 3 
Silverton 9,222 2 
Madras 6,650 3 

Source: ECONorthwest, Google Earth 

Table 4-7 shows the size of commercial centers in selected cities in Oregon. 
Further analysis of the size and types of businesses in these centers 
suggests that chain grocers will chose to co-locate with other retail and 
service activities wherever possible. The cities in Table 4-7 were selected 
as being comparable to Junction City because their current size is similar 
to either Junction City's current size or Junction City's expected size at the 
end of the 20-year platming period. 

6 TI1e sample excludes several Oregon cities in this population range for various reasons. Some cities such as 
:rvtonmouth, are dose enough to other cities as to functionally not be in the population range. Other cities such as 
Newport, are highly influenced by tourism. 
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Table 4-7. Anchor stores and size of commercial centers in selected Oregon cities 
IZe 

City Anchor (acres) Comments 
Baker City Albertson's 22 Includes a hotel 

Safeway 6 Across from the Albertson's 
Canb;t Fred Meyers 20 

Area does not include other nearby commercial 
Cottage Grove Walmart 13 uses 

Safewa:t 15 Functionall:t combined with theBiMart site 
Ontario BiMart 8 

Walmart I Home Includes a broad away of services, including 
Depot I Big K 137 travel services 
Albertson's 18 

Junction Cit:t Safewa:t 5 
Madras BiMart 12 
Prineville Ray's 24 Includes office development 

Grocery Outlet I 
BiMart 7 

Sandy Fred Meyers 28 Includes a threater complex 
Grocery Outlet 18 Includes a health club 
Safeway 13 

Silverton Safeway 12 
Roth's IGA 4 

Source: ECONorthwest, Google Earth 
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Table 4-8 shows the site characteristics of commercial centers from Table 
4-7, where the center has a mixture of uses. The characteristics of the sites 
in Table 4-8 are: 

• Mix of uses. Each of the sites includes a mixture of retail and 
service uses, with a large anchor tenant. Several of the sites include 
office uses and public uses (e.g., branch librmy). 

• Site size. The sites range in size from 12 acres to 137 acres. 

• Access to h·ansportation. Each of the sites is located along a major 
h·ansportation conidor, generally a state highway. 

• Visibility. The sites are nearly all highly and directly visible from 
the h·ansportation conidor. 

• Surrounding land uses. Smrounding land uses vary and include 
commercial, light indush·ial, and agricultural uses. Residential 
neighborhoods may be adjacent to the commercial center but are 
generally between one-quarter and one mile away from the center. 

Site characteristics not shown in Table 4-8 are: 

• Development constraints. None of the sites has obvious 
development consh·aints. 

• Topography. The sites are generally flat, appearing to have a slope 
of not more than 5%. 

• Access to services. The sites appear to have access to mban 
services. 

• Proximity to the UGB. The sites are located within an mban 
growth boundary. 
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Table 4-8. Characteristics of selected commercial centers in Oregon cities 

Visible 
Site from 
size Access to major transp. Surrounding land 

City Mix of uses (acres) transportation facility facility use 
t er commercia 

Grocery store, dry goods store, On Baker-Cooperfield uses and residential 
financial services, restaurants, Highway (Hwy 7 and OR housing within a 
celluar communications, hotel, 86), at an 1-84 block on northern 

Baker City auto parts, service station 22 interchange Yes edge of the site 
Commercial and light 

Dry goods and grocery store, industrial uses, 
dentist, electronic store, residential uses on 
laundromat, restaurants, the other side of 

Canby financial institution 
Dry goods store, motel, 

20 On Highway 99 E Yes Highway 99 E. 

restaruants, cellular Agricultural, 
communications, other residential, other 

Madras personal services 12 On Highways 26 and 97 Yes commercial 
Grocery store, dry goods store, 
home improvements store, 
financial services, restaurants, 
celluar communications, 
personal services, three hotels, Oregon State Police, 
service station, verterans On U.S. 30, at an 1-84 variety of commercial 

Ontario service office 137 interchange Yes uses across RT 30 
Grocery store, pharmacy, dry 
goods store, three hotels, 
furniture store, hardware store, 
financial services, restaurants, Other commercial, 
celluar communications, about one half to one 
nonprofit office, school district mile to residential 

Prineville offices 24 On U.S. 26 Yes areas 
Dry goods and grocery store, 
restaurants, hair salon, 
financial institution, cinema, 
service station, public offices, 
automotive body shop, other Industrial uses, 

Sand~ personal services 28 On U.S. 26 yes agricultural areas 
Commercial uses, 
agricultural lands, 
residential 

Grocery store, athletic clubs, development 1/2 mile 
Sandy veternary clinic, restaurants 18 On U.S. 26 yes or more away 

Commercial uses, 
Grocery store, pharmacy, Cemetery, Hospital, 
athletics club, restaurants, Less than 1/8 mile off of and adjacent 

Silverton personal services 12 OR 213 Unsure residential uses 

Source: ECONorthwest, Goog!e Earth 

The inventory summarized in Table 4-7 and Table 4-8 suggests: 

• Junction City's existing commercial center is among the smallest of 
the centers reviewed. 

• Evety city had one or more commercial center over 10 acres . 
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• Several commercial centers are in the 20-30 acre size. These centers 
provided a much broader array of activities than smaller centers. 
They include uses such as hotels, theaters, automotive services, 
health clubs, home improvement stores, and others. 

• The commercial centers are located along highways and are highly 
visible from the highway. 

Based on the information in Tables 4-4 through 4-7, Junction City has a 
sh·uctural deficit of larger commercial sites, frequently 20 acres and larger. 
Over the next 20 years, demand for commercial services and retail will 
increase, with projected growth of 6,000 new people, as well as 
development of the State Facilities. This increase in demand will result in 
need for a new sub-regional commercial center. 

PARK LAND NEED 

Statewide Planning GoalS requires cities to plan for recreational needs. 

To satisfy tl1e recreational needs of tile citizens of tlw state and visitors 
a111i, wlwre appropriate, to provide for tile siting of necessary recreational 
facilities including destination resorts. 

Junction City prepared and adopted a Parks Master Plan (The Parks and 
Paths of Junction City: an Integrated Parks, Open Space and Trails Master 
Plan) on May 11, 2010 (Resolution 1015). The City of Junction City now 
wishes to rely on this document as support for the Comprehensive Plan. 

The Plan includes a community needs assessment that details the City's 
sh·ategies for meeting park facility needs for the 2010-2030 period. 

The Parks Master Plan is designed as a tool for platming, programming, 
and capital improvements for meeting the recreational needs for the 
citizens of Junction City. The Plan identifies current and fuhtre park and 
recreation needs; identifies alternative ways to meet the needs of the 
citizens; and establishes a capital improvement program to meet the 
recreational needs of the City of Junction City. 

Following are key findings from the Junction City Parks Master Plan 
related to park needs. 

• Park Inventory. The Parks Plan includes an inventory of parks 
in Junction City. The Plan states: 

August 2012 

There are curreutly14.64 acres of developed City maintained parkland 
within tile City. This includes eleven park spaces that are owued by tile 

Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings 



City, one by Laue County, and one that is owned by tlw School 
District. The parks owned by tire City include ueiglibor/iood parks, 
pocket parks, and special use parks tlrnt serve the day-to-day recreation 
ueeds of tire community. There is au additional 22.77 acres of parklmrd 
that lias been acquired by tire City for park development. 

• Level of Service. Most parks plans identify a current and 
desired future level of service standard, which is typically 
expressed as acres per 1000 residents. The purpose of the level 
of service standard is to estimate how much park land will be 
needed to meet future population growth. 

Based on the park inventory, the plan concludes Junction City 
has a current level of service of 2.85 acres per 1000 residents. 
The Plan indicates that the City expects the level of service to 
increase to 7.28 acres per 1000 residents after development of 
two undeveloped public park spaces (Rainh·ee Meadows and 
The Reserve). 

The Parks Plan establishes a future level of service standard of 
10 acres per 1000 population. 

Based on this level of service standard, the Parks Plan identifies 
an existing deficit of parkland as of 2010. The plan identifies a 
13.94 acre deficit to meet current needs as stated by the level 
of service. In other words, the City needs to add 13.94 acres to 
the system to achieve the 10 acre per 1000 level of service 
standard in 2010. 

The Plan identifies a 2030 need of 60.59 acres (inclusive of the 
13.94 acre existing deficit) to achieve the 10 acre per 1000 level 
of service standard with a 2030 population of 10,268 persons. In 
summary, the City will need 100.27 acres of parkland in 2030 to 
meet identified needs. The City has a current inventory of 37.41 
acres. 

• Park Classifications. The plan identifies several classifications 
of parks. The UGB proposal is to add a site for a Community 
Park. The Parks Master Plan defines a community park as 
follows: 

These parks are intended to meet tire recreation ueeds of large section 
of the community as well as those of the surrounding ueigliborlrood. 
They include areas of diverse uses, both active aud passive, including 
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swimmiug, teuuis, walkiug, aud picuickiug, to uame a few. 

Moreover, Table 5 (page 34) identifies a desirable size range of 
10 to 30 acres for Community Parks. Junction City does not 
currently have any developed Community Parks. 

• Park needs. The Parks Plan concludes that the City has current 
unmet park needs: 

Per tlze iuveutory nud aualysis of existiug couditious, it wns fouud 
that the City does uot curreutly hnve n Co1111111111ity Park. With 
additiou of miuimum 10 ncre Commuuity Park, the City would hnve 
9.4 acres of parklnud per 1000 populatiou. 

The Parks Plan identifies the need for a Community Park of at 
least 10 acres. 

The next step in the process of assessing park need is to allocate the need 
to plan_ designations. Most of the city's current inventory of parkland is 
designated "Public" on the Comprehensive Plan map. Typically, parkland 
is acquired out of the residential land base and redesignated after 
acquisition. Moreover, the Parks Master Plan identifies sites the city 
currently owns as sites for future parks. The Master Plan also identifies 
general areas where the city would like to acquire parkland, but does not 
identify specific privately-owned parcels. Many of these sites are inside 
the UGB, so acquisition and development of these sites for park use would 
reduce the amount of land in the residential inventory. 

Thus, the city finds that parkland needs should be allocated as part of the 
overall residential land inventory.? The Parks Master Plan recommends 
that park and open space development occur in residential areas, but does 
not identify how that need would be allocated by plan designation. The 
city finds it appropriate to allocate future parkland proportionally to acres 
needed for housing by plan designation. Table 4-9 shows the allocation of 
parkland need by plan designation. 

7 For example, 71% of the City's residential land need is in LDR. As a result, 71% or 42.8 acres of park land need will 
be in LDR. 
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Table 4·9. Parkland need by Plan Designation, 2012·2032 
Gross Acres Percent of Acres 
Needed for Acres Needed Needed for 

Housing for Housing Parks 

Low-Density Residential 209 71% 42.8 
Medium-Density Residential 59 20% 12.1 
High-Density Residential 28 9% 5.7 
Total 296 100% 60.6 

The City proposes to add 10 acres of parkland to the UGB to address the 
City's deficit of parkland and the long-term deficit of 60.59 acres. The 
addition of a 10 acre park would also meet the identified need for a 
Community Park. 

RESIDENTIAL LAND NEED 
The Housing Chapter of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan identifies 
housing and land needs for the 2011-2031 period for the Junction City 
UGB. The land need analysis is based on (1) the county coordinated 
population forecast, and (2) an analysis of Junction City's housing needs 
that complies with Statewide Platming Goal 10 . This section summarizes 
the key elements of the housing needs analysis. 

Estimating total new dwelling units needed during the platming period is 
a relatively sh·aightfmward process. Demand for new units is based on 
the county coordinated population forecast as required by ORS 195.036. 
Persons in group quarters are then subh·acted from total persons to get 
total persons in households. Total persons in households is divided by 
persons per household to get occupied dwelling units. Occupied dwelling 
units are then inflated by a vacancy factor to arrive at total new dwelling 
units needed. 

Population Forecast: 2011-2031 
The foundation of the estimate of needed new units is the population 
forecast. Lane County adopted "county coordinated" population forecasts 
in June 2009.8 The county figures include a forecast for the Junction City 
UGB. That forecast includes assumptions about population residing in the 
state facilities (e.g., the prison and hospital) proposed to be built in the 
Junction City UGB. 

s Lane County adopted the population in the Lmte County Rural Comprehensive Plan General Plan Policies 1984, adopted 
June 2009. 
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Table 4-10 shows the population forecast for Junction City for the 2010-
2035 period. The coordinated forecasts were prepared by the Population 
Research Center at Portland State University and were adopted by Lane 
County in June 2009. The adopted figures show a 2011 population of 7,194 
persons and a 2031 population of 13,286. This results in a forecast for 6,092 
new persons, or an increase of about 85% for the 20-year period. This 
results in an average ammal growth rate of 3.1 %. 

Table 4-10. Junction City population 
forecast, 2010-2035 

Change 

Year Population Number AAGR 

2011 7,194 

2016 9,634 488 6.0% 

2021 11,053 284 2.8% 

2026 12,281 246 2.1% 

2031 13,286 201 1.6% 

Change 2011-2031 

Number 6,092 

Percent 85% 

AAGR 3.1% 

Source: Lane County Adopted Coordinated Population 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan General Plan Policies 1984, 
adopted June 2009 

The 2009 coordinated population figures include estimates of population 
that will be housed in the proposed state correctional facility and hospital. 
As such, these figures were deducted from the portion of the population 
that will have housing and related land needs (the state already owns sites 
in the UGB for the facilities, but they have not yet been developed). 

According to the 2010 Census, 75 persons in Junction City were housed in 
group quarters. This equates to about 1.4% of the city's 2010 population. 
Applying this figure results in a 2011 estimate of 100 persons in group 
quarters and 2031 group quarters population of 186 persons. ECO used a 
2031 prison population of 1,900 (the mid-point between the 1,800 and 
2,000 figures presented in the PSU report) and a 2031 hospital population 
of 360 persons. 

Table 4-11 shows that added together, this results in a 2031 group quarters 
population of 2,646 persons. Subh·acting the estimated 100 persons in 
group quarters in 2011 results in 2,446 new persons in group quarters 
during the 2011-2031 period. 
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Table 4·11. Estimated population in group quarters, 2011·2031 

Variable Value 

Population 2031 

Base GQ% (from 201 0) 

Base GQ in 2031 

Prison population in 2031 

Hospital population in 2031 

New GQ 2011-2031 
Source: Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State 
University (historic figures); Lane County Coordinated Population 
Forecasts; 2000 Census; analysis by ECONorthwest 

13,286 

1.4% 

186 

1,900 

360 

2,446 

Note: the estimated prison population is 2031 is the mid·point beto.'leen 
the 1800 and 2000 figures (1900 persons) presented in the PSU report. 

Housing Need Estimate 
Junction City estimated housing need based on the recommended 
approach described in "Platming fm Residential Growth: A Workbook for 
Oregon's Urban Areas," the Deparhnent of Land Conservation and 
Development's guidebook on local housing needs studies. The housing 
needs analysis in the Housing Element followed the steps described in the 
Workbook. Key results of that analysis are presented in this section. 

Projection of new housing units needed in the next 20 years 

Table 4-12 shows the estimate of new housing units needed in the Junction 
City UGB fm the 2011-2031 period. The projection is based on the 
following assumptions about the Junction City UGB: 

• Total population will increase by 6,092 people from 2011 to 2031; 
population in occupied households will increase by 3,646 persons. 

• About 40% percent of the new population in the Junction City 
UGB, m· 2,446 people, will locate in group quarters. The majority of 
these new people will reside in the state facilities. 

• The average household size within the UGB will be 2.43 people per 
household, based on information from the 2010 Census, the safe 
harbor assumption established in OAR 660-024-0040(8)(a). 

OAR 660-024-0040(8)(a). A /ocn/ govemmeut may estimate 
persous per house/wid for the 20-year plmm iug period usiug the 
persous per household for tlze urbau area i11dicated iu the most 
curreut data for the urbau area published by the U.S. CellSIIS 
Bureau. 

• Vacancy rates for all housing types within the UGB will be 6.0% 
based on information from the 2010 Census, the safe harbor 
assumption established in OAR 660-024-0040(8)(e). 
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OAR 660-024-0040(8)(e). A local govemmeut outside of tile 
Metro bowzdarymay estimate its /wusi11g vacallc!J rate for tile 
20-year plmlllillg period 11Si11g the vacaiiC!f rate ill tile most 
CUI'l'ellt data published by the U.S. Ceusus Bureau for that 
urba11 area that iuc/udes the local govemmwt. 

Applying these assumptions results in a need for 1,590 new dwellings 
over the 2011-2031 period. This equates to an average of 80 dwelling units 
amlttally over the 20-year period.9 

Table 4-12. New dwelling units needed, Junction City UGB, 2011-2031 

Variable 
Change in persons 

minus Change in persons in group quarters 
equals Persons in households 

Average household size 
New occupied DU 

times Aggregate vacancy rate 
equals Vacant dwelling units 
equals Total new dwelling units {2011-2031) 

Dwelling units needed annually 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest 

Estimate of 
Housing Units 

(2011-2031) 
6,092 
2,446 
3,646 

2.43 
1,500 
6.0% 

90 
1,590 

80 

Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type 

Table 4-13 presents an estimate of need for housing by income and 
housing type, to identify the types of housing that are likely to be 
affordable over the 2011-2031 period. This analysis requires some estimate 
of the income dish·ibution of future households in the community, based 
on income data from the 2010 Census. 

Table 4-12 shows that Junction City needs 1,590 new dwelling units for the 
2011-2031 period. The first step in estimating units by sh·uchn·e type is to 
evaluate income as it relates to housing affordability. Table 4-13 shows an 
estimate of needed dwelling units by income level for the 2011-2031 
period. The analysis uses market segments consistent with HUD income 
level categories. The analysis shows that about 43% of households in 
Junction City could be considered high or upper-middle income in 2009 
and that about 43% of the housing need will derive from households in 
these categories. 

9 TI1is figure is presented as a reference to provide context for the rate of new housing production. The ach~al figures 
will vary from year to year as they have in the past. 
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Table 4-13. Estimate of needed dwelling units by income level, Junction City, 2011-2031 
Financially Attainable Products 

Number of 
Market Segment by Income New Owner-
Income range Households Percent o.f Households occupied Renter-occupied 

High (120% or more $68,640 347 22% All housing AU housing types; 

r of MFI) or more types; higher higher prices 
prices 

Upper Middle (80%- $45,760 IO 336 21°/o All housing All housing types; 
Primarily 

120% of MFI) $68,640 types; lower lower values 
New 

values 
Housin 

Lower Middle (50%- $28,600 to 400 25% Manufactured Single-family Primarily 
80% ofMFI $45,760 on lots; single- attached; Used 

family attached; detached; Housing 
duplexes manufactured on 

lots; apartments 

Low (30%-50% or $17,160 IO 243 15% Manufactured in Apartments; 
less of MFI) $28,600 parks manufactured in 

parks; duplexes 

Very low {less than Less than 264 17% None Apartments; new 
30% of MFI) $17,160 and used 

government 
assisted housin 

Somce: ECONorthwcst 

The three household characteristics that are most closely correlated with 
household choice: (1) income, (2) age, and (3) household composition. The 
housing needs analysis describes the demographic and socioeconomic 
h·ends in Junction City and Lane County related to these three factors. The 
majority of Junction City's population growth is expected to be the result 
of in-migration.10 It is difficult (if not impossible) to accurately project the 
characteristics of households that may move to Junction City over the next 
20 years, beyond the projections for changes in population by age group. 
To some degree, projecting future housing preference relies on estimating 
the ways that the characteristics of new households in Junction City will 
be different and make different housing choices than existing households. 

The Housing Element describes the demographic h·ends that will affect 
housing demand across the U.S., as well as Oregon and Junction City, 
including: the aging of the baby boomers, growth in echo boomers, 
increases in ethnic diversity, changes in household composition, and new 
workers at the State facilities. 

Table 4-14 presents the forecast the dish·ibution of housing in Junction 
City for the 2011 to 2031 period by plan designation, based on these 
h·ends. 

10 The Portland State University Population Research Center's annual estimate of population shows that 74% of Lane 
County's population growth between 2000 and 2010 is the result of in-migration. 'Ve assume that in-migration will 
continue to account for the majority of growth in Lane County over the planning period. 
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• Low Density Residential (LDR) will accommodate 55% of new 
dwellings, 875 dwellings. 

• Medium Density Residential (MDR) will accommodate 25% of 
new dwellings, 398 dwellings. 

• High density Residential (HDR) will accommodate 20% of new 
dwellings, 318 dwellings. 

Table 4-14. Forecast of future housing by plan designation, 
Junction City UGB, 2011-2031 

Total new dwelling units (2011-2031) 
Dwelling units by density class 

Low Density Residential 
Percent Low Density Residential 

equals Total new DU in LDR 
Medium Density Residential 

Percent Medium Density Residential 
Total new DU in MDR 

High Density Residential 
Percent High Density Residential 

Total new DU in HDR 

Source: ECONorthwest 

Estimate of 
Housing Units 

(2011-2031) 

1,590 

55% 
875 

25% 
398 

20% 
318 

The assumptions about the dish·ibution of new dwellings among plan 
designations in Table 4-14 is consistent with the safe harbor for housing 
mix in OAR 660-024 Table 1. While Junction City is not using the safe 
harbor assumptions from OAR 660-024 Table 1, the City believes that 
these assumptions are reasonable assumptions about how Junction City 
will grow in the future based on: 

• Between 2000 and 2008, two-thirds of new housing (212 dwellings) 
were built in LDR and about one-third (97 dwellings) were built in 
MDR. 

• As part of the 2012 comprehensive plan update, the City 
established a high-density residential plan designation and made 
corresponding plan map amendments. 

• Increasing the share of higher-density multifamily housing types 
built over the next 20-years will provide a broader range of housing 
options. This broader range of housing options can provide 
opportunities for workforce housing and affordable housing for 
new and existing residents of Junction City. 
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o About 69% of Junction City's current housing stock is single
family attached or manufactured homes. The remaining 31% 
of the City's housing stock is in: sh·uctures with two to four 
units (17% of dwellings), sh·uctures with 5 or more units 
(13% ), or single-family attached housing (2%) 

o About 37% of Junction City's households are cost burdened 
(pay more than 30% of their income for housing), with 44% 
of renters cost burdened and 33% of homeowners cost 
burdened. 

Determine the needed density ranges for each plan designation and 
the average needed net density for all structure types 

Determining land needed to accommodate housing requires making 
assumptions about future densities. The basis for these assumptions is 
housing densities achieved recently, over the 2000 to 2008 period in 
Junction City. Table 4-15 shows average residential densities achieved in 
residential plan designations and zoning dish·icts. The results show: 

• Average. The overall average density achieved in urban residential 
plan designations was 7.1 dwellings per net acre. 

• Low-Density. The zoning district for the LDR designation is R1, 
with an average density of 6.0 dwelling units per acre. 

• Medium-Density. The zoning dish·ict for the MDR designation is 
R2, with an average density of 7.3 dwelling units per acre. 

• High-Density.n The zoning dish'icts for the HDR designation is R3 
and R4. Densities achieved in R3 averaged 20.1 dwelling units per 
net acre. The type of development in R4 was predominantly mobile 
homes in parks, with an average density in the zone of 5.5 dwelling 
units per net acre. 

11 \Vhile Junction City did not have an HDR Plan Designation during the 2000 to 2008 period, the City is creating an 
HDR Designation. Zoning districts R3 and R4 will be in the HDR Designation. 
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Table 4-15. Actual residential density (DU/net acre) observed in residential 
plan designations, Junction City UGB, 2000-2008 

Plan Designation I NewDU, Density 
Zoning District Existing DU 2000-2008 Total DU Acres (DU/NRA) 
Low-Density Residential 

R1 182 182 30.5 
Medium-Density Residential 

R2 26 26 3.5 
High-Density Residential 

R3 80 61 141 7.0 
R4 163 34 197 36.0 

Total 243 303 546 77.1 
Source: Junction City GIS, LCOG address file; analysis by ECONorthwest 
Note: Junction City did not have an HDR Plan Designation during the 2000 to 2008 period. The City is creating 
an HDR Designation. Zoning districts R3 and R4 will be in the HDR Designation. 

Table 4-16 presents an estimate of residential land need to accommodate 
growth of 1,590 new dwellings over the 20-year period. Junction City will 
need 295 acres of residential land, at an overall density of 7.4 dwelling 
units per net acre of 5.4 dwelling units per gross acre. Table 4-16 shows 
the following land needs by plan designation: 

• Low Density Residential (LDR) will develop at an average density 
of 5.9 dwelling units per net acre, or 4.2 dwelling units per gross 
acre, assuming a 29% net-to-gross acre factor. Junction City will 
need 209 gross acres of land in LDR. 

The average density of 5.9 dwelling units per net acre is based on 
the development density for single-family detached housing during 
the 2000-2008 period (Table 3). 

• Medium Density Residential (MDR) will develop at an average 
density of 9.5 dwelling units per net acre, or 6.7 dwelling units per 
gross acre, assuming a 29% net-to-gross acre factor. Junction City 
will need 59 gross acres of land in MDR. 

The average density of 9.5 dwelling units per net acre is based on 
the assumption that development density in MDR will increase 
from 8.6 (observed development density during the 2000-2008 
period (Table 4)) to 9.5 dwelling units per net acre. This assumption 
is based on: 

August 2012 

o Anticipation of a broader range of housing options that may 
be developed in Junction City over the next 20-years based 
on changes in the City's housing policy. 

o Need for additional affordable housing, as shown by the 
large share of cost-burdened renters (44% of renters). 
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The density assumption also assumes that the net-to-gross 
conversion factor for MDR will be the same as for LDR (rather than 
the 32% shown in Table 4-17). This rationale for this assumption 
that the newer development in MDR will require the same amount 
of land for rights-of-way as LDR, rather than more land for rights
of-way. 

• High density Residential (HDR) will develop at an average 
density of 13.0 dwelling units per net acre, or 11.4 dwelling units 
per gross acre, assuming a 12% net-to-gross acre factor. Junction 
City will need 28 gross acres of land in HDR. 

Junction City does not currently have a high density 
Comprehensive Plan designation. The density of 13.0 dwelling 
units per net acre is based on the development density of 
multifamily housing (e.g., apartments or duplexes), single-family 
attached housing, and manufactured dwellings in parks achieved 
during the 2000-2008 period (Table 13). 

Table 4-16. Residential land need estimate, Junction City UGB, 2011-2031 

Density Net Density 
Number (DU/Net Acres (DU/Gross Gross Acres 

Plan Desi~nation ofDU A c) Needed Acre) Needed 

Low-density (55% of total DU need) 875 5.9 148 4.2 209 

Medium-density (25% of total DU need) 398 9.5 42 6.7 59 

High-density (20% of total DU need) 318 13.0 24 11.4 28 

TOTAL 1,590 7.4 215 5.4 295 
Source: ECONorthwest 

The assumptions about housing density in Table 4-16 exceed the safe 
harbor for housing density in OAR 660-024 Table 1, which requires a city 
to assume an overall minimum of 7.0 dwellings per net acre for a UGB 
analysis. While Junction City is not using the safe harbor assumptions 
from OAR 660-024 Table 1, the City finds that an average residential 
density of 7.4 dwelling units per net acre will meet identified housing 
needs for the following reasons: 

• The assumed net densities by plan designation (see Table 4-15) are 
based on actual densities achieved in Junction City over the 2000 to 
2008 period. 

• Junction City is addressing need for additional affordable housing 
through several measures that increase the types of housing 
available in Junction City, including availability of higher density 
housing: 
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o Junction City is establishing a high-density plan designation, 
which will allow housing up to 27.4 dwelling units per acre. 

o Junction City is plmming for a shift in the mix of housing 
types. Over the 2000 to 2008 period, housing in LDR 
accounted for about 67% of new housing and the remaining 
33% in MDR. The City is assuming that housing in LDR will 
account for 55% of new housing, with 25% of new housing in 
MDR and 20% in HDR. 

• Table 4-16 shows housing need for net acres,12 which does not 
include land for rights-of-way (e.g., roads or sidewalks). Table 4-16 
shows a conversion of net acres to gross acres based on the net-to
gross assumptions in Table 4-17. 

Table 4-16 presents an estimate of land need in net and gross acres. The 
conversion from net-to-gross acres in Table 4-16 is based on the amount of 
land needed for rights-of-way in Junction City. Table 4-17 shows the 
amount of land in residential plan designations that is in tax lots and that 
is not in tax lots in Junction City in 2008. Land not in tax lots is typically 
land used for public uses such as rights-of-way. Other public uses where 
land is in tax lots, such as parks or schools, is not included in this analysis. 

Table 4-17. Land not in tax lots, net-to-gross conversion for residential plan 
designations, Junction City UGB, 2008 

Acres in Tax Acres Not in 

Plan Designation Total Acres lots Tax lots 

low-Density 239 171 68 
Medium-Density 157 107 50 

High-Density 154 135 19 

Total I Average 550 413 137 
Source: Junction City GIS, LCOG address file; analysis by EGO Northwest 
Note: High-Density housing includes dwellings built in zones R-3 and R-4. 

Netto 

Gross 

Factor 

29% 

32% 

12% 

25% 

Estimate of land needed to accommodate housing growth over the 
2011 to 2031 period 

Table 4-18 shows a comparison of residential land supply (Table 5-7) with 
the residential land need estimate (Table 4-16) and parkland need (Table 
4-9). The results show that Junction City has a deficit of 26 acres of 

12 Tite housing needs analysis is conducted in net acres. OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net 
buildable acre. "Net Buildable Acre" consists of 43,560 square feet of residentially designated buildable land after 
excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads. \Vhile the administrative rule does not include a definition of a 
gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for 
streets and roads. 
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medium density residential land. Junction City has a one acre surplus of 
land in low density residential and commercial/ residential land. 

Table 4-18. Comparison of buildable residential land with land needed for 
housing and parks, gross acres, Junction City, 2011-2031 

Buildable Surplus/ 
Land Needed Land (deficit) 

Zoning (Gross (Gross Acres) (Gross 
Plan Designation Acres) Housing Parks Acres) 

LDR R1 252 209 43 0 

MDR R2 45 59 12 -26 
HDR R3/R4 34 28 
Commercial/Residential CR 1 

TOTAL 332 295 

Source: City of Junction City GIS data; analysis by ECONorthwest 
Note: The number of buildable acres is rounded. 

6 0 
1 

61 

The City proposes to add 16 acres of MDR land and 10 acres of parkland 
to address the 26 acre MDR deficit. 

Need for affordable and manufactured housing 

The Junction City Zoning Ordinance (City Ordinance 950)13 does not 
contain any provisions that regulate government-assisted housing. 
Therefore, the City is in compliance with this requirement. 

OAR 660-024-0040(8)(/1): if a local govemment allows IIWmtfactured homes 011 
i11dividuallots as a permitted use ill all residential zmtes that allow 10 or fewer 
dwelli11g units per 11et buildable acre, it is 11ot 11ecessary to provide all estimate of tlte 
11eed for lliallufactured dwelli11gs 011 i11dividua/lots. 

The Junction City Zoning Ordinance (City Ordinance 950)14 allows 
manufactured homes as ouh·ightuses in the R-1 (Junction City Ordinance 
950, Section 9(7)) and R-2 (Junction City Ordinance 950, Section 15(2)) 
zones. Manufactured home parks are permitted in in R-4 (Junction City 
Ordinance 950, Section 27(2). Manufactured home parks are a conditional 
use in R-3 (Junction City Ordinance 950, Section 22(2). 

ORS 197.480(4) requires that cities "inventory the mobile home or 
manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas plmmed and zoned or 
generally used for commercial, indush·ial or high density residential 
development" Table 4-19 presents this inventory. 

13 http:/ J www .ci.junction-city .or. us/ ord/ titlel 0/ 10_11.frameheader .html 

14 http:/ jwww.ci.junction-city.or.us/ordjtitle10/10_11.frameheader.html 
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Table 4-19. Manufactured housing parks, Junction City, 2012 

Plan Designation Spaces 
Park or Zoning District T:t:pe Total Vacant 

Farmview Park R-4 55+ 22 0 
Our Tivoli Park MDR Family 42 0 
Prairie Winds of Junction City Commercial/ LDR Family 25 0 
Scandia Village R-4 55+ 62 1 
The Meadow on Pitney Pond R-4 Family 104 0 
Valley Village Park MDR Family 18 0 
Terra Firma General Commerical 9 Unknown 

Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http:l/o .hcs. state. or. us/MDPCR Pa rks/Pa rkOirQue ry .jsp 

ORS 197.480(2) requires: 

A city or cmmty shall establish a projectio11 of 11eed for mobile home or mmwfactured 
dwelling parks based o11: 

(a) Population projections; 

(b) Household income levels; 

(c) Housing market tre11ds of tl1e region; and 

(d) A11 invmtory of mobile lwme or nwmlfactured dwelling parks sited i11 areas 
plmmed and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial or high dmsity 
residmtial development. 

The preceding analysis shows that: 

• Junction City will grow by 3,646 persons in households or 1,590 
dwelling units over the 2011 to 2031 period. 

• About one-third of Junction City's new households will be low 
income, earning 50% or less of the County's median family income. 
One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufachtred housing. The households most likely to live in 
manufachtred homes in parks are those with incomes $17,000 and 
$29,000 (30 to 50% of median family income). Assuming that about 
one-quarter of new households in this income category choose to 
live in manufachtred dwellings in parks, there would be demand 
for 60 spaces in manufactured dwelling parks. 

• Manufactured housing accounts for between 10% and 20% of 
Junction City's current housing stock. 

• In addition, national, state, and regional h·ends during the 2000 to 
2008 period showed that manufachtred housing parks were 
closing, rather than being created. It is unclear, however, whether 
the h'end to closure and redevelopment of manufactured housing 
parks will continue after the housing market recovers from the 
current downturn. 
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The City concludes the City may need one or two new manufactured 
housing parks with a total of about 60 new spaces, requiring about 5 acres 
of land. 

ORS 197.408(3) requires the City to" establish the need for areas to be 
pla1med and zoned to accommodate the potential displacement of the 
inventoried mobile home m· manufactured dwelling parks" for 
manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas plmmed and zoned or 
generally used for commercial, indush·ial or high density residential 
development. About 197 manufactured dwelling are located in these plan 
designations. If about one-quarter of these households are displaced by 
redevelopment of manufactured dwelling parks, then the City will have 
need for about 50 new dwellings, which at high density residential 
densities would require about 4 acres of land. 

The City concludes that these needs can be met on existing residential or 
commercial lands through infill or redevelopment. 
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Section 4 concluded that Junction City has insufficient land to 
accommodate projected growth in the following areas: 

• Retail and service commercial (62 vacant suitable acres) 

• Parkland (10 acres in Medium-density residential) 

• Medium-density residential (16 acres) 

This section presents the alternatives analysis required by OAR 660-024-
0060 as well as findings related to the four Goal14 factors. 

COMMERCIAL 

As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5): 

Ill determillillg lleed, local govemmellt may specify cllamcteristics, sucl1 as parcel 
size, topogmpl1y or proximity, llecessary for lalld to be suitable for all idelltified 
lleed alld limit its collsidemtioll to lalld tllat lias tile specified cllaracteristics 
wllell it collducts tl1e lw1111dary locatioll altematives azzalysis m1d applies ORS 
197.298. 

The Goal 9 Adminish·ative Rule (OAR 660-009) requires that jurisdictions 
describe the characteristics of needed sites (OAR 660-009-0025(1)). The 
Adminish·ative Rule defines site characteristics as follows in OAR 660-009-
0005(11): 

(11) "Site Cllamcteristics" mealls tile attributes of a site llecessary for a 
particular illdustrial or otller employmellt use to operate. Site clwmcteristics 
ill elude, but are llOt limited to, a millimum acreage or site collfigumtioll 
illcludillg sllape a11ti topogmpl1y, visibility, specific types or levels of public 
facilities, services or energy illfmstructure, or pmximity to a particular 
tmllsportatioll or freight facility sucll as mil, marille ports alld airports, 
multimodal freight or traz1ssllipme11t facilities, alld major tmllsportatioll ro11tes. 

As prescribed in Goal14: 

Prior to expaz1dillg all urbaz1 growtll bo1mdary, local govenmlellts s/wll 
demollstmte tllat lleeds cazmot reasollal>ly be accommodated 011 lalld already 
illside tile urbau growtll boulldary. 

Frie11ds of Yamhill Coullty v. City of Newberg, 62 Or LUBA 5 (2010), 
established a two-prong test for establishing relevant "site characteristics" 
as follows: (1) that the ath·ibute be "typical of the indush·ial or 
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employment use" and (2) that it have "some meaningful cmmection with 
the operation of the indush·ial or employment use." The first of those 
prongs, that the ath'ibutes be "typical," appears expressly in OAR 660-009-
0015(2), which refers to "site characteristics typical of expected uses." In 
upholding LUBA' s two prong test, the Court of Appeals agreed, "[t]hat 
'necessary' site characteristics are those ath·ibutes that are reasonably 
necessary to the successful operation of particular indush·ial or 
employment uses, in the sense that they bear some important relationship 
to that operation." Friends ofYmnlli/1 County v. City of Newberg, 240 Or App 
738, 747 (2011). 

The City begins its alternative sites analysis by reviewing commercial land 
need and supply within the existing UGB. The purpose of this analysis is 
to determine whether the City has a surplus of commercial land that 
might be available to meet identified commercial employment needs. 

Table 5-1 shows vacant employment land by plan designation. The results 
show that Junction City has 22 acres of vacant suitable commercial and 
commercial/ residential land. However, 15 acres of this land is in 
floodplain, on the site referred to as the "Y" site. Consistent with 
assumptions about buildable lands in the residential land inventory and 
in the alternatives analysis (Section 5 of this document), land within the 
floodplain is not considered buildable for commercial uses.15 The City 
finds this site unsuitable for commercial development because it is in 
the floodplain. As a result, the City has seven acres of vacant suitable 
commercial and conunercialj residential land, all on sites two acres or 
smaller. 

Table 5-1 also shows that the City has 157 vacant suitable acres of 
indush·ialland. The EOA identified no need for Professional Technical 
land for the 2011-31 planning period. Thus, the City is redesignating the 
70 suitable acres of ProfessionaljTeclmicalland, predominantly for 
residential uses, as described in a separate section of this document. 

15 When the commercial lands inventory was originally conducted, the floodplain was not considered a prohibitive 
constraint to development. Given the increasing uncertainty in developing in the floodplain (discussed in 
subsequently in Section 5), the City revised its assumptions about the suitability of building on commercial land in 
the flood plain. As the "Y" site is the only substantially sized vacant commercial land in the floodplain, the City 
elected not to revise the entire commercial lands inventory and chose to make a finding about the unsuitability of 
developing in the floodplain in this document. 
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Table 5-1. Vacant land employment by plan designation, Junction City 
UGB, 2008 

Vacant land 

Acres in Tax Unsuitable Suitable 

Plan Designation Tax lots lots Acres Acres 

Commercial 14 20 0 20 

Commercial/Residential 14 2 0 2 
Industrial 20 189 32 157 

Professiona 1/T echnical 2 85 15 70 
Public 1 39 36 3 

Total 51 335 83 251 

Source: City of Junction City GIS data; analysis by ECONorthwest 
Note: The number of unsuitable acres (83) and suitable acres (251) add to 334 acres, rather than the 335 Acres 
in Tax Lots, as a result of a rounding error. 
Note: Fifteen of the 20 acres of Commercial land is in the floodplain and is considered unsuitable for 
commercial development, leaving 5 acres of vacant Commercial land. 

The demand for 62 vacant suitable acres of commercial land (in Table 4-
4) assumes that all 7 acres of suitable commercial and 
commercial/residential land will develop over the 20-year planning 
period. The 62 vacant suitable acres of commercial land must be 
accommodated on land with existing development (e.g., through infill 
or redevelopment of sites within the UGB), through expansion of the 
UGB or both. 

In subsequent sections, these findings consider the potential for 
designated employment lands within UGB and within nearby exception 
areas to meet commercial employment land needs. 

Evaluation of alternatives for meeting commercial 
land deficit based on site suitability criteria 
Table 4-9 identified a deficit for commercial land of 62 vacant suitable 
acres, on sites ranging from less than 1 acre to 10 acres. The EOA 
concludes that commercial land demand will be met in the following 
ways: 

• Commercial center. Some commercial development can be met 
through development of a commercial center, which would 
accommodate businesses that either need larger sites (generally 
those larger than two acres) or businesses that prefer to locate in a 
commercial center. 

• Downtown and small commercial sites. Some commercial 
development can be met in Junction City's downtown and on other 
small commercial sites. 
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Commercial site requirements 

The EOA established a need for two types of commercial sites: (1) 
downtown and small commercial sites; and (2) a commercial center. The 
following summarizes the site characteristics and provides an overview of 
the two-prong test established for site characteristics under Friends of 
Yamhill County v. City of Newberg. 

The site requirements for downtown and small commercial sites are: 

1. Sites located with direct access to public sh·eets with capacity or 
potential capacity to accommodate h·affic volumes associated with 
commercial uses. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "proximity to a 
particular h'ansportation or freight facility such as rail, 
marine ports and airports, multimodal freight or 
h·ansshipment facilities, and major h·ansportation routes" as 
a site characteristic. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful connection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" - Access to 
public sh·eets with capacity to accommodate h·affic volumes 
is necessmy to accommodate necessary freight movement to 
support commercial development, as well as to provide safe 
and convenient access for customers and employees. 

2. For larger commercial uses, the sites should be located on or within 
%mile of a major arterial or a State highway. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "proximity to a 
particular h'ansportation or freight facility such as rail, 
marine ports and airports, multimodal freight or 
h·ansshipment facilities, and major h·ansportation routes" as 
a site characteristic. Evidencing that the site characteristic is 
typical of the desired use, the large commercial uses shown 
in Table 4-8 are all located within% mile of a major arterial 
or a State highway. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial businesses require automotive access to 
function, for delivery of freight or access by customers and 
employees. This site characteristic helps to minimize the 
amount of freight h·affic on local sh·eets, helping to improve 
mobility, minimize commercial h·affic in residential 
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neighborhoods, minimize adverse effects on urban land use 
and h·avel patterns, and provide for efficient long distance 
h·avel, which are all necessary for effective commercial 
operations. 

3. Some commercial uses will require visibility from Highway 99. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites "visibility" as a site 
characteristic. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" - Many of 
the desired commercial businesses require from exposure to 
h·affic and storefront view to the road to ath·act passing 
motorists and other customers. 

4. Located on sites that are able to be efficiently served with water, 
wastewater, stormwater, and h·ansportation facilities. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "specific types or 
levels of public facilities, services or energy infrash·ucture" 
as a site characteristic. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" - Typical 
uses within commercial developments, such as restaurants, 
offices, and other similar uses require access to municipal 
water, municipal sanitary sewer, and elech·icity /gas. 
Access to urban services is a requirement of development 
and any associated City approval. Developing a site with 
direct access to municipal services is, therefore, substantially 
more cost-effective than extending municipal services to an 
unserviced site. 

5. Located on sites that are largely free of development consh·aints, 
including flood ways, flood plains, wetlands, and steep slopes. 
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o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites "site configuration 
including shape and topography" as a site characteristic. 
Reasonably level and well-drained land outside the 
floodplain is typical of employment areas. Areas not meeting 
these requirements are consh·ained and, as a result, may be 
unsuitable for development. OAR 660-009-0005(2) says: 
"Development Consh·aints" means factors that temporarily 
or permanently limit or prevent the use of land for economic 
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development. Development consh·aints include, but are not 
limited to, wetlands, enviromnentally sensitive areas such as 
habitat, enviromnental contamination, slope, topography, 
culhtral and archeological resources, infrash·uchue 
deficiencies, parcel fragmentation, or natural hazard areas. 
Goal 7 specifically defines " ... floods (coastal and riverine) ... " 
as one type of natural hazard. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Development within the floodplain may make it more 
difficult for developers to obtain financing or obtain 
insurance. In addition, there is increasing uncertainty about 
development within the floodplain as a result of the 
settlement agreement that Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) reached with several environmental 
groups.16 Under the terms of the settlement agreement, 
FEMA will now require applicants for certain types of 
changes to the Oregon floodplain maps to demonsh·ate that 
the map change will not cause a loss of habitat. Second, the 
settlement agreement requires FEMA to initiate a 
"consultation" under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to determine 
the impacts of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
on fifteen salmon and steelhead species that are listed as 
threatened or endangered under the ESA. The outcome of 
this process is still pending, and may result in sh·ingent 
requirements for development regulations for development 
in or near the floodplains. Even under existing regulations, 
commercial developments are required to either elevate or 
flood-proof sh·uchues located in the floodplain, significantly 
increasing costs or impacting pedesh·ian and freight access 
to the site. 

6. Located in areas where conflicts with adjacent land uses are 
minimized. 

o Ath'ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0025(6) sh·ongly encourages cities to manage 
encroachment and inh·usion of incompatible uses with 
employment uses. Therefore, at least in Oregon, placement 

t6 Audubon Society of Portland, Nalionall,Vildlifc Federation, Northwest Enuironmental Defense Center, Association of 
Northwest Steellteaders v. Federal Emergmcy iVImmgement Agency in the United States District Court District of Oregon, 
Case No. 3:09-cv-729-HA 
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ensuring consistency between adjacent land uses is required, 
thus "typical." Further, commercial uses are generally 
compatible with light indush·ial uses. Small-scale 
commercial uses are compatible with residential uses and 
often locate in neighborhoods. Commercial uses may be 
compatible with agriculhtral uses, provided that the 
commercial use does not encroach on the agricultural uses. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial uses are able to operate more efficiently, thus 
more profitably, where they are not in conflict with adjacent 
land uses that tend to disrupt commercial business activity. 
Thus, such sites are sought, and conflicts avoided by 
developers. 

7. Located on sites that do not have high value agricultural land. 

August 2012 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
Commercial businesses typically locate within an urban 
growth boundary, unless the business is located in an 
unincorporated area identified as an exception area and/ or 
zoned for rural commercial uses. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial businesses requires land that is zoned 
appropriately for development. High value agricultural land 
is likely to be outside of an urban growth boundary, with a 
zoning designation of exclusive farm use. Commercial uses 
generally cannot build on high value agricultural land 
unless the land is brought into an urban growth boundary, 
consistent with the requirements of Goal14 and ORS 
197.298. Such hurdles make such sites more costly, thus less 
desirable for development. 
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The site requirements for a sub-regional commercial center are more 
detailed than for smaller commercial uses. The following summarizes the 
site characteristics and provides an overview of the two-prong test 
established for site characteristics under Friends of Yamhill County v. City of 
Newberg, 62 Or LUBA 5 (2010), affd 240 Or App 738 (2011). 

1. Site size. The sub-regional commercial center can provide a 
substantial amount of the 62 commercial acre land demand, 
accommodating more than half of the ten sites (44 acres) on sites 
sized two and ten acres. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites" a minimum 
acreage" as a site characteristic. As noted in the Commercial 
and Mixed-Use Development Code Handbook17 developed by the 
Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Program, 
key characteristics of community-oriented centers are that 
they typically have an overall area of approximately 10-30 
acres, and approximately 150,000 square feet of gross 
leasable area, depending on the population served. The 
handbook goes on to note that "The community commercial 
center should be planned and zoned to accommodate retail, 
offices, commercial services, entertainment, civic, and 
institutional uses. Individual uses may range from less than 
5,000 square feet, to over 100,000 square feet. Increasingly, 
these centers are being developed or redeveloped with 
multiple family housing." 

The commercial centers in Table 4-8 are generally between 
20 and 30 acres in size. The mixhue of uses in the 
commercial centers typically includes: one or more anchor 
stores (e.g., a grocery store or dry goods store), other retail 
stores, financial services, other personal services, 
restaurants, and service stations. Several of the commercial 
centers in Table 4-8 had one or more hotel or motel. The mix 
of business types and sizes is important to businesses 
located in the commercial centers. Small specialty stores 
often locate in commercial centers with larger anchor stores, 
as a way to ath·act customers.lS 

Based on Junction City's economic development vision, the 
sub-regional commercial center will require approximately 

17 Commercial and lvlixcd-llse Developmmt Code Handbook, Oregon Transportation and Gro-wth :rvtanagement Program. 

1s Ghosh, Avijit, !vic Lafferty, Sara L.. Location Strategies for Retail mzd Sen,icc Firms, Lexington Books, 1987. 
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35 acres. Table 5-2 shows a sample mixture of businesses and 
area required for each type of business in the sub-regional 
commercial center. The uses listed in this table are consistent 
with the types of uses shown in other commercial centers 
Table 4-8 and are intended to be illush·ative of what might 
be expected and supported at a sub-regional commercial 
center in the Junction City area over the 2009 to 2029 period. 
The specific mixture of uses may be different than those 
shown in Table 5-2, in response to changes in employment 
and consumer expenditure patterns over the 20-year forecast 
period. 

Table 5-2. Sample mixture of businesses and site sizes that comprise 
the sub-regional commercial center 

Use/Business Area Required 

Anchor Grocer 6 acres 

Dry Goods I Drug Store 3 acres 

Home improvement store or other 6 acres 
large retail store 

Hotel 4 acres 

Office complex 10 acres 

Theater 3 acres 

Restaurants 2 acres 

Service Station 1 acre 

Total 35 acres 

Source: ECONorthwest, "Area requtred" based on typical site stzes required by 
businesses of the type shown in the table. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial centers thrive in areas where they are located 
close to peak flows of h·affic and where retail, professional, 
financial and related services can be conveniently 
accommodated and be accessible to regional highways, 
public h·ansportation and parking. The site needs to be large 
enough to accommodate not only the commercial activities, 
but also parking, cmmections to public h·ansportation, and 
other access to the h·ansportation network.19 As noted in 

19 These attributes are documented in the literahtre about siting commercial retail and service centers. For examples 
of site selection criteria for commercial centers see: 
Ghosh, Avijit, lvklafferty, Sara L.. Localioll Strategies for Retail aud Service Firms, Lexington Books, 1987. 
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Principles of Urban Retail Plm111ing and Developnwnt2D, these 
types of centers typically have a primary anchor, with 10-15 
smaller retailers; the success of the center often depends on 
the performance of the anchor. 

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

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "site 
configuration" as a site characteristic. Developing a 
commercial center in a site with more than two owners 
requires negotiating land assembly and purchase from 
multiple owners. Land assembly is difficult and often costly 
for a number of reasons. People own land for a variety of 
reasons, such as desire to develop the land, desire to keep 
the land undeveloped, desire to sell the land for a profit. 
Getting land owners to sell land can be difficult, especially if 
the ownership is legally disputed, such as in the case of 
inheritance cases. If a landowner is a willing seller, they may 
have an unrealistic expectation of their land's value, in the 
context of comparable land values. In addition, one parcel of 
land may have multiple owners, compounding the issues 
described above. 

Developers attempting land assembly often have difficulty 
assembling a site at a cost that makes development 
economically viable. When assembling land, developers 
often find that owners of key sites are not willing sellers, 
have unrealistic expectations of the value of their land, or 
cannot get agreement among multiple owners to sell the 
land. As a result, developers of commercial centers typically 
choose to develop sites with one or two owners. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Increasingly, developers and customers of commercial 

Peiser, Richard B. and Schwanke, Dean. Professional Real Estate Dem'lopment: The ULI Guide to the Business, Dearborn 
Financial Publishing, Inc. and the Urban Land Institute, 1992. 
Sdnvanke, Dean, et al. Mixed-Use Development Handbook, l11e Urban Land Institute, 2003. 
\Vhite, John R., Gray, Kevin D., In association with the Urban Land Institute. Shopping Centers and Other Retail 
Properties: bwestme1It, Development, Financing, and lvlanagemCilt, John \Viley $Sons, Inc., 1996. 

2o Gibbs, Robert] (2012). Principles ofUrbml Retail Planning and Developmelll. Hoboken, New Jersey: John \'\'iley & 
sons. 
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centers are seeking an intercom1ected environment in which 
public spaces and stores are located in close proximity to 
each other and connected via internal sh·eets, driveways, 
and pedesh·ian walkways that go "to and through" the 
development. Coordinated development under fewer 
ownerships makes these types of internal cmmections more 
feasible, thereby making the experience more safe, 
convenient and comfortable. 

In addition, the cost of land assembly, in financial terms and 
in terms of extra time needed for site assembly, can make 
developing a commercial site with multiple land owners 
financially infeasible. 

3. Access. The commercial center must be located within one-quarter 
mile of a state highway. Traffic from the commercial center should 
not be routed through residential neighborhoods. The ideal site 
would be located at a major intersection of state highways or a state 
highway and an arterial. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "proximity to a 
particular h·ansportation or freight facility such as rail, 
marine ports and airports, multimodal freight or 
h·ansshipment facilities, and major h·ansportation routes" as 
a site characteristic. The commercial centers shown in Table 
4-8 are all located on major arterial or a State highway. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful connection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -This site 
characteristic helps to minimize the amount of freight h·affic 
on local sh·eets, minimize commercial h·affic in residential 
neighborhoods, improve mobility, minimize adverse effects 
on urban land use and h·avel patterns, and provide for 
efficient long distance h·avel, which are all necessmy for 
effective commercial operations.21 

21 Tite importance of transportation access is well documented in the real estate development litera hue. For examples 
see: 
Ghosh, AvijiC Ivfclafferty, Sara L.. Location Strategies for Retail and Service Firms, Lexington Books, 1987. 
~,Iiles, Ivlike E., Haney, Richard L., Bernes, Gayle, "Real Estate Developm.ent Principles and Process/' TI1e Urban 
Land Instihtte, 1997. 
Peiser, Richard B. and Schwanke, Dean. Profcssiollal Real Estate Dcllelopmcut: 11w ULI Guide to the Business, Dearborn 
Financial Publishing, Inc. and the Urban Land Institute, 1992. 
Schwanke, Dean, et al. Mixed-Use Dcuclopmcnt Handbook, 11\e Urban Land Instih1te, 2003. 
\'\'hite, John R., Gray, Kevin D., In association with the Urban Land Institute. Shoppi11g Ceutcrs and Other Retail 
Properties: Iuvcstmeut, Dn,clopmeut, Fiuancillg, and lv1mwgement, John \Viley $Sons, Inc., 1996. 
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A site located on a state highway at an intersection with 
another state highway or an arterial is likely to offer several 
options for site access. In the book Shopping Centers ami Other 
Retail Properties,22 the authors advise locating commercial 
retail centers on a site with secondary points of access, as 
well as a primary point of access with excellent h·affic flow. 
In addition, this option allows the City and ODOT to devise 
an access management plan that best addresses safety issues. 

4. Visibility. The commercial center must be highly visible from 
Highway99. 

o Ath"ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites "visibility" as a site 
characteristic. The commercial centers shown in Table 4-8 
are all highly visible from a state highway. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" - Many of 
the desired commercial businesses require exposure to 
h·affic and storefront view to the road in order to ath·act 
passing motorists and other potential customers. The 
importance of locating a commercial center at on a highly 
visible site is well documented in the real estate 
development literature.23 

5. Unconstrained land. Sites within a commercial center should not 
be significantly consh·ained by the floodway, floodplain, or 
wetlands. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites "site configuration 
including shape and topography" as a site characteristic. 
Reasonably level and well-drained land outside the 
floodplain is typical of employment areas. Areas not meeting 

22 \Vhite, John R., Gray, Kevin D., In association with the Urban Land Institute, "Shopping Centers and Other Retail 
Properties: Inveshnent, Development, Financing, and llv1anagement/' John \Viley $Sons, Inc., 1996. 

23 For example, he following publications all discuss the importance of locating a commercial center at a highly 
visible site: 
Ghosh, Avijit ~klafferty, Sara L.. Locatioll Strategies for Retail and Scn11·ce Firms, Lexington Books, 1987. 
Peiser, Richard B. and Schwanke, Dean. Professional Real Estate Deuclopment: The ULI Guide to tlw Business, Dearborn 
Financial Publishing. Inc. and the Urban Land Institute, 1992. 
\Vhite, John R., Gray, Kevin D., In association with the Urban Land Institute. Slwppi11g Ce11ters a11d Other Retail 
Properties: l1wcstme11t, Deuclopmcllt, Finmzci11g, and Mmragemellf, John \Viley $Sons, Inc., 1996. 
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these requirements are consh·ained and, as a result, may be 
unsuitable for development. OAR 660-009-0005(2) says: 
"Development Consh·aints" means factors that temporarily 
or permanently limit or prevent the use of land for economic 
development. Development consh·aints include, but are not 
limited to, wetlands, environmentally sensitive areas such as 
habitat, environmental contamination, slope, topography, 
cultural and archeological resources, infrash·ucture 
deficiencies, parcel fragmentation, or nah1ral hazard areas. 
Goal 7 specifically defines " .. .floods (coastal and riverine) ... " 
as one type of natural hazard. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Development within the floodplain may make it more 
difficult for developers to obtain financing or obtain 
insurance.24 In addition, there is increasing uncertainty 
about development within the floodplain as a result of the 
settlement agreement that Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) reached with several environmental groups. 
Under the terms of the settlement agreement, FEMA will 
now require applicants for certain types of changes to the 
Oregon floodplain maps to demonsh·ate that the map 
change will not cause a loss of habitat. Second, the 
settlement agreement requires FEMA to initiate a 
"consultation" under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to determine 
the impacts of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFlP) 
on fifteen salmon and steelhead species that are listed as 
threatened or endangered under the ESA. The outcome of 
this process is still pending, and may result in sh·ingent 
requirements for development regulations for development 
in or near the floodplains. Under the current regulations, 
commercial developments are required to either elevate or 
flood-proof sh·uchires located in the floodplain, significantly 
increasing costs or impacting pedesh·ian and freight access 
to the site. 

6. Topography. The commercial center site should be relatively flat, 
with slopes of not more tl1an 5%. 

24 ~·tiles, t\,like E., Haney, Richard L., Bernes, Gayle, "Real Estate Development: Principles and Process;' The Urban 
Land Institute, 1997. 
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o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites "site configuration 
including shape and topography" as a site characteristic. The 
commercial centers shown in Table 4-8 are all relatively flat. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial developments require level floorplates to 
reduce costs and offer maximum flexibility, as well as level 
areas to provide for freight access and pedesh·ian walkways 
that meet ADA standards. The real estate development 
literature describes the increases in development costs and 
other difficulties associated, such as providing with 
developing a commercial center on a sloped site.25 

7. Access to services. City services should be directly accessible to the 
site, including sanitary sewer, and municipal water. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0005(11) specifically cites the "specific types or 
levels of public facilities, services or energy infrash·ucture" 
as a site characteristic. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful connection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial centers require access to municipal water, 
municipal sanitary sewer, and elech·icity /gas. Developing a 
site with direct access to municipal services is substantially 
more cost-effective than extending municipal services to an 
unserviced site.26 

25 Ghosh, Avijit lvklafferty, Sara L.. Locatio11 Strategies for Retail and Service Firms, Lexington Books, 1987. 
~'files,lvfike E., Haney, Richard L., Bernes., Gayle, "Real Estate Development: Principles and Process," ·n1e Urban 
Land Institute, 1997. 
Peiser, Richard B. and Schwanke, Dean. Professional Real Estate Del1elopment: The ULI Guide to tliC Business, Dearborn 
Financial Publishing, Inc. and the Urban Land Instihtte, 1992. 
Schwanke, Dean, et al. Mixed-Use Development Htmdbook, The Urban Land Institute, 2003. 

26l'vliles, l\·like E., Haney, Richard L., Bernes, Gayle, "Real Estate Development: Principles and Process/' TI1e Urban 
Land Institute, 1997. 
\Vhite, John R., Gray, Kevin D., In association 'vith the Urban Land Instih1te. Shoppiug Centers ami Other Retail 
Properties: llwestmellt, Development, Financing, and A1mwgemenf, John \·Viley $Sons, Inc., 1996. 
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8. Location relative to Junction City. The commercial center should 
be located on the south-side of Junction City (e.g., south of High 
Pass Road) to provide services needed by workers at the State 
Hospital and Prison, Grain Millers, and new residential growth 
occurring in southern Junction City. 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use"
Commercial centers typically develop in areas where other 
growth, especially residential growth, are occmTing. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" - Sites on the 
southern side of Junction City are more easily accessible to 
new development and regional customers than sites on the 
northern side of the City. Junction City's plans for growth 
are focused on the southern portion of the UGB. In addition, 
potential customers from west of Junction City have better 
h·ansportation access to the southern part of Junction City 
via Highway 36. 

9. Proximity to the UGB. The commercial center should be located 
within the existing UGB or on a site that is directly adjacent to the 
UGB, to make access to the commercial center convenient to 
residents in Junction City. 

August 2012 

o Ath·ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial businesses typically locate within an urban 
growth boundary, unless the business is located in an 
unincorporated area identified as an exception area and/ or 
zoned for rural commercial uses. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial businesses requires land that is zoned 
appropriately for development and has access to urban 
services. Commercial uses generally catmot build on land 
outside the urban growth boundary (without a Goal3 
exception) or access urban services (without a Goalll 
exception) m1less the land is brought into an urban growth 
boundary, consistent with the requirements of Goal14 and 
ORS 197.298. 
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10. Surrounding land uses. Commercial centers are compatible with 
other commercial uses, light indush·ial, govenm1ent, or residential 
uses. 

o Ath'ibute is "typical of the indush·ial or employment use" -
OAR 660-009-0025(6) sh·ongly encourages cities to manage 
encroachment and inh·usion of incompatible uses with 
employment uses. Commercial uses are generally 
compatible with light indush·ial uses. Small-scale 
commercial uses are compatible with residential uses and 
often locate in neighborhoods. Commercial uses may be 
compatible with agriculmral uses, provided that the 
commercial use does not encroach on the agricultural uses. 

o Ath·ibute has "some meaningful cmmection with the 
operation of the indush·ial or employment use" -
Commercial uses are able to operate efficiency where they 
are not in conflicts with adjacent land uses that could disrupt 
commercial business activity. 
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Commercial site evaluation 

The analysis of commercial sites is organized by classes of land that 
correspond to the ORS 197.298 priorities; 

• Redevelopment or redesignation of land within the existing 
UGB. This category includes land within the existing UGB. 

• UGB expansion onto exceptions areas. These lands are areas 
with existing development and identified as exceptions areas 
based on county zoning. 

• UGB expansion onto lowest value farmland, with soil Class 
III and lower value soils. 

• UGB expansion onto high value farmland, with soil Classes I 
and II. Higher value agricultural land (land with concenh·ations 
of Class I soil) generally is found to the east and north of the 
existing UGB. There are also concenh·ations of Class I and II 
soils located on either side of Oregon Highway 36 (west of 
Highway 995) and in the High Pass Road area. Class I and II 
soils are, by definition, are not hydric soils - because they are 
relatively well-drained. Therefore, Class I and II soils are 
suitable for most types of urban development. 

The following analysis is organized by these four land classes. 

Redevelopment or redesignation of land within the UGB 

The Junction City EOA includes an analysis of vacant employment land 
within the existing UGB, shown in Table 5-1 above. It is clear from this 
analysis that Junction City has a limited amount of suitable commercial 
land available (22 acres). This City's suitable employment land supply is 
divided into: (1) 14 commercial parcels most of which are smaller than 
two acres, (2) 14 commercial/ residential parcels, all smaller than one acre, 
(3) 20 indush·ial sites, and (4) two parcels designated for 
Professional/Technical (Table 2-7 in the EOA). 

The first consideration is use of existing commercial lands within the 
UGB. The UGB does contain one site that is between 10-19.99 acres in size 
(Table 2-7 in the EOA). This site is located on the north edge of the 
Junction City UGB, behveen Hwy 99 E and Hwy 99W. This site was 
excluded from further consideration as a redevelopment site to meet the 
City's commercial needs due to the following site suitability criteria: 
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• Approximately 15 of the 15.5 acres of theY-site is in the 
floodplain. 

• The site access has a number of h·ansportation consh·aints, 
including designation of the property frontages along Hwy 
99E/Hwy 99W as an access management area under the City's 
Transportation System Plan, limited two-lane h·affic in each 
direction with no turning bays, and increasing congestion at the 
OR99W /OR99E split. As noted under the 2000 OR 99 
Refinement Plan, through the 20 year period, OR 99 will 
experience a significantly higher h·affic demand than the current 
infrash·ucture can handle. With no capacity enhancements 
made, high levels of congestion will be experienced for at least 3 
hours during the weekday PM peak period, including vehicle 
queues in the southbound direction that will block intersections 
from 1st Avenue through the OR 99W /OR 99 E split. Over a 
third of this demand will only be passing through with no 
origin or destination within the City. 

• The site is not currently served by urban services (e.g. water and 
utility) and there are no plans to provide services to this area 
under the currently adopted Water and VVastewater plans. 

Thus, the City concludes that redevelopment of this site is not an 
appropriate avenue for meeting the commercial land deficit. 

As a land use efficiency measure, the Junction City EOA assumes that 12% 
of new employment will locate in residential areas (126 employees), and 
that 10% of new employment will not require new built space or vacant 
land (105 employees; see discussion of Table 4-2 in the previous section). 
In short, the City assumes that 22% of new employment will not require 
additional land. 

The City also conducted a commercial vacancy survey in the summer of 
2010 as part of the Phase II analysis (included as Attachment 8). That 
survey concluded that the city has a commercial vacancy over about 
108,000 square feet, or 11.4%. According to the Intemational Facilities 
Management Association, the average employee occupies about 400 
square feet.27 Applying this figure, the 105 employees assumed to require 
no new built space would consume about 42,000 square feet lowering the 
vacancy rate to less than 7%. 

27 http:/ f www .ifma.org/ resources/ research/ reports/ pages/ 32.htm 
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Table 5-3. Downtown Junction City commercial vacancy survey, 2010 

Downtown Downtown 

Inventoried Commercial Inventoried Commercial 

Total and Vacant Space Buildings Buildings Buildings Buildings 

Total Sq. Ft. 1,066,045 949,537 343,811 268,834 

Vacant Sq. Ft. 119,979 108,231 56,108 44,359 

Vacancy Rate 11.3%1 11.4%1 16.3% 16.5% 

#of buildings 177 146 64 45 

#of buildings with vacancy 27 21 16 10 

%of buildings with vacancy 15.3% 14.4% 25.00,1, 15.6% 

Source: Scott Turnoy, Junction City Intern, 2010 

Based on the above data, the City concludes that the efficiency measures 
built into the EOA adequately address infill and redevelopment and 
that no additional capacity exists through this means. 

The second consideration is redesignation of lands within the UGB to 
accommodate the need. The City finds the following with respect to 
redesignation of lands within the UGB: 

• Redesignation of residential lands is not viable because (1) 
existing residential lands in the UGB do not meet the site 
requirements for commercial land, and (2) redesignation of 
residential sites would potentially create a larger deficit of land 
for residential purposes. 

• Redesignation of indush·ial sites to commercial uses is 
inconsistent with the City's economic development vision, 
which includes maintaining the current inventory of indush·ial 
sites to provide opportunities for indush·ial uses. Moreover, the 
City recently evaluated its indush·ial land need supply and 
amended the UGB to meet indush·ialland needs. 

August 2012 

In addition, the City wants to retain its base of indush·ialland, 
especially indush·ialland in sites larger than 50 acres for future 
indush·ial uses. Junction City's has one site larger than 50 acres, 
which fits the definition of prime indush·ialland in OAR 660-
009-0005(8): "land suited for h·aded-sector indush·ies as well as 
other indush·ial uses providing support to h·aded-sector 
indush·ies. Prime indush·ial lands possess site characteristics 
that are difficult or impossible to replicate in the plmming area 
or region. Prime indush·iallands have necessary access to 
h·ansportation and freight infrash·ucture, including, but not 
limited to, rail, marine ports and airports, multimodal freight or 
h·ansshipment facilities, and major h·ansportation routes." OAR 
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660-009-0020(6) sh·ongly encourages cities to adopt policies to 
preserve prime indush·ialland. 

Finally, much of Junction City's remaining vacant indush·ial 
land is located east of Highway 99, between two railroad h·acks. 
These sites are unsuitable for redevelopment for commercial 
uses because accessing them requires crossing the rail line. In 
addition, their configuration, which is long and thin, makes 
them undesirable for commercial uses. 

• Redesignation of the 85-acre Professional Technical site for 
commercial uses is inappropriate because (1) the site does not 
meet the suitability criteria for the sub-regional commercial 
center, and (2) the City will redesignate the site for residential 
uses as part of the package of plan amendments that accompany 
this UGB proposal. 

Thus, the City concludes that redesignation of existing sites is not an 
appropriate avenue for meeting the commercial land deficit. 

UGB expansion onto exceptions areas 

Exceptions areas are second priority in the ORS 197.298 priority scheme 
(Junction City does not have urban reserves). Based on the siting criteria 
for commercial lands, the City evaluated all exceptions areas adjacent to 
the UGB for inclusion in the UGB. OAR 660-024-0060 sections (5) and (6) 
provide additional guidance: 

(5) If a local govemment has spec((ied characteristics such as parcel size, 
topography, or proximi(J• that are necessmyfor land to be suitable for an 
ident((ied need, the local govemmentmay limit its consideration to land that has 
the spec((ied characteristics when it conducts the boundmJ' location alternatives 
ana(vsis and applies ORS 197.298. 

(6) The adopted.findingsfor UGB adoption or amendment must describe or map 
all of the alternative areas evaluated in the bound my location alternatives 
anaZvsis. {(the anaZvsis involves more than one parcel or area within a 
particular priori(l' categmy in ORS 197.298for which circumstances are the 
same, these parcels or areas may be considered and evaluated as a single group. 

Junction City has identified specific characteristics for commercial site 
suitable which are described in Section 4 of this findings report. The 
following analysis addresses the requirements of section (6). 

Map 5-1 shows the location of lands included in this analysis. Lands with 
the cross-hatching were determined to be unsuitable for further review 
because the failed to meet one or more of the site criteria for commercial 
lands. 
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Map 5-1. Exceptions areas reviewed against commercial suitability criteria 
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Map 5-1 shows four classes of exceptions lands that the city considered. 
Areas labeled" A", "B", or "C'' on the map were excluded because they 
were determined to be unsuitable under one or more of the site criteria for 
commercial lands. The following findings provide more detail concerning 
the evaluation of exceptions areas. 

Areas in Group "A" 

Areas in group "A" were eliminated due to the fact that they are not 
adjacent to the Junction City UGB. The lack of adjacency, however, is not 
in itself enough to eliminate these lands from further consideration. OAR 
660-024-0060(4) states: 

(4) /11 determiuiug altemative laud for evaluatio11 1111der ORS 19 7.298, "laud 
adjaceut to tlze UGB" is uot limited to tlwse lots or parcels tlzat abut tlze UGB, but 
also iucludes laud i11 tlze viduity of tl1e UGB tlzat Jzas a reasouable poteutial to satisjt; 
tlze idCiltijied ueed deficiellC!f. 

The key phrase is " ... has reasonable potential to satisfy the identified need 
deficiency." The City finds these lands unsuitable for commercial 
development for the following reasons: 

• All of the lands in Group A are more than '14 mile from Highway 99 
and as such do not meet the suitability criteria for commercial 
lands. 

• All of the lands in Group "A" are more than '14 mile from the UGB. 
This makes these lands difficult and expensive to service as well as 
difficult to access. 

• With the exception of one small indush·ial site south of the existing 
UGB, all of the lands in Group "A" are zoned for rural residential 
use and having pre-existing residential development. Commercial 
activities are incompatible with the existing residential 
development. 

• Some areas in Group" A" are consh·ained by the 100-year 
floodplain as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) on their Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). 

Areas in Group "B" 

Goal 9 recognizes that some land ath"ibutes make land unsuitable for 
development. OAR 660-009-0005(2) states: 

"Development Constraints11 means factors that temporarily or pennanently limit 
or prevent the use of land for economic development. Development constraints 
include, but are not limited to, wetlands, environmentally sensitive areas such as 
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habitat, environmental contamination, slope, topography, cultural and 
archeological resources, infrastructure deficiencies, parcel fragmentation, or 
natural hazard areas. 

Areas in Group "B" were excluded from further consideration because of 
the presence of natural hazards. More specifically, the majority of land 
within the areas is within the 100-year floodplain as mapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on their Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). Junction City has determined that areas that 
are within the 100-year floodplain are not suitable for development as 
employment sites. 

Map 5-2 shows the two areas in Group B along with the extent of the 100-
year floodplain. Junction City makes the following findings related to 
areas in Group "B": 

• Area B-1. 

o This area includes 36.9 acres in 14 tax lots. All of the tax lots 
are zoned Rural Residential. A total of 35.6 acres of the 36.9 
acres are within the 100-year floodplain. 

o The area has a number of h·ansportation consh·aints, 
including limited capacity of W 1811' Sh·eet, which is 
currently not proposed for modernization as part of the 
City's Transportation System Plan, increasing congestion at 
the OR99W / OR99E split, as well as mobility limitations due 
to the railroad and limited crossings that exist or are likely to 
exist in the fuhtre due to ODOT Rail Division's policies on 
railroad crossings. 

o The site is not currently served by urban services (e.g. water 
and utility) and there are no plans to provide services to this 
area under the currently adopted Water and Wastewater 
plans. 

• Area B-2. 

August 2012 

o This area includes 30.0 acres in 11 tax lots. Ten of the tax lots 
are zoned Rural Residential; one is zoned Rural Commercial 
(2.4 acres). A total of 19.1 of tl1e 30 acres are within the 100-
year floodplain. 

o The area has a number of h·ansportation consh·aints, 
including designation of the property frontages along Hwy 
99E/Hwy 99W as an access management area under the 
City's Transportation System Plan, limited two-lane h·affic 
in each direction with no htrning bays, and increasing 
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congestion at the OR99W /OR99E split. As noted under the 
2000 OR 99 Refinement Plan, tlu-ough the 20 year period, OR 
99 will experience a significantly higher traffic demand tl1an 
the current infrastructure can handle. With no capacity 
enhancements made, high levels of congestion will be 
experienced for at least 3 hours during the weekday PM 
peak period, including vehicle queues in the southbound 
direction that will block intersections from 1st Avenue 
through the OR 99W /OR 99 E split. Over a third of this 
demand will only be passing through with no origin or 
destination within the City. 

o The site is not currently served by urban services (e.g. water 
and utility) and there are no plans to provide services to this 
area under the currently adopted Water and Wastewater 
plans. 

The City of Junction determines these exceptions areas to be unsuitable 
for commercial development for the reasons stated above. 
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Map 5-2. Exceptions areas in Group "B" eliminated due to flood constraints 
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Areas in Group "C" 

Areas in Group "C" are areas that were excluded from further 
consideration due to site suitability criteria. The City established the 
following criteria for commercial sites: 

• Sites located with direct access to public sh·eets with capacity or 
potential capacity to accommodate h·affic volumes generated by 
commercial uses. 

• Sites should be located on or with '14 mile of a major arterial or a 
State highway. 

• Some commercial uses will require visibility from Highway 99. 

• Located on sites that are able to be efficiently served with water, 
wastewater, stonnwater, and h·ansportation facilities. 

• Located on sites that are largely free of development consh·aints, 
including flood ways, flood plains, wetlands, and steep slopes. 

• Located in areas where conflicts with adjacent land uses are 
minimized. 

The following findings apply the above suitability criteria for general 
commercial lands to areas in group "C". 

• Area C-1: This area contains 29 tax lots with 47.3 acres (Map 5-3). 
All tax lots in the area are zoned Rural Residential. With respect to 
the suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: The area has auto access to Highway 99 E through 
Link Lane and Highway 99 W through Toftdahl road. Given 
that these are unimproved intersections, significant h·affic 
volumes may create safety concerns and would likely 
require improvements to address capacity and safety issues. 

o Criteria 2: The majority of the area is within '14 mile of 
Highway 99E or Highway 99W. 

o Criteria 3: Portions of the area are visible from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or storm water service. The closest 
services are at the Safeway shopping center at the "Y", a 
minimum of 0.4 miles from the closest tax lots in the study 
area. Transportation access would require expensive 
improvements to support commercial level h·affic volumes. 
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o Criteria 5: Approximately 14.5 of the 47.3 acres are within 
the 100-year floodplain. 

o Criteria 6: The stndy area has several inherent conflicts with 
existing uses. First, the stndy area includes considerable 
residential development. In fact, every tax lot that is zoned 
Rural Residential has pre-existing improvements; most have 
single-family dwellings- many have additional sh·uctnres. 
In short, the residential development constitutes a rural 
neighborhood. In addition to residential development, the 
area surrounds a farm parcel with Class 1 and 2 soils to the 
south and additional parcels with Class 1 and 2 soils to the 
north, east and west. 

The City finds area C-1 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the serviceability criteria, (2) presence of 
natural hazards, and (3) incompatibilities with existing 
residential neighborhoods. 
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Map 5-3. Exceptions areas in area C-1 eliminated due to not meeting 
commercial suitability criteria 
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• Area C-2: This area contains 11 tax lots with 30.0 acres (Map 5-4). 
All tax lots in the area are zoned Rural Residential. With respect to 
the suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: The area has auto access by Toftdahl Lane via 18111 

Avenue. The does not have direct access from Highway 99. 
Highway 99 access via Toftdahl Road was blocked at some 
point. 

o Criteria 2: The area is within % mile of Highway 99E or 
Highway 99W. 

o Criteria 3: The area is visible from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or storm water service. The closest 
services are at 181" Avenue and would need to be extended 
northward into the site. 

o Criteria 5: Approximately 19.1 of the 30.0 acres are within 
the 100-year floodplain. Portions of the study area not 
impacted by the floodplain are the furthest from the UGB 
and municipal services. 

o Criteria 6: The study area has several inherent conflicts with 
existing uses. First, the study area includes considerable 
residential development. In fact, nine of the 11 tax lots pre
existing improvements; most have single-family dwellings
many have additional sh·uctures. In short, the residential 
development constitutes a rural neighborhood that extends 
northward along Toftdahl Road. In addition to residential 
development, areas to the east and west are in active farm 
use. 

The City finds area C-2 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the serviceability criteria, (2) presence of 
natural hazards, (3) lack of appropriate access for commercial 
uses, and (4) incompatibilities with existing residential 
neighborhoods. 
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Map 5-4. Exceptions areas in area C-2 eliminated due to not meeting 
commercial suitability criteria 
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• Area C-3: This area contains 9 tax lots with 20.4 acres (Map 5-5). All 
tax lots in the area are zoned Rural Residential. The area is located 
southwest of the existing UGB north of High Pass Road. With 
respect to the suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: The area has auto access via High Pass Road and 
Oaklea Road. Traffic impacts from commercial uses would 
likely require improvements to one or both of these roads. 

o Criteria 2: The area is within 0.85 miles from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 3: The area is not visible from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or stormwater service. The closest 
services are north of High Pass Road and East of Oaklea 
Road and would need to be extended northward into the 
site. 

o Criteria 5: Approximately 0.9 of the 20.4 acres are within the 
100-year floodplain. Western portions of the study area have 
some areas of hydric soils which are highly correlated with 
wetlands. 

o Criteria 6: The study area has conflicts with existing uses. 
First, the study area includes residences clustered along 
High Pass road- the most obvious location for commercial 
development. Additional residences are located along 
Oaklea Road. Areas to the south and west of the study area 
are in active farm use. 

The City finds area C-3 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the visibility and distance from Highway 
99 criteria, and (2) incompatibilities with existing residential 
neighborhoods. The location of the site is inconsistent with the 
City's vision for commercial development which does not include 
major commercial uses in neighborhoods. Moreover, the City 
evaluated this area for residential expansion of the UGB. 
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Map 5-5. Exceptions areas in area C-3 eliminated due to not meeting 
commercial suitability criteria 
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• Area C-4: This area contains 36 tax lots with 77.5 acres (Map 5-6). 
All tax lots in the area are zoned Rural Residential. The area is 
located southwest of the Junction City UGB. The exceptions areas 
are clustered along Piney Road and Bailey Road. With respect to 
the suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: The area has auto access via Piney Road and 
Bailey Road. 

o Criteria 2: The area is within between 0.3 and 0.7 miles of 
Highway 99. 

o Criteria 3: The area is not visible from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or stonnwater service. The closest 
services are north and east of the area and service existing 
residential areas within the UGB. 

o Criteria 5: Approximately 18.0 of the 77.5 acres are within 
the 100-year floodplain. The area also includes some hydric 
soils, which generally follow the areas of flood hazard. 

o Criteria 6: The study area has existing rural residential 
development on every tax lot. Taxlots in the southeast 
portion of the study area are more density clustered along 
Bailey Road and Prairie Road. These taxlots are smaller
generally about an acre in size. Areas to the south and west 
are in active farm use. 

• The City finds area C-3 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the visibility and distance from Highway 
99 criteria, and (2) incompatibilities with existing residential 
neighborhoods. The location of the site is inconsistent with the 
City's vision for commercial development which does not include 
major commercial uses in neighborhoods. Moreover, the City 
evaluated this area for residential expansion of the UGB and is 
proposing to add a portion of the area to the UGB for residential 
use. 
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Map 5·6. Exceptions areas in area C-4 eliminated due to not meeting 
suitability criteria 
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• Area C-5: This area contains 35 tax lots with 74.0 acres (Map 5-7). 
8.1 acres of the site are zoned Rural Indush·ial. The area is located 
west of the Junction City UGB about 3 miles from downtown. The 
area includes several existing indush·ial businesses, as well as three 
auto wrecking years. The exceptions areas are clustered along 
Piney Road and Bailey Road. With respect to the suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: Portions of the area abut Highway 99 and have 
auto access from Highway 99. Tax lots not abutting 
Highway 99 are accessed via Greenhill Road. Access to 
Greenhill Road is via Meadowview Lane. 

o Criteria 2: The eastern portion of the study area abuts 
Highway 99. Tax lots in the western portion along Greenhill 
Road are approximately 0.4 miles from Highway 99. 

o Criteria 3: Areas along Highway 99 are visible from the 
Highway. Areas along Greenhill Road are not. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or stormwater service. The closest 
services are at Highway 99 and Milliron road and were 
extended to that location for the purpose of serving the state 
facilities. The City has no plans to extend water, wastewater, 
or storm water services to the site in the 20-year planning 
horizon. 

o Criteria 5: Approximately 8.2 of the 74.0 acres are within the 
100-year floodplain. A large portion of the study area- 59.3 
acres- has hydric soil types. According to the Deparhnent of 
State Lands (DSL), hydric soil types are highly correlated 
with wetlands.2s 

o Criteria 6: The study area has considerable existing 
development. The auto wrecking yards and other existing 
businesses are viable businesses and would essentially 
amount to redevelopment sites. The site also has some 
existing rural residences. 

• The City finds area C-5 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the serviceability criteria, and (2) not 
meeting the land constraint criteria. 

2s Letter from Janet C. 1'1orlan, \Vetlands Program Coordinator, Oregon Department of State Lands to Kay Bork dated 
January 7, 2009: "Because wetlands on the land surrounding Junction City tend to correspond very with the NRCS 
soils mapping, mapped hydric soils provide a very good estimate of the location and extent of probable wetlands." 
See Attachment 7 
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Map 5-7. Exceptions areas in area C-5 eliminated due to not meeting 
suitability criteria 
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• Area C-6: This area contains 11 tax lots with 35.7 acres (Map 5-8). 
About 17.3 acres of the site are zoned Rural Indush·ial. The area is 
located south of the Junction City UGB east of Highway 99 along 
Meadowview Lane. The area includes several existing indush·ial 
businesses, as well some rural residences. With respect to the 
suitability criteria: 

o Criteria 1: Transportation access to the area is via 
Meadowview Lane which can be accessed via Highway 99 
or Prairie Road. The Highway 99/Meadowview Lane 
intersection is non-signalized. 

o Criteria 2: The study area is between 0.1mile and 0.65 miles 
of Highway 99. 

o Criteria 3: The study area is not directly visible from 
Highway99. 

o Criteria 4: The study area does not currently have municipal 
water, wastewater or stonnwater service. The closest 
services are at Highway 99 and Milliron road and were 
extended to that location for the purpose of serving the state 
facilities. The City has no plans to extend water, wastewater, 
or storm water services to the site in the 20-year planning 
horizon. 

o Criteria 5: Approximately 3.3 of the 35.7 acres are within the 
100-year floodplain. About 8.4 acres within the study area 
are in hydric soil types. A total of 10.7 acres of the shtdy area 
are either in the floodplain or hydric soil types. 

o Criteria 6: The shtdy area has considerable existing 
development. All of the tax lots zoned Rural Indush·ial have 
existing businesses located on them. All of the tax lots zoned 
rural residential have existing residences. 

• The City finds area C-6 unsuitable for commercial development 
due to (1) not meeting the serviceability criteria and (2) not 
meeting visibility criteria. 
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Map 5-8. Exceptions areas in area C-6 eliminated due to not meeting 
suitability criteria 
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Areas in Group "D" 

The remaining exceptions areas were highlighted on Map 5-3 as Group 
"D". The City evaluated four study areas in Group "D" (see Map 5-9). 

Table 5-2 shows a summary of exceptions areas in Group D. Table 5-2 
shows that 30 parcels in exceptions areas with 53.9 acres of land are 
directly adjacent to the UGB. These exceptions areas have 26.6 acres of 
developed land, 19.5 acres of consh·ained land (including areas in the 100-
year floodplain and hydric soils), and 7.7 acres of suitable commercial 
land. 

Table 5-2. Commercial UGB expansion study areas 
Development Status 

Study Area Tax Lots Developed Constrained Suitable Total Acres 

D-1. Prairie Road (N. of 99/36 3 2.7 0.3 1.2 4.2 

D-2. S. of 99/361ntersection 14 8.3 1.0 0.0 9.3 

D-3. N. of Milliron 7 4.6 17.3 6.6 28.5 

D-4. S. of Milliron 6 11.0 1.0 0 11.9 

Total 30 26.6 19.5 7.7 53.9 

Because the four shtdy areas have common characteristics with respect to 
the suitability criteria, they are evaluated together. Where differences 
exist, they are explained in reference to the specific shtdy area. 
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Map 5-9. Exceptions areas in Group "D" 
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• Criteria 1: With one exception, all of the tax lots abut Highway 99. 
Access to tax lots in Group D is either via Highway 99 or Highway 
36. 

• Criteria 2: All taxlots in Group Dare within% mile of Highway 99. 

• Criteria 3: All taxlots in Group Dare visible from Highway 99. 

• Criteria 4: All taxlots in Group D have access to water and 
wastewater service. The City and the State parh1ered to extend 
water and sewer service south to Milliron Road for the proposed 
state facilities. The lines are located along Highway 99 and occupy 
easements in the portions of taxlots abutting the Highway 99 right
of-way in many instances. 

• Criteria 5: About19.5 of the 53.9 acres are consh·ained either by the 
100-year floodplain, hydric soils, or both. 

• Criteria 6: The study area has considerable existing development. 
The uses are generally commercial or rural residential uses. 

The City finds study areas in Group "D" suitable for commercial uses 
based on the commercial suitability criteria. Specifically, the exceptions 
areas meet the locational criteria (distance and visibility), the access 
criteria (proximity to Highway 99), and serviceability criteria. 

Based on the above analysis, the City proposes to include 53.9 acres in 
this class to be designated for commercial uses. The area includes 7.7 
suitable acres and other underutilized sites that can be redeveloped over 
the planning period. The City assumes that 12 of the 26.6 developed 
acres will be available for commercial development and will redevelop 
over the planning period. 

These exceptions areas combined meet 19.7 acres of the City's 62-acre 
commercial land deficit. The City finds that it can meet 19.7 acres of its 
commercial needs on exceptions areas. This leaves a deficit of 41.3 acres. 
That deficit is consistent with the sub-regional commercial site 
identified in the City's economic development strategy. 
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UGB expansion lowest value farmland 
The next class of lands evaluated were parcels with low-value farmland. 
Generally, class I and II soils are considered high-value farmland. Some 
class III soil types are identified in OAR 660-033-0020(8) are considered 
high-value farmland. None of the Class III soils are on the OAR 660-033-
0020(8) list of high-value soil types. High-value farmland is addressed in 
the next section. This section focuses on low-value farmland. 

Map 5-10 shows soil classification of resource land within one mile of the 
Junction City UGB. Based on the site requirements for a sub-regional 
commercial center, the City focused this analysis on lands that are within 
%mile of Highway 99. Map 5-10 outlines areas within% mile of Highway 
99 as well as the exceptions areas that were evaluated in the previous 
section. 

Areas in white outside the UGB are in class I or II soils. The City makes 
the following findings with respect to the review of lowest value 
farmland. 

1. Areas east of Highway 99 tend to be dominated by Class I and II 
soils. Moreover, most of these lands are more than% mile from 
Highway 99, have limited to no visibility from Highway 99. 
Considerable areas east of Highway 99 are also consh·ained by the 
100-year floodplain. Some areas east of Highway 99 do not meet 
the serviceability criteria. For these reasons, the City finds low 
value farmland east of Highway 99 unsuitable. 

2. Areas at the northern end of the Junction City UGB that are within 
% mile of Highway 99E or Highway 99W are primarily Class I or II 
soils. No reasonable alternatives exist to meet the 41.3-acre deficit 
on lower productivity soils in this study area. For this reason, 
Junction City finds low-value farmland at the northern end of 
the UGB unsuitable. 

3. Areas between the Junction City Pond and Meadowview Lane are 
Primarily in Class III and IV soils and are potentially suitable. 

The City conducted further analysis for lands south of the Junction City 
Pond to Meadowview Lane. It makes the following findings with respect 
to these lands. 

• Nearly all of the lands within %mile of Highway 99 are in hydric 
soil types. Based on analysis by DSL, these lands are likely to 
contain regulated wetlands (Map 5-11). Based on commercial 
siting criteria #4 (sites that are largely free of development 
constraints, including floodways, flood plains, wetlands, and 
steep slopes), the City finds these lands unsuitable for inclusion 
for Commercial Development. 
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Map 5-10. Lands in Class Ill+ soil productivity classes 
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Map 5-11. Analysis of lands between Junction City Pond and Meadowview Lane 
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UGB expansion high value farmland 

The previous section concluded that the City could not meet any of its 
Commercial land need on low-value farmland. Thus, it must review high
value farmland for the remainder of the land need. 

The City made the following finding in the previous section related to 
lands east of Highway 99: 

1. Areas east of Highway 99 tend to be dominated by Class I and II 
soils. Moreover, most of these lands are more than 1/4 mile from 
Highway 99, have limited to no visibility from Highway 99. 
Considerable areas east of Highway 99 are also consh·ained by the 
100-year floodplain. For these reasons, the City finds low value 
farmland east of Highway 99 unsuitable. 

Applying the locational criteria for commercial lands (Criteria 2 and 3), 
the City concludes that lands east of Highway 99 are not suitable for 
inclusion to meet commercial needs. 

The City divided the remaining lands in this class into five shtdy areas. 
Map 5-12 shows the five study areas. Table 5-5 summarizes soils in the 
five shtdy areas by productivity class. 

Table 5-5. High-value study area soils summary 

Acres by Soil Class 
Study Area II Ill IV V+ Total 

HV 1 55.8 12.2 14.0 0.0 0.0 82.0 

HV2 38.6 19.9 22.3 0.0 1.6 82.4 

HV3 9.8 23.9 6.8 0.0 0.0 40.6 

HV4 5.3 19.7 5.2 0.1 0.0 30.2 

HV 5 11.6 31.1 8.6 3.1 0.0 54.4 

Table 5-6 summarizes suitable acres by high-value study area. The city 
finds: 

• Areas 1 and 2 are more parcelized than the other areas. 

• Area 1 has significant areas that are unsuitable due primarily to 
floodplains. Only 11% of the area is suitable. 

• Areas 2 and 4 have pre-existing development. Area 2 includes 
several residences and an indush·ial business. Area 4 includes a 
farm residence and several supporting sh·uctures. 
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• Areas 3 and 5 are vacant and have minimal areas that are 
unsuitable for commercial development. 

Table 5·6. Suitable acres by High Value Study Area 

Acres 
Study Area Tax Lots Developed Unsuitable Suitable Total 

HV1 8 0.0 73.2 8.8 82.0 
HV2 10 1.8 2.2 34.5 38.4 
HV3 2 0.0 6.8 33.8 40.6 
HV4 1 2.1 5.2 22.9 30.2 
HV 5 1 0.0 11.7 42.7 54.4 
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Map 5-12. High-value farm land study areas 
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High Value Study Area 1 

This site is at the "Y" and is located north of the UGB surrounded by 
exceptions areas. Map 5-13 shows soils and consh·aints in study area 1. 
The City makes the following findings with respect to this site: 

• The majority of the site (55 acres; 68%) is in class I soils. Class I soils 
are the highest productivity class and lowest priority for inclusion 
in the UGB. 

• The majority (73.2 acres) of the 82.0 acres study area is within the 
100-year floodplain. Flood consh·aints are inconsistent with the 
siting criteria established for commercial sites. 

• No reasonable alternatives exist to meet the 41.3-acre deficit on 
lower productivity soils in this study area. 

Based on the high productivity soils and presence of flood constraints, 
the City finds this area to be unsuitable for commercial expansion. 
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Map 5-13. High-value agriculture land study area 1 
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High Value Study Area 2 

This site is on south and west of the UGB, on the west side of Highway 99. 
Map 5-13 shows soils and consh·aints in study area 2. The City makes the 
following findings with respect to this site: 

• Area 2-A (outlined in red): Areas east of Flat Creek are functionally 
isola ted and cam10t be easily accessed or serviced. These areas are 
separated from Highway 99 by Flat Creek and the Flat Creek 
floodplain. Moreover, substantial areas with hydric soils exist in 
this portion of the study area. For these reasons, the City finds Area 
2-A unsuitable for commercial development. 

• Area 2-B (outlined in yellow): Areas east and north of Flat Creek 
have direct proximity and visibility from Highway 99 and access 
can be provided via Prairie Road. The area includes one small (-1 
ac) tax lot in an exception area zoned Rurallndush·ial. The City 
finds Area 2-B potentially suitable for commercial development. 

• Area 2-C (outlined in orange): This area is approximately 14 acres, 
of which 11 are either in the floodplain, in hydric soils, or both. A 3-
acre portion of the area exists just north of the exception area at the 
Highway 99/Highway 36 intersection. While this area has visibility 
and proximity to Highway 99, it has potential access consh·aints 
and has several existing buildings, including a rural residence. 
Moreover, the unconsh·ained portion of Area 2-C is entirely in 
Class I soils. For these reasons, the City finds Area 2-C unsuitable 
for commercial uses. 

• Area 2-D (outlined in green): This area is approximately 25 acres. 
The area is a mixture of Class I (13.3 acres) and Class II (11.7 acres) 
soils. Area 2-D is partially visible from Highway 99, but does not 
have frontage on Highway 99. The site would be accessed via 
Highway 36. The City finds this area potentially suitable for 
commercial development. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the City finds areas 2-B and 2-D 
potentially suitable for commercial development. Additional analysis in 
this section and the following section will lead to a final determination 
about which lands are most appropriate for inclusion in the UGB. 
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Map 5-14. High-value agriculture land study area 2 
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High Value Study Area 3 

This site is south of Highway 36 and west of Highway 99. Map 5-15/ a 
shows soils and consh·aints in study area 3. The City makes the following 
findings with respect to this site: 

• The area includes about 40.6 acres in two tax lots. 

• The tax lots are in the same ownership. 

• The site has a about 1000 feet of frontage on Highway 99 and is 
highly visible from both Highway 99 and Highway 36. 

• Access could be provided via Highway 36 or Highway 99. 

• More than 75% of the site is in Class II or III soils. 

• The site has direct access to water and wastewater service. 

• The site has no floodplain consh·aints. 

• The site has about 6.8 acres of hydric soils. These soils are located 
on the southern and western portions of the site leaving about 33.8 
acres unconsh·ained. 

Based on the above analysis, the City finds High Value Study Area 3 
potentially suitable for commercial uses. The site is large enough to 
accommodate the identified need for a sub-regional commercial center 
and includes all of the necessary site characteristics for this use. 

High Value Study Area 4 

This study area is south of study area 3 and about 300 feet west of 
Highway 99. The study area is separated from Highway 99 by 11 tax lots 
which are in exceptions areas: Rural Residential zones (7 tax lots) and 
Rural Commercial zones (4 tax lots). Map 5-15 shows soils and consh·aints 
in study area 4. The City makes the following findings with respect to this 
site: 

• The site is about 30.2 acres in area in a single tax lot. 

• The site does not have Highway 99 frontage nor is it generally 
visible from Highway 99. The site is separated by a row of pre
existing rural development which is approximately 300' in depth 
from Highway 99. 
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• The site does not have direct access to Highway 99. Access to the 
site would need to be through one or more other tax lots. 

• Like h·ansportation access, services would require an easement 
through one or more existing tax lots. 

• The site has an inclusion of hydric soils bisecting the site from 
north to south. Approximately 5.2 of the 30 acres are in hydric soil 
types. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the City finds High Value Study Area 
4 unsuitable for commercial development. This site does not have 
appropriate visibility or access, includes soil constraints that potentially 
limit development, and would require land acquisition or easements to 
obtain water, wastewater, and transportation services. 

High Value Study Area 5 

This shtdy area is north of the Junction City Pond and south of High 
Value Study Area 4. Map 5-15 shows soils and consh·aints in shtdy area 5. 
The City makes the following findings with respect to this site: 

• The site is approximately 54.4 acres in area and is in a single 
ownership. 

• The site has direct frontage on Highway 99 and is highly visible 
from Highway 99. 

• The site would be accessed via Highway 99. 

• The site has access to water and wastewater services; the lines are 
located at the front of the site along Highway 99. 

• The site does not have any floodplain consh·aints. The site includes 
about 11.7 acres of hydric soils. Much of the hydric soils are located 
along the eastern portion of the site creating a development 
consh·aint that potentially would require buildings to be located in 
the western portion of the site, approximately 400+ feet from 
Highway99. 

• Intensive commercial uses are incompatible with the recreational 
activities that are provided at the Junction City pond. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the City finds this area potentially 
suitable for inclusion for commercial development. The presence of 
potential wetlands in the eastern portions of the site combined with 
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incompatibility with existing recreational activities at the Junction City 
pond, however, create limitations on commercial suitability. 

Conclusion 

The analysis of high-value agriculh1ral study areas in the preceding 
section found four areas in three of the smdy areas (shldy areas 2, 3, and 
5) are potentially suitable for commercial development. The City 
conducted additional analysis to determine which of these sites were (1) 
most suitable, and (2) highest priority under the ORS 197.298 scheme. 

The city makes the following findings based on this additional analysis: 

• Sh1dy areas 2-D, HV3 and HV 5 are potentially suitable for use as a 
sub-regional commercial center. Smdy Area 2-B is suitable for 
general commercial uses. 

• Smdy area 2-B meets all of the criteria for general commercial use 
and is found to be suitable for those purposes. 

• For the remaining sh1dy areas, area HV 3 appears to be the most 
suited for the following reasons: 

o HV 3 meets all of the suitability criteria for a sub-regional 
commercial center 

o HV 3 potentially has auto access from Highway 99 and 
Highway 36-a signalized intersection. This means that 
access from Highway 99 could be limited to southbound 
h·affic reducing safety hazards related to left hlrn 
movements on unsignalized areas of Highway 99. 

o HV 3 has the smallest area in Class I soils (Table 5-6) 

Table 5-6. Suitable acres by High Value Study Area 

Acres by Soil Class 

Study Area II Ill IV V+ Total 

HV2 

2-B 4.4 1.6 4.2 10.2 

2-D 12.2 10.6 22.8 

HV 3 9.8 23.9 6.8 0.0 0.0 40.6 

HV 5 11.6 31.1 8.6 3.1 0.0 54.4 
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o HV 2 does not meet the suitable acreage standard for a sub
regional site, nor does it have direct frontage or visibility on 
Highway99 

o HV 5 has a larger area in class I soils than HV 3. Moreover, it 
has hydric soils (potential wetlands) near the front of the 
site. Further, it would require auto access from Highway 99 
both northbound and southbound. Northbound movements 
would cross southbotmd lands creating a potential safety 
hazard. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the City finds Area 2-B suitable for 
general commercial development. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the City finds Area HV 3 to be a better 
alternative for the sub-regional commercial site than Areas 2-D or HV 5. 
The next section provides further analysis of these three areas based on 
the Goal14 criteria. 
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PARK LAND 
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The UGB expansion proposal includes 10 acres of land for a community 
park. The park site is in a location that has an identified deficit of parks. 
The Junction City Parks Master Plan identifies a level of service standard 
of 10 acres per 1000 persons. The City will need approximately 60 acres of 
new parks to accommodate population gwwth between 2011 and 2031. 
Moreover, the Parks Master Plan identifies a sh·uctural deficit of one 
community park 10-30 acres in size because the City is below the desired 
level of service. 

Table 4-19 shows that all parkland need can be accommodated within the 
existing UGB, with the exception of parkland need in medium-density 
residential. Junction City will need one 10-acre park to meet the need for 
10 to 30 acre community park identified in the Parks Master Plan. 

A review of residential lands inside the UGB does not identify any 
acceptable sites of 10 acres or more in the MDR designation. A review of 
exceptions lands adjacent to the UGB in the southern part of the city 
shows that no reasonable alternatives exist to meet a 10+ acre community 
park on exceptions lands. In fact, none of the exceptions areas adjacent to 
the UGB have parcels that are 10 acres or more in area. 

As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5): 

111 determi11i11g 11eed, local govemmwt may specify cllamcteristics, suc/1 as parcel 
size, fopogmplly or proximity, 11ecessary for ln11d to be suitable for all idwtified 
11eed a11d limit its co11sideratio11 to la11d fllaf lias file specified c/wracteristics 
wllc11 if co/lducts tile bou11dary locatio11 altemafives mwlysis a11d applies ORS 
197.298. 

The analysis in section 4 concluded that: 

• The City has established a parkland level of service standard of 10 
acres per 1000 population 

• The City has a current deficit of 13.94 acres of parkland based on 
that standard 

• The City will need an additional 60.59 acres of parkland to 
maintain the desired level of service through 2030 

• That Junction City does not have any community parks 

• That the desired size range for community parks is 10 to 30 acres 
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• That community Parks are intended to meet the recreation needs of 
a large section of the community as well as those of the 
surrounding neighborhood 

The Junction City Parks Master Plan and the analysis in section 4 
concluded that no suitable sites for a community park exist within the 
Junction City UGB and that the City has a deficit of 10-acres for parkland. 

ORS 197.298 Priorities for Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion 
In Junction City, the highest priority for UGB expansion is land within 
exception areas, followed by lower value agricultural land with 
predominantly Class III +soils, followed by agricultural land with large 
concenh·ations of Class II soils, followed by agriculhualland with large 
concenh·ations of Class I soils. 

Evaluation of Nearby Exception Areas 

Under ORS 197.298, land within the URA is "first priority" for inclusion 
within a UGB. However, Junction City does not have an acknowledged 
URA. For Junction City, then, the first priority for meeting UGB expansion 
needs is rural exception areas. Map 5-17shows exception areas and 
agriculhtral soil classifications within 1.25 miles of the existing UGB. 
Based on siting criteria identified in the Junction City Parks Master Plan, a 
Community Park must be at least 10 acres in area. A review of exceptions 
areas shows that there are no vacant exception area parcels of this size that 
meet identified size (and other) site requirements. 

The proposed park site is bordered by the UGB on the north and east, and 
by exceptions lands on the west. The site is in an "island" of EFU land 
surrounded by exceptions areas; one other 10-acre EFU parcel exists south 
of the proposed park site (see Map 5-18). The park site is entirely in Class 
3 soils; Salem and Coburg clay loams. These soils are not defined as 
"High-Value Farmland" under OAR 660-033-0020(8). Thus, the site is 
considered 2nd priority for Junction City. 

Other sites exist near the UGB with similar soil types. The City concludes 
the proposed site is the most suitable because (1) it is of comparable 
priority as other sites, and (2) it is identified as a potential park site in the 
City's Park Master Plan. 
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Map 5-17. Soils by classification within 1 mile of the Junction City UGB 
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Evaluation of Agricultural Land by Agricultural Suitability Class 

Map 5-17 shows the following: 

• Lower priority agricultural land. Higher value agricultural 
land (land with concenh·ations of Class I soil) generally is found 
to the east and north of the existing UGB. There are also 
concenh·ations of Class I and II soils located on either side of 
Oregon Highway 36 (west of Highway 995) and in the High 
Pass Road area. Class I and II soils are, by definition, are not 
hydric soils -because they are relatively well-drained. 
Therefore, Class I and II soils are suitable for most types of 
urban development. 

• Medium priority agricultural land. Medium value agriculhtral 
land (with large concenh·ations of Class II well-drained soils 
comingled with Class III+ hydric soils) generally are located 
south of Oregon Highway 36, immediately west of the UGB and 
south of High Pass Road, and immediately south of the UGB 
and east of Highway 995. These areas have substantial 
development potential but require wetland mitigation. These 
are "medium priorify" agricultural soils 

• Higher priority agricultural land. Lower value agricultural 
land with predominantly Class III+ hydric soils generally is 
found to the northwest and west of the existing UGB, with the 
exceptions noted above. However, areas with predominantly 
hydric soils that lack concenh·ations of well-drained Class I and 
II soils are not suitable for most types of urban development. 

As documented in Sections 2 and 3, the Community Park has specific 
siting criteria- specifically size and proximity to existing residential areas, 
which cannot be met inside the Junction City UGB. 

However, suitable sites for a community park exist in the same general 
vicinity. The proposed site is better because (1) it has soils of comparable 
class as the alternatives, and (2) it is surrounded by exceptions areas. 

Conclusion 

The proposed park site is located on Priority 2land under the ORS 197.298 
priority scheme, due to the presence of class 3 soils. The site is surrounded 
by residential exceptions areas and is currently identified for development 
as a park in the City's Parks Master Plan (see Attachment14), in order 
meet the demand for a Community Park. While the site does contain Class 
3 soils, it has soils of comparable class as the alternatives. Taken together, 
these facts make this an appropriate site to consider for UGB expansion to 
meet unmet park land needs. 
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Map 5-18. Proposed Community Park Site 
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RESIDENTIAL LAND 
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As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5): 

Tu determiuiug ueed, local govemmeut may specifiJ clwmcteristics, such as parcel 
size, topogmphy or proximity, uecessmy for laud to be suitable for au idmtifted 
ueed aud limit its cousidemtiou to laud that lws tl1e specified chamcteristics 
whm it couducts the lmuudarylocatiou altematives aualysis aud applies ORS 
197.298. 

As prescribed in Goal14: 

Prior to expaudiug au urbau growth bou11tlary, local govemmeuts shall 
demoustmte that ueeds cnmzot reasouably be accommodated 011 laud already 
iuside the urlmu growth bouudary. 

The City identifies the following siting preferences for residential 
expansion areas. Residential lands should be: 

• Largely free of development consh·aints, including flood ways, 
flood plains, wetlands and steep slopes 

• Located in areas where conflicts with adjacent lands uses are 
minimized 

• Located in areas that are able to be efficiently served with water, 
wastewater, stonnwater, h·ansportation, school, and park 
facilities 

• Have capacity to accommodate the type of residential 
development the lands are designated for 

Table 5-7 shows vacant land by plan designation. The results show the 
majority of vacant, unconsh·ained residential land is in the Low-Density 
Residential designation (252 of 332 vacant, unconsh·ained acres). About 45 
vacant unconsh·ained acres are designated Medium-Density Residential, 
34 are in High-Density Residential, and less than one acre Commercial
Residential. 
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Table 5-7. Vacant and Partially Vacant residential land by plan designation, 
Junction City UGB, 2010 

Acres Unavailable for Housing 
Tax Acres in Developed Constrained Unconstrained 

Plan Designation Lots Tax Lots Acres Acres Acres 

Commerciai~Residential 5 0 0 1' 
Low-Density Residential 247 400 11 137 252 
Medium Density Residential 64 52 2 5 45 
High Density Residential 12 39 1 4 34 

TOTAL 328 492 14 146 332 

Source: City of Junction City GIS data; analysis by ECONorthwest 
Note: Junction City did not have a high-density residential (HDR) plan designation at the time the 
inventory was completed. It proposed to adopt an HDR designation as part of the efficiency measures 
included in the UGB review. 

Table 4-16 (in the previous section) shows residential land need in 
Junction City for the 2011-2031 period. The results show that Junction City 
will need about 215 net acres and 301 gross acres to accommodate housing 
over the platming period. Of this, 209 gross acres will be needed in the 
low-density plan designation, 59 gross acres in the medium-density plan 
designation, and 28 gross acres in the high-density plan designation. 

ORS 197.298 establishes a priority scheme for lands to be included within 
urban growth boundaries: 

197.298 Priority of land to be included within urban growth 
boundary. (1) In addition to any requirements established by rule 
addressing urbanization, land may not be included within an 
urban growth boundmy except under the following priorities: 

(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land 
under ORS 195.145, rule or meh·opolitan service dish·ict action 
plan. 

(b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is 
inadequate to accommodate the amount of land needed, 
second priority is land adjacent to an urban growth boundary 
that is identified in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as 
an exception area or nonresource land. Second priority may 
include resource land that is completely surrounded by 
exception areas unless such resource land is high-value 
farmland as described in ORS 215.710. 
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ORS 197.298 Priorities for Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion 
In Junction City, the highest priority for UGB expansion is land within 
exception areas, followed by lower value agricultural land with 
predominantly Class III +soils, followed by agricultural land with large 
concenh·ations of Class II soils, followed by agricultural land with large 
concenh·ations of Class I soils. 

Evaluation of Areas 

Under ORS 197.298, land within the URA is "first priority" for inclusion 
within a UGB. However, Junction City does not have an acknowledged 
URA. For Junction City, then, the first priority for meeting UGB expansion 
needs is rural exception areas. These areas were reviewed in Section 4. All 
residential land proposed for inclusion in the Junction City UGB is in 
exception areas that are zoned Rural Residential (Map 5-19). 

Evaluation of Agricultural Land by Agricultural Suitability Class 

No areas with exclusive farm use zoning are proposed for inclusion in the 
Junction City UGB to meet residential needs. 

Conclusion 

Residential land need can be met on second priority lands per ORS 
197.298(1)(b). Because Junction City does not have urban reserves, these 
are the highest priority lands for consideration in the UGB. Junction City 
proposes to meet all of the residential land need in exceptions areas. 

The housing needs analysis identified a deficit of 16 acres of land in the 
medium-density residential plan designation for housing and small or no 
surplus in the low- and high-density plan designations. Map 5-19 shows 
the City's proposed residential UGB expansion as well as land 
redesignations. 
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Map 5-19. Proposed Residential UGB Expansion and Land Redesignations within 
the UGB 
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To meet identified residential needs, Junction City will adopt and 
implement the following land use efficiency measures: 

• Redesignation of the Oaklea site. The Oaklea site is approximately 
85 acres of land off of High Pass road that is designated for 
Professional-Technical (P-T) uses (see Map 5-19). The EOA did not 
identify a need for land designated P-T. As a land use efficiency 
measure, the Oaklea site will be redesignated for low- and 
medium-density residential uses. 

A wetland inventory of the Oaklea site identified about 15 acres of 
wetlands leaving about 70 acres suitable for residential 
development. Based on identified residential land needs as 
expressed in the Housing Section of the City Comprehensive Plan, 
60 acres of the site will be used low-density residential (LDR), nine 
acres medium-density residential (MDR), and one acre to high
density residential (HDR). 

The City will adopt amendments to the residential zoning code to 
meet the needed LDR, MDR, and HDR acreage standards. The 
amendments will include a specific provision related to the Oaklea 
site that requires the site to have an approved master plan that 
identifies where the nine acres of MDR land will be located prior to 
any development on the site. 

The City makes the following findings in support of the 
redesignation of the Oaklea site to residential uses: 

August 2012 

o The Oaklea site has been designated Professional-Technical 
since the early 1980s. 

o The site has not had any professional-technical development 
during that 25-year period. 

o The Junction City Economic Opportunities Analysis 
concluded that there was no need for a Professional
Teclmical site. 

o The Junction City Housing Needs Analysis concluded that 
there was a deficit of all land types (LDR, MDR, HDR) for 
housing. 

o The Citizen Comprehensive Plamring Committee (CCPC) 
conducted a year-long evaluation of Junction City's land 
needs and inventory and recommended that the Oaklea site 
be redesignated to a combination of Low- and Medium
Density residential (61 acres LDR and 9 acres MDR). 
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o The Plamling Commission and City Council affirmed the 
CCPC recommendation with one modification-to require at 
least one acre of the site be High-Density residential. 

• Redesignation of 32 acres of LDR land to MDR. This measure is 
intended to meet an identified deficit of MDR in locations that are 
in close proximity to h·ansportation corridors and services (See 
Map 5-19). The land is in four separate sites (9 individual tax lots) 
with about 31 buildable acres. 

• Creation of a High Density Residential (HDR) plan designation. 
To meet identified needs for higher density housing types, Junction 
City will add a high density residential (HDR) plan designation 
and make corresponding plan map amendments. Junction City 
cunently has two zoning dish·icts that allow high density housing 
(R-3 and R-4), but it does not have a high-density residential plan 
designation. The City will create a new high density residential 
plan designation as a part of this process. Although the City is not 
using the safe harbor for housing density in OAR 660-024a, it 
defines High Density Housing as follows: 

Higlt Deusity Resideutial: A resideutial zo11e tlmt allows multiple 
jm11ily housi11g a11d other needed housing types ill the de11sity range of 
12 40 u11its per 11et buildable acre. The specified mix percentage is a 
minimum; a local govemment may allow a higher perce11tage. 

As part of the plan amendments for the UGB package, Junction 
City will establish a High Density Residential (HDR) plan 
designation, consistent with the OAR 660-024a definition. Lands 
that are currently zoned R-3 and R-4 will fall into the new plan 
designation as shown in Table 4-7 in the previous section. 

In summary, Junction does not have a sufficient inventory of medium
density residential land to accommodate identified housing needs. The 
City has a deficit of 16 acres of low density residential land after 
consideration and adoption of land use efficiency measures and excluding 
the 10 acre deficit for parkland in MDR. 

The City proposes an expansion of 16 buildable acres (Map 5-19). All of 
the residential land proposed for inclusion is in existing exception areas 
and would all be designated medium-density residential. 
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section 6: Goal14 Locational Factors 
The findings and analysis in Sections 1 and 2 of these findings 
demonsh·ate that (1) insufficient land exists in the UGB to meet identified 
residential land needs, (2) there are no suitable sites within the existing 
UGB that will meet the parkland need, and (3) the city has insufficient 
land within the UGB to meet the 62-acre deficit of commercial land. 

Section 6 includes additional findings demonsh·ating compliance Goal14 
locational factors. 

COMMERCIAL 

As explained in OAR 660-024-0060(5): 

/11 determillillg 11eed, local govemmwt may specify clwracteristics, Sllclz as parcel 
size, topography or proximity, 11ecessary for la11d to /Je Sllita/Jle for a11 irlelltifled 
11eed azzd limit its co11sideratio11 to la11d tlwt Jzas tlze specified characteristics 
wlze11 it collrlllcfs tlze /Jozmdary locatio11 altematives mzalysis a11d applies ORS 
197.298. 

Evaluation of high-value commercial study areas 
for UGB expansion 
Section 5 concluded that Junction City could meet portions of the 
commercial land need through (1) land use efficiencies within the UGB; 
(2) including suitable exceptions areas within the UGB and achieving land 
use efficiencies on those lands; and (3) adding additional high-value 
agricultural land. 

Section 5 concluded that three sites might potentially meet the need for a 
35-acre sub-regional commercial center (HV 2-D, HV 3, and HV 5). It also 
concluded: 

" .. based on the preceding analysis, the City finds Area HV 3 to be a better 
alternative than Areas 2-0 or HV 5. The next section provides further 
analysis of these three areas based on the Goal14 criteria." 

This section further evaluates these shtdy areas against the Goal14 
criteria. 
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Table 6-1. Evaluation of suitable high-value study areas against Goal14 boundary 
location factors 

Factor HV2-D HV3 HV5 

Factor 1: Efficient At 24 acres, this study Based on its location at At 42.7 suitable acres, 
accommodation of area is not large the Hwy 99/36 this site is large enough 
identified land needs enough to intersection, its to accommodate the 

accommodate the proximity to markets, identified need for a 
identified need for a and the site size (34 sub-regional 
sub-regional suitable acres), this site commercial center. 
commercial center. The is well suited to meet Potential wetlands on 
City would need to the need for a sub- the east portion of the 
identify additional lands regional commercial site near Hwy 99 
elsewhere to center. potentially require 
accommodate the uses. Best option under this development to be 
Dispersing the criteria inefficiently located in 
proposed uses on the western portions of 
multiple sites would be the site. 
less efficient than a 

Second best option single site. 
under this criteria 

Worst option under 
this criteria 

Factor 2: Orderly and This site has indirect This site has direct This site has direct 
economic provision of access to the water and access to the water and access to the water and 
public facilities and wastewater lines on the wastewater lines on the wastewater lines on the 
services west side of Highway west side of Highway west side of Highway 

99. Lines would need to 99. 99. 
be extended Transportation access Transportation access 
approximate 500' to would be from Hwy 99 would be from Hwy 99 
access the site. (right in/out) and Hwy which would create 
Transportation access 36. The Hwy 99/36 potentially hazardous 
would be from Highway intersection is left turn movements. 
36, which would be signalized. Second best option 
adequate, but not as Best option under this for water/waste water, 
desirable as access criteria worst option for 
from Hwy 99 and 36. transportation 
Worst option for 
water/waste water; 
second best option 
for transportation 
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Factor HV2-D HV3 HVS 

Factor 3: Comparative Environmental: Environmental: Some Environmental: 
environmental, energy, Minimal-no wetlands wetlands exist on this Wetlands exist near 
economic and social or floodplains exist in site, but they are Hwy 99 on this site and 
consequences this area. located at the fringes could not be avoided. 

Best option under this and could largely be Worst option under 
criteria avoided. this criteria 

Energy: Development of Second best option Energy: Development of 
a commercial center under this criteria a commercial center 
would reduce trips to Energy: Development of would reduce trips to 
Eugene reducing a commercial center Eugene reducing 
energy consumption. would reduce trips to energy consumption. 
Because the site is not Eugene reducing Site is not as close to 
large enough to energy consumption. City core as other sites, 
accommodate all of the Best option under this thus energy benefits 
proposed uses, the criteria would not be as 
energy benefits would 

Economic: 
significant. 

not be as much as for a Development of a Worst option under 
single site. commercial center this criteria 
Second best option would have positive Economic: 
under this criteria economic impacts by Development of a 
Economic: capturing sales leakage commercial center 
Development of a and creating jobs. would have positive 
commercial center Options equal under economic impacts by 
would have positive this criteria capturing sales leakage 
economic impacts by 

Social: Development of 
and creating jobs. 

capturing sales leakage a commercial center Options equal under 
and creating jobs. would have positive this criteria 
Options equal under social impacts by Social: Development of 
this criteria creating more a commercial center 
Social: Development of community amenities would have positive 
a commercial center and jobs. social impacts by 
would have positive Options equal under creating more 
social impacts by this criteria community amenities 
creating more and jobs. 
community amenities Options equal under 
and jobs. this criteria 
Options equal under 
this criteria 

Factor 4: Compatibility This site is bounded on The site is bounded one This site is bounded on 
of the proposed urban two sides and a portion side (west) by ag use three sides by active 
uses with nearby of a third side by active and a portion of the agricultural use (grass 
agricultural and forest agricultural use. south side. The site seed farming). 
activities occurring on Second best option borders existing Commercial use would 
farm and forest land under this criteria businesses on the conflict with recreational 
outside the urban south, Hwy 99 on the uses at the Junction 
growth boundary east, and Hwy 36 on City Pond to the South. 

the north. Worst option under 
Best option under this this criteria 
criteria 
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Based on the analysis in Table 6-1, the City finds: 

• High value site 3 performs best under the most criteria (Factors 1, 2, 
and 4, and under the energy criteria for Factor 3). 

• All three sites perform similarly under the Economic and Social 
criteria for Factor 3. 

• High value site 3 performs second best under the environmental 
criteria for Factor 3. 

Based on the analysis in Table 6-1 and the preceding findings, the City 
concludes that High Value Site 3 is the best option under the Goal14 
criteria and the ORS 197.298 priority scheme to meet the identified need 
for a sub-regional commercial site. Map 6-1 shows the proposed UGB 
expansion for commercial uses. Table 6-2 summarizes the proposed 
UGB expansion. 

Table 6-2. Summary of proposed commercial expansion areas 

Development Status 

Study Area Tax Lots Developed Constrained Suitable 

1. Prairie Road (N. of 99/36) 9 4.5 2.5 12.3 

Exceptions 3 2.7 0.3 1.2 

Resource 4 1.8 2.2 9.5 

2. S. of 99/36intersection 16 8.3 7.8 33.8 

Exceptions 14 8.3 1.0 0.0 

Resource 2 0.0 6.8 33.8 

3. N. of Milliron 6 4.6 14.0 6.6 

Exceptions 6 4.6 14.0 6.6 

Resource 0 0 0 0 

4. S. of Milliron 5 11.0 1.0 0 

Exceptions 6 11.0 1.0 0 

Resource 0 0 0 0 

Total 36 28.4 25.3 52.6 

Exceptions 29 26.6 16.3 7.7 

Resource 6 1.8 9.0 43.2 

The remainder of this section evaluates the proposed expansion 
summarized in Map 6-1 and Table 6-2 against the Goal 14 factors. 
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Map 6-1. Evaluation of suitable high-value study areas against Goal14 factors 
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Findings Demonstrating Consistency with Goal14 
Location Factors 1 -4 
The four Goal14location factors are: (1) Efficient accommodation of 
identified land needs; (2) Orderly and economic provision of public 
facilities and services; (3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic 
and social consequences; and (4) Compatibility of the proposed urban 
uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and 
forest land outside the UGB. 

Factor 1: Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

There are no alternatives available to accommodate small-scale 
commercial and the sub-regional commercial center better than the 
proposed option. 

• Small commercial needs. These needs are primarily met on 
exceptions areas that meet the site requirements for small-scale 
commercial needs, as described in Section 5. Combined, these sites 
offer 18.9 acres of suitable land for commercial development, plus 
another 12 acres for redevelopment. 

• Commercial center. Section 5 describes the site requirements for a 
commercial center. The commercial center will require a site at least 
35 acres. The site must be located along a major b·ansportation 
route (with preference at an intersection of two major highways), 
have visibility from Highway 99, be on unconsb·ained and flat land, 
adjacent to the UGB, south of the city, have direct access to City 
services, and not conflict with surrounding sources. 

The only site that meets the site requirements for a commercial 
center is High Value Site 3 (in Commercial Area 2 on Map 6-1), 
which has 34 acres of suitable commercial land. None of the other 
study area meets these site requirements. 

Conclusion: the proposed exceptions meet the site requirements for 
small-scale commercial. Other exceptions areas do not meet the site 
requirements because of various deficiencies related to the suitability 
criteria as described in Section 5. The high-value study area (HV 2-B) 
located in Commercial Area 1 on Map 6-1 best meets the suitability 
criteria for the remaining general commercial need. High value study 
area 3 is the site that best meets the requirements for a commercial 
center and best complies with ORS 197.298 and the Goal14 factors. 
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Factor 2: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and 
services 

As stated in OAR 660-009-0005(9): 

"Semiceable" mealls the city or COilllty has determilled that public facilities alld 
trallsportatioll facilities, as defilled by OAR Chapter 660, Divisiolls 011 alld 012, 
currmtly have adequate capacity for developmellt plnlllled ill the semice area 
where the site is located or call be upgraded to lzave adequate capacity witllill the 
20-year plmmillg period." 

The City is in the process of extending City water and wastewater along 
Highway 99, south to Milliron Road. This extension provides all land 
along the west side of Highway 99 direct access to City services. Thus, all 
lands proposed for commercial use in the UGB expansion have direct 
access to key services. 

The proposed site of the sub-regional commercial center is the best site for 
transportation access. Access southbound can be provided via right turn 
lanes off of Highway 99. Additional access can be provided off of 
Highway 36. Northbound traffic would use the Highway 99/36 
intersection- a signalized intersection. This will reduce h·affic conflicts 
and enhance safety. 

Conclusion: All areas proposed for inclusion for commercial uses meet 
the requirements for orderly and economic provision of public facilities 
and services. 

Factor 3: Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social 
consequences 

• Economic Consequences: The economic consequences of including 
all of these areas will be positive, because their inclusion will 
provide suitable employment land as called for in the Junction City 
EO A. The inclusion of a site for a sub-regional commercial center 
will help the City meet the objective of reducing the $25 million in 
retail sales leakage annually as well as creating jobs for city 
residents. 

• Environmental Consequences: The proposed expansion areas 
minimize environmental consequences by (1) directing 
development to exceptions areas, (2) fostering redevelopment, and 
(3) minimizing development on wetlands. 

• Energy Consequences: The energy consequences of including all 
proposed areas will be positive, since local employment will 
improve the jobs-housing balance and reduce retail and service 
"leakage" - which will likely result in reduced energy consumption 
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for (a) working commuters and (b) shoppers. The proposed 
commercial center will potentially reduce h·avel for grocedes and 
other services by up to 10 miles for individuals that h·avel to 
Eugene because they cannot access the proposed goods or services 
in Junction City. This will potentially save tens of thousands of 
vehicle miles h·aveled each year, with corresponding energy use 
reductions. 

• Social Consequences: The social consequences of including these 
areas will be positive because their inclusion will increase access to 
goods and services, as well as employment. The commercial uses 
will also provide positive benefits to employees and visitors to the 
proposed state facilities. 

Conclusion: Inclusion of areas for small-scale commercial land needs 
will provide local jobs and reduce energy consumption resulting from 
reduced commuting and the availability of increased shopping. 

Inclusion of High-Value Study Area 3 for a sub-regional commercial 
center will provide hundreds of local jobs and reduce energy 
consumption resulting from reduced commuting and the availability of 
increased shopping. This site will be closer to and better able to 
conveniently serve current and future growth of residential and 
employment uses in the sub-regional market, including Junction City 
and nearby small communities and rural areas. 

Factor 4: Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the urban growth boundary 

• All active agricultural uses adjacent to proposed UGB expansion 
areas are in grass seed production. 

• Proposed exceptions areas. Because these lands are already 
developed and generally in either commercial or residential use, 
conflicts with nearby grass seed production would be minimal. 

• Proposed agricultural lands for general commercial use. Lands in 
High-Value Study Area 2-B are not presently in agricultural use. 
Thus development of these lands would not directly impact an 
active agricultural operation. Moreover, the lands proposed for 
inclusion are separated from active grass seed farming to the west 
by Flat Creek. This creates a functional buffer of 300+ feet between 
any future commercial uses and grass seed farming to the west. 

• Sub-regional commercial center: The proposed site for the sub
regional commercial center is bounded on two sides by state 
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highways with right-of ways that are more than 200 feet (Hwy 99) 
and 100 feet (Hwy 36). Areas to the south and west of the proposed 
site are in active grass seed production. The site, however, is ringed 
on the south and west by a vegetated swale that provides a 100-foot 
or more buffer. 

Conclusion: Increasing commercial development on exceptions areas 
will have minimal impact to existing agricultural operations. 
Development of the High-Value Agricultural land in area HV 2-B will 
have minimal impacts due to a 300' buffer between the site and existing 
farm uses. Development of the sub-regional commercial center will 
have minimal impacts because of a 100' or more buffer from existing 
farm operations. 

PARKLAND 
Findings Demonstrating Consistency with Goal14 
Location Factors 1 -4 
The four Goal14location factors are: (1) Efficient accommodation of 
identified land needs; (2) Orderly and economic provision of public 
facilities and services; (3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic 
and social consequences; and (4) Compatibility of the proposed urban 
uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and 
forest land outside the UGB. 

The proposed park site has specific site size and access requirements that 
can best be met on the site proposed for UGB expansion. Nevertheless, 
additional findings showing consideration of Goal14locational factors are 
provided below. 

Factor 1: Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

There are no alternatives that can accommodate these proposed parkland 
use more efficiently than the site included in the expanded UGB. 

• The site is identified in the City's adopted parks master plan 

• It is of suitable size for a community park, with potential for 
future expansion 

• It is adjacent to current residential development, consistent with 
the site requirements for Community Parks 

Factor 2: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and 
services 

As stated in OAR 660-009-0005(9): 
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"Serviceable" mea11s tile city or cow1ty lias determi11ed that public facilities a11d 
tm11sportatio11 facilities, as deji11ed !>y OAR Chapter 660, Divisio11s 011 a11d 012, 
curre11tly have adequate capacity for deuelopme11t plmmed ill tile service area 
wl1ere tile site is located or ca11l>e upgraded to have adequate capacity witl1i11 tile 
20-year plmmi11g period." 

Services are readily available for the types of uses associated with a 
Community Park. 

Factor 3: Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social 
consequences 

Environmental Consequences 

Based on review of soils, development of the park site proposed for 
inclusion within the UGB will not have adverse impacts on wetlands. Soils 
on the site are not hydric soil types, and are unlikely to include regula ted 
wetlands. 

Energy Consequences 

The park site is located near existing and platmed residential 
development. The park is within walking distance of a significant portion 
of the Junction City population. 

Economic Consequences 

The economic consequences of siting the Community Park at the 
proposed location are positive. The park will provide a long-term amenity 
for community residences and will partly address identified recreation 
needs in the community. Moreover, development of the park will create 
short-term consh·uction jobs. 

Social Consequences 

The Community Park will have positive social consequences by providing 
developed recreation opportunities fOl' the greater Junction City 
community. When fully developed, the Community Park will provide a 
range of programs that will benefit the entire community. 

Factor 4: Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the urban growth boundary 

The park site is cmrently planted with rye grass. The site is bordered by 
residential development within the UGB on the north and east; and by 
rural residential development on the west. The site is bordered by a 
second 10-acre parcel on the south that is in similar use. Additional rural 
residential development exists south of Bailey Road. 
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Because the site is ringed by existing residential development, developing 
a park on the site will have negligible impacts to agricultural uses. 

RESIDENTIAL 

Findings Demonstrating Consistency with Goal14 
Location Factors 1 -4 
The four Goal14location factors are: (1) Efficient accommodation of 
identified land needs; (2) Orderly and economic provision of public 
facilities and services; (3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic 
and social consequences; and (4) Compatibility of the proposed urban 
uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and 
forest land outside the UGB. The City evaluated four groups of exceptions 
areas for potential inclusion in the UGB (Map 6-2). 
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Map 6-2. Residential study areas 
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The following sections provide findings showing consideration of the 
Goal14 locational factors. 

Factor 1: Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

There are no alternatives available to the proposed sites that can 
accommodate residential uses more efficiently than the sites included in 
the expanded UGB. 

• There are no alternatives within existing UGB that could fully meet 
residential land needs. 

• The City considered a range of land use efficiency measures to 
accommodate identified needs within the UGB. Four of these 
measures are included as part of the UGB review package (see 
Section 5). 

• The City considered four consolidated residential exceptions areas 
as part of the review process (see Map 6-2). The City makes the 
following findings with respect to the four residential shtdy areas: 

August 2012 

o Study Area 1: This study area is about 37 acres on 14 tax lots. 
The area is located on the Northeast edge of the Junction 
City UGB. Thirteen of the 14 tax lots have pre-existing 
development; many have multiple buildings. Nearly the 
entire area is within the 100 year floodplain of the 
Willamette River. The CCPC eliminated this shtdy area 
based on the floodplain consh·aints. 

o Shtdy Area 2: This study area is 101.6 acres on 51 tax lots. 
The shtdy area is located in between tl1e "Y" formed by the 
junction of Highways 99E and 99W. The exceptions areas are 
located along Highway 99E, Link Lane, and Toftdahl Road. 
The exceptions areas ring a 61-acre parcel of prime farmland 
that is zoned EFU and is nearly 100% class 1 and 2 soils. 

Much of the exception land in study area 2 is in the 100-year 
floodplain of the Willamette River. Moreover, the area 
includes some lands with hydric soils which are suggestive 
of wetlands. 

This shtdy area is functionally separated from other 
residential areas in Junction City and would be difficult and 
inefficiency to serve with water and wastewater. The CCPC 
excluded this area from further consideration due to these 
factors. 
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o Study Area 3: This study area is 20.4 acres in nine tax lots. It 
is located south of the Oaklea site, west of Oaklea Road, and 
North of High Pass Road. The area is largely absent of 
development consh·aints (floodway /floodplain and steep 
slopes). The area is west of existing residential development 
and south of the Oaklea site which is proposed for 
residential development. 

Based on review of the residential siting criteria, this area is 
generally identified this area as suitable for residential 
development. The CCPC ranked this area second in priority 
of the four study areas. 

o Shtdy Area 4: This study area is 77.4 acres in 36 tax lots. The 
exceptions areas are in the southwest area of the UGB and 
are located both east and west of Pitney Road and south of 
Bailey Road. The exceptions areas surround two EFU parcels 
(20 acres total) which are adjacent to the UGB. One of the 
EFU parcels is identified in the Junction City Parks Master 
Plan as a potential park site. The UGB proposal includes that 
10-acre parcel as a Community Park. 

Based on review of the residential siting criteria, this area is 
generally identified this area as suitable for residential 
development. The CCPC ranked this area first in priority of 
the four study areas. 

Factor 2: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and 
services 

As stated in OAR 660-009-0005(9): 

"Semiceable" mea11s the city or cou11ty has determi11ed that public facilities alit! 
tm11sportatio11 facilities, as deji11ed by OAR Chapter 660, Divisio11s 011 a11d 012, 
curre11tly have adequate capacity for deve/opmmt pla1111ed ill the service area 
where the site is located or ca11 be upgraded to have adequate capacity withi11 the 
20-year plmmi11g period." 

The areas proposed for inclusion for residential uses in the UGB are all 
adjacent to the existing UGB and easily serviced. 
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Factor 3: Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social 
consequences 

Environmental Consequences 

Development of areas proposed for inclusion for residential uses within 
the UGB may have adverse impacts on wetlands. These impacts will be 
mitigated through compliance with DSL fill and removal law. 

Hydric soils, which are sh·ongly indicative of wetlands, are present on 
many parcels surrounding the Junction City UGB. The sites proposed for 
inclusion within the UGB each have areas that are not in hydric soils 
which allow development to occur on part of these sites without directly 
impacting wetlands. 

Energy Consequences 

The sites proposed for residential uses are located adjacent to existing 
residential uses and are less than one mile from cenh·al Junction City, and 
are close to existing schools. 

The location of the proposed areas adjacent to existing residential areas 
will have positive energy consequences (less h·avel required and less 
energy consumed by mechanical equipment and pumping), compared 
with locating residences in areas that are further from the city core. 

Economic Consequences 

The economic consequences of expanding the UGB for residential uses at 
the proposed locations are positive. The areas will provide opportunity 
for additional housing consh·uction which will support the consh·uction 
indushy. Moreover, providing adequate housing in Junction City is 
important to the City's community development of objective of providing 
housing opporhmities for individuals that work at the state facilities. 

On the other hand, not providing residential land in the UGB would have 
negative consequences; state workers would have limited housing options 
in Junction City. Many would likely choose to live in Eugene or other 
nearby communities. 

Social Consequences 

The inclusion of residential land in the UGB will provide opportunities for 
new households. Some households will have children that will attend 
schools in the Junction City School Dish·ict. Moreover, adding new 
households to the community will have positive social benefits- from 
supporting community activities, to supporting local businesses. 
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Such impacts would presumably occur regardless of the location of new 
residential land; however, the proximity of the proposed areas relative to 
existing uses provides a higher level of social benefit. 

Factor 4: Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the urban growth boundary 

The areas proposed for inclusion for residential purposes in the Junction 
City UGB will all abut agricultural lands. The adjacent lands outside the 
UGB are zoned for exclusive farm use. All of the adjacent lands have 
historically been used for grass seed farming. 

Many of the parcels proposed for inclusion have pre-existing residential 
development. The additional of new residential dwellings on these sites 
will have minimal impact on existing agricultural uses. 

Conclusion 
Map 6-3 shows actions proposed as part of the UGB review. Based on the 
analysis findings presented above, the City concludes this is the best 
alternative for Junction City to meet identified commercial, parkland, and 
residential land deficiencies. 
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Map 6-2. Proposed UGB Amendments 
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While Map 6-3 shows proposed plan designations, the City will not 
rezone the land until it has completed an update of its Transportation 
System Plan. This is consistent with OAR 660-024-0050(6) 

Wheulaud is added to the UGB, the local govemmeut must assigu appropriate urban 
pla11 desiguatious to the added la11d, cousistent with the need detenllillatioll. The 
local govemmeut must also apply appropriate zo11i11g to the added la11d cousisle111 
witlz the plau desig11alioll or may mai111ai11 1/ze la11d as urbmzizable laud until tlze 
laud is rezoned for the plau11ed urbmzuses, eitlzer by retai11i11g the zo11i11g tlzat was 
assigzzed prior to illclusiou i11 the bouudary or by applyizzg other izzterim zol!izzg tlzat 
maizztaius tlze la11d's potential for plmmed urba11 developme11t. 71ze requiremezzts of 
ORS 197.296 regardi11g pla1111illg a11d zo11illg also apply wlze11local govenmzezzts 
specified ill tlzat statute add la11d to tlze UGB. 

Thus, the City's proposal complies with OAR 660-024-0050(6). 
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section 7: Statewide Goal Consistency Analysis 

This section addresses compliance with applicable Statewide Plamring 
Goals. Consistent with the rest of the findings document, it is organized in 
three sections: (1) residential; (2) parkland; and (3) commercial. Each 
section provides analysis of goal consistency for that land type. 

We address the Goal1 and Goal 2 findings for the entire proposal since 
the public involvement and hearing process was the same for all three 
land areas. In short, the City determined that there were advantages to 
having an integrated public involvement process for this project. Thus 
each section addresses Goals 2-19. 

Goal 1 Citizen Involvement 
Goal1 calls for the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of 
the planning process. As documented on the City's website.29 The City 
engaged in an 12- month public involvement process which ran from June 
2010- June 2011. Each of the Citizens Comprehensive Plmming 
Committee meetings was publicly noticed and public comments were 
welcomed. 

These meetings resulted in recommendations related to (1) the housing 
chapter and residential expansion areas; (2) parkland expansion areas; and 
(3) the economic opporhmities analysis (several elements of the EOA were 
deferred for discussion and revision until Phase II) and proposed 
commercial expansion areas. 

The CCPC considered public testimony at all of the CCPC meetings. The 
CCPC presented its recommendations to the Platming Commission prior 
to public hearings on adoption of the EOA and related Comprehensive 
Plan amendments. 

The City also coordinated with state agencies and Lane County, as 
documented in CCPC, Planning Commission and City Council minutes. 
The City circulated a draft UGB concept for review and comment by state 
agencies and other interested parties in September 2011. 

In conclusion, the City's public and agency review process complies with 
Goal 1. 

29 http://www .juuctioncityoregon.gov / index.asp ?Type~ B_B ASIC&SEC~{ ASSOI 93F-CC87 -4017 -8598-225A620F0876) 
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Goal 2 Land Use Planning 
Goal 2 (Land Use Plmming) outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's 
statewide planning program, stating that land use decisions must be made 
in accordance with comprehensive plans and that effective 
implementation ordinances must be adopted. In the process of developing 
the EOA and housing shtdies, the City has inventoried existing 
employment and residential land uses, pl'Ojected suitable land needs by 
land use classifications, and compared these needs with potentially 
suitable land within the Junction City urban growth area. The resolution 
of land need and supply is found in the Junction City EOA and in the 
revised Juuctiou City Comprehensive Pllm (2011). 

Goal 2 also requires the consideration of alternatives. 

• The CCPC considered a range of alternatives in developing the 
EOA, housing, and parkland analysis 

• The CCPC went through a 12-month process of reviewing technical 
information and considering alternatives 

• The CCPC considered land use efficiency measures in addition to 
UGB expansion, including deductions for employment that will 
locate in residential areas, and employment that will not require 
any new building space or vacant land. 

• The CCPC recommended an UGB expansion package that included 
a combination of land use efficiency measures for residential and 
commercial uses as well as proposed UGB expansion areas for 
residential, parkland, and commercial uses 

• The City circulated the draft UGB concept for agency and 
stakeholder review and comment in September 2011. 

All pertinent documentation has been made available to all interested 
parties. Goal 2 has been properly addressed. 

Goals 3 Agricultural Lands and 4 Forest Lands 
As stated in 660-024-0020(b), Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable when 
establishing or amending an urban growth boundary. No further analysis 
is required. 
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Goal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas & 
Natural Resources 
Goal S requires local governments to inventory ·and protect natural 
resources. There are no inventoried significant GoalS resources in any of 
the areas included within the UGB, with the exception of wetlands. 

The Junction City Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland Protection 
Program meet the requirements of the GoalS adminish·ative rule (OAR 
660-023). The Junction City Local Wetland Inventory and Wetland 
Protection Program: 

• Complies with the requirements for a Local Wetland Inventory 
established in OAR 141-86-0180 tluough 0240. 

• Fulfills the wetlands inventory requirements for GoalS (OAR 660-
01S and 660-023). 

• Identifies the "impact areas" around the wetlands, as well as the 
conflicting uses-any land uses or activities in the "impact area" 
that, if allowed, "could adversely affect" a wetland. 

• Considers the relationships between each wetland and the 
economic, social, environmental, and energy consequences of 
allowing, prohibiting, or limiting conflicting uses on each wetland 
pursuant to OAR 660-023-0010. 

• Determines how to protect each wetland -full, limited, or no 
local protection, based upon the provisions established in OAR 60-
023-0040. 

• Adopts comprehensive plan provisions and land use regulations to 

implement the decisions made pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(S). 

• Provides additional buildable lands to offset the reduction in the 

developable land supply for wetlands that are protected locally, 

under the provisions of OAR 660-23-070. 

Thus, GoalS has been properly addressed. 

Goal 6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality 
Goal6 requires local comprehensive plans and implementing measures to 
be consistent with state and federal regulations. By complying with 
applicable air, water and land resource quality policies in the Junction 
City Comprehensive Plan, Goal 6 will be properly addressed. 
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Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and 
Hazards 
Goal 7 requires that jurisdictions apply appropriate safeguards when 
planning development in areas that are subject to nahtral hazards such as 
flood hazards. The only identified natural hazard in Junction City is 
flooding. Junction City has an acknowledged floodplain protection 
ordinance. Land within the flood way is considered unsuitable for urban 
development. The CCPC processed considered lands within the 100-year 
floodplain and attempted to avoid expanding into areas with identified 
flood hazards. Lands included within the UGB expansion proposal have 
minimal areas within the 100-year floodplain. Thus, Goal 7 has been 
properly addressed. 

Goal 8 Recreation Needs 
GoalS requires governmental organizations with responsibilities for 
providing recreational facilities plan for recreational facilities. Junction 
City adopted a Parks Master Plan in 2010 (see Attachment 14). That plan 
inventoried existing facilities, established a level of service standard, and 
identified park needs for the 2010-2030 period. 

The UGB expansion proposal includes a 10-acre site for a Community 
Park which meets a need identified in the Junction City Parks Master Plan. 
Thus, Goal 8 has been properly addressed. 

Goal 9 Economy of the State 
The City conh·acted with ECONorthwest to prepare a series of drafts of 
the Junction City Economic Opportunity Analysis (EOA) in compliance 
with Goal 9 and its implementing adminish·ative rule. A UGB expansion 
is proposed to meet identified commercial land needs. No additional 
indush·ialland is needed within the UGB. The City adopted the EOA in 
2009 and it was acknowledged by DLCD in the Phase I UGB review. 

The evaluation of commercial land need was included in Phase II of the 
project. As a part of the process, the City facilitated a community 
visioning process and a 12-month long public involvement process. As a 
result of the Phase II process, the City included amendments to the 2009 
EOA to address hvo issues: (1) the community economic development 
vision; and (2) site requirements for commercial lands. 

The Phase II process as well as the amendments to the EOA and 
comprehensive plan considered the guidance of statewide platming Goal 
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9 and its applicable adm.inish·ative rule (OAR 660-009). The City's EOA 
and Comprehensive Plan amendm.ents comply with Goal 9. 

Goal 10 Housing 
The City conducted a housing needs analysis using the methods described 
in the recommended approach is described in "Plamring for Residential 
Growth: A Workbook for Oregon's Urban Areas," the Deparhnent of 
Land Conservation and Development' s guidebook on local housing needs 
shtdies. For this reason, Goal10 has been adequately addressed. 

Goal 11 Public Facilities and Services 
The City initiated its customized periodic review pursuant to OAR 660-
025-0035(1), and received LCDC approval for said limited review per 
OAR 660-025-0035(2). Accordingly, the City's Customized Periodic 
Review Program, as negotiated with and approved by DLCD, does not 
require or include the completion of any Public Facilities and Service 
Plans as part of the approved work tasks. The absence of a plarming 
element that may otherwise be an integral part of a scheduled periodic 
review (which is not the case here) is allowed and contemplated by OAR 
660-025-0070(2). This rule s ta tes, "When a local govenunent requests 
initiation of period review under OAR 660-025-0035(2), .. . the scope of 
such periodic review may be more limited than would be the case for 
scheduled periodic review tmder section () of this rule.:..:.." Tlris allowance 
makes sense where periodic review is requested by a city to address 
targeted needs and specific anticipated developments. 

Here, the City is not proposing the adoption of new facility plans, and will 
not unless and until the remaining work task submittals are approved and 
acknowledged. This approach ensures that valuable resources are not 
wasted, and facility plans that can never be followed are no t completed; 
unless and until the City achieves the goals which justified its requested 
customized periodic review. This tiered approach is anticipated by OAR 
660-011-0050(3). This rule requires DLCD to evaluate whether a proposed 
public facility plan is consistent with the acknowledged comprehensive 
plan. Without first adopting a Comprehensive Plan that reflects the 
community's vision and identified economic and residential needs, 
revised facility plans have little chance of being approved under this 
criteria. Rather, this rule contemplates that facility plans will be finalized 
and submitted for approval only after the desired Comprehensive Plan 
provisions are acknowledged . 
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Despite this requisite tiered approach, the City has been moving forward 
with planning efforts to ensure that the City has adequate public facilities 
and services to serve anticipated growth. 

In 2009, the City of Junction City adopted a Water System Plan to serve 
urban land through the 2030 planning period, with a future population of 
13,136. The improvements recommended in the Water System Plan are 
consistent with the adopted Coordinated Population Forecast of 13,286 by 
2031, assuming a 3.1% ammal average growth rate, as adopted in the 
forecast. The report evaluates the anticipated water supply, treatment, 
pumping and storage needs for the 20-year plmming period. 
Implementation of the improvements will provide an adequate and 
dependable water system for the City's existing and future customers. The 
adoption of this Water System Master Plan, which provides for the 
plmmed development of Junction City's Water system to accommodate 
the proposed Comprehensive Plan and UGB amendments, complies with 
the requirements of Goal 11. The City acknowledges that it will need to 
adopt this plan as a post-acknowledgement plan amendment, and make 
any refinements needed to make it consistent with the proposed 
amendments. 

The City is also working to update its Wastewater System Plan. The City 
has made several attempts to evaluate its sewer treatment needs over the 
past 15 years, but uncertainty regarding the State Prison siting in the City 
has put the City in a difficult position in terms of finalizing the design 
parameters for a sewage h·eahnent plan upgrade or replacement. 

A Wastewater System Plan was approved by DEQ in 2006, with plans to 
serve urban land through the 2029 plmming period. The Plan anticipated 
upgrading the existing sewage treatment plan and discharging treated 
wastewater in the winter and completing land application during the 
summer. 

In the absence of clear direction from the Deparhnent of Corrections fixing 
a date for the development of the prison, the City finds that its 
VVastewater System Plan is adequate to accommodate the City's expected 
growth in the near future, and therefore complies with Goal 11. 

This conclusion is supported by the fact that the State approved and 
acknowledged a 2010 Comprehensive Plan amendment expanding 
Junction City's UGB specifically to accommodate plarmed wastewater 
h·eahnent plant expansion needs. 

The City acknowledges that it will need to further refine its 2006 
\Vastewater System Plan to accommodate the plan period, population, 
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and proposed urban growth boundary established by the proposed 
amendments. In the interim, the City is in the process of negotiating a 
Mutual Agreement and Order (MAO) with Oregon DEQ that outlines a 
schedule for upgrading the City's wastewater h·eahnent plant. 

In order to ensure that plans are in place to provide appropriate 
wastewater h·eahnent capacity to serve anticipated growth, the City has 
included the following policies in Chapter 4 (Economic Element) and 
Chapter 10 (Housing Element) of the Comprehensive Plan, respectively, 
addressing the provision of public facilities needed to support 
development: 

Chapter 4: "Coordinate capital improvement platming with land use and 
h·ansportation plmming to coincide with the City's Economic 
Development Sh·ategy." 

Chapter 10: "The City of Junction City shall coordinate plmming for 
housing with the provision of infrash·ucture. The Plmming Deparhnent 
shall coordinate with other city deparhnents and state agencies to ensure 
the provision of adequate and cost-effective infrash·ucture to support 
housing development." 

The provisions of public facilities and services consequences have been 
considered in the Goal14 alternatives analysis process. 

For the above reasons, the City finds that Goalll has been addressed for 
purposes of this customized periodic review and that, therefore, the 
proposed amendments are in compliance with Statewide Plmming Goal 
11. 

Goal 12 Transportation 
Goal12 encourages the provision of a safe, convenient and economic 
h·ansportation system. This goal also implements provisions of other 
statewide plmming goals related to h·ansportation planning in order to 
plan and develop h·ansportation facilities and services in coordination 
with urban and rural development (OAR 660-012-0060(1). For purposes of 
the proposed amendments, the Transportation Plmming Rule (TPR) 
requires additional analysis if the proposed amendments would 
significantly affect an existing or plmmed h·ansportation facility, as 
defined in OAR 660-001-0060(1). 

The first step is to determine whether the proposed zone change would 
"significantly affect" an existing or platmed h·ansportation facility. If the 
answer is yes, then the TPR applies and further consideration or possible 
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mitigation is required. If the answer is no, then no further consideration is 
required. This initial TPR evaluation can be accomplished through a 
comparison of the potential number of h·ips which could be generated 
from allowed uses under the current designations and zoning against h·ips 
which could be generated by allowed uses under the proposed 
designations and zoning. Even if increased trip generation could result, 
this may not result in significant affects to City h·ansportation facilities. 
See, Griffith v. City of Corvallis, 50 Or LUBA 588,596-97 (2005). 

There are three types of land use amendments being proposed that must 
be evaluated under the provisions of OAR 660-012-0060, as follows: 

1. Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text and map 
to re-designate properties within the City's Urban Growth Boundary 
from Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential. A total 
of 28.6 acres within the City's Urban Growth Boundary are proposed 
to be redesignated. The areas proposed for redesignation are dispersed 
through the City's existing Urban Growth Boundary, as shown in Map 
6-2. 

The proposed redesignation would permit a broader range of housing 
types, including more compact single-family residential and duplex 
and h·iplex units. Despite the potential increase in total number of 
units, the alternative housing types that would be allowed under the 
new designations have been studied by h·affic engineers and shown to 
have fewer h·ips per dwelling unit, thereby offsetting the potential 
impact by increased number of units. For example, as shown in Table 
6.3, if the properties were developed under current Low-Density 
Residential allowed densities, approximately 210 PM Peak Trips 
would be generated. Under the proposed redesignation to Medium 
Density Residential development, the properties could be developed 
as attached housing, which would have a net increase of 
approximately 9 PM Peak h·ips, as compared to current conditions. 

As a result, as shown in Table 6.3, only a slight increase in the volume 
of h·affic would occur. Any increase in h·ips caused by development 
allowed under the proposed redesignation would not significantly 
affect the level of service for existing or planned h·ansportation 
facilities that these dispersed units would use, as compared to 
development allowed under the existing designation of Low Density 
Residential. With this finding, OAR 660-012-0060(2) is inapplicable to 
this proposed redesig:nation and the TPR analysis ends here. 
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Table 6-3. Comparison of Trip Generation 

INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 
TRIP GEHEAATIOH RATE (PM Puk !lour) 

(Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition) 

D!Harence 
Den5ity PM Peak In PM 
(DU/Nel Hour Puk Hour 

CO<k Des.ctlptloo Unito!Meawre TllpsperUnit Acres ACf&) Units Trips Trips 
Potential De.'lllopment Undt:r Current Prop~ Designauon 

210 S~<>-Family O<lta.:hed Hoa.lrog D""'~:ng Uni1s 1.01 28.6 7.3 200.78 210.8678 riA 
Potenli,l Developmrmt Under Propofe<l Property De $I gnat/on 

AHoowJ.i',-e I 210 Slllg!e-fam\ly Deta.:twl Hou>irog [},.,,;r·og Units 1.01 28.6 8.7 248 82 251.3082 40.440-4 
All~na!.il'<' 2 230 Residential Coodom41ium/To-"nh<;.llSe o-... 'E?ng Un•1s 0 62 28.6 12.4 354.64 219 8768 9.0CL 

2. Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text and map 
and to the Zoning Map of the City of Junction City to re-designate and 
rezone properties within the City limits from approximately 85 acres of 
Professional/Technical to a combination of Low, Medium, and High 
Density Residential. The proposal includes one acre of High Density 
Residential (R-3 zoning), 9 acres of Medium Density Residential (R-2 
zoning), with the remaining approximately 75 acres to be developed as 
Low Density Residential (R-1 zoning). The locations of these different 
densities would be established through a Master Plan that would be 
required to be submitted with the first proposed development 
application. The Master Plan would follow the application procedures 
and process required for a Platmed Unit Development, as contained in 
JCMC 17.65. In the interim, the Zoning Map would identify the 
different acreages of land to be developed in each zoning classification. 

Using the ITE Manual, it is anticipated that the current Professional 
Technical designation of the site would allow up to 743 peak PM h·ips. 
The ITE Manual also indicates that the maximum development 
allowed under the proposed amendments could exceed this number of 
PM h·ips. For this reason, the proposal co11ld significantly impact 
existing or platmed h·ansportation facilities used by the subject parcel. 

Pursuant to OAR 660-012-0060(1), when a local government 
determines that allowed development could significantly affect any 
existing or plmmed h·ansportation facility, the local govermnent must 
put into place measures, as provided in OAR 660-012-0060(2), to assure 
that the allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, 
capacity and performance standards (level of service, volume to 
capacity ratio, etc.) at the facility. 

Subsection 2.e of the TPR states tl1at such measures can include, 
"Providing other measures as a condition of development ... including 
h·ansportation system management measures, demand management 
or minor h·ansportation improvements." This list is non-resh·ictive 
and has been held to allow h·ip caps. Willamette Oaks, LLC v. City of 
E11ge11e, 248 Or App 212, 225 (2012). Wi/lamette Oaks also held that a h·ip 
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cap imposed on development allowed by a land use amendment can 
satisfy the TPR requirements. 

Therefore, in order to ensure that any residential development allowed 
by the proposed amendments would not significantly affect any 
existing or platmed h·ansportation facility, the City is proposes to add 
the following conditions to the proposed redesignation and rezone: 

a. The maximum development on the total acreage of the Oaklea 
site shall be limited so that it would not generate more than 743 PM 
Peak hour vehicle h·ips, as determined by the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual. 

b. Any Master Plan application for the Oaklea site shall include an 
ODOT scoped approved Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to monitor 
potential h·affic impacts allowed by the proposed master plan and 
ensure it would do not exceed the 743 PM Peak hour vehicle h·ip 
cap (total of entering and exiting PM Peak hour h·ips). The h·ip cap 
shall be further monitored by City and enforced upon receipt of 
development applications. Trips shall then be allocated from the 
h·ip cap to the number of h·ips associated with a particular use at 
the time a development permit is issued for that use. 

c. After all h·ips within the h·ip cap have been allocated, no further 
development of the Oaklea site can occur unless the h·ip cap is 
increased. The City may allow development intensity beyond this 
maximum number of Peak hour vehicle h·ips only if a fuhue 
applicant submits to the City an ODOT scoped and approved 
Traffic Impact Analysis that demonsh·ates that the proposed 
intensification of use would be consistent with the TPR. Any such 
applicant shall seek and City shall consider such approval using the 
City's Type II Land Use Application procedure. 

d. The h·ip cap shall sunset upon the occurrence of one of the three 
following conditions: 1) the applicant prepares an ODOT approved 
TPR compliant Traffic Impact Analysis, demonsh·ating no 
significant affect will occur from reasonable worst case scenario 
under the Residential zoning, as compared to the Professional 
Technical zoning, 2) if a significant affect will occur, the applicant 
shall mitigate any associated h·affic impacts as required by the TPR 
and approved by ODOT; or 3) a Transportation System Plan update 
mitigating significant impacts and satisfying TPR requirements is 
completed and adopted by the City. The imposition of this h·ip cap 
satisfies the TPR and Goal12 requirements. 
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3. Amendments to the Junction City Comprehensive Plan text and map 
to expand the City's Urban Growth Boundary and designate lands 
Commercial, Residential, and Public. 

A TPR analysis of h·ansportation facility impacts caused by urban growth 
boundary expansions may be deferred by adminish·ative rule. OAR 660-
024-0020( d), specifically states: 

"the transportation plm111i11g mle requirements under OAR 660-012-
0060 need not be al'plied to au urban growth bouudary amwdment if the 
land added to the urbau growth area is zoned as urlmnizable laud, eitl1er 
by retainiug tlze zoning tlzat was assigned prior to inclusion in f11e area 
or /Jy assiguiug interim zoning that does uot allow development tlzat 
would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed /Jy tlze 
zouing assigued prior to inclusion in tlze boundary." 

The City chooses to apply tllis deferral option, and has informed ODOT of 
its choice. A letter in the Customized Periodic Review record, dated July 
18, 2011, from Sava1mah Crawford, ODOT Region 5 Pla1mer, indicates 
that ODOT has "no objections to the proposed expansion at this time." 
The letter goes on to note that the either individual property owners or the 
City will have to com.plete additional work to comply with the 
Transportation Plamling Rule (OAR 660-012). 

Comments have been submitted expressing concem over the proposed 
UGB expansion on the basis that big box stores potentially generate 
upwards of 10,000 individual h·ips per day. As an initial and primary 
response, these comments raise goal12 concerns. The City's goal12 
findings are set forth above. The comments received do not dispute or 
undermine the City's goal12 findings, and, therefore, the City will 
continues to rely upon them as showing that this proposal complies with 
goal 12. 

As a second response, the proposed UGB expansion does not address any 
specific development application nor "rezone", as referenced in the 
comments. No h·affic impacts can be estimated, as the specific land uses 
for the properties proposed for UGB expansion have not been determined 
at this time. 

As a final point, while inapplicable to this proposal, the comments make 
an undocumented claim about the number of h·ip commercial areas can 
generate. It is anticipated that h·ips "to" any future South Junction City 
commercial center would already be passing by such a commercial 
development, and thus would not constihtte new net h·ips genera ted by 
the development. Pass-by h·ips are made by h·affic already using the 
adjacent roadway which enter the site as an intermediate stop on the way 

Page 148 August 2012 Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings 



to or from another destination. The h·ip is therefore not" generated" by 
the land use under study, and thus, not a new h·ip added to the 
h·ansportation system. This pass-by factor should be taken into account in 
evaluating any future potential h·affic impacts. See Trips Generation 
Manual, sn, Edition. 

The above demonsh·ates that the estimate of 10,000 h·ips is inappropriate, 
as no development or rezone is proposed, and no decisions have been 
made as to tenant type or size. Further, the estimate is inaccurate 
assuming any development occurs on that site. These issues should and 
will be more fully evaluated in the City's TSP. 

The City recognizes the need for this analysis, and has accordingly 
postponed applying municipal zoning to several of the sites included in 
the UGB expansion until the City completes work on its Transportation 
System Plan (TSP). Junction City initiated an update of its TSP in 2010 and 
is including the proposed expansion areas as part of the TSP modeling 
efforts. In short, the City will address the TPR requirements through its 
ongoing TSP update. 

Based on this analysis, Goal 12 has been met. 

Goal 13 Energy 
Goal 13 requires land and uses developed on the land to be managed and 
conh·olled so as to maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, based 
upon sound economic principles. Energy consequences of the proposed 
urban growth area amendment have been considered in the Goal 14 
alternatives analysis process. Therefore, Goal 13 has been adequately 
addressed. 

Goal14 Urbanization 
Goal 14 has been complied with as demonsh·ated in Sections 2 through 5 
of this report. 

In addition, the City's Urban Growth Management Agreement, as 
required under OAR 660-011-0015, is included as Attachment 17. 

The proposed UGB expansion does not include rezoning properties. As 
such, the City is deferring analysis of compliance with OAR 660-024-
0060(8)(c) to a later date, when the property is rezoned. 

Goal15 through 19 
Goals 15 through 19 are related to the Willamette Greenway and coastal 
resources. As such, these goals do not apply to the subject sites and no 
further analysis is required. 
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• In accordance with Goal14, Need Factor 1, there is a direct 
relationship behveen the employment forecast in the Junction City 
EOA and Lane County's adopted and coordinated population 
forecast for Junction City. Population and employment growth 
rates are comparable; both are based on anticipated employment 
growth from the prison and hospital. 

• In accordance with Goal14, Need Factor 2, the EOA determined 
that Junction City has sufficient industrial land within its UGB to 
accommodate indush·ial uses. However, Junction City's EOA 
identifies a 62-acre need for commercial land. 

• Need for a site for a sub-regional commercial center can be 
accommodated on lands evaluated in High-Value Study Area 3. 
This site meets the site requirements for a commercial center, as 
described in section 4 of this document. 

• General commercial land need can be met through a combination 
of exceptions areas (7.7 acres), redevelopment (12.0 Acres), and 
agriculhtrallands (9.5 acres). 

• The need for 16 acres for medium-density housing can be met on 
exceptions areas. 

• The need for a 10-acre community park can be met on priority 2 
lands under the ORS 197.298 priority scheme. 

August 2012 Draft: Junction City Comprehensive Plan Amendment and UGB Findings 
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Jolm A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor 

December 16, 2011 

The Honorable David Brunscheon 
680 Greenwood/POBox 250 
Junction City, OR 97448 

Department of State Lands 
775 Summer Sb·eet NE, Suite 100 

Salem, OR 97301-1279 

(503) 986-5200 

FAX (503) 378-4844 

www.oregonstatelands.us 

State Land Board 

Jolm A. Kitzhaber, MD 

Governor 

Kate Brown 

Secretary of State 
Re: Approval of Junction City Local Wetlands Inventmy and Assessment 

Dear Mayor Brunscheon: 

Ted Wheeler 

State Treasurer 

I am pleased to notify you that the Department of State Lands (DSL) has approved your Local 
Wetlands Inventory (LWI) and assessment. We appreciate your planning staff and the wetland 
consultant working with our staff to ensure that the inventory meets state L WI requirements 
(OAR 141-86-0180 through -0240) and the city's needs. The DSL-approved report and maps 
can be viewed and downloaded from our website at 
http://www.oregonstatelands.us/DSLIWETLAND/lwi disclaimer agreed.shtml?. The DSL
approved GIS datasets are available for download from the Depattment's ftp site at 
ftp://rogue.dsl.state.or.us/. Please contact DSL if you would like a paper copy of the approved
L WI. The final inventory requirement is for the city to notify property owners with wetlands 
mapped on their propet1y within 120 days of this approval. Please provide us with a copy of the 
landowner notification, indicating the date of notification when notification has been completed. 

Approval by DSL means that the LWI becomes part of the Statewide Wetlands Inventory. The 
LWI must now be used by the city instead of the National Wetlands Inventmy for the Wetland 
Land Use Notification Process (ORS 227.350). The L WI and functional assessment also form 
the foundation for your wetland platming under Statewide Platming GoalS, and the LWI must be 
adopted by the city per the Goal 5 requirements. Please note when significant wetlands are 
designated by the city, "non-significant" wetlands may be coded to distinguish them from 
"significant wetlands" but must not be removed from the approved L WI maps. These wetlands 
are still subject to state and federal permit requirements. 

While considerable effort has been made to identify accmately most wetlands within the study 
area, DSL's approval does not guarantee that all regulated wetlands have been mapped. The 
mapped wetland boundaries are estimated boundaries, they have not been surveyed, and there are 
inherent limitations in mapping accuracy. DSL advises persons proposing land alteration on 
parcels containing mapped wetlands first to contact DSL or to obtain a wetland boundary 
delineation by a qualified consultant and submit it to DSL for approval prior to the land 
alteration. 
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It will be important to annotate your map (and associated database, if any) as new wetland 
delineations are completed and approved by DSL in order to keep your L WI updated. A few 
approved delineations have been completed since the LWI review draft(s). We will fotward 
copies of the delineations to the city planning department and recommend the DSL file number 
be noted on the affected tax lots. Future wetland delineation approvals will be provided to the 
planning department. 

We are pleased that the Junction City has conducted a thorough wetlands inventory and has 
made wetland planning a high priority. We look forward to working with you and your staff as 
you continue on the Goal 5 wetland planning effort. Please feel free to contact Anna Buckley at 
503-986-5321 with any questions you may have about the LWI or its use. 

Sincerely, 

/,-)·a/ () 
I .,.,L_ ' /t I ! 1 
1 · )LYi> i Vj·1JU/ \ 
Bill Ryan (/-- .. 

Assistant Diiettor 
Wetlands and Waterways Conservation Division 

ec: Kay Bork, Junction City Planning Department 
Ed Moore, DLCD 
Amanda Punton, DLCD 
Tim Brooks, Winterbrook Planning 
Yvonne Vallette, EPA 
Tina Teed & Brian Wilson, Corps of Engineers 
Shauna Ginger, FWS 
Bill Kirchner, FWS 
Jon Getmond, ODFW 
Pete Anderson, DEQ 
John Bauer, Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 
Gloria Kiryuta, DSL 
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Introduction 

The City of Junction City, through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation 
and Development, retained a consultant team led by Winterbrook Planning to conduct a Local 
Wetland Inventory (LWI) within the City's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The LWI and 
associated maps will inform local planning work and help guide future growth of the Junction 
City community. 

This report provides a summary of LWI methods and findings, together with wetland inventory 
maps. Wetland data sheets, characterization and assessment forms, and other supporting 
documentation are contained in the appendices to this report. 

Once approved by the Department of State Lands (DSL), the LWI replaces the National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and is incorporated into the Statewide Wetlands Inventory. In 
Junction City, the LWI will fulfill the location and quantity information required for State Goal 5 
inventories. A wetland quality assessment was also conducted concurrently with the LWI using 
the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) developed by DSL. 
Wetlands meeting the criteria for "Locally Significant Wetlands" will be analyzed further to 
determine appropriate local conservation measures. 

Summary of Findings 

The LWI was conducted in two phases: a planning phase in which existing wetland data and 
maps were collected, and a field inventory phase which included field assessments and a public 
outreach component. Winterbrook Planning (Winterbrook) completed Phase 1 between October 
2008 and January 2009, and performed the wetland inventory field work and public involvement 
process between February and June 2009. 

The LWI identifies a total of 14 wetlands within the study area (the City's UGB). Of these 14 
wetlands, four were channels constructed or modified to address stormwater and flood 
management issues. Wetlands within Junction City range from one-half to 214 acres in size, 
with a combined area of 265.64 acres. In addition to these wetlands, the LWI identifies eight 
"probable wetlands" of less than one-half acre in size. 

Winterbrook evaluated the wetlands to determine whether any met the criteria for Wetlands of 
Special Interest for Protection. None of the wetlands evaluated in this LWI met those criteria. 

Winterbrook evaluated inventoried wetlands against the state's criteria for Locally Significant 
Wetlands (LSW) and found that 13 of the wetlands met the criteria. Three of the flood 
management channels qualified as LSWs based on their "hydrological control" function. 

The total area of significant wetlands is 264.44 acres or 14.7 percent of the total land area within 
the Junction City UGB. 
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Study Area Overview 

The study area for the LWI is coterminous with the City's UGB (see Figure 1 ). The general limits of 
the study follow 18"' Street on the northern boundary, extend west to include the sanitary treatment 
facilities on the western part of Junction City, and extend south in a long corridor between Highway 
99 and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, terminating at Skinner Lane. The eastern boundary 
generally follows the city limits along Deal Street and Alder Street, extending east to Bergstrom Park 
at Dorsa Street. 

Landscape Setting 

Junction City lies near the southern end of the Willamette Valley. It is approximately 12 miles 
northeast of Eugene. The city lies between the Willamette River, two miles to the east, and the 
Long Tom River, three miles to the west. The dominant land use of the area outside Junction 
City's UGB is agricultural production. Residential, retail, institutional and light industrial uses are 
concentrated inside the UGB. 

Climate 

Weather patterns generally move west to east across the region, originating in the Pacific 
Ocean and crossing the Coast Range and enter the western portion of the Willamette River 
valley before reaching Junction City. The region's climate is tempered by the winds from the 
Pacific Ocean. 

According to the Soil Survey of Lane County, the Junction City area is characterized by dry, 
warm summers and mild wet winters. The area receives approximately 42 inches of 
precipitation annually. Precipitation has a strongly seasonal pattern, with 90 percent falling 
between October and May. Snowfall is uncommon at Junction City, which lies near the valley 
floor. Chart 1 below compares actual precipitation during the water year of the site 
investigations with the long-term average by month. Site investigations occurred between 
February and June 2009. Note that June precipitation is through the June 2 site visit only. 
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Chart 1: Precipitation: 2008-2009 Water Year 
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Chart 2 below shows the actual precipitation received in the study area for the two weeks 
preceding each of the data collection site visits. Rainfall was sporadic, with the bulk of the 
precipitation received coinciding with several storms that moved through the area. 

Chart 2: Precipitation: February 25 through June 2, 2009 
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Topography 

The study area sits on the valley floor between the Willamette River and Long Tom River. Some 
slight dissection of the overall landform occurs at the different canals and along the banks of 
Flat Creek. Otherwise, the study area is nearly flat, sloping very gently from south to north. 
Elevations in the study area range from 321 feet to 357 feet (WGS84), with the highest 
elevations in the southern end of the study area and the lowest in the north. 

Hydrology 

The Flat Creek watershed (6th order Hydrologic Unit Code) covers the entire study area, and 
Flat Creek is the only named stream within the area. This stream drains to the Long Tom River 
outside the UGB to the north. Flat Creek is a perennial stream that also serves as an overflow 
channel of the Willamette River. Flat Creek has been channelized within the UGB. It makes a 
very short crossing through the UGB (700 linear feet) just south of the Prairie Road/Highway 99 
intersection. The channel has heavy noxious weed cover, with reed canarygrass in the wetter 
portions and Himalayan blackberry above. Some remnant trees provide limited habitat and 
thermal cover. Primary sources of hydrology are overland flow, direct precipitation, and 
stormwater runoff. 

The drainage network within the UGB comprises three main branches. These branches have 
been altered by development to constrain their lateral movement and, in some cases, to widen 
them and harden the beds and/or banks. These features receive most of the stormwater runoff 
from adjacent developed areas. Because of the altered nature of these features, they are 
described as the Eastern, Central, and Western Canals (a similar feature, Bergstrom Canal, 
crosses only a short section of the study area). 

The widening of the natural drainageways through the UGB was accomplished to improve the 
capacity of the drainages to collect and convey floodwater. During periods of heavy rain or 
snowmelt, runoff can exceed the ability of the drainage system. Because there is so little 
topographic gradient in this area and soil permeability is constrained in some areas, water 
features do not drain quickly. Additionally, high water elevations in the Willamette River can also 
restrict outflow from the channels and contribute to increased residence time and potential for 
local flooding. 

Hydrology of wetlands is primarily driven by flows in the canals. Greatest saturation and/or 
inundation occurs during the winter months when local runoff is at its peak and the potential for 
high flows downstream creating flow restrictions is highest. Due to the low gradient, canals and 
associated wetlands are slow to drain, with some areas of permanent or near-permanent 
standing or very slow-flowing water. 

Geology 

Junction City lies between the Coast Range, which is comprised mainly of marine sedimentary 
rock, and the Cascade Range, which was formed through volcanic processes. The region is 
characterized by a thick layer of alluvial material derived from the volcanic and sedimentary 
sources on either side. The two main sources of sediment are clay, silt, and sand associated 
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with historic flooding from glacial Lake Missoula. These floods deposited sediments as far south 
as Eugene. The second main source of sediment is alluvial materials from recent alluvial activity 
from the Willamette River and its tributaries. 

Soils 

Soils in the Junction City UGB generally fall into two groups: better drained soil series on 
terraces and more poorly draining material in stream and canal corridors. The Coberg, Conser, 
and Malabon series were the most commonly encountered soils along waterways. Table 1 
below provides a summary of key features of the soils within the Junction City study area. 
These features include the slope drainage class, hydrologic group, and whether the soil is 
classified as hydric or has significant inclusions of hydric soil series. 

!Bashaw clay 8 0-1% Poorly drained Yes D 

Vegetation 

The UGB supports several distinct vegetation communities. The most common communities 
include developed/urban, agricultural, and wetland. The wetland community is further broken 
down by Cowardin classification, to palustrine emergent, palustrine forested, and palustrine 
unconsolidated bottom. 

The majority of the UGB is developed or in an urban setting; consequently, vegetation 
communities have frequently been altered to facilitate development or as an unintended 
consequence of nearby activities. In many cases, areas adjacent to the canals and wetlands 
were filled in to expand pads for retail buildings or auxiliary structures. As a result, many trees 
and shrubs were removed and disturbed areas allowed to recolonize with invasive, non-native 
species such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), reed canarygrass (Phalaris 
arundinacea), and turf grasses. 
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Large industrial properties in the southern part of the UGB support some of the largest and 
highest-value native plant communities. In particular, Wetland CC-04 on the LWI map is a large 
forested wetland complex with considerable vegetation community diversity (see Photo 1 ). 

Photo 1. View of Wetland CC-04 

Vegetation in areas of residential and institutional use (i.e., churches, schools) is more variable. 
In some areas, disturbance is nearly total, extending down into riparian zones and recontouring 
the dimensions of the preexisting wetland. Portions of the Bergstrom and western canals, for 
example, were channelized to a trapezoidal cross-section and lined with rock on the bottom and 
embankments. The vegetation in these areas is limited to those weedy annual species that can 
colonize the bare substrate following routine herbicide applications performed as part of the 
maintenance protocol. Photo 2 shows a typical view of these features in the wet season. 

Photo 2. View of the Bergstrom Canal (looking south) 
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The edges of a large wetland near Highway 99 and Ivy Street (EC-01) were filled to expand the 
developable area above. In contrast, Wetland CC-01 near Laurel Elementary School retains its 
Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) tree cover, possesses a buffer of undeveloped upland around it, 
and still supports some native herbaceous vegetation such as common camas ( Camassia 
quamash) despite adjacent educational uses. Some reaches of the canal system also retain 
cover from adjacent uplands, such as the reach of the Central Canal near Rose Street shown in 
Photo 3. 

Photo 3. Ash Canopy over reach of Central Canal 

Most of the southern end of the project is used for agriculture; the routine cultivation, planting, 
and harvest of hay, wheat, and other commodity crops have largely eradicated native plant 
communities in these areas within the farmable portions of the properties. Some remnant areas 
are present along fencerows, utility lines, highway rights-of-way, and where stands of black 
cottonwood remain. 

Wetlands are those areas with sufficiently prolonged surface hydrology or high water tables to 
exhibit hydric soil characteristics and support vegetation adapted to life in temporarily or 
permanently saturated soil. They are often found at the margins of aquatic sites such as ponds 
or the canals that cross the UGB, but can also be associated with depressional and other 
landforms. 

Palustrine forested wetlands (PFO) are generally dominated by Oregon ash and black 
cottonwood (Populus balsamifera v. trichocarpa). A shrub stratum may or may not be present, 
but typical species include clustered rose (Rosa pisocarpa), poison oak (Rhus toxicodendron), 
and saplings of the above tree species. Species in the herbaceous stratum varied widely in 
cover and composition but included turf grasses, reed canarygrass, sedges ( Carex spp. ), 
common camas, and a variety of ornamental and invasive annual and perennial species. 
Palustrine emergent wetlands were commonly dominated by reed canarygrass and turf grasses 
but some retained vestigial native plant community components such as sedges, rushes 
(Juncus spp.) and bulrushes (Scirpus spp.). 
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Inventory Methods 

The inventory of wetlands follows the guidelines and rules for conducting LWis adopted by the 
DSL. New LWI rules were adopted in 2008 while this project was underway and inventory 
methods were adapted to comply with the updated rules. 

Two levels of investigation were conducted for the inventory of wetlands: a review of existing 
information and a field inventory. Key elements of the inventory methodology are summarized in 
this section. 

Review of Existing Information 

Winterbrook reviewed existing literature, maps, and data sources to identify wetlands and site 
characteristics indicative of wetlands within the study area. 

Key sources of information were: 
• Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL), wetland determination files (all sites within 

Junction City UGB plus a one-mile buffer area); 
• National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2008); 
• Lane County Soil Survey data (U.S.D.A. Natural Resource Conservation Service, 2003); 
• FEMA Floodplain maps; 
• Color aerial photography (USDA, 2005; 0.5 meter resolution); and 
• Color aerial photography (NAIP, Oregon DAS/GEO, Summer 2009; 1 meter resolution). 

The City and County Geographic Information System (GIS) data layers served as the base for 
the preliminary wetland mapping. The DSL determination files were digitized in GIS and 
included on the preliminary mapping. This map includes the following items: 

• DSL approved wetland determinations/delineations (with file numbers referenced) 
• NWI wetlands 
• Hydric soils 
• Soils with hydric inclusions 
• Other potential wetland areas 

This map was used to create field maps covering the City. Other sources of data obtained from 
Junction City and Lane County are listed in the GIS Data Log (Appendix F). A list of previous 
delineations performed on Junction City area wetlands is provided in Appendix G. 

On November 12, 2008, a meeting was held with DSL and City of Junction City representatives 
to review the preliminary wetland map, identify additional data sources, and discuss the field 
inventory schedule and methodology. 
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Field Inventory 

Winterbrook conducted the field inventory in accordance with LWI standards established under 
OAR 141-86-180 through 240, as amended January 1, 2009. Wetland boundaries were 
identified using the COE Wetland Delineation Manual Technical Report Y-87-1 (Environmental 
Laboratory 1987) and the 2008 Regional Supplement. The 1987 manual defines wetlands as 
requiring indicators of hydric soils, a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland 
hydrology. 

Where property access was permitted, wetland boundaries were verified in the field. Location of 
sample points and mapping conventions followed state LWI standards and were not intended to 
define the limits of regulatory jurisdiction. Under state guidelines, LWI wetland boundaries are 
mapped at an accuracy of approximately 5 meters (16.4 feet). Additional on-site wetland 
investigation and boundary delineation may be needed to determine whether state or federal 
regulations apply to a particular development proposal. 

Each inventoried wetland was assigned a unique identification code. The entire UGB is within 
the Flat Creek ("FC") basin and no other named streams or waterways are identified on City or 
USGS topographic maps. To aid in identifying the main waterways through Junction City, four 
"canals" were identified: East Canal ("EC"), Central Canal ("CC"), West Canal ('WC") and 
Bergstrom Canal ("BC"). This later feature is named for Bergstrom Park in which the canal is 
partially located. These features are trapezoidal channels excavated to provide stormwater and 
flood conveyance through the City. Wetlands are generally associated with these canal features 
or with the mainstem of Flat Creek. Thus, for example, wetland codes are referenced "FC-01" 
(wetland along Flat Creek) or "CC-01" (wetland along central canal), with the numbering 
beginning at the downstream end of the water feature. 

For wetlands where access was granted, Winterbrook typically established between two and six 
sample plots at locations that best characterized the wetland. Soil pits were excavated up to a 
depth of 20 inches in selected locations. The soil profiles were examined for hydric soils and 
wetland hydrology field indicators. The percent cover of the dominant species of the plant 
community was estimated at each sampling location. General characteristics of each wetland 
were documented, including approximate wetland size, classification 1, soil type, hydrologic 
source, dominant plant species, field dates, field investigators, a summary of the wetland 
context, and other relevant data. The LWI map shows the location of wetlands and the individual 
sample plots. Wetland characteristics were recorded on individual summary sheets contained in 
Appendix B. Appendix C contains completed Wetland Determination Forms for wetlands 
sampled using the on-site method.2 

Wetlands identified in DSL determination files3 were visually verified where possible to 
determine whether wetlands were still present and of the same general size and configuration 
as when delineated. Owners did not grant access to these wetlands or were not available during 

1 This includes both Coward in and hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classifications and subclassifications as defined in the revised LWI rules 
~also see Appendix A, Definitions}. 

Data from certain off-site determinations is also included in this appendix. 
3 These files contain documentation on wetland investigations and concurrence letters from DSL validating the report findings. 
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field survey period, so no on-site verifications were completed. Where visual access was 
possible, wetland boundaries were visually confirmed based on vegetation and hydrology. 

In cases where property access was denied, Winterbrook used off-site determination methods, 
including existing NWI and soil survey data and maps, interpretation of aerial photos, and off
site observation from nearby public rights-of-way or adjacent properties where access was 
granted. Areas exhibiting wetland indicators such as wetland hydrology or dominant hydrophytic 
vegetation were noted. 

Wetland Function and Condition Assessment 

Wetland quality was assessed using the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 
(OFWAM). The OFWAM evaluates the extent to which a wetland performs certain functions 
based on specific factors. It assesses the following ecological functions and values: wildlife 
habitat, fish habitat, water quality, hydrologic control, education, recreation, sensitivity to impact, 
enhancement potential, and aesthetic quality. As clarified in the revised LWI rules, only the first 
four functions (wildlife habitat, fish habitat, water quality and hydrologic control) have a direct 
bearing on the wetland significance criteria. In addition, where a wetland was located on public 
lands, education functions are also assessed to determine whether the wetland is significant as 
an educational resource. 

Following is a summary of the key functions evaluated. 

• Wildlife habitat: This function addresses the habitat diversity for species usually 
associated with wetlands, without emphasizing one particular species. A diverse plant 
community typically increases animal community diversity. The OFWAM assesses 
whether wetlands provide diverse habitat for wildlife, provide habitat for some wildlife 
species, or provide no habitat function. 

• Fish habitat: This function addresses how a wetland contributes to fish habitat in 
streams, ponds or lakes associated with a wetland. The questions are suitable for both 
warm water and coldwater fish and no particular species are emphasized. Wetlands that 
support fish habitat include those with adjacent vegetation that provides shade, cover, 
and food sources. Under OFWAM, a wetland's fish habitat function can be assessed as 
intact, impacted or degraded, or lost or not present. 

• Water quality: This function addresses the potential of a wetland to reduce the impacts 
of excess nutrients in stormwater runoff on downstream waters. A wetland can 
contribute to water quality by trapping sediment during periods of heavy rainfall, keeping 
it from entering adjacent downstream resources. It also traps nutrients such as nitrogen 
and phosphorus, helping to minimize algal blooms and subsequent oxygen deficiencies 
downstream. Under OFWAM, a wetland's water quality function can be assessed as 
intact, impacted or degraded, or lost or not present. 

• Hydrologic control: This function addresses the effectiveness of a wetland in reducing 
downstream flood peaks and storing floodwaters. Wetlands can act as flood regulators, 
trapping water during periods of high precipitation or flooding, and then slowly releasing 
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the flow downstream. Under OFWAM, a wetland's hydrologic control function can be 
assessed as intact, impacted or degraded, or lost or not present. 

• Education: This function addresses the suitability of a wetland to provide educational 
opportunity on land that is open or accessible to the public. Easily accessible wetlands 
with a diversity of plants and animals are useful in outdoor education. Under OFWAM, a 
wetland can have educational uses, have the potential to provide such uses, or may not 
be appropriate for such uses. 

Winterbrook used a OFWAM field form to characterize wetlands and address specific functions 
that required field observation. Data collected in the field included wetland Cowardin classes, 
the presence and extent of vegetative cover and wetland hydrology, the character of adjacent 
water bodies, and other field data essential to the OFW AM assessment. The field evaluations 
were generally conducted from viewing areas near wetland sample plots, or from neighboring 
public lands where property access was not granted. 

The OFW AM assessments were completed in the office using field data, aerial photographs, 
maps, and information gathered from public agencies such as: 

• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ); 
• Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW); 
• Oregon Department of Forestry (DOF); 
• Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center (ORNHIC); and 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

The assessment result is a determination of whether a function is high (intact or diverse), 
moderate (impacted/degraded), or low (lost or not present). Factors such as size of wetland, 
biological diversity, presence of rare or sensitive species, and adjacent land uses are used in 
the rating system. These ratings are used in the evaluation of wetland significance as discussed 
below. For example, any wetland with a "diverse" wildlife habitat function, or an "intact" fish 
habitat, water quality or hydrologic control function meets a criterion for a "locally significant 
wetland." 

Wetlands of Special interest for Protection 

The OFWAM also includes a set of questions to assess whether any wetlands within the study 
area should be considered Wetlands of Special Interest for Protection (WSIP). The questions 
address whether a wetland is in a management plan or is protected by regulatory rules and 
statutes. They address topics such as the presence of threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species or critical habitat, whether the wetland is considered rare or unique. An affirmative 
answer to any one of the ten questions will place the wetland into the WSIP category. 

Locally Significant Wetland Criteria 

Following completion of the LWI and the OFWAM functional assessment, all wetlands were 
evaluated against DSL's wetlands significance criteria (OAR 141-086-0350). In addition to a 
high rating for any of the four aforementioned functions (wildlife habitat, fish habitat, water 
quality and hydrologic control), the State's mandatory criteria include wetlands that: 
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• Are located within 1/4-mile of a "water quality limited stream" and have "intact" or 
"impacted or degraded" water quality function; 

• Contain one or more rare plant communities; 
• Are inhabited by any species listed by the federal government as threatened or 

endangered, or listed by the state as sensitive, threatened or endangered; or 
• Have a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by the ODFW as 

habitat for indigenous anadromous salmonids, and have "intact" or "impacted or 
degraded" fish habitat function. 

The DSL rule includes two additional criteria used to determine the significance of wetlands at 
the discretion of the local government agency. These criteria are: 

• The wetland represents a locally unique native plant community; and, 
• The wetland is publicly owned and determined to "have educational uses" using 

OFWAM, and such use by a school or organization is documented for that site. 

Mapping Procedures 

Field maps were prepared using the latest available (2005) digital color ortho-photographs. 4 

Information shown on the field maps included existing wetland data (including DSL wetland 
determinations and NWI wetlands), hydric soils, soils with hydric inclusions, streams, water 
bodies, property boundaries, and public rights-of-way. All data were gsa-referenced with the 
aerial imagery and the City parcel data. Other aerial based maps were used to obtain more 
detailed information. For example, Google Earth and the Bird's Eye View feature on Bing Maps 
provided high-resolution, recent aerial images that allowed evaluation of vegetation 
communities and, in some cases, observation of standing water or saturated soils. 

Wetlands and sample plots were mapped on the field maps and selected GPS waypoints were 
taken at data plots and along wetland boundaries. Additional reference points were used to 
establish the location and perimeter of each wetland polygon. These references included 
property lines (e.g., survey corner markers), building lines, streets, utilities, streams, trees and 
other mapped physical features that could aid determination of location and distances on the 
ground. Wetland boundaries and sample plots were then digitized and registered with the base 
map in GIS. 

Public Involvement Process 

Public Outreach 

Public involvement and outreach for the Junction City LWI began in October 2008. At an 
October 1, 2008 public meeting, Winterbrook presented information on the LWI process and 
schedule to the Junction City Citizen Comprehensive Planning Committee. 

Letters notifying potentially affected landowners about the LWI process were sent March 6, 
2009. The letters contained information regarding what data collection methods and how that 

4 Winterbrook.later consulted 2009 aerial imagery, which first become available after the field work was completed. 
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information would be used; it also contained a right-of-entry request for landowners to complete 
if they were willing to allow the field team on their property. The notification letters also 
contained an invitation to an open house on March 25, 2009. 

On March 25, 2009, an open house was held at the Junction City offices. The meeting was led 
by Kay Bark of the City of Junction City and Winterbrook Planning. Anna Buckley from DSL 
participated in both the meeting and the presentation. The open house provided information 
about the process, status, and preliminary findings for wetland resources. Questions and 
requests from landowners were answered and several property owners provided access 
permission forms at the meeting and made arrangements for site visits with the field team. 

Beginning in March, Winterbrook began contacting property owners who allowed access to 
arrange site visits. Contacts and coordination with owners continued throughout the field 
inventory phase. 

Agency Coordination 

Coordination with DSL began in the Fall of 2008. A kickoff meeting was held at DSL offices with 
Janet Morlan and Anna Buckley on November 12, 2008. The City's Planning Director Kay Bark 
and Winterbrook's Tim Brooks attended the meeting. Winterbrook met subsequently with DSL 
staff and completed a review of all DSL files for the Junction City area. A Junction City field tour 
with Anna Buckley occurred on March 25, 2009. Ongoing phone and email communications 
between Winterbrook and DSL on project methodology, schedule and technical questions 
occurred between Fall 2008 and Fall 2009. 

Other public agency contacts and coordination included Lane County's GIS Department and 
Junction City's Planning and Public Works Departments. 

Inventory Results 

Overview 

This LWI provides maps and information about wetlands located within the Junction City UGB. 
The LWI serves as a planning tool for balancing the protection of wetland functions with other 
community needs. 

A preliminary reconnaissance of the study area was completed in May, 2008. The wetland 
inventory field work was performed between February and June, 2009. 

A total of 14 wetlands were identified within the City UGB, in addition to eight "probable 
wetlands" less than one-half acre in size. Of these 14 mapped wetlands, four were channels 
constructed or modified to address stormwater and flood management issues. Wetlands within 
the Junction City UGB range from one-half to 214 acres in size. The total area of wetlands 
within the City is 265.64 acres. 
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Winterbrook evaluated the wetlands to determine whether any meet the criteria for Wetlands of 
Special Interest for Protection. None of the wetlands evaluated in this LWI meets those criteria. 

Wetlands were then evaluated against the state's wetland significance criteria and 13 of the 
wetlands were determined to be locally significant wetlands (LSW). Three of flood management 
channels qualified as LSWs based on their "hydrological control" function. Wetland BC did not 
qualify as locally significant. 

Due to restricted access and visibility, none of the DSL-verified wetlands could be verified on 
site. One DSL wetland boundary (DET 99-0208, a segment of the "east canal" near EC-02) was 
adjusted from its mapped location to better reflect current aerial photo and parcel data showing 
the canal. Another area of wetlands (DET 90-0137, near FC-02} appears at least partially filled 
in recent aerial photographs, and its boundary was adjusted accordingly. A recent determination 
(DET 09-0516) provided by DSL was also digitized and integrated into the FC-02 boundary 
mapping. 

Wetland Classes 

Wetlands in Junction City fall into four primary (Cowardin) classifications: Palustrine Forested, 
Palustrine Emergent, Palustrine Aquatic Bed, and Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom. These 
classifications are summarized below. 

• Palustrine Forested Wetlands (PFO) 

Forested wetlands generally include wetlands or portions of wetlands with cover by woody 
species over 20 feet in height exceeding 30 percent. Forested wetlands are located primarily 
east of Highway 998, and south of 1'1 Avenue. 

Forested wetlands in Junction City include a combination of deciduous species dominated 
by Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifola) and black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa v. 
balsamifera). Other tree species include red alder (Alnus rubra) and Oregon white oak 
(Quercus garryana) near wetland edges. Understory vegetation includes snow berry 
(Symphoricarpos a/bus), camas (Camassia quamash), and reed canarygrass (Phalaris 
arundinacea ). 

These wetland habitats generally provide high quality habitat for a wide variety of birds, 
mammals, amphibians and aquatic organisms. Structural and species diversity is generally 
high, though more limited in areas dominated by a reed canarygrass understory. 

• Palustrine Emergent Wetlands (PEM) 

Emergent wetlands include marshes and shallow ponds dominated by grasses and other 
herbaceous plants. These resources generally have less than 30 percent cover by trees 
and/or shrubs and greater than 30 percent cover by grasses, grasslikes, and other 
herbaceous flora. This is the most common wetland type within the study area; 12 of the 14 
LWI wetlands are either emergent or contain an emergent component. All of the canals are 
also classified as PEM with modifiers "C" for seasonally flooded and "x" for excavated. 
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Most emergent wetlands in Junction City are dominated by the invasive, non-native reed 
canarygrass. Other species include sedges, rushes, and both native and non-native 
grasses. 

Small mammals and snakes are commonly found within this habitat type, which in turn 
attract northern harriers, red tail hawks, owls, and coyotes that feed upon them. Overall 
habitat value of this wetland type is low to moderate, depending of the extent of reed 
canarygrass infestation and the extent of channelization and maintenance (the canal system 
provides the lowest quality habitat, although it is a significant seasonal source of water). 

• Palustrine Aquatic Bed Wetlands (PAB) 

Palustrine aquatic beds include wetlands and deepwater habitats dominated by plants 
growing mainly on or below the water surface in most years. These features are generally 
permanently flooded. Within the Junction City UGB, one wetland was mapped as PAB (CC-
02). 

• Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom Wetlands (PUB) 

Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom habitats generally include ponds and standing water 
habitats whose substrate is undetermined and whose plant cover does not exceed 30 
percent. Open water areas provide important and necessary habitat for fish, aquatic 
invertebrates, water dependent mammals, waterfowl and shorebirds. In Junction City, two 
wetlands were identified with a significant open water component (EC-01 and CC-03). 

Summary 

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of wetlands by Cowardin classification within the UGB. It 
should also be noted that some wetlands contained a patchwork of classes; however, only 
distinct Cowardin classes of more than one-quarter acre were mapped. 

Table 2. Wetland Cowardin Classifications 

Coward in Area (acres) Class 
PFO 14.03 
PEM 249.62 
PAB 0.73 
PUB 1.26 

Total 265.64 

The hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classification for 10 of the City's wetlands was Riverine Flow
through (RFT). The total area of RFT wetlands is 23.89 acres. Wetlands CC-04, FC-01, FC-02 
and a portion of FC-03 are classified as Flats. The total area of Flats is 240.54 acres. Wetland 
CC-01 is a Depressional Outfall (DO) wetland; it is the smallest wetland at 0.48 acres. The 
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remaining wetland (CC-02) is a Depressional Closed, Permanently Flooded (DCP) wetland; it is 
0. 73 acres in size. 

Table 3 provides a summary of the classification and size of wetlands by watershed within the 
study area. The wetlands are mapped in Figure 1. 

Table 3. Wetland Classification and Size 

Sub-Watershed/Name Wetland code Coward in HGM Area 
Class Class (acres) 

Bergstrom Canal (BC) BC PEMCx RFT 1.20 
Central Canal (CC) cc PEMCx RFT 3.82 

CC-01 PEMC, PF01 DO 0.48 
CC-02 PABFx DCP 0.73 
CC-03 PUBFh RFT 0.52 
CC-04 PF01, PEMC RFT/Fiats 14.45 

East Canal (EC) EC PEMCx RFT 3.38 
EC-01 PUB3G, PEMG RFT 1.95 
EC-02 PEMC RFT 0.87' 

Flat Creek (FC) FC-01 PEMf Flats 213.76 
FC-02 PEM/PFOC Flats 19.85 
FC-03 PEMCd RFT/Fiats 3.32 

West Canal (WC) we PEMCx RFT 1.36 
WC-01 PEMC RFT 0.76 

TOTAL AREA 265.64 . . 
" " . • Of this, only 0.06 acre IS located w1th1n the study area. The total area figure includes only that port1on 

of the wetland within the UGB. 

Wetland Assessment Results 

Winterbrook assessed wetland quality for each wetland unit using the Oregon Freshwater 
Wetland Assessment Methodology (OFWAM). As provided in the new LWI rules, only the four 
wetland functions (wildlife habitat, fish habitat, water quality, hydrologic control) need to be 
assessed, since they relate directly to the wetland significance criteria. In addition, where a 
wetland was located on public lands, education functions were assessed to determine whether 
the wetland was significant as an educational resource. Table 4 provides the results of the 
OFWAM assessments for the four key wetland functions. 

Table 4. OFWAM Assessment Results 

Wetland Code Wildlife . Fish Water Qualltv Hvdroloaic Control 
BC Some lmoacted lmoacted Impacted 
cc Some Impacted Impacted Intact 

CC-01' Diverse Impacted Intact Impacted 
CC-02 Some N/A Impacted Intact 
CC-03 Some lmoacted lmoacted Intact 
CC-04 Diverse Impacted Intact Intact 
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Wetland Code Wildlife Fish Water Quality Hydrologic Control 
EC Some Impacted impacted Intact 

EC-01 Some Impacted Intact Intact 
EC-02 Some Impacted Intact Intact 
FC-01 Some Impacted Impacted Intact 
FC-02 Some Impacted Intact Impacted 
FC-03 Some Impacted Intact Impacted 
we Some Impacted Impacted Intact 

WC-01 Some Impacted Intact Impacted 
* This wetland also has educational uses. 

Table 5 summarizes the relative distribution of assessments for each function, with the 
percentage of total wetlands ranking high in each category. Most of the significant wetlands 
provided high hydrologic control function, six provided high water quality function and two 
provided high wildlife habitat function. 

Table 5. Wetland Assessment Results for Key Wetland Functions 

%Wetlands 
Function High Moderate Low N/A Assessed High 

Wildlife habitat 2 12 0 14% 
Fish habitat 0 13 0 1 0% 
Water quality 7 7 0 50% 
Hydrologic control 9 5 0 64% 

Significant Wetlands Determination 

Following completion of the wetland inventory and functional assessment, Winterbrook 
evaluated all wetlands against DSL's wetlands significance criteria. 

To be considered for significance, wetlands must not meet any of the following exclusions: 

• Wetlands artificially created entirely from upland that are: 
1. Created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stormwater; or 
2. Active surface mining or active log ponds; or 
3. Ditches without a free and open connection to natural waters of the state and which 

do not contain food or game fish; or 
4. Less than one acre in size and created unintentionally as the result of: 

a. Irrigation water overflow or leakage; or 
b. Construction activity not related to compensatory mitigation for permitted wetland 

impacts; or 
5. Of any size and created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry 

production, farm or stock watering, settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or 
as a golf course hazard. 
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• Wetlands or portions of wetlands that are contaminated by hazardous substances, 
materials or wastes as per the following conditions: 
1. The wetland is documented as contaminated on either the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency's (EPA) National Priority List, or the Department of Environmental 
Quality's (DEQ) Inventory of Hazardous Substance Sites. 

2. Only the portion of the wetland affected by such hazardous substances or wastes 
shall be excluded from the LSW analysis. Affected portions shall be delineated in 
consultation with EPA and DEQ, and shall include areas potentially disturbed by 
clean-up activities. 

3. Contaminated wetlands that have subsequently been removed from the NPL or DEQ 
Inventory following clean-up shall be re-evaluated under the LSW criteria at the next 
periodic review. 

Wetlands not meeting any of the exclusions above must meet one or more of the following 
mandatory criteria to be deemed LSWs: 

1. Wetland provides a diverse wildlife habitat, intact fish habitat, intact water quality 
function, or intact hydrologic control function; 

2. Wetland is located within 1/4-mile of a "water quality limited stream" and has "intact" or 
"impacted or degraded" water quality function; 

3. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities; 
4. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed by the federal government as threatened or 

endangered, or listed by the state as sensitive, threatened or endangered; or 
5. Wetland has a surface water connection to a stream that is habitat for indigenous 

anadromous salmon ids and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 

In addition to the mandatory criteria, wetlands meeting either of the following optional criteria 
were also determined to be locally significant wetlands in Junction City. These criteria are: 

1. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community; or 
2. Wetland is publicly owned and has educational uses. 

As shown in Table 6, none of the inventoried wetlands met the exclusions identified above. Of 
the 14 wetlands, a total of 13 met one or more of the above criteria and were determined to be 
significant. Wetland BC did not qualify as significant. Wetland CC-01 met the optional 
significance criterion related to educational uses. 

Next Steps 

Following approval of the Junction City LWI by DSL, a notice of the approved inventory will be 
sent to affected landowners. The City will adopt the LWI and adopt or amend its local wetland 
protection program consistent with the Goal 5 administrative rule. Junction City's wetland 
planning process is planned to be completed in 2011-2012. 
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Table 6. OFWAM Wetland Assessment and LSW Results 

Mandatory Criteria 

OFWAM Thresholds 

(diverse wildlife habitat, intact fish habitat, 
intact water quality or intact hydrologic 

control function) 

Wetland Acres Exclu- Wildlife Fish Water Hydrologic 
Code sion? Quality Control 

BC 1.20 No 
cc 3.82 No Intact 

CC-01 0.48 No Diverse Intact 
CC-02 0.73 No Intact 
CC-03 0.52 No Intact 
CC-04 14.45 No Diverse Intact Intact 

EC 3.38 No Intact 
EC-01 1.95 No Intact Intact 
EC-02 0.87' No Intact Intact 
FC-01 213.76 No Intact 
FC-02 19.85 No Intact 
FC-03 3.32 No Intact 
we 1.36 No Intact 

WC-01 0.76 No Intact 

• Total area of wetland; area within UGB is 0.06 acre. 
WQL: Water quality limited (per DEQ) 

Y4 Mile of Rare Plant 
WQL Community 

Stream 

No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes No 
No No 

Yes No 
No No 
No No 

Optional Criteria 

Listed Directly Local Unique Public With 
Species Connects to Native Plant Educational 

Salmon Community Use 
Habitat 

N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No Yes 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
NID No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 
N/D No No No 

N/D: None Detected (based on incidental observation during inventory; a formal sensitive species survey was not completed for this project). 

Locally 
Signifi~ 

cant 
Wetland? 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 



Attachment 3 

Appendix A. Definitions 
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Basin -a topographical entity within which all the surface water draining to a single point falls; 
some of the surface water may have come from groundwater fed by geological strata outside 
the basin. 

Coward in Class or subclass- the wetland classification according to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, 
Cowardin et al., 1979. 

Emergent- a plant that grows rooted in shallow water, the bulk of which emerges from the 
water and stands vertically. Usually applied to non-woody vegetation. 

Emergent Wetland- a subclass of palustrine system (see Cowardin Class above), a wetland 
characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophy1es, excluding mosses and lichens. 

Enhancement- an improvement in the functions and values of an existing wetland, forest, or 
other natural resource. 

Exotic species --plants that are not indigenous to the Pacific Northwest (see invasive 
species). 

Field Verification -to walk over and/or visually check an area, for example, to make a wetland 
determination and map wetlands (this may or may not include collecting sample plot data). 

Fish habitat- those areas upon which fish depend in order to meet their requirements for 
spawning, rearing, food supply, and migration. 

Floodplain -river valley apart from the river channel which is inundated only in a flood event, 
attenuating the flood discharge. The 100-year floodplain shows the flood with a 100-year 
recurrence interval. 

Forested Wetland- a subclass of palustrine system (see Cowardin Class above), a wetland 
characterized by woody vegetation that is six meters (20 feet) tall or taller. 

Geographic Information System (GIS) -a system of hardware, software and data storage 
that allows for the analysis and display of information that has been geographically referenced. 

Global Positioning System (GPS) - is a navigation satellite system transmitting signals that 
allow GPS receivers to determine the receiver's location, speed and direction. Its primary use 
for the Junction City inventory is to provide accurate field position data for use in GIS (see 
above) to verify the location of natural features such as landslide areas, wetlands and streams. 

Goal 5- Statewide Planning Goal (OAR Chapter 660, Division 23) intended to protect natural 
resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 
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Goal 5 Inventory- a survey, map, or description of one or more resource sites that is prepared 
by a local government, state or federal agency, private citizen, or other organization and that 
includes information about the resource values and features associated with such sites. 

Growing season -the portion of the year when soil temperatures are above biologic zero at 50 
em (19.7"). 

Herbaceous -with the characteristics of an herb; a plant with no persistent woody stem above 
ground. 

Hydric soil - a soil that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough 
during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. 

Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) or subclass means the hydrogeomorphic classification of the 
wetland based upon its landscape position and hydrology characteristics, according to the HGM 
classification developed by the Department of State Lands. 

Hydrologic Soil Group- The hydrologic soil group refers to the infiltration potential of the soil 
after prolonged wetting. There are four groups, generally described as follows: 

• Group A Soils: High infiltration (low runoff). Sand, loamy sand, or sandy loam. 
• Group B Soils: Moderate infiltration (moderate runoff). Silt loam or loam. 
• Group C Soils: Low infiltration (moderate to high runoff). Sandy clay loam. 
• Group D Soils: Very low infiltration (high runoff). Clay loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, 

silty clay, or clay. 

Hydrology- The properties, distribution, and circulation of water. 

Hydrophyte -Any plant growing in water or on a substrate that is at least periodically deficient 
in oxygen as a result of excessive water content. 

Hydrophytic vegetation -See hydrophyte. 

Invasive species -Those species which become established easily in disturbed conditions, 
reproduce readily, and often establish monocultures. Most invasive plants are non-native 
species. Examples of common invasive species in Junction City are: Himalayan blackberry and 
reed canarygrass. 

Indicator- The soil, vegetation, and hydrology characteristics or other field evidence that 
indicate that wetlands are present. 

Indigenous Anadromous Salmon ids - Chum, sockeye, Chinook and Coho salmon, and 
steelhead and cutthroat trout that are members of the family Salmonidae and are listed as 
sensitive, threatened or endangered by a state or federal authority. 

Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI) -A collection of maps and information about wetlands 
throughout a local community that provides a planning tool for balancing the protection of 
wetland functions with other community needs. LWis satisfy the requirements for wetland 



Attachment 3 

inventories under Statewide Planning Goal 5. Once approved, LWis become part of the 
Statewide Wetlands Inventory. Mapped LWI wetland boundaries are generally accurate to within 
5 meters, but may be less in areas that could not be field verified. A wetland boundary 
delineation may be needed to determine whether regulations apply to a development proposal. 

Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW)- Those wetland sites that provide functions or exhibit 
characteristics that are pertinent to community planning decisions made at a local scale, for 
example, within a UGB. These wetland sites shall be identified by local governments according 
to the criteria and procedures in sections 141-086-0340 and 141-086-0350. 

Native Plant Community- A recognized assemblage of plant species indigenous to Oregon. 
All such wetland plant communities are listed in the Classification and Catalog of Native 
Wetland Plant Communities in Oregon (Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center). 

Offsite Determination- A wetland determination conducted without field verification using NWI 
maps, soils maps, and aerial photographs. 

Ordinary high-water mark- The line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and 
indicated by physical characteristics such as: a clear, natural line impressed on the bank; 
changes in the character of soil or vegetation; shelving; or the presence of a line of litter or 
debris. 

Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) -The method adopted by 
the State to evaluate and rate the relative quality of a wetland by measuring its condition and its 
capacity to perform certain functions, including wildlife habitat, fish habitat, water quality, and 
hydrologic control. The results of the OFWAM rating is used as a basis for determination of 
wetland significance. 

OFWAM Evaluation Descriptor- a summary statement describing whether the wetland is (1) 
intact, (2) impacted or degraded, or (3) function is lost or not present. 

Other Waters -means waters of the state other than wetlands, such as streams and non
vegetated ponds. 

Probable Wetland (PW)- an area noted during the course of LWI development that appears 
to meet wetland criteria but is less than one half of an acre in size or is small and of 
undetermined size, and is mapped as a point rather than a polygon on the LWI maps. 

Rare Plant Community- Relictual, uncommon or unique in Oregon, determined by number of 
occurrences and threats following national heritage program criteria (i.e., rarity ranking of G1-G3 
or S1-S3). 

Reach -A length of channel with uniform characteristics. 

Restoration - Restoration is the process of repairing damage to the diversity and dynamics of 
ecosystems. Ecological restoration is the process of returning an ecosystem as closely as 
possible to predisturbance conditions and functions. 
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Sample Plot- A specific area on the ground where soils, vegetation and hydrology data are 
recorded on a field data form in order to make a wetland determination. 

Scrub-shrub Wetland- A subclass of palustrine system (see Coward in Class above), areas 
dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 meters (20 feet) tall. The species include tree 
shrubs, young trees, and trees or shrubs that are stunted because of environmental conditions. 

Significance Determination -The determination of significance of a Goal 5 resource is based 
on: 

(a) The quality, quantity, and location information; 
(b) Supplemental or superseding significance criteria set out in OAR 660-023-0090 through 

660-023-0230; and 
(c) Any additional criteria adopted by the local government, provided these criteria do not 

conflict with the requirements of OAR 660-023-0090 through 660-023-0230. 

Soil Map Unit- A conceptual group of one to many delineations identified by the same name in 
a soil survey that represent similar landscape areas comprised of either: (1) the same kind of 
component soil, plus inclusions, or (2) two or more kinds of component soils, plus inclusions, or 
(3) component soils and miscellaneous area, plus inclusions, or (4) two or more kinds of 
component soils that may or may not occur together in various delineations but all have similar, 
special use and management, plus inclusions, or (5) a miscellaneous area and included soils. 

Statewide Wetlands Inventory (SWI)- an inventory that contains at minimum the location, 
type (e.g. classification) and approximate extent of wetlands in the State of Oregon. This 
inventory is continually revised as additional information is received or obtained by DSL. 

Stream - A watercourse created by natural processes, or one that would be in a natural state if 
it were not for human-caused alterations. Stream includes a channelized or relocated stream. 

Top of Bank- Has the same meaning as "bankfull stage" defined in OAR 141-085-0010(2). 
The stage or elevation at which water overflows the natural banks of streams or other waters of 
this state and begins to inundate the upland. In the absence of physical evidence, the two-year 
recurrence interval flood elevation may be used to approximate the bankfull stage. 

Visually Confirm or Visual Confirmation -to walk over and/or visually check an area to make 
a wetland determination and map wetlands and other waters. 

Wetland- an area that is inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances does support, 
a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 

Wetland Assessment or Functional Assessment- An evaluation and rating of the relative 
quality of a wetland by measuring its condition and its capacity to perform certain functions. 

Wetland Boundary- A line marked on a map that identifies the approximate wetland/non
wetland boundary. 
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Wetland Condition -The integrity of a wetland's physical and biological structure, which 
determines the wetland's ability to perform specific functions, as well as its resilience and 
enhancement opportunities. 

Wetland Delineation Manual or 1987 Manual - Provides technical guidelines and methods to 
determine whether an area is a wetland for purposes of Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water 
Act. The objective of the Act is to maintain and restore the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the waters of the United States. 

Wetland Determination -A decision that a site may, does, is unlikely to, or does not contain 
wetlands. A determination does not include the precise location or boundaries of any wetlands 
determined to be present. 

Wetland Function - Characteristic action or behavior associated with a wetland that 
contributes to a larger ecological condition such as wildlife habitat, fish habitat, water quality, 
and/or flood control. 

Wetland Hydrology- The total of all wetness characteristics in areas that are inundated or 
have saturated soils for a sufficient duration to support hydrophytic vegetation. 

Wetland Indicator Status - Categories of plant species based upon the estimated probabilities 
(expressed as a frequency of occurrence) of a species occurring in a wetland or non-wetland. 
Wetland indicator status (WIS} includes the following: 

• Obligate (OBL}: species that almost always occur in wetlands under natural conditions 
(estimated probability >99% ). 

• Facultative wetland (FACW): species that usually occur in wetlands (estimated 
probability 67 to 99%), but are occasionally found in non-wetlands. 

• Facultative (FAC): Species that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands 
(estimated probability 34 to 66%). 

• Facultative upland (FACU): species that usually occur in non-wetlands (estimated 
probability 67 to 99%), but are occasionally found in wetlands. 

• Upland (UPL): species that almost always occur in non-wetlands under normal 
conditions (estimated probability >99%). 

• Not listed (NL}: species that are not listed and are presumed to be upland species. 
• No indicator status (NI): species that have not yet been evaluated. 

A ( +) or (-)following the WIS signifies a greater or lesser likelihood of being found in wetland 
condition. 

Wetland Mosaic- A complex of several wetlands that are interspersed between areas of non
wetland each less than one half of an acre in size, making them difficult to map. 

Wildlife Habitat- An area upon which wildlife depend in order to meet their requirements for 
food, water, shelter, and reproduction. 
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Appendix B. Wetland Characterization Sheets 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Watershed Summary Sheet 
WATERSHED IDENTIFICATION 

I Flat Creek 

CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION 

Physical characteristics of Flat Creek watershed covers the entire study area. Flat Creek is a perennial 

the watershed stream that also serves as an overflow channel of the Willamette River. It 
drains to the long Tom River outside the UGB to the north. The watershed is 
nearly flat, sloping very gently from south to north. Some slight dissection of 
the overall landform occurs at the excavated canals and along the banks of 
Flat Creek. Within the study area there are three main canal branches, 
referred to here as the Eastern, Central, and Western Canals. 

Land uses within the The dominant land use within the watershed is agricultural production. 

watershed Residential, retail, institutional and light industrial uses are concentrated 
inside the Junction City UGB. 

Water quality While there are no state-listed "water-quality limited" streams in the 
watershed, there is evidence of degraded water quality caused by urban 
runoff, stormwater discharges, and herbicide use along the canals. The 
limited tree canopy cover near waterbodies results in high water 
temperatures and low dissolved oxygen levels in the summer. Nevertheless1 

half the wetlands in the study area were found to have intact water quality 
conditions. 

Biological characteristics of The widespread agricultural crop production in the watershed (and 

the watershed urbanized land within the city) leaves relatively few unmanaged or semi-
natural areas with any biological diversity. There are some pockets of 
forested habitat- such as wetland CC-04 and areas to the east of the city-
that provide diverse wildlife habitat and retain significant native plant 
components. 

' NARRATIYE SUMMARY OF '\'ATERSHED DESCRIPTION 

The Flat Creek watershed is an actively farmed landscape surrounding the Junction City urban 
area. These conditions limit available habitat for wildlife and degrade water quality conditions. 
Wetlands in the Junction City urban area provide valuable hydrologic control functions, and 
several also serve to protect water quality. Both habitat and water quality functions could be 
improved through establishment of greater vegetated buffers around the wetlands and 
transition to more integrated pest management practices (e.g., reduction in herbicide use and 
vegetation clearing in and adjacent to wetlands). Planting of native trees and shrubs along 
wetlands and streams combined with invasive species management, will improve wetland 
functions and conditions, and the overall health of the watershed. 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Wetland Characterization Sheet 
INFORlifATJON 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGMClass: 

BC (Bergstrom Canal) 
1.20 acres 
PEMCx 
RFT 

Method: Onsite 
Field Date: 3/ll/09, 4/21/09 
Data Plot #s: I, 2 

ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: Bergstrom Park; north of River Road (E 1'1 Ave.), east of Dorsa St. 

Legal description: Lots 300, 400, 3400, l5s04w3244 

Sub-basin code: Bergstrom Canal 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Description: The "Bergstrom Canal" flows down the eastern edge of Bergstrom Park. 
The park is located at the north end of Dorsa Street, at the eastern boundary of the study 
area. The park grounds are managed up to the edge of the canal. It is a soil-bottomed 
trapezoidal channel approximately 20 feet wide at the bottom. Much of the canal is 
unvegetated for a significant pmtion of the year due to routine spraying. Reed 
canarygrass and weedy grasses and forbs dominate the channel in most areas, with the 
latter dominating in areas that dry out quicker. Tree cover is limited. 

Soils: Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam, Malabon silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation, local tunoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees Vines/Herbs 

Phalaris anmdinacea (reed canarygrass) 
Alopecurus pratensis (meadow foxtail) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are low. Conveyance and flood 
storage functions are maximized and vegetation is routinely sprayed. Opportunities 
include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds 
- where space exists, plant native trees and slnubs to moderate water temperature, add 

structural and food source diversity, and improve aquatic habitat 
- treat stormwater prior to discharge 
- avoid spraying areas of native vegetation 



Attachment 3 

Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGM Class: 

CC (Central Canal) 
3.82 acres 
PEMCx 
RFT 

Method: 
Field Date(s): 
Data Plot #s: 

Onsite 
3/12,4/21, 6/2/09 
12, 13; 22, 23, 31,38-40 

TB 

Street/landmark: West ofHwy. 99S near Bryant Rd., nmih to 2"d Ave., west to Timothy St., 
then north near Spruce, Oak and Rose St. to 18th Ave. 

Legal description: multiple lots within 16s04w0522, 15s04w3233, 15s04w3144, 15s04w3143, 
15s04w3142, 15s04w3141, 15s04w3114, and l5s04w3111 

Central Canal 

Description: The "central canal" is a trapezoidal channel for much of its length. The canal flows 
northwest from Highway 99S near Bryant Road, through commercial, residential and 
institutional areas, until it leaves the northern study limits at 18th Street and Rose Ave. The 
substrate is generally soil with little gravel, and much of the canal is unvegetated for a significant 
portion of the year due to routine spraying. Vegetation is limited to pasture grasses and reed 
canarygrass in most areas. Occasional tree groves provide limited habitat and thermal cover; the 
most notable is an Oregon ash grove south of I oth Avenue along Rose Street. 

Soils: Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation, local runoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 

Trees Vines/Herbs 
Phalaris anmdinacea (reed canarygrass) 
Alopecurus pratensis (meadow foxtail) 
Po~vgonum amp!Jibium (water smart weed) 
Alisma plantagoHaquatica (water plantain) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are low. Conveyance and flood storage 
functions are maximized and vegetation is routinely sprayed. Opportunities include: 

modify vegetation management approach to improve water quality/habitat functions 
eliminate noxious weeds and replace with native emergent species 
where space exists, plant native trees, shmbs to provide thermal cover, add stmctural 
diversity, and improve habitat 
treat stonnwater prior to discharge 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Wetland Characterization Sheet 
'GENERAL INFORMATION 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGM Class: 

iLOCATION 

CC-01 
0.48 acre 
PEMC/PFOl 
DO 

. .• 

Method: 
Field Date(s): 
Data Plot #s: 
Investigators: 

.. 

Onsite 
3/12/2009 
10, 11 
ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: Laurel Elementary School, Nyssa St. north of l21
h Ave. 

LegaVtax map: Lots 5900, 6000, 15s04w3111 

Sub-basin code: Central Canal 

\VETLAND CHARACTERISTICS 

','" 

. 

Description: This is a flat-bottomed oblong feature that mns east-west along the southern 
edge of school property. The feature is fed by stormwater discharge and precipitation, 
and has a piped outlet to an ann of the Central Canal. It is lined by a row of mature 
Oregon ash that are rooted near the outer extent of the wetland boundary on the north 
side. The low areas are dominated by meadow foxtail, bluegrasses and bentgrasses. 
Subdominant components include reed canarygrass, curly dock, and common camas. No 
sluubs are present and Himalayan blackberry cover and that of other noxious species is 
low. 

Soils: Malabon silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: direct precipitation 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees :sluubs Vines/Herbs 
Fraxiuus latifolia (Oregon ash) Alopecurus pratensis (meadow foxtail) 

Agrostis sp. (bentgrass) 
Poa sp. (bluegrass) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Enhancement oppmtunities would require school 
cooperation and some method oflimiting access to wetlands (by people and pets). 
Opportunities include the following: 

- supplemental planting of native trees, sluubs, groundcover 
- treatment of mnoff prior to discharge to the swale if necessary 
- prese1vation of headwater hydrology sources 
- elimination of noxious weeds 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGM Class: 

CC-02 
0.73 acre 
PABFx 
DCP 

Method: 
Field Date(s): 
Data Plot #s: 
Investigators: 

Offsite 
3/12/2009 
14, 15 
ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: At the edge of a mobile home park east of Pitney Lane 

Legal description: Lot 900, 16s04w0600 

Sub-basin code: Central Canal 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Description: This feature is an excavated depression. Black cottonwood and willow line 
the edge of the pond, particularly on the southwest side. Herbaceous vegetation includes 
reed canarygrass and meadow foxtail in roughly equal proportions, mostly at the margins. 
Approximately 30 percent of the feature is open water. No cmmection to other water 
bodies is apparent, although stream maps indicate that a Flat Creek tributary once passed 
adjacent to this feature. 

Soils: Malabon silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: stormwater, direct precipitation 

Dominant Vegetation: 

Trees 
Populus balsamifera 
(black cottonwood) 

>Shrubs 
t,opulus balsam{fera 
(black cottonwood) 

alix sp. (willow) 

Vines/Herbs 
A/opecurus pratensis (meadow foxtail) 
Pha/aris arundiuacea (reed canarygrass) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current land use is stormwater-related. Minimal 
upland area for expansion of the feature is available due to adjacent residential uses. 
Opportunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replace with native emergent and/or aquatic 
vegetation 

- supplemental planting of native trees, sluubs, groundcover 
- treatment ofstormwater mnoffprior to discharge if necessary 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 
[GENERAL INFORMATION 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HOM Class: 

lLOCATION 

CC-03 
0.52 acre 
PUBFh 
RFT 

Method: 
Field Date: 
Data Plot #s: 
Investigators: 

Offsite 
3/11/2009 
8,9 
ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: 3'd Ave./Maple St., south of Seventh Day Adventist church 

Legal description: Lots 8000, 820 l, 8202, 8300, 8600, 8700, l6s04w3233 

Sub-basin code: Central Canal 

'WETLAND CHARACTERISTICS 

Description: This feature is a more natural reach of the central canal, with a distinct plant 
community and hydrology. Oregon ash and black cottonwood comprise an overstory 
along the edges, with willow species forming an understory shrub component. Reed 
canarygrass is the sole dominant in the herbaceous layer. This site likely remains ponded 
much or all of the year. 

Adjacent uplands are vegetated with Oregon oak over an understory of meadow foxtail, 
tall fescue, reed canarygrass, and other weedy grasses and forbs. 

Soils: Coberg/Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, stormwater, direct precipitation 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees ,Shtubs Vines/Herbs 
Populus balsam(fera (black a/i.r sp. (willow) Phalaris arundiuacea (reed canarygrass) 
cottonwood) 
Fraxinus lat({olia (Oregon ash) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are lowered due to cover by 
noxious species and degraded water quality. Minimal upland area for expansion of the 
feature is available due to adjacent uses. Oppmtunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replacement with native emergent/aquatic species 
- supplemental planting of native trees, sluubs, groundcover 
- improving stormwater treatment upstream 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: CC-04 Method: Onsite 
Wetland Size: 14.45 acres 
Cowardin Class: PFOI!PEMC 
HGM Class: RFT/Flats 

Field Date(s): 3/25, 4/21, 6/2/2009 
Data Plot #s: 16-21; 26-30 

TB 

Street/landmark: East of Highway 99S, south of I stAve., includes 
Weyerhaeuser/Hunton properties 

Legal description: Lots 100,200,307,309,310,600,900, 16s04w0500 and Lot 100, 
16s04w0522. Also includes Southern Pacific Railroad, P&W and 
99S rights-of-way. 

Sub-basin code: Central Canal 
WETLAND CHAUACTERISTICS 

Description: This feature is a complex of large forested wetlands, sloughs and canals, 
and adjacent riparian wetlands. It is one of the largest wetland complexes inside the 
City's UGB, providing diverse wildlife habitat, intact water quality and hydrologic 
control functions. In the forest areas, black cottonwood and Oregon ash are dominant tree 
species. Shmbs are generally more drought-tolerant species such as common snowberry 
and poison oak. The herb layer is composed of reed canarygrass, poison hemlock, 
common camas, and pasture grasses. 

Soils: Coberg and Conser silty clay loams 

Hydrologic Source: stream flow, direct precipitation, mnofffrom adjacent vacant land 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees >Sluubs Vines/Herbs 
Populus triclwcmpa (black ~~'lllpftoricmpos a/bus Plw/aris anmdinacea (reed canarygrass) 
cottonwood) (common snowberry) Camassia quamash (common camas) 
Fraxiuus latifolia (Oregon ash) :oemleria ceras(formis Conium maculatum (poison hemlock) 

(Indian plum) 
~bus diversiloba (poison oak) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are high due to heavy tree and 
native species cover and interspersion of habitat types. There is some cover by noxious 
species including Himalayan blackberry. Oppottunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replacement with native emergent vegetation 
- replanting these areas (generally edges) with native trees, shmbs, groundcover 
- treatment of runoff entering this area from adjacent developed areas 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 
INFORMATION 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGMClass: 

EC (Eastern canal) 
3.38 acres 
PEMCx 
RFT 

Method: 
Field Date(s) 
Data Plot #s: 

Onsite 
3/12, 4/21, 6/2/2009 
35,36, 41-43 
TB,ACS 

Street/landmark: East ofHwy. 99 flowing north, crossing Hwy 99 0.1 mile south of 
the 99W /99E split 

Legal description: multiple lots in 15s04w3213, 15s04w3221, 15s04w3224, 
15s04w3220, 15s04w3224 

Sub-basin code: Eastem Canal 

lne,c,rir•ticm: The "Eastern Canal" is a trapezoidal channel for much of its length. 
lSt!bstralte is variable; generally graveled or rocked in industrial/connnercial areas, more 
leatl1htv in residential areas. Much of the canal is unvegetated for a significant portion of 

year due to routine spraying. Development abuts the top of bank along much of the 
and vegetation is limited to reed canarygrass and weedy grasses and forbs in most 
Some occasional tree groves provide some habitat and thermal cover. 

Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam 

canal flow, direct precipitation, localrnnoff 

Phalaris anmdinacea (reed canarygrass) 
A/opecurus pratensis (meadow foxtail) 
Bideus cernuua (nodding beggertick) 
Alisma plantago-aquaticia (water plantain) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Cu!Tent functions are low. Conveyance and flood 
storage functions are maximized and vegetation is routinely sprayed. Opportunities 
l"""m"' the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replanting with native emergent/herbaceous species 
- where space exists, plant native trees, shrnbs, protect water temperature, add strnctural 

and food source diversity, and improve aquatic habitat 
- treat stormwater prior to discharge 
- avoid areas of native 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: EC-01 Method: Onsite 
Wetland Size: !.95 acres Field Date: 3/ll/09 
Cowardin Class: PUB3G/PEMG Data Plot #s: 4, 5 
HGM Class: RFT Investigators: ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: Between W 14'" Ave. and W l7tl' Ave., at Hwy 99 (Ivy Street) 

Legal description: Lots 900, 1000, 15s04w3222; Lots 700, 1800, 1900, 2000, 2100, 
2200, 2800, 15s04w3221; Lot 4900, 15s04w3224 

Sub-basin code: Eastern Canal 

CHARACfERISTICS 

Description: This feature is near the Highway 99 bridge near Ivy Street. Water appears to 
be several feet deep much or all of the year. Reed canarygrass is prevalent near the 
margins, pmticularly on the south and east sides. Aquatic vegetation is also present, such 
as water starwmt. The north side borders residential backyards with a fringe of mature 
Douglas fir. Other adjacent uses are commercial, including a window business which 
stores inventory in and adjacent to the wetlands. 

Soils: Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees Vines/Herbs 

Pha/aris anmdiuacea (reed canarygrass) 
Cal/itriche stella/a (water starwort) 

Potential Enhancement Oppmtunities: Some functions are low due to adjacent 
residential, transportation, and commercial uses. Cover by noxious species is heavy in 
places. Oppmtunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replacement with native emergent/aquatic species 
- supplemental planting of native trees, shmbs 
- treatment of stonnwater mnoff prior to discharge 
-removal of windows and other materials stored in west end of wetland 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 
[GENERAL INFORMATION 

Wetland Code: EC-02 
Wetland Size: 0.87 acre (0.06 ac. in UGB) 
Cowardin Class: PEMC 
HGM Class: RFT 

iLOCATION . 

Street/landmark: Across from 280 Deal St. 

Legal description: Lots 900, 1200, 15s04w3213 

Sub-basin code: Eastern Canal 

WETLAND CHARACTERISTICS 

Method: 
Field Date: 
Data Plot #s: 
Investigators: 

Offsite 
3/11/09 
6, 7 
TB,ACS 

Description: This wetland is on an undeveloped vacant site with a swale entering from 
the south and curving to the west. The local topography slopes gradually up to the n01th 
and east. Reed canarygrass is the sole dominant species. Mature Douglas fir are present 
about 100' to the northern swale edge. The majority of this wetland lies outside the UGB 
(0.06 acre of wetland extends south into the UGB). 

Soils: Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation, local runoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees Sluubs Vines/Herbs 

Phalaris arundinacea (reed canarygrass) 

Potential Enhancement Opp01tunities: Functions at this site are degraded by low 
diversity across species and strata. Opportnnities include the following: 

-elimination of noxious weeds and replanting with native emergent, herbaceous species 
- supplemental planting of native trees, sluubs 
- treatment of stormwater runoff prior to discharge 
- some possibility of expanding wetland areas or creating additional flood storage 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 
INFORMATION 

Wetland Code: FC-01 Method: Offsite 
3/11/09 Wetland Size: 213.76 acres 

Cowardin Class: PEMf 
HGM Class: Flats 

Field Date: 
Data Plot #s: DSL WD data 

ACS, TB 

Street/landmark: North of High Pass Road, in area around treatment ponds 

Legal description: Lots 70 I, 900, I 000, 15s05w36; lot 4203 15s04w31; lot 200 
16s04w20; lot 1700 16s04w17 

Sub-basin code: Flat Creek 

WETLAND CHARACTERISTICS 

Description: Large fanned wetland area in the western part of town bisected by Flat 
Creek. This unit has been the subject of several DSL-reviewed delineations (e.g., WD 06-
0682, 04-0250, 98-0239), which form the basis for the current mapping. Based on review 
of these files and discussions with DSL, a large block of land bordering the treatment 
ponds (generally to the north) is assumed to be wetland. Other parts of the wetland 
boundary follow approved delineations. 

The fanned wetland unit contains a mix of a grass seed, grain and vegetable crops. 

Soils: Awbrig silty clay loam, Bashaw clay, Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay 
loam, Malabon silty clay loam, Salem gravelly silt loam 

Hydrologic Source: streamflow, direct precipitation, limited localmnoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees •Sluubs Vines/Herbs 

grass seed, grain and 
vegetable crops 

Potential Enhancement Oppmtunities: Current farm use limits options within wetlands. 
Flat Creek and adjoining wetlands would benefit from buffering from the farm use and 
the establishment of a native tree/slu·ub component along the stream corridor. 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: FC-02 Method: 
Wetland Size: 19.85 acres Field Date: 
Cowardin Class: PEMf/PFOC Data Plot#: 
HOM Class: Flats 

Street/landmark: Nmth and south of Milliron Rd., east ofHwy 99 

Legal description: Lot 1700 16s041700; Lot 200 l6s04w2000 

Sub-basin code: Flat Creek 

Offsite 
4/21/09 
44 

TB 

ID'"~'·intion: This wetland comprises a complex of agricultural fields, industrial land, 
utility easement that runs parallel along the east side of Highway 99. These features 
connected by culverts. The agricultural areas south of Milliron Road are dominated 
grasses. A tributary to Flat Creek passes through the wetland from southeast to 

lnctt'!l'tw<~st.Nmth of Milliron Road is a black cottonwood grove with rose, reed 
lcanaJtyg:ra~;s and common camas. The utility corridor is dominated almost exclusively by 

canarygrass transitioning to meadow foxtail, tall fescue, and other pasture grasses as 
ltmJoQra"'hv rises slowly to the north. Similar conditions exist in the utility cmTidor south 

Milliron Road but the extent of wetland was unclear; this area was mapped as a 
IPr·obatbleWetland (PW). FC-02 includes DSL #WD 03-390 and remaining patt of#WD 

137 (much of this delineated wetland has been filled). The area south of this wetland 
approved for development; per DSL's guidance, a note was added to the LWI map. 

Awbrig silty clay loam, Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam 

direct precipitation, localtunoff, roadway runoff 

canary grass) 
Rubus armeuiacus (Himalayan blackbeny) 
Festucua arundinacea (tall fescue) 
Camassia 

IP<JteJnti;~l Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are variable due to adjacent 
transportation and agricultural uses. Water quality functions are high, while wildlife 
habitat values in the utility corridor and agricultural areas are low. Cover by noxious 
species is heavy in places. Oppmtunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replanting with native emergent vegetation 
-supplemental planting of vegetation where it won't interfere with utilities 
- treatment of stormwater to 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGMClass: 

FC-03 
3.3 acres 
PEMCd;PUBx 
RFT· Flats 

Method: 
Field Date: 
Data Plot#: 

Street/landmark: East ofHwy 99, west ofUPRR tracks 

Legal description: Lot 20 l, Tl6S, R4W, Section 17 

Sub-basin code: Flat Creek 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Offsite 
4/21/09 
DSL WD data 

ACS 

Description: This feature comprises three wetlands that drain to Flat Creek and which are 
documented in Det. #WD Ol-0343 and 90-0137. One lies in a farmed area just nmth of 
FC-02; one is a ditch that passes through an industrial area, and the last is a small 
remnant feature that lacks a cmmection to other wetlands or streams. The wetlands are 
dominated by grasses, primarily annual ryegrass. The northerly wetland has been ditched 
in the past to channelize flow and create drainage. This wetland is RFT; the other 
features are Flats. 

Soils: Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam, Malabon silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: direct precipitation, local runoff, stream flow 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees Vines/Herbs 

Loliummult{florum (annual ryegrass) 
Juncus bujimius (toad rush) 
Poa amma (annual bluegrass) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are low due to adjacent 
agricultural uses. Enhancement opportunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replanting with native emergent vegetation 
- supplemental planting of tree and sluub vegetation to add stmcture, limit heat gain 
- supplemental planting of dense herbaceous vegetation in adjacent uplands to create a 
filter strip to intercept pollutants and eroded material canied by sheet flow 
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Wetland Characterization Sheet 

Wetland Code: 
Wetland Size: 
Cowardin Class: 
HGMClass: 

we (western canal) 
1.36 acres 
PEMCx 
RFT 

Method: 
Field Date(s): 
Data Plot #s: 

Offsite 
4/21/09 
33,34,37 

ACS 

Street/landmark: East of Oaklea Dr., parallel to Oaklea to nmthern study area bo,un<laryl 

Legal description: Lots 200, 500, 600, 700, 800, 15s04w3121 

Sub-basin code: Western Canal 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Description: The western canal is a trapezoidal chatmel for much of its length, becoming 
softer and less angular near its headwater. Substrate varies from soil to W' gravel, and 
much of the canal is unvegetated for a significant pmtion of the year due to routine 
spraying. Residential development abuts the top of bank along much of the canal and 
vegetation is limited to pasture grasses and reed canarygrass in most areas. 

Soils: Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation, localmnoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees Vines/Herbs 

Phalaris anmdinacea (reed canarygrass) 
A!opecums pratensis (meadow foxtail) 
Po()1gonum amphibium (water smartweed) 
Hypochaeris radicata (spotted eat's ear) 

Potential Enhancement Opportunities: Current functions are low. Conveyance and flood 
storage functions are maximized and vegetation is routinely sprayed. 
Opportunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds 
- where space exists, plant native trees, sluubs, protect water temperature, add stmctural 

and food source diversity, and improve fish habitat 
-treat stormwater prior to discharge 
- cease spraying areas of native vegetation, if necessary 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

Wetland Characterization Sheet 
[GENJ<:RALlNFORMATION 

Wetland Code: WC-01 Method: 

. 

Wetland Size: 0.76 acre Field Date(s): 
Cowardin Class: PEMC Data Plot #s: 
HGM Class: RFT Investigators: 

LOCATION 
. 

Street/landmark: 94505 Oaklea Dr. 

Legal description: Lots 200, 500,600,700,800, 15s04w3121 

Basin/sub-basin code: Western Canal 

WETLAND CHARACTERISTICS 

Onsite 
4/21/09 
24,25 
TB,ACS 

Description: This wetland lies in an area of low-density residential land used for hobby 
farms. Dominant vegetation comprises pasture grasses and weedy forbs with a fringe of 
hydrophytic trees. Wetland edges are affected by mowing, gardening, and ornamental 
plantings. 

Soils: Coberg silty clay loam, Conser silty clay loam 

Hydrologic Source: canal flow, direct precipitation, localmnoff 

Dominant Vegetation: 
Trees 1Slnubs Vines/Herbs 
Populus balsamifera Poa sp. (bluegrass) 
(black cottonwood) Pseudoroegueria repens (quackgrass) 

Trifolium repens (white clover) 
Festuca arundinacea (tall fescue) 

Potential Enhancement Oppmtunities: Cunent functions are moderate to low. Water 
quality functions are intact, but plant community is simple and affected by noxious 
species invasion. Opportunities include the following: 

- elimination of noxious weeds and replanting with native emergent vegetation 
- supplemental planting of native trees, shrubs, ground cover to protect water 

temperature, add stmctural and food source diversity, and improve fish habitat 
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Appendix C. Field Data Forms 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI 

ApplicanVOwner: 

lnvestigator(s): 

Bergstrom Park 

TBIACS 

City/County: 

State: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 311112009 

Sampling Point: 1 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace above canal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 
Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No l8l within a Wetland? Yes D No l8l 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: Bergstrom Canal, in Bergstrom Park. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1JL[) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: .< (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 67 (NB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1§:..!) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: .§:..!) UPL species x5= -- --
1. AloQecurus g;ratensis 70 l8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Poa SQ. 40 l8l FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- L8J. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non.Vascular Plants1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

11 =Total Cover 
Wood'i. Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1§:..!) 

1. Rubus armeniacus 10 l8l FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No n 
1Q. = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Sprayed 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 1 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches) Color {moist) ~ Color {moist} _jL_ ...lYruL_ ~ Texture Remarks 

0-10" 10YR 3/2 100 sift loam well drained 

10-20" 10YR 311+ 100 silt loam slight color change, but not 1 chroma 

no redox 

1Tvoe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore UninQ, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (SS) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FB) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present}: 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No_l8l_ 

Remarks: 

Soil bet\'l'een 10 and 20 inches is very loose subangular blocky texture that falls apart as water drains out. Water table likely drops quickly as water 
level in adjacent canal drops. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima(Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQly} Secondaf:Y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

lZI. High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 46) 4A, and 46) 

lZI. Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B 1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (BS) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No lZI. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes lZI. No 0 Depth (inches): 15 

Saturation Present? Yes lZI. No 0 Depth (inches): ~ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No_D_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken at OHWL (vegetation transition, small debris removed). Water surface is 1' foot from plot.1 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/11/2009 

Applicant/Owner: Bergstrom Park State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes i8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks») 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 183 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 183 No D within a Wetland? Yes 183 No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 183 No D 
Remarks: Bergstrom Canal, in Bergstrom Park 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1.2.:..!) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: z (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: z (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (NB) 

SaQling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.2.:..!) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQ:I~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- --
-- -- --

FACW species X 2 = 
4. D -- --
-- -- --

5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --
.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size: .[..[) UPL species x5= ----
1. AloQ:ecurus pratensis 30 183 FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Poa SQ. 30 183 FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :i3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non.Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

60 = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1.2.:..!) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 183 No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Sprayed 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 6 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches) Color {moist} ~ Color (moist} ___ji_ ~ _bQQ_ Texture Remarks 

0-6" 10YR 3/2 100 silt loam friable 

6-20" 10YR 3/1 100 silt loam verv loose. friable. almost granular 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (SB) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) .[81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (FB) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes !81 No__[]_ 

Remarks: 

Hydric soil criteria definition in Field Indicators of the US glossary: 

Conser silty clay loam is poorly drained with a water table at a depth of 1.0 foot or less during the growing season with permeability tess than 6.0 
in/hour in any layer within a depth of 20 inches. Moreover, Conser silty clay loam is frequently ponded for long or very long duration during the 
grmving season. Removal of fine debris indicates water reaches this elevation. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI~} Secondan:: Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

.!81 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

.!81 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (B10) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilted Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

U Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No .!81 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes .!81 No 0 Depth (inches): z: 
Saturation Present? Yes .!81 No 0 Depth (inches):£ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes !81 No_[]_ 
(includes capillary frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring welt, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken at OHWL (vegetation transition, smart debris removed). Water surface is 1' foot from plot. 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI City/County: 

Applicant/Owner: Countrv Coach site State: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/11/2009 

;l 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Coberg!Conser silty clay foams NWI Classification: PEMC 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation .C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes IS] No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No IS] 

within a Wetland? Yes D No IS] 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No IS] 

Remarks: Wooded area between Country Coach and the western end of Elm Street. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100 (NB) 

SaQiinglShrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.§:_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQI~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: .[_£) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Festuca arundinacea 75 IS] FAC- Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B!A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- !8l. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ::;3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

75 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.1) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes IS] No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 
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SOIL Sampling Point: d 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moistl % Color (mQist) _.%____ ~ ---.kQL_ Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/2 silt loam friable 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A 10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D Noj8J_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prjmart Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all ttJat aQ:Q:I~} Secondart Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (BS) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88} 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? 
(includes caoillary fringE!) 

Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_BL 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Soil evenly moist throughout 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicantfOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hills/ope, terrace, etc.): canal bank Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8l. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

3/11/2009 

i 

Slope (%) 10% 

Datum: 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are 'Normal Circumstances" present? Yes 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

No 0 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 181 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No D within a Wetland? Yes 181 No D 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No D 
Remarks: Between W 14 Avenue and W 17 Avenue, at Highway 99 (Ivy Street) EC-01 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: lQ:..r) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW. or FAG: 100 (A/B) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: iQ:_r) 

1. D Prevalence Index worksheet: -- -- --
Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 

2. D -- -- -- OBL species x1= 
3. D -- --
-- -- -- FACW species x2= 

4. D -- --
-- -- --

FAC species x3= 
5. D -- ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:§:_£) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 100 181 FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is S3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: iQ:_r) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 181 No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 

Remarks: 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 4 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist} _%.._ Color {moist} __%_ .....IYrul:_ Loc---r Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 2.5/1 silt loam minor small gravel. some glass 

1Tvoe: C=Concentration, D=Deoletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) !81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l2l No _D._ 
Remarks: 

Water table at 6 inches satsifies Hydric Soil Criterion 283 ~water table at less than or equal to 1 foot from the surface during the growing season, if 
permeability is less than 6 inches per hour in any layer within 20 inches. Observation of surface inundation may also satisfy Criterion 3 as well. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primar:y Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQI~) Secondar:y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

l8l Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water·Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water·Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

l8l High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B 1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry·Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) 0 FAC-Neulral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes l8l No 0 Depth (inches): 6 inches 

Saturation Present? 
fincludes caoillarv frinoel 

Yes l8l No 0 Depth (inches): surface Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l2l No_[]_ 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken 1 foot from edge of water 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/11/2009 

ApplicanUOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): slope above canal Local relief (concave, convex, none) none Slope(%) 10% 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are 'Normal Circumstances" present? Yes .t8l No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes IZJ No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No IZJ within a Wetland? Yes D No IZJ 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes D No IZJ 
Remarks: Bet\veen W 14\11 Avenue and W 171

n Avenue, at Highway 99 (Ivy Street) 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1..§:_[) %Cover Suecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Pseudotsuga menziesii 10 D FACU That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: z (A) 

2. Salix babylonica 50 IZJ FACW 
Total Number of Dominant 

3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: z (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
60 =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100 (NB) 

Sagling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ~) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQIY by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:~ UPL species x5= -- --
1. Phataris arundinacea 1Q IZJ FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Poa annua I D FAC Prevalence Index = 8/A = --
3. Cardamine oligosuerma I D FAG Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- l8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :::;3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 WeUand Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

10 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes IZJ No D 

Q.= Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 90 
Remarks: 

Managed landscape area. Douglas fir dominant elsewhere at same elevation. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point:.§ 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color <moist> % Color fmoistl % __IyQjL_ Loc Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/2 silt loam friable no redox 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2} 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 
0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:;: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No_l8l_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimarY Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that am~:IY:l SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 
0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (03) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 181 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 181 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 181 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No.J81_ 
{includes caoillarv {ringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken about 2 feet above and 5 feet from Plot 4 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI 

Applicant/Owner: 

lnvestigator(s): 

Landform (hills/ope, terrace, etc.): swale bottom 

Subregion {LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam 

City/County: 

State: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

NWI Classification: N/A 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/1212009 

Slope(%) 3% 

Datum: 

Are climaticfhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation ,Ci Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are ·Normal Circumstances" present? Yes 181 No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 181 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No D within a Wetland? Yes 181 No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE- E of Deal Street, between E 10 and 11 Avenues. EG-02 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum {Plot size: 1.§:.!) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100 (AlB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1[_£) 

1. -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: --
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

2. D -- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: [_f) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 100 D FAGW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :S3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1[_£) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 181 No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point:§ 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color {moist} ____!&____ Color {moist} ____%_____ ~ Loc" Texture Remarks 

1Tvpe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (SS) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 181 Other (Explain in Remarks} 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8} unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes Bl No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE- mapped hydric 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primaty Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that ag:QI~l Secondaty Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

[8] Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2} 

0 Sediment Deposits (82} 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No [8] Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes [8] No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes .[8l No 0 Depth (inches): surface Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Bl No__[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot at edge of surface water. Visible surface saturation. Presume water table above 12 inches based on proximity to flowing water, vegetation, topo. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: 

ApplicanVOwner: State: 

lnvestigator(s}: Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/12/2009 

z 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are cHmaticlhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetalion Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No D within a Wetland? Yes D No I8J 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No I8J 
Remarks: OFFSITE- E of Deal Street, between E 10th and 11th Avenues. EC-02 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (A/B) 

Sag:ling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ffi) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQiy by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
FACW species x2= 

4. D -- ---- -- --
FAC species x3= 

5. D -- ---- -- --
.Q = T a tal Cover FACU species -- x4 = --

Herb Stratum (Plot size:~) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 10 D FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Festuca arundinacea 60 I8J FAC· Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Alogecurus gratensis 30 I8J FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- I8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody_ Vine Stratum (Plot size: .12:...I) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- D -- Present? Yes I8J No D --

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 

Remarks: 

Percent cover is approximate -vegetation is young 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 1 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color {moist} ____%____ Color (moist) _____%._ ....IYruL_ ____1Q£_ Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Unino, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 181 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remari<s: 

OFF SITE- mapped hydric 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQ:QI~} Seconda[Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surtace Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aeriallmagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (03) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (OS) 

o_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No _l8l_ 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken above upper extent of flowing water. Likely drained by adjacent lower area. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI 

Applicant/Owner: 3'd/Kalmia 

lnvestigator(s): 

City/County: 

State: 

Seclion, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3112/2009 

l! 

Landform (hillstope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: PUBFh 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 18J. No 0 {If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation 0 Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No D within a Wetland? Yes 0 No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE -plots taken near church, behind utility building on 3' Avenue. CC-03 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ffi} %Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 75 0 FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. Populus balsamifera v. trichocarpa 1Q D FAC 
Total Number of Dominant 

3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
.§.§_=Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (AlB) 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..§:_[} 

1. Salix sp. 20 0 FAC-OBL Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: Multi pi~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --

FAC species x3= 5. D -- ---- -- --
20 = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size:~) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 90 0 FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- J8J. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :s:3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

90 =Total Cover 
WoodY. Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1§J) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 0 No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point:.§: 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color (moist} ___!&_____ Color {moist} ____.%.__ ~ Loc2 Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 HisUc Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) I8l Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark. Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
0 Sandy Mucl<y Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric SoH Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE- mapped hydric soil 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that a~~~~} Seconda[Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

181 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Panerns (810) 

181 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

181 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Ngal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquilard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 181 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No__[)_ 
(includes capillary frinae l 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Ponded, likely drains slowly during growing season 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI 

Applicant/Owner: 3rd/Maple 

lnvesligator(s): TB/ACS 

City/County: 

State: OR 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/1212009 

Q 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser siltv clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climaticJhydrofogic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are ~Normal Circumstances" present? Yes 181 No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks h) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No l8l within a Weiland? Yes D No l8l 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No l8l 
Remarks: OFFSITE • CC·03 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_£) %Cover S12:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Quercus gar(Yana 70 l8l NL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: g (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
70 = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 67 (NB) 

SaQling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiRI~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

=Total Cover FACU species -- x4= ----
Herb Stratum (Plot size:§:_[) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Festuca arundinacea 30 l8l FAC Column Totals -- --
2. AloQ:ecurus Qratensis 30 l8l FACW Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. Phalaris arundinacea 10 D FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Unidentified grass 10 D FAC Bl. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Mise small annuals 15 D FAC 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.0 1 

6. Cardamine o1igosQerma § D FAC 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody_ Vine Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 

Q. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 2 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color {moist) ~ Color {moist} ______%__ ~ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

1Tvoe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 181 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FS) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes Bl No _D____. 
Remarks: 

OFF SITE ~ Mapped hydric soil 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQI~} SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained leaves (B9) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (B10) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 0 Dry~Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_l8L 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot about 4 feet above OHWL, about 5' away. High water table andfor saturation unlikely based on topographic position. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/12/2009 

ApplicanUOwner: Laurel Elementarv School State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Matabon silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes J8l No 0 {If no, explain in Remarks.} 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I2J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I2J No D within a Wetland? Yes I2J No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I2J No D 
Remarks: Laurel Elementary School grounds GG-01 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:..I) %Cover SQecles? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 60 I2J FAGW That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
QQ.= Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100% (AlB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..§:_£) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total % Cover of: MultiQIY by: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- --
-- -- --

4. D 
FACW species -- x2 = ---- -- --

5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --
=Total Cover FACU species -- x4= ----

Herb Stratum (Plot size: §:.r) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Poa SQ. 40 I2J FAG Column Totals -- --
2. Agrostis SQ. 25 I2J FAG Prevalence Index = B!A = 

3. AloQecurus Qratensis 20 I2J FAGW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Phafaris arundinacea 10 D FAGW 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Rumex crisQus !; D FAG+ 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.£) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes I2J No D 

Q. = Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Poinl: 10 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist} ____%____ Color (moist> % __IyQL Loc Texture Remarks 

0-8" 10YR 3/2 100 si cl to 

8-20" 10YR 3/2 77 7.5YR 4/6 15 c M si clio 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A 10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3} 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0. Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:;:: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0. No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima(Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that BQQ:I~} Seconda!Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0. Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches): 20 

Saturation Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches): 12 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes !3J No_[]_ 
(includes caoiltarv fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot just inside wetland boundary. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junclion City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/12/2009 

Applicant/Owner: laurel Elementary School State: Sampling Point: 11 
tnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Mala bon silty clay loam NWI Classification: NfA 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .I8l No D (If no, explain in Remarks.} 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No I8J within a Wetland? Yes D No I8J 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No I8J 
Remarks: Laurel Elementary School grounds CC-01 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1.§:.1) 0/o Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 70 I8J FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
1.Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (AlB) 

Sag:ling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..[_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total% Cover of: Multig:l~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- -- FAC species x3= 
5. D -- ---- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ~) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Poa sp. 50 I8J FAG Column Totals -- --
2. Unidentifed grass 20 I8J FAG Prevalence Index = B/A = --
3. AloQecurus (;!ratensis 10 D FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Allium SQ. §_ D FAG J8J. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :i3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

85 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vlne Stratum (Plot size: 1..[_[) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes I8J No D 

Q. = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: jQQ- QQen water 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 11 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist) _L_ Color {moist} ~ Type1 Loc~ Texture Remarks 

0-14" 10YR 3/2 100 si clio 

14-20" 10YR 3/2 77 7.5YR 4/6 20 c M si clio 

7.5YR 5/6 3 c M si clio 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2cmMuck(A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stnpped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present. 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No..I8L_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primart Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check at! that aQQI~) Secondart Indicators (2 or more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48} 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Sail Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Dnfi Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

D.. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (Inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No_l8L 
(includes capillary fnnoel 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Barely moist at 20 inches. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/1212009 

AppticanUOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon-Urban land complex 

local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8J. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.} 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No 0 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No 0 within a Wetland? Yes l8l No 0 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No 0 
Remarks: OFFSITE ·south end of Rose Street, south of 10 Avenue Part of CC 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.1) %Cover Suecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 70 l8l FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
70 = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (A/8) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) 

1. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 
Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. 0 -- --
-- -- -- FACW species x2= 

4. 0 -- ---- -- --
5. 0 FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: §:._[) UPL species x5= -- --
1. -- -- 0 -- Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. -- -- 0 -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- 0 -- .I8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.0 1 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 WeUand Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 1/ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

Q =Total Cover 
Wood'i. Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1§:.r) 

1. 0 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes l8l No 0 

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: lQO · oQen water 

Remarks: 

Plot taken at base of ash tree at the OHWL, based on debris lines, lines on rocks downstream, vegetation transition in herb layer. Below OHWL, this 
feature is unvegetated at this location. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 12 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color {moist} ____!&__ Color (moist} ____1_~~ Texture Remarks 

1Tvpe: C-Concentration, D=Denletion, RM-Reduced Matrix, CS-Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M-Matrix. 
Hydric Soli Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 181 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surtace (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE- presume soil exhibits hydric soil indicators in the top 12 inches based on position below OHWL. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prim art Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI:t} Seconda[Y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

.0. Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

.0. Water Marks (B 1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

.0. Drift Deposrrs (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

.t8l Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes .l8l No 0 Depth (inches):earlier in season 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? 
I lincludes caoillarv frinoel 

Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [8J No_D_ 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Some ash trees rooted at or below OHWL of canal flowing through ash grove. Canal and lower bank below OHWL are minimally vegetated. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: 

Applicant/Owner: State: 

lnvestigator(s}: Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/12/2009 

13 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Matabon·Urban Land complex NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatidhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .f8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No I8J within a Wetland? Yes D No I8J 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No I8J 
Remarks: OFFSITE- south end of Rose Street, south of 10th Avenue Part of CC 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: l.[j) %Cover SQ:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 70 I8J FACW That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
1Q. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 75% (NB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: lli.J:) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
T a tal % Cover of: MuitiQI~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- --
-- -- --

FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

25 = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_£) UPL species x5= ----
1. Phalaris arundinacea 60 I8J FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Mantia sibirica 20 I8J FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Galium a12arine 20 I8J FACU Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% --
5. -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.0 1 

--
6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non.Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1/ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.1) 

1. Rubus armeniacus I D FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes I8J No D 
l =Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 13 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color (moist} % Color (moist} % ...lYruL. Loc Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No_Gl_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE -Ground surface obscured, but soil not mapped hydric and geomorphic position suggests this plot is above the influence of water in the 
cc. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQiy} Seconda!Y Indicators 12 or more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust(B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Vlsible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No_!&_ 
_(includes caoillarv frinoel 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken above OHWL- no evidence of saturation, ponding, or flow. Likely not saturated in top 12" during growing season. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/12/2009 

ApplicanUOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): pond edge 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon silty clay loam NWI Classification: PABFx 

Are climaticJhydrotogic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No D l8l D within a Wetland? Yes No 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE ~Pitney Lane mobile home park CC~02 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: lli_r) %Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Populus balsamifera v. trichocarpa 50 l8l FACU That Are OBL. FACW. or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 2 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
.§_Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 67 (NB) 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_£) 

1. Salix sp. 20 l8l FAC-OBL Prevalence Index worksheet: 

l8l Total% Cover of: Multiply: by: 
2. Populus balsamifera v. trichocaroa ~ FAC 

OBL species x1= 
3. D -- --
-- -- -- FACW species x2= 

4. D -- ---- -- --
FAC species x3= 5. D -- ---- -- --

25 = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 30 l8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Alopecurus pratensis 40 l8l FACW Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ::;3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non~Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

70 = Total Cover 
WoodY. Vine Stratum (Plot size: .l§:.r) 

1. Rubus armeniacus 30 l8l FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 
~=Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 30 ~ open water 

Remarks: 

Community on west edge of pond. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 1.4 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color {moist} ~ Color (moist} ~ ...lYruL_ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2location: PL=Pore Unina, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Hislosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Hislic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Hislic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) .[8l Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present}: 

Type::.: 

Depth (inches)·. Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No_(]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE - Ground surface obscured, no soils sampled. Hydric soil assumed based on NWI mapping, observation of extent of inundation. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primari Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that a1212M Seconda!Y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

l8l Surface Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

l8l Saturation (A3) 0 Sail Crusl(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) !21 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mal or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquilard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes l8l No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? YesO NoD Deplh(inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available; 

Remarks: 

Plot taken at edge of pond, several inches below OHWL. Hydrology source is stormwater. Cannot determine whether this feature is hydrologically 
isolated from stream! canal system, but no other wetlands, streams or water features appear connected in aerial photography. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/12/2009 

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace above pond 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon siltv clay loam NWI Classification: PABFx 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes E8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are ~Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No lSI Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No lSI within a Wetland? Yes D No lSI 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No lSI 
Remarks: OFFSITE w Pitney Lane mobile home park CC-02 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: lli...!) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: Q (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: Q (NB) 

SaQ:Iing!Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1[_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQIY by; 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
FACW species x2= 

4. D -- ---- -- --
FAC species x3= 5. D -- ---- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species 100 x4= 400 

Herb Stratum (Plot size; [1) UPL species -- x5= --
1. -- -- D -- Column Totals 100 400 
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = 8/A = 4.00 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is !>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

B. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

= Total Cover --
Woody_ Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1[_£) 

1. Rubus armeniacus 100 lSI FACU 
Hydrophyttc 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes D No lSI 
1QQ_= Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks; 

Community on west edge of pond. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 15 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color {moist) ~ Color (moist} ~~ Loc} Texture Remarks 

1Tvne: C=Concentration, D-Depletion, RM-Reduced Matrix, CS-Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL -Pore Linino, M-Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to alllRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2cmMuck(A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D NoJ8]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE ~Ground surface obscured, no soils sampled. Geomorphic position suggests soils not influenced by nearby standing water. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that am~!~} Seconda[Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water~Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 46) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No ]81 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? 
I lincludes caoillarv frinoel 

Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No_l8l_ 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken 3 feet from above open water~ unlikely to stay saturated. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS 

City/County: Lane 

State: OR 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/2512009 

16 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climaticthydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No l8l within a Wetland? Yes D No l8l 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No l8l 
Remarks: Part of CC·04 complex 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: l.§J) %Cover Suecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 30 l8l FAGW That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: § (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
!ill. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 60 (AlB) 

Sauling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.§.:1) 

1. Qgmleria cerasiformis § D FAGU Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. Rhus diversiloba 20 l8l FAGU 
Total% Cover of: Multiply by: 

l8l 
OBL species -- X 1 = --3. SYmoboricarpos albus 20 FAGU 

4. Crata!mUS douglasii D FAG 
FACW species -- x2= --I 

5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --
45 =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 10 D FAGW Column Totals -- --
2. Camassia guamash 80 l8l FAGW Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Ranuncutus repens 30 l8l FAGW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptalions 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non·Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

120 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ~) 

1. Rubus armeniacus I D FAGU 
Hydrophytlc 
Vegetation 

2. -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No n --
.I_= Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remarks: 

Plot taken in narrow riparian fringe between open water and drier tree/shrub community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 16 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color <moist> % Color <moist) % Type' Locz Texture Remarks 

0-5" 10YR 3/1+ 100 silt loam 

5-8 10YR 3/1+ 98 7.5YR 5/6 2 c M silt loam 

8-20" 10YR 3/1+ 80 7.5YR 5/6 20 c M sil clio 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soli Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remari<s} 
0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0. Redox Dark Surface (F6) Jlndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive layer (if present): 

Type:::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l2l No_[}_ 

Remarks: 

Texture becomes finer with increasing depth. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primart Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that agg/:1} Seconda!Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0. High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0. Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches): 14" 

Saturation Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches):!!: Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l2l No_[]_ 
/includes caoillarv frinael 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken 3 feet from edge of open water. Water flows very slowly to north. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS 

City/County: 

State: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/25/2009 

1l 

Landform (hills/ope, terrace, etc.): depression 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief {concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers In Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No lZl Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No lZl within a Wetland? Yes 0 No lZl 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No lZl 
Remarks: Western edge of wetland is railroad embankment fill and/or hardened bank. Part of CC·04 complex. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.!) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Quercus gar(Yana 90 lZl NL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: Q (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: § (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Jill. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: Q (NB) 

SaQiingfShrub Stratum (Plot size: .1Q:.r) 

1. Oemleria cerasiformis 15 lZl FACU Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. Rhus diversi!oba 25 lZl FACU 
Total% Cover of: Multig:l~ b~: 

OBL species Q X 1 = Q 
3. Amelanchier alnifolia 20 lZl FACU 

4. Crataegus douglasii § 0 FAC 
F ACW species Q x2= Q 

5. S~mQ:horcarQQs albus § 0 FACU 
FAG species § x3= 15 

70 =Total Cover FACU species 155 x4= 620 
Herb Stratum (Plot size:§:.!) UPL species 90 x5= 450 
1. Dactylus glomerata 60 lZl FACU Column Totals 250 1085 
2. Camassia guam ash 1Q 0 FACU Prevalence Index = BFA= 4.34 

3. -- -- 0 -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- 0 -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is ::;3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non· Vascular Plants 1 

8. -- -- 0 --
9. D 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
-- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

70 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum {Plot size: .1Q:.r) 

1. Rubus armeniacus 25 lZl FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes 0 No lZl 
.£§__ = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 30 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 17 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moistl % Color {moist) _jL_~ Loc} Texture Remarks 

0-16 10YR 312 100 silt loam 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lininQ, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stnpped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) Jlndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No_l8l_ 

Remarks: 

Root refusal at 16 inches. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima(Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQ:Qiy} SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 18! Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 18! Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 18! Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D NoJ2L 
(includes caoillarv frinae) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Soil is moist only at 16 inches. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI City/County: lane Sampling Date: 3/25/2009 

Applicant/Owner: State: OR Sampling Point: 18 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hiltslope, terrace, etc.): depression Local relief (concave, convex, none) ~ Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser I Salem NWI Classification: Mapped. no class given 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation [J Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstancesw present? Yes 181 No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology D naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No D within a Wetland? Yes l8l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: Part of CC-04 wetland complex 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_£) '%Cover S~ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100 (NB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1§:.1) 

1. PoQ:ulus balsamifera v. trichocarQa 90 l8l FAG Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total% Cover of: MultiQI:i by: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- --
-- -- -- F ACW species x2= 

4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

90 =Total Cover F ACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r} UPL species x5= -- --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 90 l8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Conium maculatum I D FAG+ Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Gatium aQarine I D FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .i8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

90 =Total Cover 
Wood'/.. Vlne Stratum {Plot size: ffi) 

1. Rubus armeniacus I l8l FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 
l = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remarks: 

Cottonwood trees present elsewhere in community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 18 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color <moistl % Color <moist) % ....I'lllL Loc Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/2 90 10YR 3/1 5 D M sift loam 

7.5YR 3/4 5 c M silt loam 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (SS) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) .[8l Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) l8l Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FS) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes [8l No.J]_ 

Remarks: 

Hydric soil criteria definition in Field Indicators of the US glossary: 

Conser silty clay loam is poorly drained with a water table at a depth of 1.0 foot or less during the growing season with permeability less than 6.0 
in/hour in any layer within a depth of 20 inches. Moreover, Conser silty day loam is frequently ponded for long or very long duration during the 
growing season. Observation of water table at the surface corroborates this finding. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primaetlndicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI~) Seconda!Y Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

l8l Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

l8l High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

l8l Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCnust(811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 18l Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal MatorCrust(84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (03) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6} 0 FAG-Neutral Test (OS) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes .t8l No 0 Depth (inches):surface 

Water Table Present? Yes .t8l No 0 Depth (inches): surface 

Saturation Present? Yes .t8J. No 0 Depth (inches): surface Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 3/25/2009 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser State: Sampling Point: 

tnvestigator(s}: TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are c!imatidhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation 0 Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No 181 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No 181 within a Wetland? Yes D No 181 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No 181 
Remarks: Part of the CC-04 wetland complex 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: JK.I) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: Q (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 
4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 

-- = Total Cover That Are OBL. FAGW. or FAG: Q (AlB) 
SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species Q X 1 = Q 

3. -- -- D --
4. D 

FACW species 1.> x2= 30 
-- -- --

5. D FAG species 1.> x3= 45 
-- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species 55 x4= 220 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Taraxacum officinale 30 181 FAGU Column Totals 85 295 
2. H~Qchaeris radicata 25 181 FAGU Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.47 

3. Conium maculatum 15 D FAG+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Phalaris arundincea 1.> D FAGW 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Poa annua I D FAG 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

85 =Total Cover 
WoodY. Vine Stratum (Plot size: JK.I) 

1. Rubus armeniacus I 181 FAGU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes D No 181 
l =Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 20 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: j_g 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color lmoistl % Color fmoistl % ~ Loc Texture Remarks 

0-10" 10YR 3/2 95 7.5YR 5/4 5 c M silt loam 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to alllRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A 11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive layer {if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No__0_ 

Remarks: 

Rock refusal at 10Q ~fill material. Hydric soil likely relict based on landscape position. Plot taken at the Conser silty clay loam/Salem gravelly silt loam 
map unit interface. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primar:y Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQiy:} Secondar:y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water~Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saluration (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (913) 0 Dry~Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (92) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (97) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost~Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (98) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_l8L 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI 

ApplicanVOwner: 

lnvestigator(s): 

Weyerhaeuser@ Possom Flats 

TB/ACS 

City/County: 

State: OR 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/25/2009 

20 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.}: terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes !21 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks D) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No D within a Wetland? Yes l8l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE ··Hydrologically connected to Plots 16-19. Part of the CC-04 wetland complex. Plot viewed from Possum Flat Road. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1..[_{) %Cover SQ:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 90 l8l FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: g (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
90 =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 67 (ArB) 

SaQ:Iing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQ:I~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- -- FAG species x3= 
5. D -- ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundincea 30 l8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Conium maculatum § D FAC+ Prevalence Index = 8/A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.0 1 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations, (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

35 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: ~) 

1. Rubus armeniacus 1Q l8l FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 
1.§_ = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 65 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 20 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist} % Color {moist) % ..lYJlL Loc Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lininq, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

D Hlstosol (A 1) D Sandy Redox (S5) D 2 em Muck (A10) 
D Histic Epipedon (A2) D Stripped Matrix (S6) D Red Parent Material (TF2) 
D Black Histic (A3) D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) .[81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

D Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) D Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 
D Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Matrix (F3) 
D Thick Dark Surface (A12) D Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophylic vegetation and 

D Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) D Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer {if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE- no soils sampled but the site is inundated. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQ:Q:I~} Seconda!Y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

.181 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained leaves (89) (except MLRA D Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

D High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

D Saturation (A3) D SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

D Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) D Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

D Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

D Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) D Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D FAG-Neutral Test (05) 

D_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) D Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) D Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes0. NoD Depth (inches):1 to 10~ 

Water Table Present? YesD NoD Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes D NoD Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No..D_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction Citv LWI 

AppllcanVOwner: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast 

Soil Map Unit Name: Mala bon silty clay loam 

City/County: 

State: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: long: 

NWI Classification: N/A 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

3/25/2009 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Are climatidhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes E8l No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No 0 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No 0 within a Wetland? Yes l8l No 0 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No 0 
Remarks: OFFSITE -·Hydrologically connected to Plots 16-19. West of Weyerhaeuser. Part of CC-04 complex 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ID) %Cover S12ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifolia 80 l8l FAGW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. Po12ulus balsamifera v. trichocar12a 30 l8l FAG 
Total Number of Dominant 

3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
1.1Q_ = T ota! Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 75 (NB) 

Sa(2:!ing!Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ffi) 

1. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 Total% Cover of: Multi12IY by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. 0 -- ---- -- --
4. 0 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. 0 FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:~ UPL species x5= -- --
1. Phalaris arundincea 90 l8l FAGW Column Totals -- --
2. Conium maculatum z 0 FAG+ Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. Di12sacus fullonum I 0 FAC+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Rumex cris12us I 0 FAC+ 181 Dominance Test is >50%, 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.0 1 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 1!ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

92 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: l.§:.I) 

1. Rubus anneniacus 15 l8l FAGU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes l8l No 0 
1§.. =Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remarks: 

Epilobium ci!iatum emerging in ponded areas. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 21 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist} % Color {moist} % ~ Loc Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 
0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE- no soil sampling. However, based on geomorphic position and presence of standing water, we assume soils have developed hydric soil 
indicators in the upper part. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimarY Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that a~:m:l~} Secondaty Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

0 Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0WaterMarks(B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes .181 No 0 Depth (inches):1 to 12" 

Water Table Present? YesO NoD Depth(inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Based on landform and relation to open water features, unponded areas likely saturated in top 12 inches for extended periods. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

ApplicanVOwner: LDS church State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes !81 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances» present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I2J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I2J No D within a Wetland? Yes I2J No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I2J No D 
Remarks: Trapezoidal swale typical of those elsewhere in study area. Veg cover varies from total to minimal. Part of CC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.1) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (AlB) 

Sal]:fing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..§:_£) 

1. D Prevalence Index worksheet: -- -- --
Total % Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 

2. D -- -- -- OBL species x1= 
3. D -- --
-- -- --

4. D 
FACW species -- x2= --

-- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:,[_[) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Gl~ceria SQ. 70 I2J OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Phalaris arundinacea 15 D FACW Prevalence Index = B!A = 

3. Callitriche stellata § D OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remali<s or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non .Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1/ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

90 =Total Cover 
Wood':f. Vine Stratum (Plot size: ~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- D ---- Present? Yes I2J No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remali<s: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 22 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color {moist} % Color {moist} ~~ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

0-7' 10YR 4/2 80 10YR 4/6 20 c M silt loam 

7-20" 10YR 4/2 40 10YR 4/6 60 c M silt loam 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Locatlon: PL=Pore lininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 181 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) D Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No_.D_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimarY Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQiy:) SecondarY Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

181 Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water·Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water·Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

181 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

181 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) D Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 DI)'-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 181 No 0 Depth (inches):Q 

Water Table Present? Yes 181 No 0 Depth (inches):;) 

Saturation Present? Yes L8l No 0 Depth (inches): surface Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 12] No_[]_ 
(includes capillaiY fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Hydrology driven by canal. Soil is drier in the bottom of the pit despite saturation in upper horizons. Plot taken at edge of standing water. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

Applicant/Owner: LOS church State: Sampling Point 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hiHslope, terrace, etc.): canal slope local relief {concave, convex, none) Stope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon siltv clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are clima!ic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C: Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation [J Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No l8l Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No l8l within a Wetland? Yes 0 No l8l 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No l8l 
Remarks: Plot taken on slope above canal. Part of CC. 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

l£ee Stratum (Plot size: .!.[_£) 0/a Cover Sgecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. E:inus SQ. 40 l8l FAGU That Are OBL. FAGW. or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: z (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
1Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 50 (A/B) 

Sagling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:.!.[_£) 

1. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 Total% Covflr of: MuiUQI~ b~f 
-- -- -- OBL species Q x1= Q 

3. -- -- 0 --
4. 0 

F ACW species Q x2= Q 
-- -- --

5. 0 FAG species 100 x3= 300 
-- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species 40 x4= 160 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: §.:!) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Lawn grasses (Poa, agrostis} 90 l8l FAG Column Totals 140 460 
2. Pseudoroegneria reg;ens § 0 FAG- Prevalence Index = 8/A = .3.1.2 
3. Taraxacum officinale § 0 FAG Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- 0 -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 ProblemaUc Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

100 =Total Cover 
WQQd~ Vine Stratum (Plot size:.!.[_£) 

1. 0 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes 0 No l8l 

.Q_ =Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 23 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(ioches} Color {moist} ____!&__ Color {moist} ___jL_ ..lYmL_ ___1QQ_ Texture Remarks 

0-20' 10YR 4/3 100 silt loam friable 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to alllRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators tor Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2cmMuck(A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No_l8l_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQ:I~) Secondan:: Indicators (2 or more reguired) 

0 Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SattCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shattow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Titled Soils (C6) 0 FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0_ Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0_ Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0_ Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D NoJ8L 
!includes caoittarv frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot on slope above swale, about 18 inches above and 5 feet over from Plot 22. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: 

ApplicanUOwner: 94505 Oaklea State: 

lnvestigator{s): Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

4/21/2009 

24 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Stope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Bashaw clay NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes l8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks"} 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No D within a Wetland? Yes I8J No D 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No D 
Remarks: Map unit WC-01 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 15' r} %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ;) (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ;) (8) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100 (NB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: l§:J:} 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

F ACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q = Total Cover F ACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:§.:.!) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Poa SQ. 30 I8J FAG Column Totals -- --
2. Pseudoroegneria reQens 30 I8J FAG· Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Trifolium reQens 20 I8J FAG Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Festuca SQ. 10 D FAG· .t8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Plantago lanceolata 10 D FACU+ 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 WeUand Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain} 9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1.§.:.!) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes I8J No D 

Q. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 24 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color <moist> % Color {moist} ~....IYQL Loc" Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/1 100 si cl lo 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 181 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surtace (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions {F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_Q_ 

Remarks: 

Saturation and water table are likely higher earlier in the year, which would satisfy hydric soil Critera 2B3- "water table at less than or equal to 1 foot 
from the surface during the growing season, if permeability is less than 6 inches per hour in any layer within 20 inches". 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that a~ul~l Secondan::: lndicators{2 or more r§guired~ 

0 Surtace Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

l8l High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

l8l Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (B10) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (BS) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BS) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes l8l No 0 Depth (inches): 20" 

Saturation Present? Yes l8l No 0 Depth (inches): 13" Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Saturation and water table are likely higher earlier in the year. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Lane 

ApplicanUOwner: 94505 Oaklea State: OR 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

4/21/2009 

25 

Landform (hills/ope, terrace, etc.): terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Bashaw clay NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .I8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks») 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No l8l Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No D within a Wetland? Yes D No l8l 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No l8l 
Remarks: WC-01 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1[_r) %Cover Sg:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Pog:ulus balsamifera v. trichocarg:a 20 l8l FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: £ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
20 =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 (NB) 

SaQling/Shrub Stratum {Plot size: .1[_r) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total % Cover of; Multig:f~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species Q X 1 = Q 
3. -- -- D --
4. D 

F ACW species Q x2= Q 
-- -- --

5. D FAC species 70 x3= 210 
-- -- --

.Q =Total Cover F ACU species 55 x4= ~ 
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species Q x5= Q 

1. Taraxacum officinale 30 l8l FACU Column Totals 125 430 
2. tl~~mchaeris radicata 25 l8l FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = .3.:.i1. 
3. Trifolium reQens 35 l8l FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Festuca sQ. 15 D FAC 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :53.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

7. D 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

105 =Total Cover 
WQQd~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1[_r) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes D No l8l 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 25 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist} __jL_ Color (moist} _____%_____ ~ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/1 100 si clio 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Localion: Pl=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 181 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface {F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::;; 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primar:y Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQiy} SecondarY Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? YesO Nol81 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 181 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 181 No 0 Depth (inches): 16" Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No .J2l._ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Saturation is present in the soil pit, but based upon the date of the investigation, it likely does not extend above 12 inches for an extended period 
during the growing season. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junclion City LWJ City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser State: OR Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes Bl No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation [J Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes ISJ No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No ISJ within a Wetland? Yes D No ISJ 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No ISJ 
Remarks: Part of CC-04. Plot taken upstream of the confluence of two small tributaries, on the eastern bank of the western tributary. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ID) %Cover S~ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifola 90 ISJ FAGW That Are OBL. FAGW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: I (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
90 =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 43% (NB) 

Sa12ling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ID) 

1. Oemle:ria cerasiformis 15 ISJ FAGU Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. Crataegus monogyna 20 ISJ FAG 
Total% Cover of: Multi(21y by: 

OBL species Q x1= Q 
3. SVmQ:horicarQ:os albus 30 ISJ FAGU 

4. Fraxinus tatifolia D FAGW 
FACW species 150 x2= 300 

10 

5. D FAG species 20 x3= 60 
-- -- --

75 =Total Cover FACU species 45 x4 = 180 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: .§:1) UPL species Q x5= Q 

1. Camassia guam ash 50 ISJ FAGW Column Totals 215 540 
2. Teltima qrandiflora I D FAGU Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.51 

3. Galium a12arine I D FAGU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- .[81 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

50= Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ID) 

1. Hedera helix 30 ISJ NL 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. Rubus ursinus 25 ISJ FAGU Present? Yes ISJ No D 
§.§... = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 50 
Remarks: 

Also in community: Rubus armeniacus, Prunus avium, Rhus diversiloba, Conium maculatum. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 26 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color {moist} ____%_ Color {moist} ____%.___ ~ __bQL_ Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 3/2 100 silt loam friable 

1Tvpe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to alllRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FS) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type::: 

Depth (Inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No.J8L__ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primaer:: Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQly} Seconda!Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A1) 0 Water~Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No§ Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No§ Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No§ Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_§_ 
(includes capillary frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Moist only at 20 inches. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser State: OR 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

4/21/2009 

27 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ~ 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: NIA 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes L8J. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are ~Normal CircumstancesH present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l2l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l2l No D within a Wetland? Yes l2l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l2l No D 
Remarks: Part of CC-04. Plot taken upstream of the confluence of two small tributaries, on the eastern bank of the western tributary. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ID) %Cover Sg:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Fraxinus latifola 85 l2l FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: .. (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: .. (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
.!!§_ = T a tal Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (AlB) 

Sag:lingLShrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total % Cover of: Multig:lx:bx:: 

-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 
3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover F ACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_[) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 90 l2l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- I8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

90 = Total Cover 
Wood:r Vine Stratum (Plot size: ID) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l2l No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remarks: 

Community in bottom of swale. Rosa pisocarpa also in community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 27 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color lmoistl % Color (moist} ____.%_____ ~ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

0-4" 10YR 3/1 100 sic! lo 

4-20" 10YR 3/1 90 7.5YR 5/6 10 c M si clio 

1Tvoe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2 location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosot (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No _D._ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Pdma!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that ag:12l~) Seconda[Y Indicators (2 O[ more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A1) .[81 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0WaterMarks(B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilted Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

U Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes§ NoD Depth (inches):earlier in year 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches):§: 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): ;r: Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 12] No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none} 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: NIA 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes !8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 121 No 0 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No 121 within a Wetland? Yes 0 No 121 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No 181 
Remarks: Plot taken in low spot bet\veen Weyerhaeuser's northern site and tracks to the east. Most of this area is wooded; this plot was taken in a 
gap betvieen groves. Part of CC-04. · 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum {Plot size: l.[J:) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- 0 -- That Are OBL. FAGW. or FAG: z (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 50 (NB) 

Sagling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_£) 

1. Fraxinus latifolia 15 181 FAGW Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 
Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species Q x1= Q 
3. 0 -- -- --

FACW species ill x2= ZlQ 
4. -- -- 0 --
5. 0 FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

1.§ = Total Cover FACU species 10 x4= 40 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 100 181 FAGW Column Totals 125 270 
2. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index = B/A = .2.jQ 

3. -- -- 0 -- Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- 0 -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- .t8l Prevalence Index is S3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

100 = Total Cover 
WQ9.d'i Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_[) 

1. Rubus arrneniacus !; 181 FAGU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. Bubus ursinus !; 181 FAGU Present? Yes 181 No 0 
.1Q_ =Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 

Mature ash trees, black cottonwood also present in community. Higher areas dominated by Himalayan blackberry, meadow foxtail in addition. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 28 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color (moist} ____!&__ Color (moist) ~ .....IYruL_ Loc~ Texture Remarks 

0-4" 10YR 2/2 100 si clio friable 

4-20" 10YR 2/2 80 10YR 3/2 20 c M si clio friable, cla1:ier with deQth 

redox are common med faint 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D NoJ2l_ 

Remarks: 

Weak redox activity. Redox fades in and out below 4~. Difficult to discern. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that am~l~} Secondaty Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No J8! Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No J8! Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No J8! Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_l8l__ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

No evidence of standing water or indirect hydrology indicators. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

Applicant/Owner: Weyerhaeuser State: Sampling Point 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatidhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .[8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No D within a Wetland? Yes I8J No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No D 
Remarks: Part of CC-04. Plot taken on the easterly tributary on the western side. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:1) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100 (AlB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.1) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQiy: by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- --
-- -- --

FACW species x2= 
4. D -- --
-- -- --

FAC species x3= 
5. D -- ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- X 4 = --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: [_f) UPL species x5= ----
1. AloQecurus pratensis 60 I8J FAGW Column Totals -- --
2. Agrostis SQ. 25 l8l FAG Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Carex SQ. 10 D FAG-OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Juncus patens !; D FAGW 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Taraxacum officinale I D FAGU 0 Prevalence Index is ::::3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:1) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 

Q. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 29 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist} ____%__ Color (moist} ____%__ ~ _1QQ_ Texture Remarks 

0-20" 10YR 2/2 95 10YR3/2 5 c M sand~ loam Redox common med very faint 

1Tvpe: C=Concentration, D=Deoletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: Pl=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stnpped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) !81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A 11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::.: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No__o_ 

Remarks: 

Redox is present but faint. Dark parent material may be obscuring redox activity somewhat. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimarY Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check aU that aQQI~) Seconda!Y Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0. High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0. Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches): 11: 
Saturation Present? Yes 0. No 0 Depth (inches):£ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No_[]_ 
(includes capillary frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: .Junclion Citv LWI 

Applicant/Owner: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS 

City/County: 

State: 

Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

4/21/2009 

30 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation 0 Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No 18] 
Is the Sampled Area 

Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No 18] 
within a Wetland? Yes D No 18] 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No 18] 
Remarks: Part of CC-04. Plot taken on the easterly tributary on the western side. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Iree Stratum (Plot size: l§.:..r) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- 0 -- That Are OBL. FACW. or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL. FACW. or FAG: 33 (AlB) 

Sagling!Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.1) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 
Total% Covf!r of: Multig:fy:by:: 

-- -- -- OBL species Q X 1 = Q 
3. -- -- 0 --
4. 0 

FACW species Q x2= Q 
-- -- --

5. 0 FAC species 65 x3= 195 
-- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species 30 X 4 = 120 

l:jerb Stratum (Plot size: [_f) UPL species 10 x5= 50 
1. Festuca arundinacea 65 18] FAG- Column Totals 105 365 
2. Plantago lanceolata 20 18] FACU+ Prevalence Index = BIA = .3.A§ 

3. ~cia sativa. § 0 NL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Geranium molfe § 0 NL 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Taraxacum officinale § 0 FACU 0 Prevalence Index is s3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non.Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

100 = Total Cover 
WQQdY: Vine Stratum (Plot size: l§.:..r) 

1. Rubus armeniacus § 18] FACU 
Hydrophytic 
Vegetation 

2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes D No 18] 

.§..=Total Cover 
%Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Terrace below firepond. About 2 feet higher than Plot 29. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 30 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist} ____!&___ Color (moist} _jL_~~ Texture Remarks 

0-8" 10YR 3/2 100 silt loam Fill material: rock~, no redox 

8-20" 10YR 3/2 98 10YR 3/2+ <2% c M siiltloam redox is few. med. nearly indiscemable 

1Tvpe: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No ..J8l..._ 

Remarks: 

Redox is not sufficient to meet hydric soil indicator criteria. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQIYl Secondart Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

0 Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves {89) {except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates {813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position {D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No J8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? YesO NoJ8[ Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No J8l Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_l2L_ 
(includes capillary frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Moist only through 20 inches. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast 

Soil Map Unit Name: Coburg~ Urban land complex 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

NWI Classification: NIA 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .t8l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation 0 Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are ·Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No D within a Wetland? Yes I8J No D 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE -- CC canal plot between CC-03 and CC-04. Viewed where canal crosses under 1· Avenue just west of Ivy Street. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1§:.1) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 2 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 2 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
.Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 1 00°/o (AlB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ID) 

1. Rosa SQ:. 30 I8J FAG Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQI~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

30 =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalarls arundinacea 100 I8J FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Testis >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 WeUand Non-Vascular Plants1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1/ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.1) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes I8J No D 

.Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 31 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist) ____<y,____ Color (moist} % Jl'llL_ Loc' Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) !81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 121 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE ·no soil sampling. Surface obscured by heavy Phalaris cover. Presumed hydric based on landform and presence of indicators of 
hydrology earlier in the year. 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators £minimum of one reguired· check all that aQ!!I!l} SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A1) .[8l Water·Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B11) .t8l Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

121 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor(C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

121 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4} 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAC-Neu~al Test(D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 121 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 121 No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Evidence of standing water earlier in the year· sediment crusts on leaves. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: 

Applicant/Owner: State: OR 

fnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Sampling Date: 

Sampling Point: 

4/2112009 

32 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Coberg silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 18J. No 0 {If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation .C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes !8l No n Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No D within a Wetland? Yes !8l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes !8l No D 
Remarks: OFF SITE --limited visibility into site; cover estimated. Noted as Probable Wetland (PW). Viewed from Highway 99 near Prairie Road 
intersection. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tr§e Straturn (Plot size: .1.[_[) %Cover Suedes? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- 0 -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: ;) (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: ;) (B) 

4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100% (NB) 

Sagling!Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_[) 

1. Pogulus balsamifera v. trichocaq;~a 50 !8l FAG Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. Salix so. 10 0 FAG 
Total% Cover of: Multigf~ by: 

0 
OBL species -- X 1 = --3. -- -- --

4. 0 
FACW species -- X 2 = ---- -- --
FAC species x3= 

5. 0 -- ---- -- --
60 =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size:~) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 75 !8l FAGW Column Totals -- --
2. QiQsacus fullonum 25 !8l FAG+ Prevalence Index = BIA = 

3. -- -- 0 -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- 0 -- .t8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. 0 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
9. 0 -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- 0 -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

100 =Total Cover 
WQQ.dY.. Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_[) 

1. 0 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes !8l No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 80 
Remarks; 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 32 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (moist> % Color lmoistl % ...IYQL Loc' Texture Remarks 

surface color 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Dep!etion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to alllRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stnpped Matnx (S6) 0 Red Parent Matenal (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (exceptMLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) l8l Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present}: 

Type::.: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No...Q_ 

Remarks: 

Offsite- mapped as having hydric inclusions. Presumed hydric based on hydrophytic vegetation and aerial photography showing inundation. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aggJ:x:) Seconda[Y Indicators {2 or more reguired) 

0 Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 181 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

E8l Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BB) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No l8l Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Shown as ponded on aerial photographs. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 4/21/2009 

ApplicanVOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatidhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 18l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation 18: Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes I8J No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No D within a Wetland? Yes I8J No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No D 
Remarks: OFFStTE .. 10th Street, west of 1836. Part ofWC. 

Trapezoidal ditch: natural drainage reshaped during development. Receives stormwater runoff and runoff from Plot 34 during high flow. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.!) %Cover Suecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (AlB) 

SaQ:Iing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.!) 

1. Salix su. (Q:Ianted) I D OBL Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: Multiuly by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- --
-- -- --

F ACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

I= Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_£) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Poa annua 20 I8J FAC Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s:3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non· Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

20 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: .l.§:J:) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. D Present? Yes I8J No D -- -- --

Q. = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 80 

Remarks: 

Vegetation sprayed. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 33 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches) Color <moist) % Color (moist) % __IymL_ Loc Texture Remarks 

surface color 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain In Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions {F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer {if present): 

Type::: 

Depth {inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE ~ mapped hydric 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQ:Q:I~} Seconda!Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (At) 0 Water-Stained Leaves {89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) L8l Drainage Patterns {810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (Ct) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ® Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) !21 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks {D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Dry today, dry on previous site visit. Would receive runoff from south of 10th Street during high flow and designed to increase stormwater storage 
function. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): TB/ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes [8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes [8l No D within a Wetland? Yes [8l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [8l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE ··10 St@ Oaklea. Plot taken above Plot 33. Part ofWC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.1) %Cover Sg:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (NB) 

Sag:ling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ~) 

1. Salix SQ. (g:lanted) I D FAC·OBL Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQI1: by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- -- F ACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

I= Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.§:_£) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phataris arundinacea 100 [8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is 53.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Piants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: .lli.J) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes [8l No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 34 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color {moist} ~ Color {moist) _L_~~ Texture Remarks 

surface color 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore UninQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (SS) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3/ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soli Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE -mapped hydric, and observed standing water indicate that soils likely exhibit hydric soil indicators. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primarx: Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI:t} Secondart Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

.l8l. SurfaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) .t8l Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust(B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface {88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes .t8l No 0 Depth (inches):2~ (prior visit} 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fnnqe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Observed standing or slowly flowing water at previous visit. Dry today. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope (%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast Lat: long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon siltv clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes .0 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances# present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No D within a Wetland? Yes 0 No D 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No D 
Remarks: OFF SITE •• Magnolia St. canal. Viewed from Magnolia Street crossing. Part of EC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.§.:1) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100% (NB) 

Sag:ling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..[_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQI~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: .[_£) UPL species x5= -- --
1. A!isma g:Jantago-aguatica 20 0 OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Veronica SQ. 30 0 OBL Prevalence Index = 8/A = --
3. 8JgQecurus geniculatus Q D OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Bidens cernua I D FAGW+ .t8J. Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ::::;3.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

B. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

55 = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1§:.1) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 0 No D 

Q. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 45 

Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. Actual cover ln this reach is about 40%, with bare ground varying from 20 to 50 percent depending on location. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 35 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color {moist) ___ji_ Color (moist} _____%_____ ___IyruL__ Loc~ Texture Remarl<:s 

0 10YR 2/1-3/1 surface color 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) .[81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F?) wetland hydrology must be present, 
0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:= 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes [8J No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

Offsite ~Observation of inundation between 3 and 10 inches deep satsifies Hydric Soil Criterion 3, and possibly 283 as well. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prim art Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI~} Secondar:y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

l8l Surface Water (A 1) 0 Water~Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) .t8l Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (DS) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes§ No 0 Depth (inches):3" max 10" 

Water Table Present? YesO NoD Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [8J No__D_ 
(includes caoillarv frinoel 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI 

Applicant/Owner: 

lnvestigator(s}: 

Magnolia Street ROW 

ACS 

City/County: Lane Sampling Date: 

State: OR Sampling Point: 

Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace above canal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

local relief (concave, convex, none) ~ 

Lat: 44.13722N Long: 123.12505W 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Malabon siltv clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are cHmaticJhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No !81 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes n No !81 D !81 within a Wetland? Yes No 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No !81 
Remarks: OFFSITE. Viewed from Magnolia Street Crossing. Part of EC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: l.[j} %Cover SJJ:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33% (NB) 

SaJJ:Iing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1§:...!) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total % Cover of: MultiJJ:I~ b~: 

-- -- -- OBL species Q X 1 = Q 
3. -- -- D --
4. D 

FACW species 10 x2= 60 
-- -- --

5. D FAC species 40 x3= 120 
-- -- --

Q =Total Cover F ACU species 50 x4= 200 

Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_£) UPL species Q x5= Q 
1. Dacl~lus glome rata 20 !81 FACU Column Totals 100 380 
2. Agrostis alba 20 !81 FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.8 

3. H~I2Qchaeris radicata 30 18! FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. AloQecurus 12ratensis 1Q D FACW 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Festuca arundinacea 10 D FAC- 0 Prevalence Index is s:3.01 

6. Trifolium Qratense I D FACU 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. Mise other grasses 10 D FAC 

9. D 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
-- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 = Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes D No !81 

Q. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 36 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist) % Color (moist) % __IyQ§.:_ Loc Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore lininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (56) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 
0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer {If present): 

Type: __ 

Depth (inches}: Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No_Gl_ 

Remarks: 

Top of canal· no exposed soil but vegetation and geomorphic position do not suggest soil is hydric. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQQI:tl Seconda!:Y Indicators (2 or more reguired) 

0 SurtaceWater(A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Sail Crust (811) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal MatorCrust(B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAC-Neulral Test (D5) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No .0. Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_!8!_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken about 8 feet above bottom of canal. Unlikely to receive much overland flow or water table support. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecUSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicanUOwner: State: OR Sampling Point: 

tnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope (%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: PFOC 

Are climaticJhydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes L2l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes .t81. No 0 
Are Vegetation [J Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No D within a Wetland? Yes l8l No D 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE ~~13th Street west of Unity Street. Part ofWC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_[) %Cover S~ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL. FAGW. or FAG: .< (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: .< (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, orFAC: 100% (A/B) 

Sa[21ing{Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_£) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MulliQI~ b~t: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- --
-- -- --

4. D 
FACW species -- x2= ---- -- -- FAC species x3= 

5. D -- ---- -- --
.Q =Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size: ~ UPL species -- x5= --
1. Callitriche stellata 50 l8l OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Agrostis stolonifera 15 D FAG Prevalence Index = 8/A = --
3. Pol~gonum amQhibium 25 l8l OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :503.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 WeUand Non~ Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and weUand hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

90 = Total Cover 
Woody_ Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1Q:_f) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 10 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. Actual cover in this reach is about 50°/o, with bare ground varying from 10 to 90 percent depending on location. Uplands 
are landscaped down to the OHWL. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 37 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color {moist) ___ji_ Color {moist) ____!&____ ~ __1QQ_ Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrtx (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) {except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A 11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 3 lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type:= 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE -mapped hydric, vegetation is strongly hydrophytic and evidence of surface water suggests soil has developed hydric indicators. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that agQiy} Seconda[Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surtace Water (A1) 181 Water-Stained leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) l8l. Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

l8l. Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

l8l. Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along living Roots (C3} !21 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in T'1lled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l Noj]_ 
(includes capillary frinqe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Evidence of standing water earlier in the year- sediment crusts on leaves. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicanVOwner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom Local relief (concave, convex, none) Slope (%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast Lat: Long: Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Coburg silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climaticJhydrotogic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes !8J. No 0 (If no, explain In Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No D within a Wetland? Yes l8l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE ··Oak St north of 10 Street. Part of CC. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1.§:.1) %Cover S(2ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 2 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 2 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q. = Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100% (AlB) 

Sa12linglShrub Stratum (Plot size: fu) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: Multig:ly by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- --
4. D 

FACW species -- x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q =Total Cover F ACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_£) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Callitriche stellata 20 l8l OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Glyceria elata 50 l8l OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. A!m~es;;yrus geniculatus 1Q D OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- l8l Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is :>3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

80 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: J.!L!) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes l8l No D 

Q. =Total Cover 
0/o Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 20 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. Actual cover in this reach is about 50%, with bare ground varying from 10 to 90 percent depending on location. Uplands 
are landscaped down to the OHWL. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 38 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist} _lL_ Color (moist) ____.%.___ Type1 Loc'l Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE - not mapped hydric, but vegetation is strongly water-dependent and evidence of standing water was observed. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Priman:: Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that am~l~} SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surtace Water (A1) .l8l Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (B 11) 181 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

181 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor(C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

181 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) .t8l Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Evidence of standing water earlier in the year- sediment crusts on leaves. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicanVOwner: Park~ CC between CC-01 and CC-02 State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) !1Q.!lg 

Lat: 44.12974 N Long: 123.12918 W 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser siltv clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes !81 No 0 Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes !81 No 0 within a Wetland? Yes !81 No 0 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes !81 No 0 
Remarks: Southwest corner of park at Timothy Street. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1§:1) %Cover Sgecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- 0 -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- 0 -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- 0 -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 
4. -- -- 0 -- Percent of Dominant Species 

Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (NB) 
Sagling[Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1§.:_£) 

1. -- -- 0 -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 0 Total% Cover of: Multigl~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. 0 -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. 0 -- ---- -- --
5. 0 FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

.Q = Total Cover FACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.[_£) UPL species x5= -- --
1. Callitriche stellata 40 !81 OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Pol~gonum sg. !; 0 OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. AJogecuruS: geniculatus !; 0 OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. EQilobium ciliatum !; 0 FACW 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- 0 -- 0 Prevalence Index is $3.01 

6. -- -- 0 -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

8. 0 -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1

1ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- 0 --

55= Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: ID) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- 0 -- Present? Yes !81 No 0 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 45 
Remarks: 

Cover in the bottom of the canal varies from 5 to 70"/o in this reach. Vegetation tends to be patchy in character. Alisma plantago-aquatica (OBL) also 
patchily dominant in this reach. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 39 -
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color lmoistl % Color (moist} __!2.._ ...hruL_ Loc2 Texture Remarks 

0-4" 10YR 3/1 100 .. si clio no redox in surface horizon 

4-6" 10YR 3/1 98 10YR 3/2 2 c M si clio few medium faint redox 

6-20" 10YR 3/1 95 10YR 4/3 5 c M si clio common medium to coarse redox 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Uninq, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 HisUc Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material {TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surtace (A 11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 121 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) Jlndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer {if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No__Q_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima[Yindicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that au12l~} SecondarY Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 Surtace Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

121 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

121 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 AquaUc Invertebrates (B13) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82} 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 121 No 0 Depth (inches):£ 

Saturation Present? Yes .t8l No 0 Depth (inches): surface Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken 1' from edge of standing water, and 1' below the elevation of heavy cover of FAG and FACU grasses (OHWL). 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicanUOwner: Park - CC between CC-01 and CC-02 State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal sideslope Local relief (concave, convex, none) DQD.§ Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast Lat: 44.12974N Long: 123.12918W Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 181 No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No D 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes D No IZI Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No IZI within a Wetland? Yes D No IZI 
WeUand Hydrology Present? Yes D No IZI 
Remarks: Southwest corner of park at Timothy Street. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .1§:.1) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL. FAGW. or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 2 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q.. =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW. or FAG: 0% (AlB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1..§:.1) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cover of: MultiQI~ b~: 
-- -- -- OBL species Q X 1 = Q 

3. -- -- D --
4. D 

FACW species Q x2= ---- -- --
5. D FAC species 50 x3= 150 
-- -- --

.Q =Total Cover FACU species 15 x4= 60 

Herb Stratum (Plot size:[_[) UPL species 40 x5= 200 

1. Festuca arundinacea 50 IZI FAG· Column Totals 105 410 
2. Bromus carinatus 30 IZI NL Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.9 

3. Cirsium arvense 10 D FAGU Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. Agrostis gigantea 10 D lli 0 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. Sitanion h~strix § D FAGU· D Prevalence Index is .S3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic VegetaHon1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

105 =Total Cover 
Wood~ Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1[_[) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes D No IZI 

Q.. =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 

Remarks: 

Canal slope community 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point 40 

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches) Color fmoistl % Color <moistl % Tyoe' Loc' Texture Remarks 

0-14" 10YR 2/2 99 10YR 3/2 1 c M si clio ve!Y few medium distinct redox 

14-20" 10YR 2/2 97 10YR 4/2 3 c M si clio few medium distinct redox 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Localion: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 
0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FS) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive layer (if present): 

Type:;: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No_El_ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators (minimum of one reguired· check all that aQ:Q:I~} Seconda[Y Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

0 Surtace Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89} (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAC-NeutraiTest (D5) 

D. Surtace Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No I& Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No I& Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No I& Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes D No_l8L 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous Inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Plot taken 5' from edge of standing water, and 18" above OHWL as identified by change to more xeric plant community and heavy cover. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: Northeast corner of Elm and 6th Street State: OR Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator{s}: AG.§_ Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom Local relief (concave, convex, none) none Slope (%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast Lat: 44.220 Long: -123.200 Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8J. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 181 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes 181 No D within a Wetland? Yes 181 No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 181 No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE -- EC canal plot between EC-02 and EC-03 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tr!;'le Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_[) %Cover SQ:ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (AlB) 

SaQ:Iing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_[) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total % Cov~r of: MultiQI:t by: 
-- -- -- OBL species x1= 

3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAG species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species -- X 4 = --
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Polygonum amphibium 50 181 OBL Column Totals -- --
2. Assorted annuals {see below} 20 D FAC Prevalence Index = 8/A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .[81 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.01 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation, (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1

1ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

70 = Total Cover 
WQQd:t Vine Stratum (Plot size: .1.[_[) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes 181 No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: Q 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. Annuals young, but Conyza canadensis (FACU), Rumex crispus (FAG+), Bid ens cernua (FACW+) identified. 



Attachment 3 

SOtL Sampling Point: 41 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color {moist} ~ Color (moist} _____%_____ ___:[yQ.!L_ Loc" Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2location: PL=Pore lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

D Histosol (A 1) D Sandy Redox (S5) D 2 em Muck (A10) 
0 Hislic Epipedon (A2) D Stripped Matrix (S6) D Red Parent Material (TF2) 
D Black Histic (A3) D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)(except MLRA 1) .[81 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

D Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Matrix (F3) 
D Thick Dark Surtace (A 12) D Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 3 fndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

D Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) D Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FB) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes I8J No_(]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE - mapped hydric. Canalis inundated at other times of the year and thus satisfies Hydric Soil Criterion 3. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimarY Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQQI~} SecondarY Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

D Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA D Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

D High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

D Saturation (A3) D Salt Crust (811) .t8l Drainage Patterns (810) 

D Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table {C2) 

l8l Sediment Deposits (82) D Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

l8l Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Uving Roots (C3) .t8l Geomorphic Position (D2) 

D Algal Mat or Crust (84) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) D Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) D FAG-Neutral Test (05) 

D_ Surtace Soil Cracks (86) D Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) D Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? YesD NoD Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? YesD NoD Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? YesD NoD Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No_D_ 
(includes caoillarv fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Canal was dry on date plot was recorded. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

ApplicanVOwner: State: OR Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) !l.Q[l§: 

Lat: 44.215 Long: -123.205 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Conser/Malabon Urban Land interface NWI Classification: NIA 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 18l No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are 'Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes [81 No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes [81 No D within a Wetland? Yes [81 No n 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [81 No D 
Remarks: OFF SITE •• CC canal plot between EC-01 and EC-02. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1..[_[) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ =Total Cover That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: 100% (NB) 

Sa(21ing!Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' r) 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D 
Total% Cover of: Multi(21~ by: 

-- -- -- OBL species x1= 
3. D -- --
-- -- -- FACW species x2= 

4. D -- ---- -- --
5. D FAC species -- x3= ---- -- --

Q =Total Cover FACU species -- X 4 = --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:.§:.!) UPL species -- x5= --
1. E:h§laris arundinacea 100 [81 FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = --
3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- !81 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 1lndicators of hydric soil and weUand hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_[) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes [81 No D 

Q_ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 42 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist} ~ Color (moist} ___ji_ ___IyruL__ ~ Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Unino, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3

: 

0 Histosol (At) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2cmMucl<(A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} l81 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FB) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type:::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes [8] No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE -Surface obscured by heavy Phalaris cover and standing water; consequently soil has likely developed hydric soil indicators. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima(!i Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that aQ:QI~l Secondar:y Indicators {2 or more reguiredl 

l81 Surtace Water (A 1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (Bg) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 Salt Crust (811) L8l Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

0 Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) .[81 Geomorphic Position (02) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surtace Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes !81 No 0 Depth (inches):1-6 inches 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [8] No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

ProjecVSite: Junction City LWI City/County: lane Sampling Date: 6/2/2009 

Applicant/Owner: State: OR Sampling Point: 43 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): canal bottom Local relief (concave, convex, none) none Slope(%) minimal 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys and Coast Lat: 44.212 Long: -123.204 Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes I8J. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances~ present? Yes No D 
Are Vegetation C' Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks~) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes t8l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes t8l No D t8l D within a Wetland? Yes No 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes t8l No D 
Remarks: OFF SITE ··canal plot between CC-03 and CC-04, immediately west of Highway 99. 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: .i[_r) %Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: 1 (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q.. = T a tal Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100% (A/B) 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.[_£} 

1. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D T a tal % Cover of: Multiply by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- --
-- -- --

FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --

FAG species x3= 5. D -- ---- -- --
.Q = T a tal Cover FACU species -- x4= --

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' r) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 100 t8l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. -- -- D -- Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- .[81 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is s3.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 {Explain) 9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

100 = Total Cover 
Wood'i Vine Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytlc 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. -- -- D -- Present? Yes t8l No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Canal bottom community. 



Attachment 3 

SOIL Sampling Point: 43 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color {moist} % Color {moist} _____%____ ....I:iruL_ ___1QL_ Texture Remarks 

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Uninq, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surface (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (FS} unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes D No...Q_ 

Remarks: 

OFF SITE - no soil sampling. Surface obscured by heavy Phalaris cover. Based on cover of Phalaris and evidence of standing water earlier in the 
year, soils at this location have likely developed hydric soil indicators. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima!Y Indicators {minimum of one reguired· check all that am:J:I~l Seconda!Y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

0 Surface Water (A1) I8l Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 46) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saluration (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) I8J. Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (81) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

J81 Sediment Deposits (B2) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor(C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

l8l Drift Deposits (83) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 181 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

0 Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (85) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

o_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) 0 Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface {88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? YesO NoD Depth(inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes I8J No_[]_ 
(includes caoillarv fnnoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Evidence of standing water earlier in the year- sediment crusts on leaves. 



Attachment 3 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: Junction Citv LWI City/County: Sampling Date: 

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point: 

lnvestigator(s): ACS Section, Township, Range: 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): swale 

Subregion (LRR): Western Mtns. Valleys. and Coast 

Local relief (concave, convex, none) 

Lat: Long: 

Slope(%) minimal 

Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Coberg silty clay loam NWI Classification: N/A 

Are climatic/hydrologic site conditions typical for this time of year? Yes 18l. No 0 (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No 0 
Are Vegetation C Soil 0 or Hydrology 0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks") 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes l2l No D Is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes l2l No D within a Wetland? Yes l2l No D 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l2l No D 
Remarks: OFFSITE - SE and NE corners of Milliron Rd. and Hwy 99. Part of FC-02. 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ~) %Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. -- -- D -- That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: ~ (A) 

2. -- -- D -- Total Number of Dominant 
3. -- -- D -- Species Across All Strata: ~ (B) 

4. -- -- D -- Percent of Dominant Species 
Q_ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (NB) 

SaQiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1.§:.1) 

1. Rosa sm~ FACW l2l 10 Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. D Total% Cover of: MultiQ:I~ by: 
-- -- -- OBL species X 1 = 

3. D -- ---- -- -- FACW species x2= 
4. D -- ---- -- --

FAG species x3= 
5. D -- ---- -- --

10 =Total Cover F ACU species -- x4= --
Herb Stratum (Plot size:§.:._[) UPL species -- x5= --
1. Phalaris arundinacea 50 l2l FACW Column Totals -- --
2. Sciq;:!US microcaq2us 15 l2l OBL Prevalence Index = 8/A = 

3. -- -- D -- Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4. -- -- D -- 181 Dominance Test is >50% 

5. -- -- D -- 0 Prevalence Index is ~3.0 1 

6. -- -- D -- 0 Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

7. D data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
-- -- -- 0 Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

8. D -- -- -- 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain) 
9. D -- -- -- 11ndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
10. -- -- D -- be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
11. -- -- D --

65 =Total Cover 
Wood'i Vine Stratum (Plot size:~) 

1. D 
Hydrophytic 

-- -- -- Vegetation 
2. D ---- -- Present? Yes l2l No D 

Q_ =Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum: 0 
Remarks: 

Visual cover in interior of parcel in the NW corner of Milliron Road and Highway 99. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 44 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color {moist} ~ Color {moist) _jL_ ~ __1QQ_ Texture Remarks 

1Tvoe: C=Concentration, D=Deo!etion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2 Location: PL=Pore LininQ, M=Matrix. 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3
: 

0 Histosol (A 1) 0 Sandy Redox (S5) 0 2 em Muck (A10) 

0 Histic Epipedon (A2) 0 Stripped Matrix (S6) 0 Red Parent Material (TF2) 

0 Black Histic (A3) 0 Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 

0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) 0 Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

0 Depleted Below Dark Surtace (A11) 0 Depleted Matrix (F3) 

0 Thick Dark Surtace (A12) 0 Redox Dark Surtace (F6) 31ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

0 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) 0 Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 0 Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type::.: 

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 

Remarks: 

OFFSITE - Coberg silty clay loam mapped, but has Conser silty clay loam (hydric) inclusions and standing water. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primar:y Indicators {minimum of one reguired; check all that a~:m:IY:l Secondar:y Indicators {2 or more reguired} 

l8l. Surtace Water (A1) 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except MLRA 0 Water-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

0 High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 4B) 

0 Saturation (A3) 0 SaltCrust(B11) 0 Drainage Patterns (810) 

0 Water Marks (B1) 0 Aquatic Invertebrates (813) 0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

0 Sediment Deposits (82) 0 Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

l8l. Drift Deposits (B3) 0 Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 0 Geomorphic Position (D2) 

l8l. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) 0 Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) 0 Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

0 Iron Deposits (B5) 0 Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 0 FAG-Neutral Test (D5) 

D. Surface Soil Cracks (86) 0 Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) D Raised Ant Mounds (DB) (LRR A) 

0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) 0 Other (Explain in Remarks) 0 Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

0 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes l8l. No 0 Depth (inches):j_: 

Water Table Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ 

Saturation Present? Yes 0 No 0 Depth (inches): __ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l8l No_[]_ 
(includes capillary fringe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks: 

Shallow standing water in patches; debris lines and sediment crusts show extent of inundation. 
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Appendix D. OFWAM Answer Sheets and Locally Significant 
Wetland Determination 
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unction City Wetlands Inventory 
~"'"'" Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: BC Field date: 311 1/09; 4/21/09 

Investigators: ACS, TB 

Observation point: Data Plots 

Vetland Class: PEMCx 

Method: ~on-site Doff-site 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
OFWAM Questi01 Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
I c c A A 
2 B c A A 
3 c c c B 
4 B A B c 
5 A c A B 
6 A c c A 
7 A B 
8 c 
9 B 

Descriptor some impacted impacted impacted 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetlaml is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artiticially creak'<.! entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stormwatcr; 
b) used for active surf.1ce mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free ;md open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
c) created for the pmpose of w:.tstewater treatment, cranbeny production, farm or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2, Wetland o~portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes llCf 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the fOllowing criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2, Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than 1,4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare nlmll communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or enda1tgered. 
8, Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat tOr 

indigenous anadrmnotJS salmon ids, and has "intact" or "im~1ctcd or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LSW criteria met? 

O!lfional LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
Olltional LS\V criteria met? 

Detet·mination: Wetland is not Jocalh• significant . ... 

Education 

A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 

educational 

Yes No 
0 l8l 

0 l8l 
0 l8l 

0 l8l 
0 l8l 
0 l8l 
0 l8l 
0 l8l 

0 l8l 
0 l8l 

0 l8l 

0 l8l 

0 l8l 

0 l8l 
0 l8l 
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1Ju1nction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: CC Field date: 3/11/09:4/21/09. 6/2/09 
Investigators: ACS. TB 
Observation point: Data Plots 

~'etland Class: PEMCx 
Iethod: 12] on-site Doff-site 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
f:>FW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 B c A A 
2 B c A A 
3 c c c B 
4 A A B B 
5 A c A B 
6 A c c A 
7 A A 
8 c 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf eot1rse hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\\' Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control ftmction. 
5. Wetland is less than 1,4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as ''intact'' or ''impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous sahnonids, and has "intact" or "impacted or dcgmded" fish habitat function. 
LS\V criteria met? 

Optional LSW Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more ofthc following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant comnmnity AND provides; 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat tOr some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational \lses" and such usc is documented tOr that site. 
0J)tional LS\V criteria met? 

Education 

A 
B 
B 
B 
A 
B 

potential 

Yes 
D 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
I8J 
D 

D 
D 

D 

I8J 

D 

D 
I8J 

Detl1nni•iaiioni \V~tland is Joe ally sighifican( ·· ...... ·· ' i ' i • ' · ···•····· . ·•··•• • · • • '. \> .. 

No 
I8J 

I8J 
I8J 

I8J 
I8J 
I8J 
D 
I8J 

I8J 
I8J 

I8J 

D 

I8J 

I8J 
D 
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Jmtctiion City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: CC-01 
Yelland Class: PEMC. PFOl 

1ethod: 1:><::1 on-site 0 off-site 

Field date: 3/12/09 

Investigators: ACS, TB 

Observation point: Data Plots 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
pFw AM Questio1 Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 A c A A 
2 B c A A 
3 c c A c 
4 - A B c 
5 A A c B 
6 A c c c 
7 A A 
8 A 
9 B 

Descriptor diverse impacted intact impacted 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the pmpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stormwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
c) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criterJa mrt? 
LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than ;4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "ime!_letcd or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODF\V as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\\' critcl'ia met? 

O___Qtional LSW Criteria. Wetland is locallysignificant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydroloJ:dc control. 

2. Wetland i~ublicly owned and has "educational uses" and such usc is documented for that site. 
Optional LSW criteria met? 

lldehniii~tioil: Weua,ill.Js Io~lllJy.slg)liflcant· ... ·.··· .. ,( .. ' , .. ;: < · .£'.' ' ;>;, 

Education 

A 
A 
B 
B 
B 
B 

educational 

Yes No 
0 18] 

0 18] 
0 18] 

18] D 
0 18] 
0 0 
D 18] 
0 18] 

D 0 
0 18] 

0 18] 

18] 0 

D 18] 

~><'' 
0 
0 
'. ;. 
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unction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Vetland Code: CC-02 
Vetland Class: PABFx 

fethod: 0 on-site 12] off-site 

Field date: 3/12/09 

Investigators: ACS. TB 

Observation point: Road 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
OFW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 A A A 

2 B A A 

3 c c B 

4 B B A 

5 B A B 

6 B c A 

7 A B 
8 c 
9 B 

Descriptor some n/a impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I, Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no fOod or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, f.1nn or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland onmrtion thereof is contaminated by hazardm1s substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exduslon criteria met? 
LSW Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more oft he following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2, Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than \4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6, Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7, Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LSW criteria met? 

Optional LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally tmique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2, Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such liSe is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\\' Cl'iteria met? 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 
D [8] 
[8] D 
D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 

D [8] 

[8] 0 

D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 

Det~t·tliination: ·· W etllllulis'hicaii\i sigitificanf ·•<'·'·<•.· .·· ·· •·.······ ·•·.•• •·' . • I ·<. • ·. ·· .• • .· .••.• i.· 
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unction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: CC-03 

~etland Class: PUBFh 
fethod: 0 on-site !:><;] oftCsite 

Field date: 3/11/09 

Investigators: ACS. TB 
Observation point: 3rd and Maple 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
pFW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 A c A A 

2 B B A A 

3 c c c B 

4 c A B c 
5 A c A B 

6 A c c A 

7 A A 
8 c 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artiticially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) llSCd tOr active surtbcc mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no fOod or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cmnbcn)' production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf COllrse hazard. 
2, Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LSW Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I, Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 

3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland J)rovides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less thanl,4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality _function is described as "intact'' or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmonids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\Y criteria met? 

Ol>tional LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more oft he following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\Y criteria met? 

. Detern1hiatiori:\'\'etland is locilll~' sigliificant • ·.; ~··.• >' ~· . ;c ·•• • ·• • • .• ).f ;>?·.·x :x 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
0 18] 

0 18] 
0 18] 

0 18] 
0 18] 
0 18] 
18] 0 
0 18] 

0 181 
0 18] 

0 18] 

18] 0 

0 18] 

_j ~ 
_j " ... , ... ; .. •••• •x 
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unction City Wetlands Inventory 
""""u Assessment Answer Sheet and LS\V Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Vetland Code: CC-04 

Vetland Class: PFOI, PEMC 

iethod: [g) on-site 0 off-site 

Field date: 3/25/09, 4/21/09, 6/2/09 

Investigators: ACS, TB 

Observation point: Data Plots 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
jOFWAM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
l A B A A 

2 A B A A 

3 A B A A 

4 B A A B 

5 A c A A 

6 A c c A 

7 A B 
8 c 
9 B 

Descriptor diverse impacted intact intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally sh:mificant if one of the follow in~ conditions aJ)plies: 
I, Wetland is artificially created entirely from llpland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no fOod or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranbeny production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardm1s substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
), Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland orovides "intact" water uualitv function. 
4, Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than 1,4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water qtmlity function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surt:1ce water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODF\V as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LSW criteria met? 

Optional LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally tmique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 

Outional LS\Y critrria met? 

])etcrlltili!ltiOn: Wetland is lo~ally sigulfi~ant .. . .· .. · .... · ... : • 
• ••• .·.·· 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
0 [8J 

0 [8J 
0 [8J 

[8J 0 
0 [8J 
[8J 0 
[8J 0 
0 I8J 

0 [8J 
0 [8J 

0 [8J 

[8J 0 

0 [8J 

0 [8J 
0 [8J 

•••••• 
\ .. 
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City Wetlands Inventory 
jWetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: EC 
~etland Class: PEMCx 

1ethod: ~ on-site 0 off-site 

Field date: 3/12/09.4/21/09, 6/2/09 

Investigators: ACS. TB 

Observation point: data plots 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
PFW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Conti'OI 

Habitat 
I B c A A 

2 B c A A 

3 c c c B 

4 A A B B 

5 A c A B 

6 A c c A 

7 A A 
8 c 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 

I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is 001 
2. either: 
a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) llSCd for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters oft he state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
e) created fOr the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, farm or stock watering, 

settling- of sediment, cooling- industrial water, or as a g-olf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes oer 141-086. 

. Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than 'it mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endang-ered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenotJS anadromous sahnonids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\V criteria met? , 

Optional LS\\' Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally tmique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\Y criteria met? 

Detel'lllillation.: Wet)andis.likall}• sigl.\ifit!aut . . .. .. 

Education 

NA 

Yrs No 
D I8J 

D I8J 
D !ZI 

D I8J 
D I8J 
D I8J 
I8J D 
D I8J 

D I8J 
D I8J 

D I8J 

I8J D 

D I8J 

D I8J 
D I8J 

.·.·• . 



Attachment 3 

Juncti<m City Wetlands Inventory 
jWetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: EC-01 
~etland Class: PUB3G. PEMG 

Method: 18] on-site 0 off-site 

Field date: 3/11/09 
Investigators: ACS. TB 
Observation point: Data Plots 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 

pFW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 
Habitat 

I A c A A 

2 B B A A 

3 c c A B 

4 A A B c 
5 A c A B 

6 A B c A 

7 A A 
8 c 
9 B 

Descriptor some impacted intact intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LS\V) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I, Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining storm water; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no fOod or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
c) created fbr the purvose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I, Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides ''intact'' fish habitat. 

3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than~ mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surf.'lce water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODF\V as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat fimction. 
LS\V criteria met? 

Outional LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I, Wetland represents a locally 1mique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded'' fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented tbr that site. 
Optional LS\V criteria met? 

Detemtill!ltion: Wetland is locally sienificant ; > . r; . > ··. · ... · ."' ·;•• . 

Education 

not approp. 

Y<'S No 
D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 
l8l D 
l8l D 
D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 

D l8l 

l8l D 

D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 

;.• ;· ·. >. 



Attachment 3 

City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~etland Code: EC-02 
~etland Class: PEMC 
fethod: 0 on-site t:><;l ofi:site 

Field date: 3/11/09 

Investigators: ACS. TB 
Observation point: Deal Street 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 

pFW AM Questio1 Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 
Habitat 

1 c c A A 

2 B B A A 

3 c c A B 

4 - A B c 
5 A c A B 

6 A c c A 

7 A A 
8 c 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted intact intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally si_gnificant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining storm water; 
b) \Jsed for active surf.1ce mining or active Jog ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters oft he state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard, 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141 -086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LSW Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more oft he following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than Y4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\V Cl'itcl'ia met? 

Optional LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique natiYC plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) ''intact'' or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic controL 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\V criteria met? 

Detei·ntinatioii£ \Vethtnd i~ loeidly siJi•lificll•it .... ·.··· ... ,.,,,,. 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
D 181 

D 181 
D 181 

D 181 
D 181 
181 D 
181 D 
D 181 

D 181 
D 181 

D 181 

181 D 

D 181 

D 181 
D 181 

•<. · .. ·· ..... 



Attachment 3 

unction City Wetlands Inventory 
[Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LS'V Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Yelland Code: FC-01 
Yelland Class: PEMf 
Iethod: 0 on-site r:g] off-site 

Field date: 3/11/09 
Investigators: ACS, TB 
Observation point: Oaklea Drive 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
PFWAM Questio1 Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
I c c c A 

2 c B A A 

3 c c A A 

4 A c A c 
5 A B B c 
6 A B A B 

7 c A 
8 B 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I, Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created tOr the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natuml waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a .e:olf course hazard. 
2, Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
L Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2, Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3, Wetland provides "intact" water quality llmction. 
4, Wetland provides "intact" hvdrolo.e:ic control function. 
5. Wetland is Jess than 'it mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water mmlitv function is described as "intact" or "impacted or de.e:raded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7, Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8, Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmonids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LSW criteria met? 

Optional LS\V Criteria. Wetland is Jocallv significant if it meets one or more of the fOllowing criteria: 
), Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact'' or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or de.e:raded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 

Optional LS\Y criteria met? 

Detei·iuiiu1tion: Wetland is locall~·· significant .. .· . . .. . ·.· ••.• ··.· • < . 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
D [8] 

D IZI 
D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 
D [8] 
[8] D 
D [8] 

D [8] 
D [8] 

D [8] 

[8] D 

D [8] 

D [8] 
D !8l 

. .. .. . 



Attachment 3 

unction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Vetland Code: FC-02 
Vetland Class: PEM, PFO 

1ethod: D on-site IS] oft:site 

Field date: 4/21/09 
Investigators: ACS. TB 
Observation point: Milliron Street 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
pFWAM Qnestim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 A c B A 

2 c c A A 

3 c c A A 

4 - A A c 
5 A B B c 
6 A c B B 

7 A B 
8 B 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted intact impacted 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
c) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardous substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than~ mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality _function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surf.1ce water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\Y criteria met? 

QptionaJ LS\Y Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
I. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such usc is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\V criteria met? 

De~er•ilinaff!l11: Wetland is localh• iignilicllllt . .. ·• .· ..•..... ·•·. ·.····· :: ; .. · 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
D 18] 

D 18] 
D 18] 

D 18] 
D 18] 
18] D 
D 18] 
D 18] 

D 18] 
D 18] 

D 18] 

18] D 

D 18] 

D 18] 
D 18] 

• . ; .. 



Attachment 3 

unction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

'GENERAL INFORMATION 

~'etland Code: FC-03 Field date: 4/21/09 

Investigatol's: ACS, TB 

Observation point: Aerial photo 

Vetland Class: PEMCd 

lethod: 0 on-site 1Zl otT-site 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
OFW AM QuestiOI Wildlife Fish Habitat Watel' Quality Hydl'ologic Contl'ol 

Habitat 
1 A c B A 

2 B B A A 

3 c c A B 

4 c A B B 

5 A B B B 

6 A c B B 

7 A B 
8 B 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted intact impacted 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one oft he following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stormwatcr; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranbeny production, farm or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardollS substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LS\V Criteria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
1. Wetland provides "diverse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland provides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than1,4 mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODFW as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\V criteria met? 

Optional LSW Crit€.'ria. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more oft he following criteria: 
1. Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact'' or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
01>tional LSW crit€.'ria m€.'t? 

Deterritination: Wetland is locally significant ·. . 

Education 

not approp. 

Yes No 
0 [g) 

0 [g) 
0 [g) 

0 tgJ 
0 [g) 
[g) 0 
0 [g) 
0 [g) 

0 [g) 
0 [g) 

0 [g) 

[g) [g) 

0 [g) 

0 [g) 
0 [g) 

. 



Attachment 3 

City Wetlands Inventory 
JWetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

~'etland Code: WC Field date: 4/21109 
Investigators: ACS, TB 

Observation point: Data Plots 

Vetland Class: PEMCx 

Iethod: ~on-site 0 ofi:site 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 
pFW AM QnestiOI Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 

Habitat 
1 B c A A 
2 B c A A 
3 c c c B 
4 c A B B 
5 A c A B 
6 A c c A 
7 A A 
8 c 
9 c 

Descriptor some impacted impacted intact 

LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT WETLAND (LSW) DETERMINATION 
Exclusions. Wetland is not locally significant if one of the following conditions applies: 
I. Wetland is artificially created entirely from upland AND is either: 

a) created for the purvose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stonnwater; 
b) used for active surface mining or active log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters of the state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or construction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fimn or stock watering, 

settling of sediment, cooling industrial water, or as a golf course hazard. 
2. Wetland or portion thereof is contaminated by hazardotiS substances, materials or wastes per 141-086. 

Exclusion criteria met? 
LSW Criteria. Wetland is locally signifiCant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
(, Wetland provides "diYCrse" wildlife habitat. 
2. Wetland j}rovides "intact" fish habitat. 
3. Wetland provides "intact" water Quality function. 
4. Wetland provides "intact" hydrologic control function. 
5. Wetland is less than~ mile from a DEQ water quality limited water body (303 (d) list) and the 

wetland's water quality function is described as "intact" or "impacted or degraded." 
6. Wetland contains one or more rare plant communities. 
7. Wetland is inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened or endangered, or state listed as 

sensitive, threatened or endangered. 
8. Wetland has a direct surface water connection to a stream segment mapped by ODF\V as habitat for 

indigenous anadromous salmon ids, and has "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat function. 
LS\\' criteria me-t? 

OJltional LS\\' Criteda. Wetland is locally significant if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
], Wetland represents a locally unique native plant community AND provides: 

a) "diverse habitat" or "habitat for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted. or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 
d) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" hydrologic control. 

2. Wetland is publicly owned and has "educational uses" and such use is documented for that site. 
Optional LS\\' criteria met? 

Detcl'mination: Wetland is locally significant · · .. ·· ·. • ..••. · ... ·. ··. · ...•..... • 

Education 

A 
A 
B 
c 
c 
B 

potential 

Yes No 
D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 
D l8l 
l8l D 
D l8l 

0 l8l 
D l8l 

D l8l 

l8l D 

D l8l 

D l8l 
D l8l 
. 



Attachment 3 

unction City Wetlands Inventory 
!Wetland Assessment Answer Sheet and LSW Determination 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Vetland Code: WC-01 
Vetland Class: PEM 
fethod: (g) on-site 0 off-site 

Field date: 4/21/09 
Investigators: ACS, TB 
Observation point: Data Plots 

FUNCTION AND CONDITION ASSESSMENT ANSWERS 

OFW AM Questim Wildlife Fish Habitat Water Quality Hydrologic Control 
Habitat 

I B c A A 

2 B B A A 

3 c c A B 

4 - A B B 

5 A c A B 

6 A c B B 

7 A A 
8 c 
9 B 

Descriptor some impacted intact impacted 

a) created for the purpose ofc~:~~~~:~~;,: 
b) used for active surface mining log ponds; 
c) a ditch without free and open connection to natural waters oft he state and no food or game fish; 
d) less than one acre in size and created unintentionally from irrigation or constmction; or 
e) created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, fann or stock watering, 

represents a 
a) "diverse habitat" or ' for some wildlife species"; 
b) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" fish habitat; 
c) "intact" or "impacted or degraded" water quality; or 

Education 

not approp. 
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Attachment 3 

Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: BC 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
One Cowardin class with <5 species SUiface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

Between 0.5 and 1 acre of open water Wetland buffer is between 10 and 40% 

Swface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land use is prima1ily developed uses 

<1 0% of stream has instream stmctures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Impacted or degraded 
Plima1y water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

,Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Agriculture upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Has educational uses 
Wetland is open to the public Public access to other habitats exist 

Rationale: No visible hazards to public Maintained public access point exists 

No intact fish or wildlife, but both functions not los \Vetland is not limited mobility accessible 



Attachment 3 

Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: CC 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
One Cowardin class with >5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

More than 1 acre of open water Wetland buffer is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fisb Habitat: Impacted or degmded . 

Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

< 10% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Wate1· Quality: Impacted or degraded 
Primary water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Potential for education uses 
Wetland is open to the public Other habitats can be observed not accessed 

Rationale: One or two visible hazards to public Maintained public access point exists 

No intact fish or wildlife, but both functions not los \Vetland is not limited mobility accessible 



Attachment 3 

Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: CC-01 

Wildlife Habitat: . Provides diverse habitat for wildlife 
More than one Cowardin class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily open space 

No unvegetated open water Wetland buffer is between 10 and 40% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: . Impacted or deg1·aded . 

Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land is primarily open space 

<I 0% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: . Intact 
Prima1y water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land is primarily open space 
. High wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Open space downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is less than 0.5 acre and not connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Has educational uses 
Wetland is open to the public Other habitats can be observed not accessed 

Rationale: No visible hazards to public Unmaintained public access point exists 

No intact fish or wildlife, but both functions not lost \Vetland is not limited mobility accessible 



Attachment 3 

Junction City Wetland Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: CC-02 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
More than one Coward in class No surface connection, but wetlands w/in 3 miles 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

Between 0.5 and 1 acre of open water Wetland buffer is between 10 and 40% 

No surface connection, but waterbody w/in 1 mile 

Fish Habitat: N/A 
No connected river, stream, pond or lake No connected river, stream, pond or lake 

Rationale: No connected river, stream, pond or lake No connected river, stream, pond or lake 

No connected river, stream, pond or lake No connected river, stream, pond or lake 

Wate1· Quality: Impacted or degraded 
Primary water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Agriculture upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Sununary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: CC-03 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat fm· some wildlife species 
More than one Cowardin class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

Less than 0.5 acre of open water Wetland buffer is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degmded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only portions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

<I 0% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Impacted or degmded 
Primary water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: CC-04 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides diverse habitat for wildlife 
More than one Cowardin class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by woody vegetation No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

High interspersion Adjacent land is plimarily developed uses 

Between 0.5 and 1 acre of open water Wetland buffer is between 10 and 40% 

Swface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Between 50% and 75% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only p011ions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

10% to 25% of stream has instream stmctures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Intact 
Prim my water source is surface flow \Vetland is more than 5 acres 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

High wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by woody vegetation 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is more than 5 acres Ag1iculture upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City L WI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: EC 

Wildlife Habitat: Pt·ovides habitat for some wildlife species . 

One Cowardin class with >5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

More than 1 acre of open water Wetland buffer is less than 10% 

c Fish Habitat: 
Surface water connection to water body 

Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

<10% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Impacted or degraded 
Primal)' water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact . 

Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vet land is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Not appropriate fm· educational uses 
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Junction City L WI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: EC-01 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
More than one Cowardin class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: pminated by emergent vegetation and pondi No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 
Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

More than I acre of open water Wetland buffer is between 10 and 40% 
Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or deg1·aded 

Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only portions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 
<I 0% of stream has instream stmctures ~ome non-salmonid fish species present in strem 

Water Quality: Intact 
Primary water source is surface flow Wetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and c01mecte 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 
Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within I 00 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pondin~ 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

Wetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and c01mect Urban uses upslope of wetland 
Water has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City L WI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: EC-02 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
One Cowardin class with <5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

No unvegetated open water Wetland buffer is less than I 0% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only portions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

<10% of stream. has instream stmctures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Intact 
Primary water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

High wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydrologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City Wetlands Inventory 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: FC-01 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species . 

One Cowardin class with <5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation One or more \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily agriculture 

No unvegetated open water Wetland bu!Ttor is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or deg•·aded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded One or more adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Rationale: Only pmiions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

<10% of stream has instream structures Some non-salmonid fish species present in stream 

Water Quality: Impacted or degraded 
Primary water source is groundwater \Vetland is more than 5 acres 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

High wetland vegetation cover One or more adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Hyd•·ologic Control: Intact 
Wetland is within I 00 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Agriculture downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is more than 5 acres Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City L WI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: FC-02 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species . 

More than one Coward in class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation No adjacent \Vater Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily agriculture 

No unvegetated open water \Vetland buffer is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

<1 0% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Intact 
Precipitation or sheet flow \Vetland is more than 5 acres 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

High wetland vegetation cover One or more moderate \Vater Quality streams 

Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Agriculture downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is more than 5 acres Agriculture upslope of wetland 

\Vater has unrestricted flow out of wetland 

Education: Not appropriate fo1· educational uses 
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Junction City L WI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: FC-03 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species . 

. 
More than one Cowardin class Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily agriculture 

Less than 0.5 acre of open water Wetland buffer is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only portions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

<10% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Watet· Quality: Intact 
Primary water source is precipitation Wetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily agriculture 

High wetland vegetation cover One or more moderate \Vater Quality streams 

Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Agriculture downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Agriculture upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City LWI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: WC 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some n1Idlife species 
One Coward in class with >5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

Less than 0.5 acre of open water Wetland buffer is less than 10% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent Water Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Stream banks are extensively modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 
. < 10% of stream has in stream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Impacted or degraded . 

Primaty water source is surface flow Wetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed use-s 

Low wetland vegetation cover No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Hydt'OloJ!JC Contt·ol: Intact 
Wetland is within I 00 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Development downslope of wetland 

\Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Potential for education uses 
Wetland is open to the public No access or observation potential 

Rationale: No visible hazards to public No access point to wetland exists 

!No intact fish or wildlife, but both functions not los \Vetland is not limited mobility accessible 
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Junction City LWI 

OFW AM Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Wetland Assessment Unit: WC-01 

Wildlife Habitat: Provides habitat for some wildlife species 
One Cowardin class with >5 species Surface water connection to other wetland 

Rationale: Dominated by emergent vegetation and pending No adjacent Water Quality limited streams 

Low interspersion Adjacent land is primarily developed uses 

No unvegetated open water Wetland buffer is between !0 and 40% 

Surface water connection to water body 

Fish Habitat: Impacted or degraded 
Less than 50% of stream is shaded No adjacent \Vater Quality Limited streams 

Rationale: Only portions of stream are modified Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

<I 0% of stream has instream structures No fish present in stream 

Water Quality: Intact 
Primary water source is surface flow \Vetland is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Adjacent land use is primarily developed uses 

High wetland vegetation cover One or more moderate \Vater Quality streams 

Hydrologic Control: Impacted or degraded 
Wetland is within 100 year floodplain Dominated by emergent vegetation and ponding 

Rationale: Wetland floods or ponds Agriculture downslope of wetland 

\Vet land is 0.5 to 5 acres, or <0.5 and connected Urban uses upslope of wetland 

\Vetland has minor flow restrictions 

Education: Not appropriate for educational uses 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

GIS Data Log 

GIS Data Source/Date Shapefile Type Description 

Aerial Photo (Color) USDA Extracted Compressed County Mosaics (CCM) from the Summer 2009 NAIP 
Summer2009 Imagery (National Agricul ture Imagery Program) flights. The Oregon 

Department of Administrative Services' Geospatial Enterprise 
Office (GEO) and Oregon State University collaborate to provide 
this data- one-m eter resolution. Reprojected to Oregon Lambert 

projection by Randy Sounhein, GIS Coordinator, Department of 
State Lands. ftQ:Lll59.121.106.159LJmage!:YLCCM2009l 

Aerial Photo (Color) USDA Extracted 2005 0.5 meter orthoimagery- A 9 :1 compressed WGS84 mosaic 
June 5, 2007 Imagery derived from half-meter resolution color Digital Orthophoto 

Quadrangles (DOQ) of the entire state of Oregon from the 
summer of 2005 for multiple state agencies in Oregon. 

City Limits No Metadata - obtained from Polygon Likely obtained from: 
Junction City httQ:[[sQatialdata.oregonexQiorer.lnfo[GPT9[catalog[search[sear 

ch.Qage 

UGB No Metadata -obtained from Polygon Likely obtained from: 
Junction City htlQ:[[sQatialdata.oregonexQiorer.in fo[GPT9Lcataloglsearch[sear 

ch.Qage 

100- and 500- year FEMA Polygon Q3 Flood data taken from FIRMS 

floodplains 

Streams Obtained from Junction City- Line 
no metadata provided 

Lakes Obtained from Junction City- Polygon 
no metadata provided 

Roads Obtained f rom Junction City- Line 
no meta data provided 

Right-of-Way Obtained from Junction City - Polygon 
no metadata provided 

Tax Lots Obtained from Junction City- Polygon 
no meta data provided 

Zoning Obtained from Junction City- Polygon 
no meta data provided 

Comprehensive Obtained from Junction City- Polygon 
Plan Designation no metadata provided 

Select Water bodies ORBLM Polygon Extracted from Pacific North West Hydrography Framework: 
(Sept. 26, 2005) Sounds, bays, lakes, ponds, wetlands, reservoirs, inundation 

areas. 

Soils NRCS Polygon 

Highways Obtained from Lane County - Line Likely obtained from: 

no metadata - provided hllQ:Llsllatialdata.oregonexQiorer.infoLGPT9Lcal aloglsearchLsear 
ch~e 

Railroads Obtained from Lane County- Line Likely obtained from: 
no metadata - provided httQ:[[sQal ialdata.oregonexQiorer.infoLGPT9lcatalog[search[sear 

ch.Qage 

Signed Routes ODOT Line Provides location of routes and cross-reference to ODOT highway 
numbers file, includes all applicable jurisdictions of roadways to 
give a complete picture of roadways in Oregon. 

Hydrologic Unit BLM/ USDA/NRCS Polygon http://navigator.state.or.us/sdl/data/shapefile/k24/hydro_units_ 
Code (6th Field) 6th.zip 

Public Land Survey BLM Polygon http:/ /www.geocommunlcator.gov/blmMap/MapLSIS.jsp 
System 
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Junction City Local Wetland Inventory 

DSL Wetland Determination Files 

DSL Decision Study 
Number Date Legal {TRS/TL) Location Area Wetland Other Features Size Farmed Decription 

TlSS RSW 536 TL 702 and east Wastewater Treatment 
06-0682 12/28/2008 portion of 700 Hwy99 NA es NA 53ac NA Lagoon Expansion 

Oaklea DriveN of High Pass 
04-0250 4/6/2005 T1SS R4W W31, TL 2400, 2500 Road NA es NA NA NA Temporary determination 

TlSS R4W 531 and SW 536, TL Oaklea Drive N of High Pass 1 ditch and 1 20.89 3 wetlands, Tietze! Site 
04-0254 7/28/2004 1800 Road 63 ac es creek " NA Old 98-0220 

4 mi S of Junction City on S 
side of Milliron Road between 5.67 

03-0390 8/7/2003 T16S R04W 520 TL 100 Hwy99 railroad tracks 38ac es 1 ditch " es Booth Industrial Park 

TlSS R4W 532 TLs 8300 8400 2300 
4400 4500 6700 6800 8000 T16S 0.11 Only the ROW in each lot 

02-0613 12/31/2002 R4W 55 Tls 309, 101, 300, 4314 River Road at Hwy 99 2.2ac es 1 ditch " NA was investigated 

E of Hwy 99 at Mil!iorn Rd, W 1.42 44,4 OJ was removed for 
01~0343 11/26/2001 T165 R4W 517 Tl 201 504 of RR tracks NA es ditches ., es ditch 

3 mi 5 of Harrisburg on River irrigation 
99~0278 1/25/2000 T155 R4W 532 TL 100 900 Road 200ac es channel 50.06 es Prior converted cropland 

9th Ave between Deal St 0.01 Public ROW, trib to Flat 

99-0208 7/6/1999 T15S R4W S32BD Birch 5t 0.25 ac es 6-ft wide creek ., No Creek 

TlSS RSW $36 TL 500 TlSS R4W W side of Oaklea Drive, 0.9 m 3.8 Oklea Rd/Lemon Farm, 

98-0239 6/15/1998 531 Tls 2400 2500 WofHwy99 263 ac es No ., es adjacent to sewage ponds 

11 wetlands (PF, PEM), 

Oaklea Drive- Junction chanelized segment of 
58/Pacific Hwy {99W) 1.5 mi open 4.65 tributary to flat creek runs 

97-0314 8/26/1997 T155 R4W $19, 29, 30, 32 section 1.5 mi. es water/drainage ., No parallel to E side 

3 mi S of Junction City NE of 
intersection of99E Milliron 6.7 Only wetland is bottom of 

90-0137 12/27/1990 T165 R4W 517 Tls 900, 1700, 1800 Rd 50ac es ditches/swales ., es ditches 
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Tim Brooks, ASLA: 
Project Role: 
Project Responsibilities: 

Principal Environmental Planner 
Project Manager 
Wetland inventory, assessment; agency coordination 

Tim has more than 20 years of experience managing State Goal 5 natural resource inventory 
and planning projects for local communities in Oregon. Tim managed wetland inventories for the 
cities of Albany, Corvallis, Damascus, Gresham, Newberg, Portland, Prineville, West Linn and 
Woodburn. In addition to project management, Tim has completed field investigations, wetland 
delineations and assessments, sensitive species surveys, and wildlife habitat assessments for 
both public and private clients throughout Oregon and Washington. For more that 12 years, Tim 
prepared inventories and developed conservation plans for wetland, stream and habitat 
resources for the City of Portland. Tim completed the DSL/Corps/USFWS Interagency Wetland 
Delineation Course in 1993. Beginning in 1995, Tim worked under the guidance of Andy 
Castelle and other professional wetland scientists, and has completed specialized courses in 
wetland vegetation and ecology. 

Anita Cate Smyth, PWS: 
Project Role: 
Project Responsibilities: 

Wetland Scientist 
Senior Wetland Scientist 
Wetland determinations and assessments 

Anita is a Professional Wetland Scientist with 15 years of experience in natural resource 
inventories, with emphasis on wetland delineation and permitting. She holds Professional 
Master's Degree in Environmental Sciences from Oregon State University. She spent two years 
at Clackamas County's Department of Transportation and Development, Engineering Section as 
a program manager and a resource for wetland and other environmental expertise. During her 
nine years at a multidisciplinary civil engineering firm, she expanded that technical and project 
management expertise through execution of numerous wetland mitigation site design projects, 
natural resource inventories, and riparian and wetland functional assessments as stand-alone 
projects and as part of Joint Permit Applications for specific actions. Prior to joining Winterbrook 
Planning, Anita formed Westbrook Science & Design, LLC, a woman-owned business focused 
on using her experience and talent on behalf of public and private clients in Oregon and Idaho. 

Christine Robertson, AICP, LEED AP: Associate Planner 
Project Role: GIS Technician 
Project Responsibilities: Mapping 

Christine has over five years of environmental planning and GIS experience. She holds a 
Master of Community Planning from the University of Cincinnati, where she received her GIS 
training. For her graduate thesis, she performed a green-roof build-out analysis for the university 
and quantified the resultant reduction in stormwater runoff, using GIS and Technical Release 55 
(TR-55). During her professional career she has performed numerous GIS-based analyses 
including: buildable lands analyses, urban growth boundary expansion analyses and various 
environmental I social impact assessments. 
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January 17, 2012 

Re: Taxlot ______ _ 

CITY OF JUNCTION CITY 
680 Greenwood 

P.O. Box 250 
Junction City, OR 97 448 

Phone: 541-998-2153 
Fax: 541-998-3140 

http://www.junctioncityoregon.gov/ 

Dear Junction City Property Owner: 

Why are we contacting you? The city recently completed the Junction City Local Wetland 
Inventory. Property that you own at Taxlot was included on this inventory and 
found to contain a wetland, possible wetland, or waterway. State regulations at OAR 141-86-
0240 require us to notify you of this determination. 

Purpose of the inventory: The inventory was done primarily for the city's comprehensive plan 
update, as required by OAR 660-23-0100, and to achieve better coordination between land use 
planning and wetland regulations. The inventory identified, described, and mapped the 
approximate boundaries of wetlands within the city and the urban grow1h boundary. Where 
access permission was granted, the wetland inventory map should be more accurate. Prior to 
proposed development, field verification may be necessary to determine precise boundaries and 
where various regulations may apply. There may be unmapped wetlands that are also subject to 
state and federal regulation. 

The inventory has been approved by the Department of State Lands (DSL) and will be included 
in the Statewide Wetland Inventory and will be used by the city to notify DSL if site development 
is proposed on affected parcels. The inventory will help both the community and individual 
landowners by providing advance notice about wetland regulations so that we can plan ahead 
for necessary permits and avoid potential fill violation liability. 

Does the inventory create new regulations? Based on the recently completed inventory and 
evaluation of wetlands, the city may choose to adopt new ordinances to protect the functions 
and values of certain wetlands that are important to the community. Junction City is currently 
reviewing what protection standards to use for the wetlands identified through this inventory 
process. 

Compliance with state and federal wetland regulations is the responsibility of every landowner, 
regardless of whether the wetlands have yet been identified on any map. For further information 
on wetland regulations, contact DSL at 503-986-5200 or via their web page at 
http://statelands.dsl.state.or.us; or contact the Army Corps of Engineers at 503-808-4373. 

For more information about the inventory: You may view the Inventory map and 
documentation at City Hall (680 Greenwood Ave, Junction City) or online at 

H:\U\Pianning Departrnent\Custornized Periodic Review 2008-2010\PHASE 11 2009-2010\LWI PHASE 11\Notice to 
Property Owners\Post-Notification Letter.doc 



www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/WETLAND/Iwi disclaimer agreed.shtml . Public information 
meetings addressing the Inventory project were held on October 29, 2008, March 25, 2009, 
October 14, 2010 and more recently on March 16, 2011, November 18, 2011, and December 
20,2011. 

For more information about new regulations: Additional information meetings are 
anticipated during January and February, 2012 to encourage citizen participation in future 
wetland planning steps. Please look at the Planning Commission and City Council agendas 
which are available at http://www.junctioncityoregon.gov/ for more information on future meeting 
dates. 

If you have questions or concerns about the project, please contact Stacy Clauson at (541) 998-
2153 or send an email to jcplanning@ci.junction-city.or.us. 

Sincerely, 

$1ac:t B:w~on 
Stacy Clauson 
Junction City Planning 

H:\U\Pianning Department\Customi;ed Periodic Review 2008-2010\PHASE 11 2009-2010\LWI PHASE 11\Notice to 
Property Owners\Post-No!ifica!ion Letter. doc 
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found to contain a wetland, possible wetland, or waterway. State regulations at OAR 141-86-
0240 require us to notify you of this determination. 
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update, as required by OAR 660-23-0100, and to achieve better coordination between land use 
planning and wetland regulations. The inventory identified, described, and mapped the 
approximate boundaries of wetlands within the city and the urban growth boundary. Where 
access permission was granted, the wetland inventory map should be more accurate. Prior to 
proposed development, field verification may be necessary to determine precise boundaries and 
where various regulations may apply. There may be unmapped wetlands that are also subject to 
state and federal regulation. 

The inventory has been approved by the Department of State Lands (DSL) and will be included 
in the Statewide Wetland Inventory and will be used by the city to notify DSL if site development 
is proposed on affected parcels. The inventory will help both the community and individual 
landowners by providing advance notice about wetland regulations so that we can plan ahead 
for necessary permits and avoid potential fill violation liability. 

Does the inventory create new regulations? Based on the recently completed inventory and 
evaluation of wetlands, the city may choose to adopt new ordinances to protect the functions 
and values of certain wetlands that are important to the community. Junction City is currently 
reviewing what protection standards to use for the wetlands identified through this inventory 
process. 

Compliance with state and federal wetland regulations is the responsibility of every landowner, 
regardless of whether the wetlands have yet been identified on any map. For further information 
on wetland regulations, contact DSL at 503-986-5200 or via their web page at 
http:/lstatelands.dsl.state.or.us: or contact the Army Corps of Engineers at 503-808-4373. 

For more information about the inventory: You may view the Inventory map and 
documentation at City Hall (680 Greenwood Ave, Junction City) or online at 
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www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/WETLAND!Iwi disclaimer agreed.shtml . Public information 
meetings addressing the Inventory project were held on October 29, 2008, March 25, 2009, 
October 14, 2010 and more recently on March 16, 2011, November 18, 2011, and December 
20,2011. 

For more information about new regulations: Additional information meetings are 
anticipated during January and February, 2012 to encourage citizen participation in future 
wetland planning steps. Please look at the Planning Commission and City Council agendas 
which are available at http://www.junctioncityoregon.gov/ for more information on future meeting 
dates. 
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JifacJ &atMOII 

Stacy Clauson 
Junction City Planning 
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!Ordinance No. 1212 - Attachment 4 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Stacy Clauson, Junction City Planning Director 

From: Greg Winterowd 

Date: May 23, 2012 

Re: Wetland Policy Alternatives and Draft ESEE Analysis 
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Attachment 1: Proposed Water Resources District (WRD) 

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Customized Periodic Review Tasks 

In 2010 Winterbrook Planning prepared a memorandum entitled "Wetland Policy 
Alternatives and Draft ESEE Analysis" that addressed Tasks 3( c) and 3( d) of Phase II of 
the junction City Customized Periodic Review Work Program.1 These tasks committed 
junction City to: 

(c) Conducting a GoalS ESEE Analysis based on the final draft Local Wetland 
Inventory (LWI) submitted to the Department of State Lands (DSL); and 

(d) Preparing a draft staff report for City review and presenting the LWI, Code and 
Plan amendments and findings at a work session of elected and appointed 
officials. 

The 2010 draft program would have (a) protected "relatively high quality" wetlands 
using the "safe harbor" provisions of OAR 660-023-100; and (b) relied on DSL to protect 
"relatively low quality" wetlands. 

2012 ESEE Analysis for Locally Significant Wetlands 

In 2012 the Planning Commission and City Council tentatively approved the content of a 
new ordinance to protect "locally significant wetlands" (LSW). The decision to change the 
local protection program necessitated a change in the ESEE (Economic, Social, Economic 
and Energy) consequences analysis that justified the 2010 draft program. These changes 
(and related conflicting uses and activities) are discussed in Section 3 of this ESEE Analysis 

1 Tasks 3(a) and (b) included the preparation and review of the Local Wetland lnventoty (LWJ) and 
wetland assessment 
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-Identification of Conflicting Uses and Activities. Since junction City will not be relying on 
the wetlands protection "safe harbor", the GoalS Rule (OAR 660-023-1000(4)(a) requires 
that the City: "Complete the Goal 5 process and adopt a program to achieve the goal 
following the requirements of OAR 660-023-0040 and 660-023-0050;" This means that the 
City must determine an impact area,Z identify conflicting uses,3 conduct an ESEE analysis, 
and adopt a local protection program4 based on the ESEE analysis.s 

The 2012 ESEE Analysis considers the consequences of full local protection (prohibit 
conflicting uses), no local protection (rely exclusively on DSL to regulate wetlands), and 
limited local protection (apply Ordinance 950). junction City's "limited protection 
program" is set forth in draft ORDINANCE NO. 950- Wetland Resources Overlay District 
(WRD). Attachment A includes the full text of Ordinance No. 950. 

2 OAR 660-023-0040(3): "Determine the impact area. Local govemments shall determine an impact area 
for each significant resource site. The impact area shall be drawn to include only the area in which allowed 
uses could adverse(y affect the identified resource. 111e impact area defines the geographic limits within which 
to conduct an ESEE ana(ysis for the identified significant resource site." 
3 OAR 660-023-0040(2): "IdentifY conflicting uses. Local governments shall identifY conflicting uses that exist, 
or could occw~ with regard to significant GoalS resource sites. To identifY these uses, local govemments shall 
examine land uses allowed outright or conditionally within the zones applied to the resource site and in its 
impact area. Local governments are not required to consider allowed uses that would be unlikely to occur in 
the impact area because existing permanent uses occupy the site." 
4 OAR 660·023-0010(7) Definitions: "'Protect,'wllen applied to an individual resource site, means to limit or 
prohibit uses that conflict with a significant resource site (except as provided in OAR 660·023-0140, 660-023-
0180, and 660-023-0190). When applied to a resource category, "protect" means to develop a program 
consistent with this division." 
OAR 660-023-0040(5) goes on to explain a local government's program options to "allow", "limit" or 
"prohibit" contlicting uses for an LSW: "Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. Local govemments shall 
determine whether to allow, limit, or prohibit ident({ied COJ!flicting uses for signijicaut resource sites. This 
decision shall be based upon and supported by the ESEE ana(vsis. A decision to prohibit or limit 
COI!/licting uses protects a resource site. A decision to allow some or all conflicting uses for a particular 
site may also be consistent with Goal 5, provided it is supported by the ESEE ana(vsis. One of the following 
determi-nations shall be reached \Vith regard to cm!flicting uses fOr a sign{(tcant resource site: (a) A local 
govemment may decide that a sign({icant resource site is of such importance compared to the COJ!flicting 
uses, and the ESEE consequences of allowing the COJ!flicthlg uses are so detrimental to the resource, that 
the COJ!flicting uses should be prohibited. (b) A local government may decide that both the resource site 
aud the COJ!flicting uses are important compared to each other, and, based on the ESEE ana(vsis, the 
COI!/1icting uses should be allowed in a limited way that protects the resource site to a desired extent. (c) A 
local government may decide that the COI!f/icting use should be allowedful(r, nohvithstandiug the possible 
impacts on the resource site. The ESEE ana(vsis must demon-stmte that the COJ!f/icting use z:'i of Sl!f]lcient 
importance relative to the resource site, and must indicate why measures to protect the resource to some 
extent should not be provided, as per subsection (b) of this section". 
5 OAR 660-023-0040(1) ESEE Decision Process: "Local governments shall develop a program to achieve 
GoalS fora /I signi_ficant resource sites based on an analysis of the economic, social environmental, and energy 
(ESEE) consequences that could result from a decision to allow, limit.. or prohibit a conflicting use." 
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2. LWI SUMMARY 

Winterbrook submitted the draft LWI Report and maps to junction City and DSL staff for 
review and comment in july of 2010. In Augustthrough October, Winterbrook 
incorporated agency comments into the final draft of the LWI. DSL approved the 
junction City LWI in December 2011. 

The LWI Report describes the location, quantity and quality of 14 wetlands comprising 
approximately 264 acres, or about 15% of the land area within the junction City Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). These 14 wetlands are grouped by location or (drainage sub
basin): 

• Bergstrom Canal (BC): one wetland just over an acre 
• Central Canal (CC): five wetlands totaling about 20 acres 
• Flat Creek (FC): three wetlands totaling about 236 acres 
• East Canal (EC): three wetlands totaling about 6 acres 
• West Canal (WC): two wetlands totaling about 2 acres 

Of these 14 inventoried wetlands, all but two met state criteria for "locally significant 
wetlands".6 Thus, junction City has 13locally significant wetlands (LSW) totaling 
approximately 263 acres. These 13 LSW are the subject ofthe remainder ofthis 
ESEE analysis. 

Summary of Wetland Characteristics 
This section considers the functions and values associated with "relatively low quality" 
and "relatively high quality" wetlands within the junction City UGB. 

Relatively Low Quality Wetlands 

junction City developed in an area with a high concentration of hydric (wet) soils. To 
create d1y land for farming and development, drainage channels were constructed and 
wetlands were filled. A few residual ponds, open channels and undeveloped wetlands 
remained- especially in the area west of Oaklea Road and the relatively inaccessible 
southern leg of the UGB between Highway 99S and the railroad tracks. 

These relatively low quality wetlands have five things in common: 
(a) they have limited fish and wildlife habitat value (due in part to the lack of 

multi-layered native vegetation); 
(b) they have either impacted water quality or impacted hydrological control 

functions; 

6 "Local significance" is determined using the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 
(OFWAM), as required by Oregon Administrative Rule [OAR) 141·086·0185. The "non-significant" 
exception is BC (1.22 acres]. 
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(c) many have open channels which have been identified by junction City 
citizens as having some aesthetic value; 

(d) many have intact hydrological (flood) control functions; and 
(e) none have educational value. 

Most of the wetlands in this categmy are also relatively small (i.e., less than 1.5 acres). 
The largest LSW (17.5 acres on Industrial land in a less urbanized portion of the UGB 
and approximately 100 acres of Residential land on the Oaklea site) have been farmed 
for years. Table 1 summarizes the size and ecological function for each wetland in this 
categmy. LSW CC, CC-02, CC-03, EC and WC and WC-01 have intact hydrological 
functions; LSW FC-02, FC-03 and WC-01 have intact water quality. 

Table 1: Relatively Low Quality* Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW) 

Wetland Wildlife Habitat Wetland Water Quality Hydrologic 
Code Acres Control 
cc limited 3.8 Impacted Intact 

CC-02 limited 0.73 Impacted Intact 
CC-03 limited 0.5 Impacted Intact 

EC limited 3.4 Impacted Intact 
FC-01 ** limited 216.5 Impacted Intact 

FC-02 limited 17.5 Intact Impacted 
FC-03 limited 1.5 Intact Impacted 
we limited 1.4 Impacted Intact 

WC-01 limited 0.8 Intact Impacted 

* Based on Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) results. 
** Only the portions of FC-01 (Oaklea Site) located outside the boundaries of the WRD overlay are 
the subject of this ESEE analysis. 
Som ce: Wmterbrook Plannmg and Junction C1ty Local Wetlands lnventmy (2011) 

Figure 1 on the following page shows a farmed wetland in an industrial area. Full 
protection of this relatively low quality farmed wetland could limit the development 
potential of the affected industrial property. 
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Source: Winterbrook Planning. 2009 

Relatively High Quality Wetlands 

Unlike lower quality wetlands described in Table 1, the relatively high quality wetlands 
described in Table 2 offer more obvious community benefits. The five relatively high 
quality LSWare: Wetland CC-01; Wetland CC-04; Wetland EC-01;7 Wetland EC-02 
and Wetland FC-01.s 

These wetlands are considered relatively high value because they have some 
combination of the following characteristics: 

• Diverse wildlife habitat - due to the presence of multi-layered, native 
vegetation (Wetlands CC-01 and CC-04); 

• Intact water quality and hydrologic control (Wetlands CC-04, EC-01, EC-02); 
• Educational value (Wetland CC-01); or have an existing 
• Junction City Open Space designation (Wetland FC-01). 

Table 2 on the following page summarizes the size and ecological function for each 
wetland in this categ01y. 

7 EC-01 is mostly outside the )unction City UGB; only the western pmtion of this LSW would be subject to 
the WRD overlay. 
s Note: The eastern p01tion of FC-01, including DSL #08-0239 and the public sewage treatment site (DSL 
#08-0582) that are not currently protected by local regulations would continue to be subject only to DSL 
(and not local) review. 
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Table 2: Relatively High Quality Locally Significant Wetlands (LSW) 

Wetland Wildlife Wetland Educational Water Hydrologic Control 
Code Habitat Acres Value Quality 
CC-01 Diverse 0.5 Yes Intact Impacted 
CC-04 Diverse 14.0 No Intact Intact 

EC-01 Limited 2.0 No Intact Intact 
EC-Q2 Limited 0.9* No Intact Intact 

FC-01 Limited 216.5 No Impacted Intact 
Note: Quality is based on size, OFWAM results and regulatory status. 
* EC-02 has only 0.06 acres within the Junction City UGB; the remaining 0.83 acres are located outside the UGB. 

Source: Winterbrook Planning and Junction City Local Wetlands Invent01y (2011) 

• Wetland CC-01 has intact water quality and hydrological control functions. 
Wetland CC-01 is unique in Junction City because of its location on the Laurel 
Elementary School site (the reason for its exceptional educational value). 

• Wetland CC-04 is a large (14 acres) forested wetland complex with 
considerable native vegetative and wildlife habitat diversity; Wetland CC-04 
also has "intact" water quality and hydrological control functions. Wetland 
CC-04 is located on Industrial land (the Weyerhaeuser site) south of High 
Pass Road and east of Highway 99, between the railroad tracks. 

Source: Winterbrook Planning, 2009 
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• Wetland EC-01 is unusual because of its intact water quality and 
hydrological control functions. It also provides an aesthetic community 
benefit because of its "open water" character and visibility from Highway 99. 

• Wetland EC-02 is also an open water wetland that has intact water quality 
and hydrological control functions. However, most of this wetland lies 
outside the UGB and therefore is not within Junction City's jurisdiction. 

Source: Winterbrook Planning. 2009 

• Wetland FC-01 is associated with the "Oaklea Site" and is located on both 
sides of Flat Creek west of Oaklea Road and north of the sewage treatment 
ponds. This wetland complex covers 216.5 acres and includes two 
delineations approved by DSL.9 The Junction City Comprehensive Plan map 
designates some of this wetland complex as "Open Space". The Open Space 
designation is implemented by the City's adopted Stream Corridor and 
Wetlands Overlay District, which prohibits most types of urban development. 
In 2007-08, some ofW.etland FC-01 was protected ·as a condition of approval 
for residential planned unit development on the northern (residential) 
portion of the Oaklea property. 

9 Includes most of the approved wetland delineations east of Flat (Crow) Creek (DSL File Numbers 98-0293 
and 04-0250). 
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3. IMPACT AREA, CONFLICTING USES AND ACTIVITIES 

Impact Area Determination 
The impact area identified in the WRD is 30 feet from the mapped wetland edge. This 
impact area recognizes the margin of error that is assumed when mapping a wetland using 
the OFWAM method. 

Except for standard erosion control and drainage standards that apply on a city-wide basis, 
the WRD does not limit conflicting uses within the wetland impact area; however, if 
development is proposed within the "impact area" the City will require DSL approval of a 
formal wetland delineation to determine the precise location of the LSW. 

Conflicting Uses 
The Goal 5 rule requires cities to determine conflicting urban uses based on uses 
allowed by applicable zoning districts and activities permitted by the WRD. Table 3 
shows the zoning districts that apply to each LSW. 

Table 3: Conflicting Zoning for Relatively Low and High Quality LSW 

Wetland Code I Residential Commercial I Industrial I Other 
Relatively low Quality Wetlands 

cc X Public land 
CC-02 X 

CC-03 X X X Public Land 
EC X X X Public Land 

FC-01 X X Public Land 
FC-02 X 

FC-03 X 

we X 
WC-01 X 

Relatively High Quality Wetlands 
CC-01 Public Land 
CC-04 X 

EC-01 X X 

EC-02 X County EFU 
FC-01 X PT Open Space 

(Professional RCOverlay 
Technical) 

Source: Wmterbrook Plannmg and junctton Ctty Comprehenstve Plan Map. 
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Development and disturbance activities that can adversely affect LSW occur within each 
of junction City's underlying zones; however, the degree or intensity of the impacts may 
va1y depending on the intensity of the land use, the form, layout or design of the 
development, construction protocols or ongoing operation and maintenance activities. 

As can be observed from Table 3: 

• Residential Conflicts: Four relatively low quality wetlands are located only in 
Residential zones (CC, CC-02, WC and WC-01). 

• Industrial Conflicts: Two relatively low quality wetlands (FC-02 and FC-03) 
and one relatively high quality wetland (CC-04) are located exclusively in 
Industrial zones. 

• Multi-Zone Conflicts: Four relatively low quality wetlands (CC, CC-03, EC, FC-
01) and three relatively high quality wetlands (EC-01, EC-02, FC-01) are 
located in a combination of Residential, Commercial, Industrial and/or Public 
zones. 

• School Conflict: One relatively high quality wetland is located on public land 
(CC-01). 

Conflicting Uses and Activities Allowed by WRD 

The WRD prohibits most conflicting uses allowed by the Residential, Commercial, 
Industrial and Public zoning districts. 

However, potentially adverse environmental activities from permitted and conditional 
land uses (including construction and maintenance of public facilities) allowed in the 
zones described in Tables 1 and 2 include: 

(1) Excavation, grading and placement of fill (where necessary for and allowed 
use); 

(2) Construction of impervious surface area and associated drainage, water 
quality impacts and wildlife habitat impacts (where necessary for an allowed 
use); and 

(3) Native vegetation removal and planting of non-native species and associated 
water quality and wildlife habitat impacts (where necessary for an allowed 
use). 

The full local protection option would not permit any of these activities. The no local 
protection option would leave these issues to DSL to resolve. As noted below, junction 
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City's WRD would allow all of these conflicting activities on a limited basis when 
associated with an exempt, permitted or conditional use. 

Section 11 of the WRD "exempts" a number of activities within LSW boundaries that do 
not conflict substantially with wetland conservation, including: (b) removal of refuse or 
unauthorized fill; (c) maintenance of existing structures, impervious surfaces and 
landscaped areas; (d) replacement of an existing structure on the same footprint; (g) 
wetland restoration and rehabilitation; and (i) education and passive recreation. 

However, Section 11 allows some activities that conflict with wetlands conservation, 
including: (a) temporary emergency procedures such as tree removal and bank 
stabilization; (f) removal of vegetation (including native vegetation) in conjunction with an 
approved use; (h) continuance of farming practices; (j) forest management practices in 
accordance with the FPA; and(!) fill and removal for surface water diversion authorized by 
the Oregon Water Resources Department. Of these, the exemption for replacing existing 
vegetation (including native vegetation) has the greatest potential adverse impact on water 
quality and wildlife habitat- especially in LSW with intact water quality and wildlife 
habitat functions. 

Section 12 lists "permitted uses" that conflict with wetland conservation, including: 
(a) single-family home on a lot of record; (b) pedestrian and bicycle paths and 
bridges; (c) other passive and active recreational uses; (d) water-dependent uses; 
(e) new public facilities; and (f) land divisions (where designed to allow 
construction of permitted uses outside of protected wetlands). Many of these 
permitted uses are subject to mitigation standards in Section 12. The development 
standards in Section 15 require an alternatives analysis for siting of permitted uses. 
In addition, mitigation for "impacts" is required. Of these, allowing active 
recreational use (developed park facilities) could have serious and long-term 
impacts on "protected" wetlands. 

Section 13 lists "conditional uses" that conflict with wetland conservation, including: (a) 
park and recreational facilities not listed as permitted uses; and (b) private transportation 
facilities. Section 16 includes local mitigation standards for listed conditional uses and 
variances -although the Planning Commission "may allow some degree of flexibility to the 
standards based on the specific location and level or impact." 

Conclusion: The WRD overlay district exempts vegetation removal "in conjunction with an 
approved use" from local regulation and permits a wide range of uses (and associated 
activities) that could adversely affect the functions and values of LSW in junction City
especially those with intact water quality and wildlife habitat functions. Where applied, the 
WRD is reasonably effective in maintaining wetlands and open ditches with surface water
but is relatively ineffective in protecting wildlife habitat and maintaining water quality. 
The ESEE consequences of this "limited protection program" and of the full local protection 
and no local protection (reliance on DSL) options are evaluated below. 
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4. ESEE CONSEQUENCES ANALYSIS- RELATIVELY LOW QUALITY LSW 

This section considers the ESEE consequences of three alternatives for protecting relatively 
low quality but nevertheless significant wetlands as required by the Goal 5 rule: 

(a) Full local protection (allowing no conflicting land uses or activities); 
(b) No local protection (relying solely on DSL regulations); and 
(c) Limited local protectionlO in additional to DSL regulation. 

As further discussed in Section 5 of this analysis, the ESEE consequences for relatively low 
quality LSW are different from those of relatively high quality LSW. 

Economic Consequences for Relatively Low Quality LSW 

junction City's grid street system serves developed and buildable land that is drained by 
a network of channels and small ponds that quality as locally significant wetlands (LSW). 
This network of open channels provides substantial flood control benefits to the 
community. In developed areas, the channels often follow street rights-of-way or run 
between subdivision lot lines, indicating that wetland areas were channelized to allow 
urban development. However, in undeveloped areas, it may be necessa1y to relocate or 
fill these linear wetlands to allow efficient urban development or to allow public 
facilities. In several cases, protection of expansive but relatively low quality wetlands in 
undeveloped areas potentially could restrict maximum development of lndustrialland. 

Full Local Protection Option fNo Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The economic consequences of full local protection would be adverse, because 
relatively low quality LSW could no longer be filled or relocated to allow for efficient 
urban development or for extension of infrastructure. In addition to prohibiting 
residential, commercial, industrial and public uses allowed by the base zone, full 
local wetland protection would make it impossible to extend streets and utilities 
necessary to allow for access and full utilization of underdeveloped properties. 

On the other hand, full protection of relatively low quality wetlands would preserve 
their hydrological control functions. Full protection of Wetlands FC-01 (Oaklea) and 
FC-02 (Lane Forest Products) would preclude Residential and Industrial 
development on most of the affected sites. Full protection of Wetlands CC-03, FC-02, 
and FC-03 could potentially limit industrial expansion on these sites. 

10 The "limited protection option" relies on the City's Water Resources Overlay District (WRD). The WRD is 
intended to conserve the significant stream corridors, locally significant wetlands and approved wetland 
mitigation sites, consistent with the GoalS Administrative Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 23). 
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For these reasons, there could be significant adverse economic impacts resulting by a 
local ordinance that fully protected (allowed no conflicting land uses on) relatively 
low quality LSW. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

The economic consequences of no local protection (relying on the State's fill and 
removal law) would, in most cases, be positive when compared with the full local 
protection option. DSL regulations allow some flexibility to allow conflicting urban 
uses where no reasonable alternative exists; and, like the limited local protection 
option, DSL regulations may allow road and utility extensions where necessa1y to 
se1ve urban development. 

DSL regulations also allow for limited wetland fill and removal on the 18-acre 
farmed wetland (FC-02) and on Wetland FC-0 1 (approximately 100 acres east of Flat 
Creek) on the Oaldea site. DSL regulations provide the flexibility necessa1y to create 
suitable industrial land in the southern portion of the UGB; whereas either the full or 
limited local protection options could severely limit the efficient development of the 
affected Residential and Industrial sites- which could adversely affect the property 
owner and the community (in terms of potential lost housing and jobs). 

Thus, there will be situations where it makes economic sense go through the state 
process to allow for more efficient urban development. Although there could be 
economic costs associated with this process (which requires on- or off-site 
mitigation, or payment of a fee to DSL), these costs may be off-set by increased 
development potential of sites affected by LSW. Thus, the economic impact of no 
local protection (relying solely on DSL regulations) could be positive in many cases. 

Based on potentially adverse economic consequences, the City has decided not to 
provide local protection (and therefore to rely on DSL review) for LSW with 
Industrial conflicts (LSW CC-03, FC-02 and FC-03), despite documented adverse 
social and environmental consequences. 

Limited Protection Option (Application of the WRD) 

The City's Water Resources District (WRD) offers limited protection to selected 
relatively low quality LSW within its boundaries (Wetlands CC, CC-02, EC, FC-01, WC 
and WC-01). For locally protected LSW, the WRD balances ESEE consequences by 
allowing public facilities, park and recreation and other allowed uses with some 
mitigation. The WRD explicitly recognizes that the local limited protection program 
is in addition to DSL fill and removal requirement, which require an applicant 
demonstrate why a wetland cannot be avoided, to show how impacts have been 
minimized, and to meet demanding DLS wetland mitigation requirements. 

Application of the WRD in industrial areas would further impede potential 
development of Industrial sites with relatively low quality wetlands CC-03, FC-02, 
and FC-03. For this reason, the City has chosen to rely solely on DSL review. 
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Generally speaking, fill and removal of relatively low quality wetlands is more 
feasible (and less expensive) than fill and removal of relatively high quality wetlands 
-because there are fewer functions and values to replace. 

However, application of the WRD to relatively low quality wetlands with open water 
that are not zoned for Industrial use could be reasonably effective in maintaining 
their aesthetic value and their hydrological (flood) control function (notably Wetland 
CC, CC-02, EC, FC-01, WC, and WC-01). The City notes that aesthetics have economic 
value for nearby Residential and Public uses. Application of the WRD to these LSW 
limits the likelihood that these wetlands will be relocated, piped or filled to facilitate 
residential, commercial or public uses. 

Although the WRD allows for public facilities necessa1y to serve adjacent 
development (subject to an alternatives analysis), and recreational and water
dependent uses, it does not permit filling or relocating drainage channels or 
wetlands with open water to allow for these and other exempt, permitted and 
conditionally allowed types of urban development. 

Thus, unlike the no local protection option (relying on DSL requirements), the 
limited protection option would offer greater flexibility to permit fill of relatively low 
quality wetlands in Industrial areas, while protecting open water channels in 
Residential, Commercial and Public areas of the City. 

Social Consequences for Relatively Low Quality LSW 

Even relatively low quality LSW provide aesthetic and functional benefits for a 
community. For example, a wetland can add value and enjoyment in a residential 
setting, or provide places to relax and enjoy scenic views in a work setting. Wetlands 
also provide social values in terms of connecting city dwellers to outdoor recreational 
opportunities. Open water areas, including open channels, provide aesthetic enjoyment 
to passers-by and adjoining property owners and employers. Wetlands can also provide 
educational value when they are relatively high quality and accessible to schools; 
however, the 2010 LWI found that none of the lower quality LSW have educational 
value. 

However, protecting relatively low quality LSW on otheiwise buildable land can have 
the unintended consequence of increasing housing costs or decreasing job 
opportunities, which have adverse social consequences. Because most relatively low 
quality wetlands listed in Table 1 offer some aesthetic value and limited fish and wildlife 
habitat value, their protection should be balanced against adverse impacts on the 
buildable land supply for housing and employment. 

Finally, junction City decision-makers place a high value on individual property rights 
and oppose unnecessa1y government regulation. Generally speaking, the City is 
opposed to multiple layers of government regulation- and for this reason is loath to 
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duplicate regulations already enforced by the Division of State Lands. This social value 
accounts for the City's decision to provide flexibility in the junction City Water Resources 
District (WRD). 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The social consequences of full local protection are mixed. On the one hand, 
relatively low quality wetlands provide some contribution to urban aesthetics and 
provide a limited connection to nature. On the other hand, protecting these 
relatively low quality wetlands could limit development efficiency (thereby 
increasing housing costs, decreased job opportunities, decreased recreational 
opportunities, decreased access), with corresponding adverse social impacts. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

From the City's perspective, the social consequences of the no local protection for 
relatively low quality wetlands are more positive than the full protection option, 
because there is greater flexibility in state regulations. DSL requires mitigation for 
some wetland values that may be lost to development, while allowing more efficient 
use of residential, commercial, industrial and public land- with corresponding social 
benefits associated with lower housing costs, increased job opportunities, and 
increased recreational opportunities. 

However, DSL focuses more on the environmental functions and values of wetlands 
as documented in the OFWAM method for determining local significance. The City 
places greater value on maintaining the aesthetic qualities of open water channels, 
which do not receive the same level of protection that is afforded by the WRD. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRD) 

The social consequences of a limited protection option (application of the City's WRD 
to relatively low quality wetlands), could be less adverse than the full protection 
option for two reasons: 

1. Public facilities, parks and recreational uses, and other relatively low impact 
uses are permitted in relatively low quality LSW; and 

2. Limitations on fill and removal of open channels will preserve the aesthetic 
value ofLSW with open water (Wetlands CC, EC, WC and WC-01). 

Although replacement of existing (including native) vegetation is permitted when 
associated with an allowed WRD use, the City places greater weight on the social (i.e., 
aesthetic) value of Wetlands CC, CC-02, EC, WC and WC-01 than it does on the limited 
wildlife habitat associated with these relatively low quality LSW. 

Environmental Consequences for Relatively Low Quality LSW 
Even relatively low quality LSW provide a wide array of environmental benefits. They 
protect and preserve drinking water supplies because they purify surface water and 
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ground water. They also reduce soil erosion because the vegetation holds the soil in place. 
The wetlands in Junction City specifically help to protect life and property during floods by 
storing and absorbing water. Moreover, they can provide limited fish and wildlife habitat 
function due to a presence of water, habitat for breeding, nesting, feeding and predator 
escape. 

However, relatively low quality LSW have only limited fish and wildlife habitat value (due 
to the relative lack of native vegetation}, and typically have limited water quality and 
storage functions. Moreover, vegetation in relatively low quality wetlands typically is 
dominated by invasive species, such as Himalayan blackberry, English ivy and reed canary 
grass. None of the relatively low quality LSW has intact wildlife habitat function, and only 
Wetlands FC-02, FC-03 and WC-01 have intact water quality functions. 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses or Activities Allowed) 

The environmental consequences of full protection would be positive, because these 
relatively low quality wetlands offer limited fish and wildlife habitat value. Likewise, 
they provide limited benefits for water quality or hydrologic control. In particular, 
Wetlands FC-02, FC-03 and WC-01 have intact water quality function, and Wetlands 
CC, CC-02, CC-03, EC, FC-01, and WC have intact hydrological control function. Thus, 
a full protection option would ensure protection for all LSW (and the environmental 
benefits they provide) from conflicting uses and activities identified in Section 2 of 
this analysis. 

For example, grading activities and soil compaction can accelerate soil loss and 
erosion. These activities can reduce the capacity of soil to support vegetation by 
disturbing the soil structure and decreasing soil fertility, microorganisms, seeds and 
rootstocks. Soil porosity and stormwater infiltration can be reduced by grading, 
excavating, filling and soil compaction. This in tum can reduce groundwater 
recharge and in-stream summer and fall low flows, which adversely affects aquatic 
species. The full protection option would prohibit such uses in and around wetlands. 

Adding impervious surfaces (e.g. buildings, parking areas, roads, sidewalks, and 
driveways) alters the hydrologic cycle by preventing stormwater infiltration and 
concentrating overland flow. This results in increased stormwater runoff and 
decreased groundwater recharge. Increased stormwater runoff can result in 
increased volume and flows in receiving water bodies (see vegetation clearing). 
Decreased groundwater recharge can reduce in-stream summer low flows (see 
grading, excavation, filling and soil compaction). Impe1vious surfaces also contribute 
to an urban heat island effect, which affects local air quality. Increased impe1vious 
surfaces also increase wildlife habitat fragmentation and create hazards or barriers 
to wildlife movement (see vegetation clearing). 

Removing native vegetation also increases runoff and erosion. Rainwater is 
captured and taken up by vegetation. This function is impaired when vegetation is 
removed, resulting in increased overland runoff. In tum the increases in runoff 
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increase volume and flows in receiving water bodies following storm events. 
Increased volumes and flow in water bodies can cause bank erosion, undercutting, 
and slumping, and flooding. Vegetation also filters surface stormwater flows 
removing pollutants and sediment. These impacts to natural resources may be 
attributed to vegetation clearing that occurs far away from inventoried areas 
containing significant resources because stormwater is piped great distances within 
the city. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

Under the no local protection option, LSW would have limited protection under State 
law, which may allow for removal and fill of wetlands, provided that there is no 
reasonable alternative and that lost functions and values are mitigated. However, 
from an environmental standpoint, created wetlands may not provide the same 
ecological function as naturally occurring wetlands. Thus, reliance on DSL 
regulations (without local protection) would have adverse environmental 
consequences. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRD) 

Ordinance 950 would limit wetland fill and removal for most types of residential, 
commercial, and industrial development. However, the limited protection program 
would allow many activities associated with the construction and maintenance of 
public facilities that have the potential to significantly impact wetland environmental 
functions. For new facilities (such as new roads, parks, and other uses), the WRD has 
standards for avoidance, minimization and mitigation of development impacts on 
wetlands. 

The City has chosen to allow maintenance of existing uses and facilities, including 
replacement of existing vegetation (some of which may be native), with 
corresponding adverse environmental impacts. For these reasons, the 
environmental consequences of a limited protection option (the City's adopted 
WRD) would be considerably more adverse than the full protection option- yet only 
slightly less adverse than the no local protection option (reliance on DSL). This is 
because DSL also has standards for avoidance, minimization and mitigation of 
development impacts on wetlands- whereas permitted and exempt uses (including 
public facilities, parks and other uses) are not required to do alternatives analysis 
and are not required to maintain native vegetation. 

In conclusion, the WRD as applied to relatively low quality Wetlands CC, CC-02, EC, 
WC and WC-01 is designed to prese1ve open water channels and hydrological 
capacity- but does little to protect limited wildlife habitat and water quality 
functions. 

Energy Consequences for Relatively Low Quality LSW 

Energy consequences include effects of each option on transportation connectivity, which 
reduces vehicle miles traveled and supports alternative transportation modes), compact 

Winterbrook Planning Page 17 



urban growth (which conserves energy when compared with more expansive growth 
forms, shading (provided by some trees for some LSW), and storm water retention (which 
uses less energy than underground conduits -especially when construction costs are 
considered). 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The energy consequences of full local protection would be mixed. On the one hand, 
the existing surface (ditch) drainage system consumes relatively little energy. Where 
trees are present, preservation of relatively low value wetlands can provide summer 
shading and cooling. On the other hand, the full local protection option limits street 
connectivity and can result in a Jess compact urban growth form, which has adverse 
energy consequences. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

The energy consequences of relying on state regulations are also mixed. In cases 
where the existing surface (ditch) drainage system does not impede transportation 
connectivity or efficient urban development, there would be no reason to replace 
relatively "green" drainage ditches with less energy-efficient "gray" conduit systems. 
However, in some case, replacing drainage ditches with pipes may result in more 
efficient use of scarce urban land. In such cases, constructing underground pipes to 
drain relatively low quality farmed wetlands or to replace surface drainage ditches 
consumes relatively little energy- when compared with the energy it would take to 
construct storage facilities to replace the hydrological functions of higher quality 
open water wetlands. 

Many relatively low value wetlands do not have trees, so the summer shading and 
cooling effect is limited in any case. Where ditches have trees, there would be 
adverse effects on summer cooling resulting from filling linear wetlands. On the 
other hand, the no local protection option allows for street connectivity where 
consistent with the Transportation System Plan and greater flexibility can result in 
more efficient development and a more compact urban growth form, which have 
positive energy consequences. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRD) 

The energy consequences of applying WRD protection to relatively low quality 
wetlands would also be mixed, but are generally more positive than the full local 
protection option. In cases where the existing surface (ditch) drainage system does not 
impede transportation connectivity or efficient urban development, there would be no 
reason to replace relatively "green" drainage ditches with less energy-efficient "gray" 
conduit systems. Many relatively low value wetlands do not have trees, so the summer 
shading and cooling effect is limited in any case. On the other hand, the limited 
protection option allows for street connectivity; however, the WRD lacks the flexibility 
necessary to allow for wetland channel fill and removal that can result in more efficient 
development and a more compact urban growth form. 
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Recommendations 

Recommendations and the City's Program Decision for relatively low quality wetlands 
are found in Section 6 of this analysis. 

5. ESEE CONSEQUENCES ANALYSIS- RELATIVELY HIGH QUALITY LSW 

This section considers the ESEE consequences of three alternatives for protecting relatively 
high quality but nevertheless significant wetlands as required by the Goal 5 rule: 

(a) Full local protection (allowing no conflicting land uses or activities); 
(b) No local protection (relying solely on DSL regulations); and 
(c) Limited local protectionll in additional to DSL regulation. 

The ESEE consequences offulllocal protection, no local protection (reliance on DSL}, 
and limited local protection (application of the City's WRD ordinance) related to 
relatively low quality LSW, discussed in Section 4, generally also apply to relatively high 
quality wetlands. However, adverse environmental consequences from conflicting uses 
and activities are more severe for relatively high quality wetlands because they each 
have two (or more) critical wetland functions. Notably, Wetlands CC-01 and CC-04 have 
intact wildlife habitat function which depends largely on the presence of native plant 
species. 

Economic Consequences for Relatively High Quality LSW 

Several of the relatively high quality LSW identified in Table 2 are zoned Industrial or 
Commercial (Wetlands CC-04, EC-01, and parts of FC-01}. 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The economic consequences of full local protection could be adverse, because 
relatively high quality LSW could no longer be filled or relocated to allow for efficient 
urban development or for extension of infrastructure. In addition to prohibiting 
residential, commercial, industrial and public uses allowed by the base zone, full 
local wetland protection would make it impossible to extend streets and utilities 
necessary to allow for access and full utilization of underdeveloped properties. 

For these reasons, there could be significant adverse economic impacts resulting by a 
local ordinance that fully protected (allowed no conflicting land uses on) relatively 
low quality LSW. 

On the other hand, a closer look at individual LSW in this categmy reveals the 
following: 

11 The "limited protection option" relies on the City's Water Resources Overlay District (WRD}. The WRD is 
intended to conserve the significant stream corridors, locally significant wetlands and approved wetland 
mitigation sites, consistent with the Goal 5 Administrative Rule [OAR Chapter 660, Division 23}. 
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• Laurel Elementry School appears to have been constructed around 
Wetland CC-01; therefore, it does not appear that retaining Wetland CC-
01 on the school site would adversely affect the school's potential 
expansion. However, the District may want to construct trails in or near 
the wetland. 

• Wetland CC-04 is located on the Industrial land (the "Weyerhaeuser 
site") south of High Pass Road and east of Highway 99, between the 
railroad tracks. Development has occurred on this site while protecting 
most of this relatively high quality forested wetland. Moreover, 
mitigating for functional values that would be lost as a result of filling this 
wetland would be extremely costly. Therefore, there do not appear to be 
substantial adverse economic consequences associated with applying the 
WRD to this relatively high value LSW. 

• Wetland EC-01 abuts Industrial and Commercial land along Highway 99. 
This land appears to have been developed around this open water 
wetland, which also serves a drainage function. Mitigating for functional 
values that would be lost as a result of filling this wetland would be 
extremely costly. 

• Wetland EC-02 abuts residential land within the UGB and EFU land to 
the east. It is doubtful that protection of less than one-tenth of an acre12 

of this open water wetland would have substantial adverse economic 
consequences, since a residential subdivision appears to have been 
developed around the wetland and its serves a valuable drainage function 
for existing development. 

• The economic consequences of protecting delineated portions of 
Wetland FC-01 in this large wetland complex were considered in 2002 
when the City made the decision to protect this wetland with an Open 
Space designation. However, wetlands east of Flat Creek were not 
considered. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

The economic consequences of no local protection (relying on the State's fill and 
removal law) would be positive when compared with the full local protection option. 
DSL regulations allow some flexibility to allow conflicting urban uses where no 
reasonable alternative exists; and, like the limited local protection option, DSL 
regulations may allow road and utility extensions where necessary to serve urban 
development. 

12 Wetland EC-02 contains 0.06 acres within the UGB. 
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Thus, there may be situations where it makes economic sense go through the state 
process to allow for more efficient urban development. Although there could be 
economic costs associated with this process (which requires on- or off-site 
mitigation, or payment of a fee to DSL), these costs may be off-set by increased 
development potential of sites affected by LSW. Thus, the economic impact of no 
local protection (relying solely on DSL regulations) could be positive in many cases. 

Limited Protection Option (Application of the WRD) 

The City's Water Resources District (WRD) offers the same limited protection to 
relative high quality wetlands as it does to selected relatively low quality LSW within 
its boundaries (Wetlands CC, CC-02, EC, FC-01, WC and WC-01). 

For locally protected LSW, the WRD balances ESEE consequences by allowing public 
facilities, park and recreation and other allowed uses with some mitigation. The 
WRD explicitly recognizes that the local limited protection program is in addition to 
DSL fill and removal requirement, which require an applicant demonstrate why a 
wetland cannot be avoided, to show how impacts have been minimized, and to meet 
demanding DSL wetland mitigation requirements. 

Application of the WRD in industrial areas would restrict local industrial 
development and expansion affecting Wetlands CC-04, EC-01 and FC-01. Generally 
speaking, fill and removal of relatively low quality wetlands is more feasible (and 
less expensive) than fill and removal of relatively high quality wetlands- because 
there are fewer functions and values to replace. Thus, the feasibility of wetland fill 
and removal using the DSL review process is questionable. 

However, application of the WRD to relatively high quality wetlands with open water 
that are not zoned for Industrial use could be reasonably effective in maintaining 
their aesthetic value (notably Wetlands CC-04, EC-01, EC-02 and portions ofFC-01). 
The City notes that aesthetics have economic value for nearby Residential and Public 
uses. Application of the WRD to these LSW limits the likelihood that these wetlands 
will be relocated, piped or filled to facilitate residential, commercial or public uses. 

Although the WRD allows for public facilities necessaty to serve adjacent 
development (subject to an alternatives analysis), and recreational and water
dependent uses, it does not permit filling or relocating drainage channels or 
wetlands with open water to allow for these and other exempt, permitted and 
conditionally allowed types of urban development. 

Thus, unlike the no local protection option (relying on DSL requirements), the 
limited protection option would offer greater flexibility to permit fill of relatively low 
quality wetlands in Industrial areas, while protecting open water channels in 
Industrial, Residential, Commercial and Public areas of the City. 
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Social Consequences for Relatively High Quality LSW 

Relatively high quality LSW provide aesthetic and functional benefits for a community. 
For example, a wetland can add value and enjoyment in a residential setting, or provide 
places to relax and enjoy scenic views in a work setting. Relatively high quality LSW in 
particular can provide social values in terms of connecting city dwellers to outdoor 
recreational opportunities. Open and vegetated water areas can provide aesthetic 
enjoyment to passers-by and adjoining property owners and employers. Wetlands can 
also provide educational value when they are relatively high quality and accessible to 
schools- as is the case with Wetland CC-01. 

However, protecting relatively high quality LSW on otherwise buildable land can have 
the unintended consequence of increasing housing costs or decreasing job 
opportunities, which have adverse social consequences. Because most relatively high 
quality wetlands listed in Table 2 offer considerable aesthetic value and (in some cases) 
fish and wildlife habitat value, their protection should be balanced against adverse 
impacts on the buildable land supply for housing and employment. 

Finally, junction City decision-makers place a high value on individual property rights 
and oppose unnecessa1y government regulation. Generally speaking, the City is 
opposed to multiple layers of government regulation- and for this reason is loath to 
duplicate regulations already enforced by the Division of State Lands. This social value 
accounts for the City's decision to provide greater flexibility in the junction City Water 
Resources District (WRD) than provided in L-COG's Model Wetland Code. 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The social consequences of full local protection are mixed. On the one hand, 
relatively high quality wetlands contribute to urban aesthetics and provide a direct 
connection to nature. On the other hand, protecting these relatively high quality 
wetlands could potentially limit development efficiency (thereby increasing housing 
costs, decreased job opportunities, decreased recreational opportunities, decreased 
access), with corresponding adverse social impacts. 

Specific social consequences from full local protection are described below: 

• Wetland CC-01 is unique in junction City because of its location on the 
Laurel Elementary School site; therefore, protecting Wetland CC-01 
would have positive educational and social consequences. Protection of 
Wetland CC-01 would not limit housing or job opportunities on this 
publicly-owned land. Trails could be built at the edge of the wetland 
without limiting viewing opportunities for students. Exempting 
replacement of existing vegetation (including the removal of native 
vegetation) from local regulation would not be compatible with the 
wetland's educational function. 
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• Wetland CC-04 is relatively inaccessible with limited visibility from 
Highway 99. Therefore, there are not major social consequences from 
applying the WRD district to this wetland. 

• Wetland EC-01 provides an aesthetic community or social benefit 
because of its "open water" character and has high visibility from 
Highway 99. At the same time, there are community benefits from 
allowing conflicting public and transportation facility uses. 

• Wetland EC-02 provides an aesthetic community or social benefit 
because of its "open water" character, but has relatively low visibility. 

• The Flat Creek portion of Wetland FC-01 provides an aesthetic 
community and social benefit because of its "open space" character and 
visibility from nearby residential areas. In 2002, the City applied the 
SCWD overlay to this site in recognition of its community value. In 2007, 
a City-approved PUD development plan avoided further development of 
FC-01 consistent with City's Open Space plan designation and WRD 
overlay. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

Documented social consequences of the no local protection for relatively high quality 
wetlands are less positive than the full protection option, because aesthetics and 
educational concerns are better addressed through full protection. On the other 
hand, the City values property rights and discourages duplication in government 
review, and therefore is hesitant to impose additional burdens on property owners 
to achieve social objectives. 

DSL requires mitigation for some wetland values that may be lost to development, 
while allowing more efficient use of residential, commercial, industrial and public 
land -with corresponding social benefits associated with lower housing costs, 
increased job opportunities, and increased recreational opportunities. However, the 
providing no local protection (relying exclusively on DSL) would not ensure 
preservation of open water areas and educational opportunities. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRD) 

The social consequences of a limited protection option (application of the City's WRD 
to relatively low quality wetlands), could be Jess adverse than the full protection 
option for two reasons: 

1. Public facilities, parks and recreational uses, and other relatively low impact 
uses are permitted in relatively low quality LSW; and 
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2. Limitations on fill and removal of open channels will· preserve the aesthetic 
value of LSW with open water (Wetlands CC-04, EC-01, EC-02, and some of 
FC-01)). 

Although replacement of existing vegetation (including native vegetation) is permitted 
when associated with an allowed WRD use, the City places greater weight on the social 
(i.e., aesthetic) value of relatively high value LSW than it does on the wildlife habitat, 
water quality, and hydrological control functions associated with these relatively high 
quality LSW. 

Environmental Consequences for Relatively High Quality LSW 
Relative high quality LSW provide a wide array of environmental benefits. They protect and 
preserve drinking water supplies because they purify surface water and ground water. 
They also reduce soil erosion because the vegetation holds the soil in place. The wetlands 
in junction City specifically help to protect life and property during floods by storing and 
absorbing water. Moreover, they can provide limited fish and wildlife habitat function due 
to a presence of water, habitat for breeding, nesting, feeding and predator escape. 

Relatively high quality LSW have greater fish and wildlife habitat value (due to the relative 
abundance of native vegetation), and most have intact water quality and storage functions. 
Moreover, vegetation in relatively high quality wetlands typically is more likely to be 
dominated by native species. 

Unlike lower quality wetlands described in Table 1, the relatively high quality wetlands 
described in Table 2 offer more obvious community benefits. The five relatively high 
quality LSW are: Wetland CC-01; Wetland CC-04; Wetland EC-01;13 Wetland EC-02 
and Wetland FC-01.14 

These wetlands are considered relatively high value because they have some 
combination of the following characteristics: 

• Diverse wildlife habitat- due to the presence of multi-layered, native 
vegetation (Wetlands CC-01 and CC-04); 

• Intact water quality and hydrologic control (Wetlands CC-04, EC-01, EC-02); 
• Educational value (Wetland CC-01); or have an existing 
• junction City Open Space designation (Wetland FC-01). 

Table 4 on the following page (Table 2 repeated for ease of reference) summarizes the 
size and ecological function for each wetland in this category. 

13 EC-01 is mostly outside the )unction City UGB; only the western pmtion of this LSW would be subject to 
the WRD overlay. 
14 Note: The eastern portion ofFC-01, including DSL #08-0239 and the public sewage treatment site (DSL 
#08-0582) that are not currently protected by local regulations would continue to be subject on{y to DSL 
(and not local) review. 
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Table 4: Relatively High Quality locally Significant Wetlands {lSW) (Table 2 repeat) 

Wetland Wildlife Wetland Educational Water Hydrologic Control 
Code Habitat Acres Value Quality 
CC-01 Diverse 0.5 Yes Intact Impacted 
CC-04 Diverse 14.0 No Intact Intact 
EC-01 limited 2.0 No Intact Intact 
EC-02 limited 0.9* No Intact Intact 
FC-01 limited 216.5 No Impacted Intact 

Note: Quality is based on size, OFWAM results and regulatory status. 
* EC-02 has only 0.06 acres within the Junction City UGB; the remaining 0.83 acres are located outside the UGB. 

Source: Wmterbrook Plannmg and junction City Draft Local Wetlands Invent01y (2010) 

• Wetland CC-01 has intact water quality and hydrological control functions. 
Wetland CC-01 is unique in junction City because of its location on the Laurel 
Elementary School site (the reason for its exceptional educational value). 

• Wetland CC-04 is a large (14 acres) forested wetland complex with 
considerable native vegetative a1id wildlife habitat diversity; Wetland CC-04 
also has "intact" water quality and hydrological control functions. Wetland 
CC-04 is located on Industrial land (the Weyerhaeuser site) south of High 
Pass Road and east of Highway 99, between the railroad tracks. 

• Wetland EC-01 is unusual because of its intact water quality and 
hydrological control functions.lt also provides an aesthetic community 
benefit because of its "open water" character and visibility from Highway 99. 

• Wetland EC-02 is also an open water wetland that has intact water quality 
and hydrological control functions. However, most of this wetland lies 
outside the UGB and therefore is not within junction City's jurisdiction. 

• Wetland FC-01 is associated with the "Oaklea Site" and is located on both 
sides of Flat Creek west of Oaklea Road and north of the sewage treatment 
ponds. This wetland complex covers 216.5 acres and includes two 
delineations approved by DSL.15 The junction City Comprehensive Plan map 
designates some of this wetland complex as "Open Space". The Open Space 
designation is implemented by the City's adopted Stream Corridor and 
Wetlands Overlay District, which prohibits most types of urban development. 
In 2007-08, some of Wetland FC-01 was protected as a condition of approval 
for residential planned unit development on the northern (residential) 
portion of the Oaklea property. 

"Includes most of the approved wetland delineations east of Flat (Crow) Creek (DSL File Numbers 98-
0293 and 04-0250). 
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Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses or Activities Allowed) 

The environmental consequences of full protection would be positive because of the 
wildlife habitat, educational value, water quality and hydrological control functions 
that characterize relatively high quality wetlands. In particular, Wetlands CC-04 
provides diverse wildlife habitat, intact water quality and intact hydrological control 
functions, while LSW in this group each provide at least two critical wetland 
functions. 

Full protection would prohibit land uses and activities allowed in the WRD overlay 
zone, many of which would adversely affect the characteristics of this wetland group. 
For example, grading activities and soil compaction can accelerate soil loss and 
erosion. These activities can reduce the capacity of soil to support vegetation by 
disturbing the soil structure and decreasing soil fertility, microorganisms, seeds and 
rootstocks. Soil porosity and stormwater infiltration can be reduced by grading, 
excavating, filling and soil compaction. This in turn can reduce groundwater 
recharge and in-stream summer and fall low flows, which adversely affects aquatic 
species. The full protection option would prohibit such uses in and around wetlands. 

Adding impervious surfaces (e.g. buildings, parking areas, roads, sidewalks and 
driveways) alters the hydrologic cycle by preventing stormwater infiltration and 
concentrating overland flow. This results in increased stormwater runoff and 
decreased groundwater recharge. Increased stormwater runoff can result in 
increased volume and flows in receiving water bodies (see vegetation clearing). 
Decreased groundwater recharge can reduce in-stream summer low flows (see 
grading, excavation, filling and soil compaction). Impervious surfaces also contribute 
to an urban heat island effect, which affects local air quality. Increased impervious 
surfaces also increase wildlife habitat fragmentation and create hazards or barriers 
to wildlife movement (see vegetation clearing). 

Removing native vegetation also increases runoff and erosion. Rainwater is 
captured and taken up by vegetation. This function is impaired when vegetation is 
removed, resulting in increased overland runoff. In turn the increases in runoff 
increase volume and flows in receiving water bodies following storm events. 
Increased volumes and flow in water bodies can cause bank erosion, undercutting, 
and slumping, and flooding. Vegetation also filters surface stormwater flows 
removing pollutants and sediment. These impacts to natural resources may be 
attributed to vegetation clearing that occurs far away from inventoried areas 
containing significant resources because stormwater is piped great distances within 
the city. 

Moreover, wetlands with diverse wildlife habitat typically have two or more layers of 
native plant species. Tree canopy and associated understmy vegetation creates 
shade and local microclimate effects that cool the air and water, and maintain 
humidity and soil moisture. Trees and vegetation also help capture carbon dioxide; 
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carbon dioxide is a contributing factor to climate change. All of these functions are 
adversely affected when the vegetation is removed. 

Clearing vegetation also removes important structural features of the forest such as 
multiple layered canopies, snags and downed logs, and large trees. Clearing of 
vegetation removes root structure that holds soils in place and can result in soil 
erosion and landslides, especially on steep slopes. 

Removal of vegetative cover reduces habitat for native wildlife by removing food, 
nesting opportunities, cover, and perching and roosting locations. Removal of 
streamside or shoreline vegetation also eliminates sources ofleaflitter (food for in
water organisms), and woody debris that provides aquatic habitat. Wildlife affected 
by vegetation removal includes mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish and 
insects. Removal of vegetation can fragment riparian and upland wildlife movement 
corridors, isolate remaining vegetation patches, and limit wildlife access to water. 
These impacts impede wildlife migration and can limit recruitment from other areas, 
making wildlife populations more vulnerable to disease, predation and extirpation. 

Some vegetation types have declined in the Junction City area due to clearing and 
grading for development and the use of ornamental vegetation in landscaping (not 
replacing cleared vegetation with like species). Certain assemblages, such as native 
bottomland ash forests, require specific soil, water and sun exposure to survive and 
are slow growing, taking many years to become established. These vegetation 
assemblages still exist along seconda1y drainageways and wetlands. Removal not 
only reduces habitat functions as discussed previously, but also would contributes to 
the decline in these unique vegetation types and potentially disappearance within 
the city. 

The following information is provided with respect to the environmental 
consequences of full protection for each of the five relatively high quality wetlands: 

• Wetland CC-01 has intact water quality and hydrological controls 
function. It has high potential for restoration of native plant species as 
an educational project. Therefore full protection of Wetland CC-01 would 
have positive environmental consequences. 

• Wetland CC-04 is a large (14 acres) forested wetland complex with 
considerable vegetative and wildlife habitat diversity with "intact" water 
quality and hydrological control functions. Therefore full protection of 
Wetland CC-04 would have positive environmental consequences. 

• Wetland EC-01 and EC-02 are unusual because of their intact water 
quality and hydrological control functions. Therefore full protection of 
Wetland EC-01would have positive environmental consequences. 

• Wetland FC-01is associated with the "Oaklea Site" and is located on both 
sides of Flat Creek west of Oaklea Road and north of the sewage 
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treatment ponds. This wetland complex covers 216.5 acres and includes 
two delineations approved by DSL. Development of Flat Creek and 
adjacent wetlands would have adverse environmental consequences. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

Under the no local protection option, LSW would have limited protection under state 
law, which may allow for removal and fill of wetlands, provided that there is no 
reasonable alternative and that lost functions and values are mitigated. However, 
from an environmental standpoint, created wetlands may not provide the same 
ecological function as naturally occurring wetlands. Thus, reliance on DSL 
regulations (without local protection) would have adverse environmental 
consequences when compared with the full protection option. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRDl 

Ordinance 91 would limit wetland fill and removal for most types of residential, 
commercial, and industrial development. However, the limited protection program 
would allow many activities associated with the construction and maintenance of 
public facilities that have the potential to significantly impact wetland environmental 
functions. For new facilities (such as new roads, parks, and other uses), the WRD has 
standards for avoidance, minimization and mitigation of development impacts on 
wetlands. 

The City has chosen to allow maintenance of existing uses, including replacement of 
existing vegetation (some of which may be native), with corresponding adverse 
environmental impacts. Especially for Wetlands CC-01 and CC-04, this could mean 
the loss of a critical wetland function (wildlife habitat) and serious degradation of 
water quality. For these reasons, the environmental consequences of a limited 
protection option (the City's adopted WRD) would be more adverse than the full 
protection option- yet less adverse than the no local protection option (reliance on 
DSL). 

The environmental consequences of a limited protection option (the City's adopted 
WRD) would be considerably more adverse than the full protection option- and 
only slightly less adverse than the no local protection option (reliance on DSL). This 
is because DSL has standards for avoidance, minimization and mitigation of 
development impacts on wetlands- whereas permitted and exempt uses (including 
public facilities, parks and other uses) are not required to do alternatives analysis 
and are not required to maintain native vegetation. 

Moreover, the City's limited protection program exempts removal of native plants 
from local review. Especially for Wetlands CC-01 and CC-04, this could mean the loss 
of a critical wetland function (wildlife habitat) and serious degradation of water 
quality. 
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In conclusion, the WRD as applied to relatively high quality Wetlands CC-01, CC-04, 
EC-01, and EC-02 and portions of FC-01 is designed to preserve open water channels 
and hydrological capacity- but does little to protect critical wildlife habitat and 
water quality functions. 

Energy Consequences for Relatively High Quality LSW 

Energy consequences include effects of each option on transportation connectivity, which 
reduces vehicle miles traveled and supports alternative transportation modes), compact 
urban growth (which conserves energy when compared with more expansive growth 
forms, shading (provided by trees for some LSW), and storm water retention (which uses 
less energy than underground conduits- especially when construction costs are 
considered). 

Full Local Protection Option (No Conflicting Land Uses Allowed) 

The energy consequences of full local protection would be mixed. On the one hand, 
the existing surface (ditches and wetlands) drainage system consumes relatively 
little energy. Where trees are present, preservation of relatively high value wetlands 
can provide summer shading and cooling. On the other hand, the full local protection 
option could limit street connectivity and can result in a less compact urban growth 
form, which have adverse energy consequences. 

No Local Protection Option (Reliance on State Regulations) 

The energy consequences of relying on state regulations are also mixed. In cases 
where the existing surface (ditches and wetlands) drainage system does not impede 
transportation connectivity or efficient urban development, there would be no 
reason to replace relatively "green" drainage ditches with less energy-efficient "gray" 
conduit systems. However, in some case, replacing drainage ditches and wetlands 
with pipes may result in more efficient use of scarce urban land. In such cases, 
constructing underground pipes to drain relatively high quality farmed wetlands or 
to replace surface drainage ditches consumes relatively little energy- when 
compared with the energy it would take to construct storage facilities to replace the 
hydrological functions of higher quality open water wetlands. 

Two relatively high value wetlands have substantial tree cover, so the summer 
shading and cooling effect is valuable in such cases. On the other hand, the no local 
protection option allows for street connectivity, placement of public utilities and 
parks, and provides greater flexibility can result in more efficient development and a 
more compact urban growth form, which have positive energy consequences. 

Limited Protection Option (Application ofthe WRD) 

The energy consequences of applying WRD protection to relatively high quality 
wetlands would also be mixed, but may be more positive than the full local protection 
option. In cases where the existing surface (ditches and wetlands) drainage system 
does not impede transportation connectivity or efficient urban development, there 
would be no reason to replace relatively "green" drainage ditches with less energy-
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efficient "gray" conduit systems. This is more likely in the case of relatively high quality 
wetlands -which tend to be located in less developed areas. On the other hand, 
allowing public and transportation facilities within, for example, Wetland CC-04, clearly 
has positive energy consequences because Highway 99W improvements may need to be 
made to maintain constant vehicle speeds through town. 

6. PROGRAM DECISION 

Planning Commission Recommendation for Relatively low 
Quality Wetlands 
Based on the ESEE analysis -and especially based on the adverse social and economic 
consequences of overlapping governmental regulations- the Planning Commission 
recommended (and the City Council approved) no local protection for the following 
relatively low quality LSW with conflicting Industrial zoning: 

• Wetland CC-03 

• Wetland FC-02 

• Wetland FC-03 

Primarily to protect the open water aesthetic and flood control qualities, the Planning 
Commission recommended (and the City Council approved) application of a modified 
version of the WRD to the following relatively low quality wetlands: 

• Wetland CC 

• Wetland EC 

• Wetland FC-01 

• Wetland WC 

• Wetland WC-01 

Recommendation for Relatively High Quality Wetlands 
Based on the ESEE analysis, the five relatively high quality wetlands listed in Table 3 are 
recommended for limited protection under the City's proposed WRD overlay provisions: 

• Wetland CC-01 

• Wetland CC-04 

• Wetland EC-01 

• Wetland EC-02 

• Wetland FC-0 1 
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However: 

• Only portions of Wetland FC-01 (Oaklea) that are now protected by the 
proposed WRD overlay (or by conditions of land use approval) are included 
in this recommendation. The remaining LSW west of Oaldea Road and east of 
Flat Creek would be subject only to DSL regulation. In addition. areas 
originally designated as Open Space for bike path purposes would be subject 
only to DSL regulation. 

• Most of Wetland EC-02 is located outside the UGB, so would not be affected 
by the WRD zone. Only the portion of Wetland EC-02 that is within the 
existing Junction City UGB is included in this recommendation. 

Overall, applying the WRD overlay to all of the relatively high quality LSW listed in Table 
3 would result in limited local protection for an additional17.3 acres. 

Rational for Application of the WRD to Specific LSW 

The Planning Commission recommended and the City Council decided to apply the WRD to 
the following wetlands primarily (but not exclusively) for the reasons shown on Table 5: 
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Table 5: Planning Commission Reasons for Applying (or not) WRD Protection 

cc Partial Protection under 
WRD 

CC-02 Partial Protection under 
WRD 

FC-02 

FC-03 

we 

WC-01 

under existing stream 
corridor overlay; 
otherwise No Local 
Protection 

No Local Protection 

No Local Protection 

Partial Protection 

Protection under 

Protection under 

i Protection if under 
existing overlay~ otherwise 
No local Protection 

Winterbrook Planning 

To ensure that the channel is not filled oi· piped to maintain aesthetic 
appeal; no restrictions on vegetation removal or planting of ornamental 
species. 

To ensure that the wetland is not filled to maintain aesthetic appeaL while 
allowing maintenance of stormwater facility 

allow 

To ensure that 
appeal; no restrictions on vegetation removal or planting of ornamental 
species. 

the area 
(than under the existing stream corridor overlay) to allow existing and 
planned public improvements in this area (e.g. future park, force mains, 
etc.). 

To allow potential industrial expansion. 

To allow potential industrial expansion. 

To ensure that the channel is not filled or piped to"'"""""' 
appeal; no restrictions on vegetation removal or planting of ornamental 
species. 

To ensure that the is not 
appeal; no restrictions on vegetation removal or planting of ornamental 
species. 

To allow passive 
paths/footbridges, etc. 

improvements, such as pedestrian 

To accommodate improvements (such as the couplet) as 
well as maintenance to existing improvements, such as the railroad right-of
way. 

To potential future improvements as expansion of the 
existing bridge or adjoining commercial uses) as well as maintenance to 
existing improvements, such as the existing rights-of-way. 

To 
landscaping. 

adjoining landowner improvements, such as ornamental 

Planning Commission recommends a lower level of protection for the area 
(than under the existing stream corridor overlay) to allow existing and planned 
public improvements in this area (e.g. future park, force mains, etc.). 
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7. IMPACTS ON BUILDABLE LAND SUPPLY (BLI) 

Both the Goal 5 (natural resources) and the Goal10 (housing) rules require 
maintenance of a 20-year supply of buildable land to meet residential, employment 
and public needs. The 2010 LWI helps determine how much buildable is within the 
junction City UGB. 

The Goal 5 administrative rule (OAR 660-0023-0070(1)) requires that buildable 
lands affected by Goal 5 measures must be accounted for at the next periodic review 
by amending the UGB, re-designating land within the UGB, or both: 

Buildable Lauds Affected by Goal 5 Measures 
(I) If measures to protect sign{ficant resource sites inshle urban growth boundarit:s qffect 
the invent OJ}' o.f buildable lands in acknowledged plans required by Goals 9, I 0 all(l I4, a 
local government outside a,( the Metro UGB, and Metro inside the Metro UGB, prior to 
or at the next periodic review, shall: (a) Amend its urban growth boundm)l to provide 
additional buildable lands Sl!tficientlo compensate for the loss a,( buildable lands caused 
by the application a,( Goal 5;(b) Redesignate other land to replace identified land needs 
under Goals 9, IO, and 14 provided such action does no/take the plan out o.f compliance 
with other statewide goals; or (c) Adopt a combination of the actions described in 
subsections (a) and (b) o,(lhis section. 

The Goa110 administrative rule (OAR 600-008-0005(2)) defines buildable land as 
follows: 

"Buildable Land" means residentially designated land within/he urban growth 
boundmy, including both vacant and developed land like()' to be redeveloped, that is 
suitable, available and necessm:vfor residential uses. Public~}' owned land is generally 
not considered available for residential uses. Land is generally considered "suitable and 
available" unless it: (a) Is severe~y constrained by natural hazards as determined under 
Statewide Planning Goal 7; (b) Is subject to IWiural resource protection measures 
determined under statewide Planning Goals 5, I5, I6, I7, or I8; * * * 

The 2010 junction City BLI prepared by ECONorthwest assumed that locally-protected 
LSW within the UGB are unbuildable. Thus, the BLI removed locally-protected LSW from 
the inventory of buildable residential lands and suitable employment lands. The City will 
need to account for the reduction in the buildable/ suitable lands supply resulting from the 
2010 LWI in one of the three ways identified in OAR 660-008-0005(1). 
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I. Physical Geography 
Junction City is situated in the Willamette Valley plain between the Willamette and Long Tom Rivers. 

A. Soils. Area soils consist predominantly of silty clay loam. Much of the areas south and east of 
Junction City has a seasonally high water table and soils with moderately slow permeability. Ribbons of 
gravelly silt loam are typical along the banks of the drainageways. Engineering constraints included soils 
with high shrink-swell potential and low permeability. 

B. Groundwater. The water table is generally within 20 feet of the land surface at most times of the year 
and extends above the ground surface in some local areas, particularly in winter along the minor streams 
and seasonal wetlands. Recharge for these aquifers is from precipitation, while discharge is to the 
alluvial water body and to streams. Movement is generally in the northerly direction, with a small 
component flowing toward the center of the valley. Both permeability and flow rates in the alluvium tend 
to decrease with depth. A broad groundwater divide within the older alluvium occurs along the line of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad from Junction City to Eugene. East of the rail line much of the groundwater 
flows northward and slightly eastward into the permeable younger alluvium, eventually discharging into 
the Willamette River during periods of low water. West of the rail line, the principal flow direction is 
northwestward along the Amazon Drain and then northward -eventually entering the younger alluvium 
and the river at a point somewhere between Junction City and Monroe. The drain also receives 
groundwater inflow from the Coast Range foothills to the west. 

C. Flooding. Historically, flooding was common in the Junction City area. Two significant changes are 
decreasing the frequency of major flooding. First, increasing numbers of reservoirs have been built along 
the main tributaries of the Willamette River. Second, channel degradation, the lowering of the mean river 
bed elevation, has been taking place along the Willamette River and the lower reaches of the major 
tributaries. The effect of degradation has been to lower the water level of the major floods. The city has 
adopted a Flood Hazard Area Management Plan which prohibits construction of buildings within floodway 
channels. Junction City Ordinance No. 1063 protects life and property from flood hazards. 

D. Air Quality. Air quality in the Junction City area is monitored and regulated by the Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority (LRAPA). Local air quality impacts created by slash and field burning and by 
intrusion of malodorous substances from the Eugene-Springfield area. Junction 

Junction City Comprehensive Plan: Environmental Element 2-1 



Attachment 5 

City addresses noise pollution by implementing noise standards developed by the Department of 
Environmental Quality and included in the City's nuisance ordinance. 

E. Natural Vegetation. Natural vegetation within the city's urban growth boundary consists of three 
separate categories: riparian communities, grasslands, and oak woodlands. Riparian vegetation most 
frequently occurs along streams and rivers and usually forms a dense narrow bend near an old shore 
line. Willow, cottonwood, and alder trees are most prevalent in these areas. This vegetative habitat is 
very valuable in that it provides food, cover, and resting opportunities for a great variety of animal 
species. The grassland habitat includes irrigated and non-irrigated agricultural foliage and croplands. 
Local grasslands are used to graze domestic livestock. Oak woodlands consist of white and black oak 
groves. Two large groves are located on public property. 

II. Wetlands and Stream Corridors 
Surface waters include minor streams, wetlands and natural or artificial lakes. The minor streams include 
two seasonal channels for Flat Creek and two seasonal channels for Crow Creek, both flowing in a 
northwesterly direction. Flat Creek is an overflow channel of the Willamette River with the two branches 
that flow through the City: Channels F1 and F1b. 

Junction City has completed a Local Wetland Inventory (August 2011) for land within its Urban Growth 
Boundary. The Junction City area has high concentrations of hydric soils that are highly indicative of 
wetlands, especially west and south of the City. The Local Wetland Inventory inventoried 14 wetlands. 
Of these inventoried wetlands, all but one met the state criteria for "locally significant wetlands". These 
13 locally significant wetlands, totaling approximately 263 acres, are further described in the Local 
Wetland lnventorv. Because Junction City's we\lands are so •Nidespread, \The City has chosen to 
provide local protection (beyond the requirements of state and federal law) to defined channels within the 
City and to several high quality wetlands as identified in the City's economic, social, environmental and 
energy consequences (ESEE) analysis. In addition, Junction City is, however, committed to working 
closely with developers and the Department of State Lands (DSL) to identify and mitigate for impacts 
from wetland development. 

Ill. ESEE Consequences Analysis 
In 2000, as part of a plan amendment and master planning process for the 320-acre Oaklea site, the City 
applied a new Open Space plan designation and Stream Corridor and Wetland District to protect Crow 
Creek and delineated wetland areas. Areas identified on the master plan and Comprehensive Plan map 
as protected wetlands and agricultural buffer areas shall remain protected by the Open Space plan 
designation and the terms of the approved master plan. 

The 2009 Economic Opportunities Analysis described the site requirements of targeted types of 
employment and compared these requirements with suitable employment sites within and immediately 
outside the Junction City UGB. Based on this analysis, it became clear that some of Junction City's best 
employment sites {i.e., those located along Highway 99W) were highly constrained by land by wetlands. 
Evidence provided by the Department of State Lands (DSL) confirmed a high correlation between hydric 
soils and delineated wetlands in and around Junction City. Moreover, the areas without hydric soils (land 
to the north and east of the existing UGB) are more likely to have higher value agricultural soils because 
these areas are relatively well-drained. 
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After considering economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences of alternative policy 
options, the City decided to protect defined channels within the City, several high quality wetlands, as 
well as approved wetland mitigation sites from most development impacts. However, in order for 
Junction City to provide suitable employment sites and buildable residential land within the existing UGB, 
the City determined that local protection was not appropriate for three relatively low quality wetlands 
identified in the 2012 ESEE analysis. The City would then rely on DSL and Army Corps of Engineers 
programs to mitigate for adverse development impacts. 

ESEE Conclusion: The 2012 ESEE Analysis concluded that local protection should be afforded to five 
relatively high quality wetlands. However, only portions of Wetland FC-01 (Oaklea) that are now 
protected by the Open Space/Wetland plan designation that were not otherwise designated for bike path 
purposes (or by conditions of land use approval) are included in this recommendation. The remaining 
wetlands west of Oaklea Road and east of Flat Creek would be subject only to DSL regulation. In 
addition, the ESEE analysis concluded that local protection should be afforded to five relatively low 
quality wetlands to protect the open water aesthetic and flood control qualities. Because of identified 
adverse economic impacts, the 2012 ESEE Analysis recommended relying solely on DSL to review 
impacts from filling and removing the remaining three relatively low quality wetlands identified on the 
Local Wetlands Inventory. 

IV. Environmental Policies 
A. Junction City shall rely on its Floodplain Ordinance to ensure that most types of construction are 
prohibited in the floodway and strictly limited within the 1 00-year flood plain. 

B. Junction City will coordinate with the Department of Environmental Quality to ensure that state and 
federal air, water and land resource quality is maintain and enhanced. 

C. The Open Space/Wetlands Comprehensive Plan Map designation is intended to apply to stream 
corridors-anG-Lrelatively high quality wetlands, and other areas that will remain in long-term open space 
use - regardless of whether the land is privately or publicly owned. 

1. The boundaries of the Open Space designation may be adjusted to reflect the actual location of 
the protected space. 

2. The Open Space designation shall continue to apply to the Oaklea property as called for in the 
Oaklea Master Plan (2000). 

D. Prior to the issuance of a land development permit for any site listed on the City's Local Wetland 
Inventory, the City shall refer the request to DSL and the Army Corps of Engineers for their review and 
comment. 

E. Following adoption of the LWI, Junction City shall apply the Wetland Resources Overlay District 
(WRD) to wetlands identified for local protection in the 2012 ESEE Analysis and to wetland mitigation 
sites approved by the Division of State Lands. 

F. Junction City shall provide no local protection for three relatively low quality wetlands and a portion of 
the FC-01 wetland as identified in the 2012 ESEE Analysis and will rely on DSL to regulate wetland 
development within locally significant wetlands that are not protected by the WRD. 

Junction City Comprehensive Plan: Environmental Element 2-3 
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Chapter 17.60 

Wetland Resources Overlay District (WRD) 

17.60.1 0. Purpose. The purposes of establishing wetland protection areas are: 

A. To implement the goals and policies of the Junction City Comprehensive Plan; 
B. To satisfy the requirements of Statewide Plmming Goal 5; 
C. To protect Junction City's wetland areas, thereby protecting the hydrologic and 

ecologic functions these areas provide for the conununity; 
D. To protect water quality and natural hydrology, to control erosion and 

sedimentation, and to reduce the adverse effects of flooding; 
E. To protect fish and wildlife habitat; 
F. To protect the amenity values and educational opp011unities of Junction City's 

wetlands as community assets; 
G. To improve and promote coordination among local, state, and federal agencies 

regarding development activities near wetlands. 

17.60.20. Intent. The Wetland Overlay District (WRD) is intended to conserve locally 
protected wetlands and Department of State Lands (DSL) approved wetland mitigation 
sites, consistent with the 2012 Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) 
Analysis and the Goal 5 Administrative Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 23), while 
ensuring an economically feasible and beneficial use of property. The City will rely on 
the DSL to ensure adequate mitigation for development on wetlands lying outside this 
district. 

17.60.30. Definitions. For purposes of this Chapter, the following words and plu·ases shall 
have the meaning ascribed to them herein: 

A. ESEE Analysis - Analysis required of local govenunents in developing a 
program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant resource sites. "ESEE consequences" 
are the positive and negative economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) 
consequences that could result from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit a 
conflicting use. 

B. Feasible. An action, such as a development project, mitigation, or preservation 
requirement, that meets all of the following conditions: 

I. Can be accomplished with teclmologies and methods that have been used 
in the past in similar circumstances, or studies or tests that have 
demonstrated in similar circumstances that such approaches are currently 
available and likely to achieve the intended results; 

2. Provides a reasonable likelihood of achieving its intended purpose; and 
3. Does not physically preclude achieving the project's primary intended 

legal use or reduce the development potential on the property. 

1 



Attachment 6 

In determining an action's feasibility, the City may weigh the action's relative 
costs and public benefits, considered in the short- and long-term time frames. 

C. Jurisdictional Delineation -A current delineation, approved by the Oregon 
Division of State Lands, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers if required, of the 
wetland boundary. A delineation is a precise map and documentation of actual 
wetland boundaries on a parcel, whereas a local wetland inventory boundary may 
only be a rough map with an accuracy target of 5 meters (approximately 16.5 
feet). 

D. Jurisdictional Determination - Per 141- 90 Oregon Administrative Rules, a 
written decision by the Department of State Lands that waters of the state subject 
to regulation and authorization requirements of OAR 141-085, 141-089, 141-0 l 00 
and 141-0 l 02 are present or not present on a land parcel. The Jurisdictional 
Determination may include a determination of the geographic boundaries of the 
area subject to state jurisdiction. A Jurisdictional Determination may, but does not 
necessarily, include a determination that a particular activity in a water of this 
state is subject to authorization requirements. 

E. Jurisdictional Wetland- Wetlands regulated by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Oregon Department of 
State Lands. This includes all wetlands on the City of Junction City Local 
Wetland Inventory map. Activities that may affect these wetlands are subject to 
agency review and may be restricted or require permits before work may be done. 

F. Locally significant wetland- Wetlands that meet significance criteria set forth in 
OAR 141-086-0350. Locally Significant Wetlands are identified on the City of 
Junction City Local Wetland Inventmy. Locally Significant Wetlands also 
constitute the Wetland Protection Area (unless otherwise indicated in this 
Chapter). 

G. Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI)- Maps and report entitled LOCAL 
WETLAND INVENTORY REPORT FOR JUNCTION CITY, OREGON as 
adopted as Appendix IV of the Comprehensive Plan and any subsequent revisions 
as approved by the Oregon Division of State Lands. 

H. Other Potentially Jurisdictional Wetlands- All jurisdictional wetlands, 
mapped or not, are the jurisdiction of DSL. All wetlands are "potentially 
jurisdictional wetlands." Wetlands on the Local Wetland Inventory map which 
are not identified as Locally Significant are considered "Probable Wetlands." 
These wetlands are not subject to City of Junction City wetland protection area 
standards, but, like all wetland areas, are subject to DSL notice/review and 
potentially subject to DSL permitting. 
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I. Probable Wetlands (PW)- An area noted during the course ofLWI field work 
that appears to meet, or does meet, wetland criteria but is small or of 
undetermined size, and is mapped as a point rather than a polygon on the L WI 
maps. 

J. Wetland- An area inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and which, under normal 
circumstances, does support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life 
in saturated soil conditions. 

K. Wetland Protection Area- An area subject to the provisions of this chapter that 
is constituted by wetlands determined to be locally significant as shown on the 
Local Wetland Inventory and identified for local protection in the City of Junction 
City's ESEE Analysis. For wetlands CC-04, CC-01 and CC-02, as identified on 
L WI, the wetland protection area extends 20 feet from the mapped L WI bound my 
unless an onsite or off site jurisdictional determination or jurisdictional 
delineation allows for a more refined estimation of the wetland boundary (See 
17.60.50). For all other wetlands identified on the LWI, the Wetland Protection 
Area is contiguous with the area mapped as the wetland boundary on the LWI, 
unless an onsite or off site jurisdictional determination or jurisdictional 
delineation allows for a more refined estimation of the wetland boundary (See 
17.60.50). 

17.60.40. Determination of Locally Significant Wetlands and Locally Protected 
Wetlands. A determination of locally significant wetlands has been made by the City of 
Junction City in accordance with rules adopted by Division of State Lands (OAR 141-
086-3000), and are identified on the LOCAL WETLAND INVENTORY REPORT FOR 
JUNCTION CITY, OREGON. In addition, a determination oflocal protection has been 
made by Junction City in accordance with rules adopted under OAR 660-023-0040(5) 
and 660-023-0050(1 ), and wetlands subject to local protection are identified on the City 
of Junction City's ESEE Analysis as adopted as Appendix IV of the Comprehensive Plan. 

17.60.50. Applicability. The provisions of this Chapter shall be applied to development 
proposed within a Wetland Protection Area, as defined above. The provisions also apply 
to Depmtment of State Lands (DSL) approved wetland mitigation sites. The provisions 
shall apply regardless of whether or not a building permit, development permit, or plan 
authorization is required. The provisions do not provide any exemption from state or 
federal regulations. Development impacts and mitigation within jurisdictional wetlands 
that are not protected by this district shall be reviewed and approved by DSL. These 
provisions shall not apply to prope1ties that have been designated as within the WRD in 
error, provided that the claims of map error are verified by DSL. 

17.60.60. Relationship to Other Regulations. 

A. These regulations shall apply as an overlay and in addition to zoning and other 
regulations adopted by the City of Junction City. 
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B. Compliance with the provisions of this Chapter does not constitute compliance 
with other federal, state, and local regulations and permit requirements that may 
be required (for example, Depmtment of State Lands Wetland Fill Permits or U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits). The applicant is responsible for 
complying with these requirements, apart fl·om the process established in this 
Chapter. 

C. Administrative Procedures. The administrative procedures followed during the 
wetland review process shall conform to the standards and requirements of the 
City of Junction City as contained in Junction City Municipal Code Chapter 
17.150. This shall include, but not be limited to, timing, appeals, and fees 
associated with applications covered by this Chapter. 

17.60.70. Application. Applications for development within, or pattially within, the WRD 
shall be filed with City Hall on a form prescribed by the City Administrator. The 
application shall include: 

A. Fees as established by Council resolution and set forth in the City's fee schedule. 

B. A jurisdictional delineation approved by the Oregon Division of State Lands, or, 
alternatively, an onsite or offsite jurisdictional determination, conducted or 
confirmed by Oregon Division of State Lands, that concludes the proposed 
activities will occur outside the jurisdictional wetland; 

C. A scale drawing that clearly depicts the wetland boundary within the subject 
parcel, property boundaries, and proposed site alterations including proposed 
excavation, fill, structures, and paved areas. If a jurisdictional delineation has 
been completed, the drawing shall be based upon a professional survey, depicting 
the wetland boundaty on a map of the surrounding area which shows the wetland, 
as set forth under Section 17.60.80 below; 

D. A written statement responding to the criteria established in I 7 .60.130. 

17.60.80. Survey Requirements. A site-specific topographical survey, prepared by a 
licensed surveyor, shall be submitted with any development application affecting land 
within a jurisdictional wetland, unless the activity is exempt as detailed in Section 
17.60.90 or the requirement is waived by the City Administrator. This survey shall show 
two-foot contour lines for the area within this special district, and the following: 

A. Jurisdictional delineations of any jurisdictional wetlands on the site. 

B. Approved or proposed DSL wetland mitigation sites. 

17.60.90. Exempt Uses and Activities within Wetland Protection Areas. The following 
developments, activities, and associated uses shall be exempt from the provisions of this 
Chapter, except for Notification provisions contained in Section 17.60.170, provided that 
they are otherwise consistent with the provisions of other local, state, and federal laws 
and requirements: 
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A. Temporary emergency procedures necessary for the immediate safety or 
protection of life or property, including removing hazardous trees and bank 
stabilization. For trees that pose a hazard due to threat of falling, the tree should 
be left in the wetland protection area after felling, if possible. 

B. Removal of refuse or any fill that is in violation of local, state, or federal 
regulation. 

C. Implementation of erosion and sedimentation control measures or flood control 
measures, such as maintenance dredging, bank protection measures that utilize 
bio-engineering methods, and other similar measures approved by the City of 
Junction City and any other applicable local, state or federalregulatmy agency. 

D. Maintenance of existing: I) sttuctures, 2) impervious surfaces, and 3) landscaped 
areas. This subsection includes, but is not limited to: 

I. On-going maintenance of pre-existing landscaped areas, including 
perimeter mowing, as long as there is no excavation, filling or reduction of 
the wetland and best management practices are followed. Use of 
integrated pest management methods is recommended, as is the use of 
mechanical means (e.g. hand pulling) for removal or control of nuisance 
plants. Use of federally approved herbicide technology for use in or near 
open water is permitted. Herbicide applications should follow the label 
instructions, especially with cautions against use in or near open water. 

2. Operation, maintenance, or repair of existing development, such as repair 
and use of existing buildings, roads, paths, utilities, bridges, railroads, 
culverts, fences, flood control structures, drainageways or facilities, 
detention facilities, water quality facilities, and other similar sttuctures and 
impervious surfaces, provided that the activity does not further alter or 
increase the impact to, or encroach further within the wetland. 

3. Maintenance of existing drainage ways, ditches, or other similar structures 
shall be designed to maintain flow at original design capacity and mitigate 
upstream flooding, avoid sedimentation, and ensure that any spoils are 
placed in uplands. 

E. Replacement of a permanent legal nonconforming structure in existence at the 
date of adoption of this Chapter with a structure on the same building footprint, if 
it does not disturb additional area, and in accordance with the provisions of 
Junction City Municipal Code Chapter 17.125. 

F. Replacement of existing vegetation in conjunction with an approved use. 

G. Wetland restoration and rehabilitation activities, including restoration and 
enhancement of native vegetation. Uses permitted within DSL-approved wetland 
mitigation sites are limited to those uses authorized by DSL. 

H. Continuance of fanning practices such as grazing, plowing, planting, cultivating, 
and harvesting that existed or occurred on the prope1ty prior to the date of 
adoption of these provisions. 
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I. Educational activities, scientific research, and passive outdoor recreational 
activities such as bird watching. 

J. Site investigative work and studies necessmy for preparing and processing 
proposals for development, including, but not limited to hand-dug holes for soils 
tests, water quality sampling, wetland investigations; provided, that any 
disturbance of the wetland shall be the minimum necessary to carry out the work 
or studies. 

K. Non-federal forest management practices subject to Oregon's Forest Practices Act 
conducted in any non-navigable water. 

L. Fill or removal for a change in the point of diversion to withdraw surface water 
for beneficial use, provided the diversion is: 

I. Necessitated by a change in the location of the surface water; and 
2. Authorized by the Water Resources Department. 

17.60.1 00. Permitted Activities Within Wetland Protection Areas. The following uses 
may be permitted outright within a wetland protection area, if they meet the requirements 
of this Chapter and applicable permits from the Oregon Division of State Lands and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are obtained. The application shall be considered under 
the procedure and criteria established under Junction City Municipal Code Section 
17.150.070. The activities are subject to any mitigation that may be required by the City 
or other applicable state or federal regulatmy agency: 

A. If permitted within the base zone, one single-family dwelling and related 
appurtenances such as driveway on a lot legally created prior to the date of 
adoption of these provisions. 

B. New fencing may be permitted by the City Administrator where the applicant 
demonstrates that the following criteria are satisfied: 

I. The fencing does not affect the hydrology of the site; 

2. The fencing does not present an obstruction that would increase flood 
velocity or intensity; 

3. The fencing is installed and maintained in a mmmer that is consistent with 
any and all public easements over the subject parcel for drainage or any 
other purpose. 

C. Paths and bridges for pedestrians and bicycles, provided that the trail surface shall 
meet all other requirements including water quality standards set forth in the City 
of Junction City Public Works Development Standards or other local regulations; 

D. New passive and active recreational uses, including non-water dependent uses, 
provided: 

I. The facility is designed for public use; 

2. The facility satisfies a public need that outweighs the harm, if any, to other 
wetlands functions and values. The determination of public need shall 

6 



Attachment 6 

include facility needs as identified in the Parks and Paths of Junction City 
Plan; and 

3. The facility meets all other review standards. 

E. Water dependent uses, such as piers, boat launches and other similar facilities. 

F. Constmction of public facilities and infrastructure, including but not limited to: 
water supply, sewer lines and pump stations, electric power, telephone, cable 
television, gas and transpmtation for persons and freight. Consttuction and 
maintenance activities shall be designed to avoid sedimentation and other 
discharges into the wetland or waterway and to meet the City of Junction City's 
Public Works Development Standards. Installation of culverts or other 
improvements that place existing wetlands within pipes shall be minimized to the 
extent needed to facilitate development of needed public facilities such as roads. 

G. Divisions of pro petty authorized in accordance with the requirements of Junction 
City Municipal Code Title 16, provided that the lots are designed to acconnnodate 
the construction of a permitted use outside of the wetland area or on wetland 
mitigation sites. The City may accept dedication of such areas to the City or land 
tmst as part of the land division approval process. Access roads and utilities 
serving the proposed division may be permitted within the wetland only if the 
City of Junction City determines that no other feasible alternative exists and when 
consistent with this Chapter. 

17.60.11 0. Conditional Uses within Wetland Protection Areas. The following activities 
are permitted when authorized in accordance with the requirements of Junction City 
Municipal Code Chapter 17.130: 

A. Parks and recreational facilities that are not otherwise exempt or permitted under 
the provisions of this Chapter. 

B. Private constmction of transportation facilities not identified to meet a public 
need. 

17.60.120. Prohibited Activities Within Wetland Protection Areas. The following 
activities are prohibited within a wetland protection area except as permitted in Sections 
17.60.90 through 110 or Section 17.60.180. 

A. Placement of new structures or impervious surfaces. 
B. Excavation, grading, or fill. 
C. Dumping, piling, or disposal of refuse, yard debris, or other material. 
D. Planting of any state designated noxious weeds as established under OAR 603-

052-1200. 

17.60.130. Standards. Proposals for development within the WRD shall be reviewed for 
compliance with this Chapter. The approving authority shall base its decision on the 
following criteria in addition to the required criteria for any other permit or approval that 
is being sought. Approvals shall be based on compliance with the following mitigation 
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sequencing guidelines that appear in order of preference, during the design, constmction 
and operation of the proposal: 

A. The proposed activity is allowed under the requirements of the base zone. 

B. The proposed project complies with the provisions of Sections 17.60.050 t!U'ough 
140 of this Chapter. 

C. Except when permitted by Section 17.60.120, above, there are no other 
reasonably feasible options or locations outside of the Wetland Protection Areas 
for the proposed activity on the subject prope1ty. 

D. The proposed activity is designed, located, and constmcted to minimize impacts 
on the wetland or wetland mitigation site, and their respective vegetation, flood 
storage capacity, and water quality. Minimization of impacts can include limiting 
the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation by using appropriate 
teclmology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts. 

E. Where unavoidable adverse impacts are identified, mitigation plans shall be 
required. If State or Federal agency has jurisdiction regarding development 
impacts within the wetland protection area and they require mitigation for those 
impacts, the City will not impose additional mitigation requirements over the 
same area. Those pmtions of development impacts authorized under Sections 
17.60.130 and 180 that are not mitigated through a State or Federal agency will be 
subject to local mitigation requirements, as addressed in Section 17.60.160. 

17.60.140. Local Mitigation Standards. The following standards would apply to activities 
authorized under Sections 17.60.130 or 160 that impact wetland areas and that are not 
otherwise mitigated by State or Federal agencies having jurisdiction. The Planning 
Commission may allow some degree of flexibility to the standards based on the specific 
location and level of impact: 

A. When Mitigation is Required: Mitigation will be required in circumstances 
where there is wetland fill of more than 2,000 square feet of wetland area. This 
would not include tempormy disturbances that are restored after project 
completion. 

B. Standard for Mitigation: 

I. Mitigation should occur in the following order of preference, depending 
upon the specific location and level of impact: 

a. On-site mitigation as close to the impact area as reasonably 
feasible; 

b. Off-site in the same drainage systems or within an approved 
wetland mitigation bank or fee-in-lieu program that contains 
Junction City within its service area; 

c. Off-site and not within the same drainage system. 
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C. Mitigation ratio. Mitigation for impacts shall require a mitigation ratio of 1:1 ; 
however if the quality of the wetland is enhanced or restored per subsection (d) 
the ratio may be lowered with Planning Commission approval. 

D. Mitigation Plan. When a local mitigation plan for impact to a significant natural 
resource is proposed or required as part of a development application, the 
applicant shall submit a mitigation plan prepared by a qualified professional with 
demonstrated experience in developing mitigation plans for the specific impacted 
resource. 

1. The mitigation plan shall document the location of the impact, the existing 
conditions of the resource prior to impact, presence of invasive species, 
the location of the proposed mitigation area, a detailed planting plan of the 
proposed mitigation area with species and density, and a narrative 
describing how the resource will be replaced, and how debris and invasive 
species will be removed. 

a. The mitigation plan shall comply with all applicable State and 
Federal regulations, in addition to the City's standards. The 
City may approve a development but shall not issue a building 
permit until all required State and Federal permit approvals 
have been granted and copies of those approvals have been 
submitted to the City. 

b. The applicant or property owner of a development subject to an 
approved mitigation plan shall provide assurance of completion 
in the form of a surety or post a performance bond, cash, 
negotiable security deposit, or a letter of credit, or other 
guarantees approved by the City Attorney satisfactory to the 
City that is equal to 120% of the value of the improvements 
installed pursuant to the plan for a 2-year period. The bond 
assurance shall be posted in place before the issuance of 
development permits to ensure the success of mitigation 
improvements and the smvival of the plants. The assurance 
bond or letter of credit will be released by the City upon 
receiving satisfactory proof that the mitigation measures have 
been successfully implemented per subsection (c) below. If 
mitigation improvements fail during the 2-year bonding period, 
the bond assurance shall either be forfeited and used by the 
City to correct the problem pursuant to the approved mitigation 
plan, or the bond period may be extended for a 2Y,-year period 
with Planning Commission's approval to allow for another 
replanting strategy. When the City of Junction City, or another 
unit of government, is the applicant, it must adhere to the 
standards in this section, but an assurance a performance bond 
is not required. 

c. A report on the survival and health of planted vegetation, and the 
status of invasive species, shall be performed by a qualified 
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professional at the expense of the applicant, and will be 
provided to the City of Junction City between 18 and 24 
months from the initial planting that describes the health of all 
vegetation and shows pictures of the vegetation. The City may 
arrange an on-site inspection to verifY information contained in 
the report. If the survival rate for tree and sluub species is 
below 80%, a replanting strategy shall be prepared, approved, 
and executed within 6 months of the report, with a subsequent 
report on survival provided to the City of Junction City 
between 12 and 18 months from the time of the second 
planting. At this point, if the survival rate is still below 80%, 
the bond described in subsection (b) will either be forfeited or 
extended for a 2Y,-year period with Plmming Conunission's 
approval. If at the end of the extension period, the survival rate 
is still less than 80%, the bond will be forfeited. 

d. The following table summarizes the quality levels, mitigation 
requirements and expected condition of the significant 
wetlands areas after successful completion of the mitigation 
plan: 

Existing Resource Quality Mitigation Requirements/Expected 
Future Resource Quality 

Good Quality: Little enhancement Preserve or enhance per 
potential per the Local Wetland approved mitigation plan; 
Inventory assessment or other 
wetland assessment by a qualified 
professional. City staff will 
verify existing condition. 

Marginal Quality: Moderate Restore to Good Quality per 
enhancement potential per the approved mitigation plan; 
Local Wetland Inventory Invasive species are removed and 
assessment or other wetland are not persisting. 
assessment by a qualified 
professional. City staff will verify 
existing condition. 

Degraded Quality: High Enhance to at least Marginal 
enhancement potential per the Quality; A smaller ratio of 1.0 
Local Wetland Inventory (impact area) to 0.5 (mitigation 
assessment or other wetland area) may be allowed for 
assessment by a qualified restoration to Good Quality. 
professional; Fanned or otherwise 
converted. City staff will verify 
existing condition. 
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17.60.150. Conditions. Reasonable conditions may be imposed in connection with 
development within or adjacent to the WRD to ensure that the purposes of this Chapter 
are met. 

17.60.160. Variance. The provisions of this Chapter may be varied on a case-by-case basis. 
The City may grant a variance only if it finds that: 

A. Tln·ough application of this Chapter, the property has been rendered not buildable; 

B. The applicant has exhausted all other options available under this Chapter to 
relieve the hardship; 

C. The variance is the minimum necessmy to afford relief; 

D. All state and federal permits required for authorization of wetland impacts are 
obtained. 

E. The application shall be considered under the procedure and criteria established 
under Junction City Municipal Code 17.140. In addition, such a request shall be 
submitted to the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife for a mitigation 
reconnnendation pursuant to OAR 635-415 "Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation 
Policy." 

17.60.170. Notification. and Coordination with State Agencies. 

A. Consistent with ORS 227.350, Junction City shall notify the Oregon Division of 
State Lands, the applicant and the owner of record within five working days of the 
acceptance of any complete application for the following activities that are wholly 
or partially located within a Jurisdictional Wetland: 

I. Subdivisions; 

2. Building permits for new stmctures; 

3. Other development permits and approvals that allow physical alteration of 
the land involving excavation and grading, including permits for removal 
or fill, or both, or development in floodplains and floodways; 

4. Conditional use permits and variances that involve physical alterations to 
the land or construction of new structures; and 

5. Planned unit development approvals. 

This section applies to both significant and non-significant wetlands, but does not 
apply if a permit from Oregon Division of State Lands has already been issued for the 
proposed activity. 

B. When reviewing wetland development permits authorized under this Chapter, the 
approving authority shall consider recommendations fi·om the Oregon Depmiment 
ofFish and Wildlife regarding OAR 635-415 "Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Policy." 
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17.60.180. Compliance with Conditions of Approval. Compliance with conditions imposed 
on development within the WRD and adherence to approved development plans shall be 
required. Any departure from these conditions of approval and approved plans constitutes 
a violation of this Chapter. 

17.60.190. Violations. Activities within the WRD not authorized under this Chapter are 
unlawful. The City shall seek compliance with the requirements of this Chapter and the 
resolution of violations tluough the procedures below. These procedures are not 
exclusive; may be exercised singly, simultaneously, or cumulatively; may be combined 
with any other remedies authorized under law; and may be exercised in any order. 

A. Voluntary cooperation to resolve violations is the preferred enforcement 
procedure when appropriate to the circumstances. Violations causing ongoing 
degradation of natural resources or repeated violations by the same individual, 
finn or corporation are not appropriate for voluntary enforcement procedures. 

B. Wetland restoration shall be required for violations that result in unauthorized 
construction, grading, excavation, or placement of fill material within the WRD. 
The purpose of the restoration requirements shall be to mitigate impacts to 
vegetation, soils and hydrology and may include vegetation planting, fill removal, 
backfilling of excavated areas, restoration of ground surface contours, restoration 
of hydrological processes or other actions. Restoration recommendations shall be 
solicited from the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife and Oregon 
Department of Stale Lands. 

C. Violations involving placement of fill material, excavation, grading or alteration 
of material within a wetland shall be reported to the Oregon Department of State 
Lands and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in addition to any local actions 
taken per this Section of the Code. 

D. Failure of an individual, finn, or COI1Joration to remedy a documented violation 
may be processed in accordance with the Enforcement provision in Junction City 
Municipal Code Section 17.150. 

E. Penalties may be levied in accordance with the Penalty provision in Junction City 
Municipal Code Section 17.150. 

17.60.200. Overlay Boundary Corrections and Refinements. The boundaries for the WRD 
are approximate. The boundaries of the WRD are based on the locations of the significant 
wetlands identified in the City's Local Wetland Inventory. 

A. Overlay boundmy corrections and refinements will be processed administratively. 
District corrections will be made to correct map errors, such as when the map 
does not properly reflect the Local Wetland Inventory data. An overlay boundmy 
refinement is an adjustment made, based on professional analyses, to refine the 
boundary of the WRD. WRD refinements must be made by submittal of 
jurisdictional delineations of significant wetlands that are approved by the Oregon 
Department of State Lands (DSL) or by onsite wetland jurisdictional 
determinations by DSL when jurisdictional delineations are not needed for other 
purposes. 
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Attachment 6 

17.60.21 0. Severability. If any clause, sentence, paragraph, section, or part of this Chapter or 
the application thereof to any person or circumstances shall be judged by any comt of 
competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such order or judgment shall be confined in its 
operation to the controversy in which it was rendered. The decision shall not affect or 
invalidate the remainder of any part thereof and to this end the provisions of each clause, 
sentence, paragraph, section, or part of this law are hereby declared to be severable. 

F:\lCHenls\Muni\lurxtion Clt)'\Customi.led Periodk R~view\Wethnd ReSO\)f(e Overlay\Attathment 6_JMC 17 60 ·Draft wetland regulations (REV CHC OS3112).docx 

13 



Chapter 17.150 
ADMINISTRATION, ENFORCEMENT AND INTERPRETATION 

Table 17.150.070: Summary of Development Decisions/Permits 

by Type of Decision-Making Procedure 

Development Decision/Permit Category Code Provisions Review/Hearing 

Access Permit (not requiring Type I Chapter 17.85 JCMC staff 
site plan review) 

Annexation Type IV Chapter 17. 165 JCMC PC/CC 

Billboard Permit Type I Chapter 17. 11 5 JCMC staff 

Building Permit (uses permitted Type I Chapter 15. 15 JCMC staff 
outright) 

Code Interpretation Type II staff 

Code Amendment Type IV Chapter 17.145 JCMC 

Comprehensive Plan Type IV Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment 

Conditional Use Permit Type III Chapter 17. 130 JCMC 

Conditional Uses Within Wetland T~pe Ill Chagter 17.130 JCMC PC Protection Areas 

Development Review Type I Chapter 16.05 JCMC staff 

Extraterritorial Extension of Type Chapter 17. 165 JCMC staff, PC/CC 
Water, Stormwater or ~ewer II/IV 

Flood Hazard Zone Type I Chapter 17.80 JCMC staff 
Development Permit 

Home Occupation Permit Type I staff 

Master Planned Development Type III 
(PUD) 

Modification to Approval Type 
II/lll 

Land Use District Map Change 



Table 17.150.070: Summary of Development Decisions/Permits 

by Type of Decision-Making Procedure 

DeYelopment Decision/Permit Category Code ProYisions ReYiew/Hearing 

Quasi-Judicial (no plan 
amendment required) 

Type III Chapter 17. 145 JCMC PC 
Legislative (plan amendment 
required) 

Type IV PC/CC 

Lot Line Adjustment Type I staff 

Nonconforming Use or Type I Chapter 17.125 JCMC staff 
Development Confirmation 

Partition, Major or Minor Type II JCMC 16.05.030 and PC 
16.05.040 

I Permilled Activit ies Within Wetland 
Protection Areas 

Type I Cha12tcr 17.60 JCMC Staff 

Sign Permit Type I Chapter 17. 11 5 JCMC staff 

StreaBl Gerrieer ana Wetlana ~ Ghapter 17.60 JGMG PG 
District De,•elopment Permit 

-

Subdivision Type II JCMC 16.05.040 PC 

Subdivision - Final Plat Type I JCMC I 6.05.040 PC 
Approval 

Temporary Use Permit Type III Chapter 17. 135 JCMC PC 

Tree Removal Type IIII Chapter 12.35 JCMC staff 

Variance Type III JCMC 17. 140.0 10 PC 

I 
Variance Within Wetland Protection Type Ill Chapter 17.60 JCMC and PC 
Area JCMC 17. 140.0 10 

Minor Variance (clear & Type I JCMC 17.140.030 staff 
objective standards, i.e. , I 0%) 



Table 17.150.070: Summary of Development Decisions/Permits 

by Type of Decision-Making Procedure 

Development Decision/Permit Category Code Provisions Review/Hearing 

Wetland Resources Overlay District Dwl Chagter 17.60 JCMC Staff 
Mag Corrections 

Withdrawal of property from Type lV JCMC J7.J65. 140 city council only 
special districts after annexation 

Abbreviations: 

LCLGBC = Lane County Local Government Boundary Commission, CC = City Council , PC = 
Planning Commission 



Attachment 7 

Oregon 
Titeodore R. Ku1ongoski, Governor 

January 7, 2009 

Kay Bork 
Planning Director 
City of Junction City 
P.O. Box250 
Junction City, OR 97448 

Department of State Lands 
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100 

Salem, OR 97301-1279 
(503) 986-5200 

FAX (503) 378-4844 
www.oregonstatelands.us. 

State Land Board 

Theodore R. Kulongoski 
Governor 

Kate Brown 
Secretary of State 

Ben Westlund 
State Treasurer 

Re: Recommendation for Estimating Probable Wetlands Outside UGB 

Dear Ms. Bork: 

Thank you again for coming to Salem to discuss the LWI project for Junction City. It's 
always helpful to everyone to meet in person to look at maps and discuss the project, 
and we're very pleased that the city is initiating an LWI. At the meeting, we discussed 
future growth in the city and the pros and cons of including some areas outside the 
current UGB within the LWI project area. 

Based upon many years of experience with wetland delineations on agriculturally 
managed lands within and outside the city, we recommend that the LWI be conducted 
only within the existing UGB as originally planned, and that a "scoping" approach be 
done outside the UGB wherever UGB expansion or new infrastructure may occur in the 
future. 

Because wetlands on the land surrounding Junction City tend to correspond very well 
with the NRCS soils mapping, mapped hydric soils provide a very good estimation of 
the location and extent of probable wetlands. For this purpose, it is not necessary to 
include soils with hydric inclusions (most of the valley bottom soils include inclusions 
and it will just dilute the information). We also recommend looking at the originally 
published Lane County soil survey maps and/or other maps with good stream layers, 
because the online NRCS soil maps no longer include the small tributary creeks. 
Noting the location of these creeks (many appear on the ground as farmed-through 
swales) is good information for planning, as natural water conveyance patterns are 
important to consider. You would also include any DSL-approved wetland delineations. 

G:\WWC\Wetlands Program\LWI\LWI Reviews \Junction City\Junction City approach.doc 



Attachment 7 

Please let Anna Buckley or me know if you have any questions about this approach. 
We look forward to working with you on this effort. 

Sincerely, 

~aM~C .. ~t'~ 
~.~n~ C. Morlan, PWS 
Wetlands Program Manager 

cc: Anna Buckley, DSL 
Tim Brooks, Winterbrook Planning 

G:\W'NC\Wetlands Program\LWI\LWI Reviews\Junction Clly\Junctlon City approach.doc 
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