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Mr. Jake Holness

Maryland Department of the Environment
Regulatory Services Section

Montgomery Park Business Center, Suite 430
1800 Washington Boulevard

Dear Mr. Holness,

The Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA) is submitting a Joint Federal/State Application for the
Alteration of Any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Non-Tidal Wetland in Maryland (JPA) and supporting
documentation for the 1-695 Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild project, located in Baltimore/Dundalk,
Maryland (Al# 4229). The project is within the Baltimore Harbor Maryland 8-digit Watershed (02130903).
This application is submitted pursuant to the requirements of the Code of Maryland Regulations, Sections
26.17, 26.23 and 26.24, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act via MDE’s E-collaboration tool. The
application and supporting documentation include the following:

Joint Permit Application

Attachment A: Additional Information

Attachment B: Project Location Map

Attachment C: Impact Plates & Summary of Impacts

Attachment D: Section 106 Consultation

Attachment E: Rare Threatened and Endangered Species (RTE) Coordination
Attachment F: Public Notice Billing Approval Form

Attachment G: NAB Statement of Credit Availability Form

Attachment H: Natural Resources Inventory / Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD)

Work associated with this project includes installing new piers, bridge deck, and pier protection structures,
reconfiguring the roadway approaches to accommodate the new bridge, temporary construction access, and
installation of erosion and sediment control measures.

MDTA anticipates a USACE Nationwide Permit will authorize the impacts associated with the project. Due
to the emergency nature of this project, we are asking for relief from the following time of year restrictions
included in the regional conditions for NWPs in the State of Maryland.

e Regional Condition A. - Anadromous fish spawning restriction — February 15 to June 15
e Regional Condition B.4.b. - Pile driving in tidal waters — November 30 to March 15
e Regional Condition B.5. - Sediment disturbance — April 1 to June 30

The project will continue to coordinate with state and federal agencies protecting aquatic species, and
follow aquatic species protection recommendations to the maximum extent practicable.

2310 Broening Highway ¢ Baltimore, MD 21224 » mdta@mdta.maryland.gov * 410.537.1000 « 711 (MD Relay) * mdta.maryland.gov * DriveEzMD.com



MDTA anticipates the need for a public hearing on the project and is providing the following hearing details
for inclusion in the public notice.

Location: Community College of Baltimore County
Dundalk Campus
7200 Sollers Point Rd, Baltimore, MD 21222
Date: September 17, 2024
Time: 5:00 PM to 8:00 PM

If you need further assistance, please contact our authorized agent Mr. Justin Reel at (703) 338-4139 or via
email at jreel@rkk.com.

Sincerely,

Julie McCarthy
Natural Resources Lead, Maryland Transportation Authority

CC:  Joseph DaVia, Nicole Nasteff, Kathy Anderson - US Army Corps of Engineers
Jitesh Parikh, Alex Bienko, Melissa Toni - FHWA
Hal Pitts - USCG
Karen Greene, Brian Hopper, Jonathan Watson - NOAA Fisheries
Tammy Roberson, Danielle Spendiff, Matt Wallach - MDE
Melissa Williams, Brian Wolfe, Carl Chamberlin - MDTA
Eric Almquist, Rick Maddox, Justin Reel — RK&K
Scott Miller, Leyla Lange — JMT
Caryn Brookman, Stacy Hawver — Blackwater



JOINT FEDERAL/STATE APPLICATION FOR THE ALTERATION OF ANY FLOODPLAIN,
WATERWAY, TIDAL OR NONTIDAL WETLAND IN MARYLAND

FOR AGENCY USE ONLY

Application Number Date Determined Complete
Date Received by State Date(s) Returned

Date Received by Corps

Type of State permit needed Date of Field Review

Type of Corps permit needed Agency Performed Field Review
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* Please submit 1 original and 6 copies of this form, required maps and plans to the Wetlands and Waterways Protection Program
as noted on the last page of this form.

* Any application that is not completed in full or is accompanied by poor quality drawings may be considered incomplete and result
in a time delay to the applicant.

Please check one of the following:

RESUBMITTAL: APPLICATION AMENDMENT: MODIFICATION TO AN EXISTING PERMIT:
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION ONLY: APPLYING FOR AUTHORIZATION A

PREVIOUSLY ASSIGNED NUMBER (RESUBMITTALS AND AMENDMENTS) Al# 4229

DATE 7/17/2024

1. APPLICANT INFORMATION:

APPLICANT NAME:

A. Name: Julie McCarthy B. Daytime Telephone: (410) 537-7861

C. Company: Maryland Transportation Authority D. Email Address: imccarthv@mdta.marviand.aov
E. Address: 300 Authority Drive

F. City: Baltimore State: MD Zip: 21222

AGENT/ENGINEER INFORMATION:

A. Name: Justin Reel B. Daytime Telephone: (703) 338-4139
C. Company: RK&K D. Email Address: ireel@rkk.com

E. Address: 700 E Pratt St. Suite 500

F. City: Baltimore State: MD Zip: 21202

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT:

A. Name: Justin Reel B. Daytime Telephone: (703) 338-4139

C. Company: RK&K D. Email Address: ireel@rkk.com

E. Address: 700 E Pratt St. Suite 500

F. City: Baltimore State: MD Zip: 21202
CONTRACTOR (If known):

A. Name: TBD B. Daytime Telephone:

C. Company: D. Email Address:

E. Address:

F. City: State: Zip:
PRINCIPAL CONTACT:

A. Name: Justin Reel B. Daytime Telephone: (703) 338-4139
C. Company: RK&K D. Email Address: jreel@rkk.com

E. Address: 700 E Pratt St. Suite 500

F. City: Baltimore State: MD Zip: 21202




2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
a. GIVE WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

See Attachment A - Additional Information

Has any portion of the project been completed? Yes X No If Yes, explain:
Is this a residential subdivision or commercial
development? Yes X No
If yes, total number of acres on property acres

Will there be temporary or permanent tree clearing occurring on the overall project site (i.e., uplands and wetlands), including but not limited
to, tree clearing for site development, road/highways, utilities, mining, stormwater management, restoration, energy production and
transmission, etc.)? Yes* No

If yes, total estimated acres of tree clearing for the overall project site: 75 acres

Does the application propose temporary fill impacting wetlands or waterways that will remain in place for more than one year? Yes X No

b. ACTIVITY: Check all activities that are proposed in the wetland, waterway, floodplain, and nontidal wetland buffer as
appropriate.

A, X filling D. flooding or impounding F. x grading
B. x dredging water G. x removing or destroying
C. X excavating E. draining vegetation

H. x building structures
Area for item(s) checked: Wetland 565,491 (sq. ft.) Buffer (Nontidal Wetland Only) 46,601 (sq. ft.)

Expanded Buffer (Nontidal Wetland Only) O (sq. ft.)

Area of stream impact 845 (sq. ft.)
Length of stream affected 272 (linear feet) SeeAttachmentC for moredetailedsummaryof impact:

c¢. TYPE OF PROJECTS: Project Dimensions

For each activity, give overall length and width (in feet), in columns 1 and 2. For multiple activities, give total area of disturbance in
square feet in column 3. For activities in tidal waters, give maximum distance channelward (in feet) in column 4. For dam or small
ponds, give average depth (in feet) for the completed project in column 5. Give the volume of fill or dredged material in column 6.
Maximunv/Average Volume of fill/dredge
Length Width Area Channelward Pond material (cubic yards)
(Ft) (Ft.) (Sq. Ft.) Encroachment Depth below MHW or OHW
1 2 3 4 5 6
Bulkhead
Revetment
Vegetative Stabilization
Gabions
Groins
Jetties
Boat Ramp
Pier
Breakwater
Repair & Maintenance
Road Crossing
Utility Line
Outfall Construction
Small Pond
Dam
Lot Fill
Building Structures
Culvert
X Bridge

Stream Channelization

Parking Area
Dredging

SEHRPROTFOZIIrATTEOEEBUOW >

1. X New 2. Maintenance 3. Hydraulic 4. Mechanical
W. x Other (explain) See Attachment A - Additional Information
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d. PROJECT PURPOSE: Give brief written description of the project purpose:
See Attachment A - Additional Information

3. PROJECT LOCATION:

a. LOCATION INFORMATION:

A. County: BA, BC, AA B. City: Baltimore C. Name of waterway or closest waterway Patapsco River
D. State stream use class designation:  Use Class |
E. Site Address or Location:

I-695 from southwest of Broening Hwy to northeast of B&O Railroad crossing
F. Directions from nearest intersection of two state roads:

1-695 from southwest of Broening Hwy to northeast of B&O Railroad crossing

Is your project located in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (generally within 1,000 feet of tidal waters or tidal wetlands)?:

X Yes No
H. County Book Map Coordinates (Alexandria Drafting Co.); Excluding Garrett and Somerset Counties:

Map: 44 Letter: E Number: 13 (to the nearest tenth)
I.  FEMA Floodplain Map Panel Number (if known): 2400870036G & 2400100535
J. 1. 39.216833 latitude 2. -76.528667 longitude

b. ACTIVITY LOCATION: Check one or more of the following as appropriate for the type of wetland/waterway where you are
proposing an activity:

A X Tidal Waters F. 100-foot buffer (nontidal wetland H. 100-year floodplain
B. Tidal Wetlands of special State concern) (outside stream channel)
C. Special Aquatic Site G. x In stream channel L River, lake, pond

(e.g., mudflat, l. Tidal 2. x Nontidal J. Other (Explain)

vegetated shallows)

D. x Nontidal Wetland

E. x 25-foot buffer (nontidal
wetlands only)

c. LAND USE:
A. Current Use of Parcel Is: 1. Agriculture: Has SCS designated project site as a prior converted cropland? Yes X No
2. X Wooded 3. Marsh/Swamp 4, X Developed

5. X Other: MDTA ROW

B. Present Zoning Is: 1. Residential 2. X Commercial/Industrial 3, Agriculture 4. Marina 5. Other

C. Project complies with current zoning X Yes No

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS REQUIRED BY THE STATE (blocks 4-7):

4. REDUCTION OF IMPACTS: Explain measures taken or considered to avoid or minimize wetland losses in F. Also check
Items A-E if any of these apply to your project.

A. Reduced the area of B. Reduced size/scope of C. Relocated structures
disturbance project D. Redesigned project

E. x other Reduced fill in nontidal wetlands & wetland buffers to the maximum extent practicable

F.  Explanation
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Describe reasons why impacts were not avoided or reduced in Q. Also check Items G-P that apply to your project.

G. Cost K. Parcel size N. X Safety/public welfare issue
H. Extensive wetlands on site L. Other regulatory 0. Inadequate zoning
I x Engineering/design requirement P. Other
constraints M. x Failure to accomplish
J. Other natural features project purpose

Q. Description

Impacts to tidal waters could not be avoided. The bridge must be rebuilt to current standards and
supplemental pier protections are required to prevent future disasters. See Attachment A for more
information.

5. LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION: If you are applying for a letter of authorization for activities in nontidal wetlands and/or
their buffers, explain why the project qualifies:

A X No significant plant or B. Repair existing structure/fill
wildlife value and wetland impact C. Mitigation Project
1. Less than 5,000 D. Utility Line
X square
feet L. Overhead
2. In an isolated nontidal 2. Underground

wetland less than 1 acre in size
E. Other (explain)

F. Check here if you are not applying for a letter of authorization.

IF YOU ARE APPLYING FOR A LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, PROCEED TO BLOCK 10

6. ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS: Explain why other sites that were considered for this project were rejected in M. Also
check any items in D-L if they apply to your project. (If you are applying for a letter of authorization, do not complete this
block.)

A. 1 site B. 2 - 4 sites C. 5 or more sites

Alternative sites were rejected/not considered for the following reason(s):

D. Cost H. Greater wetlands L. Other
impact
E. Lack of availability L Water dependency
F. Failure to meet project J. Inadequate zoning
purpose K. Engineering/design
G. Located outside constraints

general/market area
M. Explanation:

7. PUBLIC NEED: Describe the public need or benefits that the project will provide in F. Also check Items in A-E that apply to
your project. (If you are applying for a letter of exemption, do not complete this block.)

A. Economic C. Health/welfare E. Other
B. Safety D. Does not provide public
benefits

F. Description
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8. MITIGATION PLAN: Please provide the following information. (If you are applying for a letter of authorization outside
of the Critical Area, do not complete this block.)

9. Description of a monetary compensation proposal, if applicable (for state requirements only). Attach another sheet if
necessary.

Mitigation for unavoidable nontidal wetland impacts will be satisfied through the purchase of
available credits from the IRT-approved PEIGE Wetland Mitigation Bank. See Attachment G

b.  Give a brief description of the proposed mitigation project.

Mitigation for tidal impacts will be developed as design progresses.

c.  Describe why you selected your proposed mitigation site, including what other areas were considered and why they were
rejected.

d.  Describe how the mitigation site will be protected in the future.

9. HAVE ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS BEEN NOTIFIED? A. Yes B. No

Provide names and mailing addresses below (Use separate sheet, if necessary). (If you are applying for a letter of exemption, do
not complete this block.)

a. b. c.

10. OTHER APPROVALS NEEDED/GRANTED:

A. a. Agency b. Date c. Decision d. Decision e. Other
Sought 1. Granted 2. Denied Date Status
MDNR-WHS X 6/3/2024
MDNR-ERP X 6/3/2024
USFWS Review X 5/9/2024
NOAA NMFS ongoing
MDE SSPRD pending

B. FEDERALLY AUTHORIZED CIVIL WORKS PROJECTS: Does the project require permission from the Corps pursuant to
33 U.S.C. 408 because it will alter or temporarily or permanently occupy or use a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ federally authorized

civil works project, structure, property, or easement (e.g., federal navigation channel, flood control levees, dams and reservoirs, lake
property, etc.)?

X Yes No

If yes, have you submitted a written request for Section 408 permission from the Corps district having jurisdiction over that project
(i.e., Baltimore district in Maryland or Philadelphia district in C & D canal)? X Yes No

If yes, please provide the date your request was submitted to the Corps district: 7/17/2024




C. EXISTING CORPS, MDE, OR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY SITE PROTECTION INSTRUMENTS: Is the proposed work
located in an area encumbered by an existing site protection instrument such as a conservation easement, deed restriction, or declaration of restrictive

covenants required as a condition of a prior U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’, Maryland Department of the Environment, or Environmental Protection
Agency authorization? Yes X No

11. HISTORIC PROPERTIES: Is your project located in the vicinity of historic properties? (For example: structures over 50
years old, archeological sites, shell mounds, Indian or Colonial artifacts). Provide any supplemental information in Section 12.
A X Yes B. No C. Unknown

12. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Use this space for detailed responses to any of the previous items. Attach another sheet
if necessary:

See Attachment D - Section 106 Consultation and Programmatic Agreement

Check box if data is enclosed for any one or more of the following (see checklist for required information):

A. Soil borings D. Field surveys G. Site plan
B. Wetland data sheets E. Alternate site analysis H. Avoidance and
C. Photographs F. Market analysis minimization analysis

L x Other (explain)

Attachment A - Additional Information

Attachment B - Project Location Map

Attachment C - Impact Plates & Summary of Impacts

Attachment D - Section 106 Consultation and Programmatic Agreement
Attachment E - Rare Threatened and Endangered Species Coordination
Attachment F - Public Notice Billing Approval Form

Attachment G - NAB Statement of Credit Availability Form

Attachment H - Natural Resources Inventory / Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD)



CERTIFICATION:

Application is hereby made for a permit or permits to authorize the work described in this application. I hereby designate and
authorize the agent named above to act on my behalf in the processing of this application and to furnish any information that is
requested. I certify that the information on this application form and on the attached plans and specifications is true and accurate to
the best of my knowledge and belief. I understand that any of the agencies involved in authorizing the proposed works may request
information in addition to that set forth herein as may be deemed appropriate in considering this proposal. I certify that all wetlands,
other special aquatic sites, and other waters, such as lakes and ponds, and all streams have been identified and delineated on site, and
that all jurisdictional wetlands have been delineated in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
and appropriate regional supplement(s). I grant permission to the agencies responsible for authorization of this work, or their duly
authorized representative, to enter the project site for inspection purposes during working hours. I will abide by the conditions of all
permit(s) or license(s) if issued and will not begin work without the appropriate authorization. I also certify that the proposed works
are consistent with Maryland's Coastal Zone Management Plan. All information, including permit applications and related materials,
submitted to MDE may be subject to public disclosure consistent with the Maryland Public Information Act, §4-101 et seq., General
Provisions Article of the Maryland Code and the Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC Section 552 et seq. Pursuant to Clean Water
Act Section 404(0), 33 USC 1344 (0), permit applications and permits will be available to the public. I understand that I may
request that additional required information be considered confidential under applicable laws. I further understand that failure of the
landowner to sign the application will result in the application being deemed incomplete.

LANDOWNER MUST SIGN: /@W W parg. [117/2024

PRINTED NAME OF Lanpowner Julie McCarthy

Authorities: Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 10, 33 USC 403; Clean Water Act, Section 404, 33 USC 1344; Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, Section 103, 33 USC 1413; Regulatory Programs of the Corps of Engineers, 33
CFR 320-332. Principal Purpose: Information provided on this JPA will be used in evaluating the application for a permit.
Routine Uses: This information may be shared with the Department of Justice and other federal, state, and local government
agencies, and the public and may be made available as part of a public notice. Submission of requested information is
voluntary, however, if information is not provided, the permit application cannot be evaluated nor can a permit be issued.

State Authorities: Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act, Md. Ann. Code, Envir., Title 5, Subtitle 9; Waterway
Construction, Md. Ann. Code, Envir., Title 5, Subtitle 5; Tidal Wetlands Act, Md. Ann. Code, Envir., Title 16.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES VERIFICATION: I verify that my project will meet all Endangered Species Act Best
Management Practices and Time of Year Restriction applicable to work in tidal waters and wetlands as required by the
MDSPGP (see Section VII, General Conditions #14-15).

Yes No L] | Unknown
Refer to the application instructions and the MDSPGP for additional information regarding these Best Management
Practices.

|:| I am the property owner/applicant and do not want to be contacted by MDE. All correspondence should occur
with my authorized agent /principal contact designated in Section 3, located on the 1st page of this application. (By initializing
the box, you are acknowledging that you will not receive any correspondence directly from MDE ). I understand a copy of
MDE’s final decision regarding this application will be sent to me. This opt-out option does not apply to the U.S. Army
Corps’ correspondence, which will continue to be with the applicant/permittee.



WHERE TO MAIL APPLICATION

Maryland Department of the Environment
Water and Science Administration
Regulatory Services Coordination Office
1800 Washington Boulevard, Suite 430
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
Telephone: (410) 537-3752
1-800-633-6101

BEFORE YOU MAIL... DON'T FORGET...
SIGN AND DATE THE APPLICATION. THE LANDOWNER MUST SIGN.

SEVEN (7) COPIES OF ALL DOCUMENTS (APPLICATION, PLANS, MAPS, REPORTS, ETC.)
MUST BE RECEIVED TO BEGIN OUR REVIEW.

INCLUDE SEVEN (7) COPIES OF A VICINITY MAP (LOCATION MAP) WITH THE PROJECT SITE
PINPOINTED.

PAYMENTS: SEND AN APPLICATION FEE OF $750 ALONG WITH A COPY OF THE FIRST
PAGE OF THE APPLICATION TO:

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
P.O. BOX 2057, BALTIMORE, MD 21203-2057
PCA: 13910 OBJ: 4142

PLEASE REFER TO OUR WEBSITE http.//www.mde.maryland.gov FOR FURTHER
INSTRUCTIONS.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED ON PLANS, DRAWINGS, OR VICINITY MAPS

In addition to the information indicated on the previous pages, you should include the following on the 8 1/2 x 11 site plans and any
blueprints you have submitted:

1.

2.

Note:

Applications must include a delineation of wetlands, other special aquatic sites, and other waters, such as lakes and ponds, and streams
on the project site. Wetland delineations must be prepared in accordance with the current wetland delineation manual and appropriate
regional supplement published by the Corps. Wetlands must be shown on all plans submitted with the application. All wetlands on site
must be delineated and shown on the overall site plan. 8% x 11 inch plans with topography showing relation of the wetlands and project
impacts must be submitted. Copies of the wetland reports and data sheets used in making the determination must be included with your

Delineation of any wetland buffers or expanded buffers, clearly marked and differentiated.

Location of mitigation area, if proposed on the same site as the project.

If you are proposing a complex project you may wish to submit engineering blueprints of your project with the application
form to expedite review.

Mitigation Location Map: If you are proposing that nontidal wetland mitigation be done at a different location than the

proposed project, you should submit a map showing the location of the mitigation site in relation to the proposed nontidal
wetland losses.

DELINEATION OF WETLANDS, OTHER SPECIAL AQUATIC SITES, AND OTHER WATERS

application submittal.

Revised October 2022
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1-695 FRANCIS SCOTT KEY BRIDGE REBUILD PROJECT - JOINT PERMIT APPLICATION

ATTACHMENT A: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION



Attachment A: Additional Information in Support of the JPA Form

Purpose and Need

The Project’s purpose is to replace the Francis Scott Key Bridge (Key Bridge) over the Patapsco
River that was in operation prior to the March 26, 2024 collapse. The new replacement bridge
will meet current roadway and bridge design and safety standards, and navigational clearance
requirements.

The needs for the Project are to:

* Expedite restoring local connectivity between Curtis Bay and Dundalk.
» Expedite restoring regional mobility and the interstate transportation network.

The Key Bridge was a critical link in the regional and interstate transportation network and was
the primary interstate route for hazardous material loads traveling through Baltimore. The
collapse has negatively impacted community mobility and connectivity by creating a major gap
in the Baltimore transportation network for both local and regional traffic.

In 2022, the Key Bridge had an average annual daily traffic (AADT) volume of approximately
33,200 vehicles per day (vpd)!. Following the bridge collapse, this daily traffic volume has
needed to find and use alternate routes, increasing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and contributing
to higher levels of congestion on the available interstate transportation network including on 1-95
through Baltimore (the Fort McHenry Tunnel), I-895 (the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel), and I-695.
Arterial routes such as MD 2, MD 710, MD 173, MD 150, MD 151, and other local roadways
have also experienced increased detour traffic, including an increase in truck traffic. 1-95 and I-
895 were already operating over capacity during the peak hours prior to the collapse of the Key
Bridge. The diverted traffic from the Key Bridge collapse has exacerbated congestion and delay
issues along these parallel routes as well the remainder of [-695 around Baltimore.

A comparison of weekday speed and travel time data? from April 2024 (post-collapse) versus
April 2023 (pre-collapse) shows that motorists on [-95 experience more than 30 minutes of
additional delay during the morning peak period (7:00am-8:00am) and more than 20 minutes of
additional delay in the afternoon peak period (4:00pm-6:00pm). This equates to more than
14,000 collective vehicle-hours of additional delay each weekday for traffic on 1-95. Similarly,
motorists on [-895 experience approximately 20 minutes of additional delay during the morning
peak period and approximately 15 minutes of additional delay in the afternoon peak period. This
equates to approximately 7,000 collective vehicle-hours of additional delay to each weekday for
traffic on I-895. Combining the impacts to both of these major freeways, the traffic diversions to
I-95 and 1-895 resulting from the collapse of the Key Bridge have resulted in approximately
21,000 collective hours of additional delay each day of the work week.

" https://maps.roads.maryland.gov/itms_public/AADT_AAWDT_Detail.aspx?station_id=T0006

2INRIX data from the RITIS platform (www.ritis.org) Tuesday through Thursday April 18-20, 2023, and Tuesday through
Thursday April 9-11, 2024. Data from [-895 for the entire length of the facility. Data from 1-95 from the 1-95/1-895
interchange south of Baltimore to the I-95/1-695 interchange north of Baltimore.




Attachment A

In addition, the Key Bridge was the only route for over-height and hazardous material loads
traveling through the port area, southern Baltimore metro region, and the I-95 corridor as these
vehicles and loads are prohibited from using the I-95 and 1-895 tunnels.®> Over-height vehicles
and vehicles transporting hazardous loads previously relied on the Key Bridge but are now
required to use less efficient alternate surface routes, such as the western section of [-695 around
Baltimore, which adds approximately 25 miles of additional VMT

The Key Bridge also provided a critical alternative route for traffic across the Patapsco River and
Baltimore Harbor, serving as a detour for traffic incidents on [-95 and 1-895 through Baltimore,
especially during nighttime closures of the [-95 and I-895 tunnels for maintenance and repair.

As these tunnels are 39 and 57 years old, respectively, nighttime closures of the tunnels for
maintenance are a regular occurrence.

Regionally, the Key Bridge played a critical role in the transportation network, including the
transport of goods to and from the Port of Baltimore and nearby distribution centers such as
Tradepoint Atlantic at Sparrows Point. A recent study indicated that the economic cost of the
bridge collapse to the Port of Baltimore is estimated at $15 million per day.* The same study
determined that the Key Bridge collapse has impacted jobs, income, and industries locally and
throughout the state. The impacts caused by the loss of this key infrastructure element present
significant challenges to residents, businesses, and industries with long-term implications.
Therefore, rebuilding the bridge is an urgent and essential project to restore and maintain the
local, regional, and national economy.

The Key Bridge was opened in 1977 and consisted of two 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each
direction and two-foot-wide outside shoulders. According to the Maryland Department of
Transportation (MDOT) Policy for Bridge Width and the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets (7th Edition published in 2018), travel lanes should be a minimum of 12 feet wide,
and lane and shoulder widths on bridges should match the approach roadway. For bridges longer
than 200 feet, shoulder widths can be narrowed but a minimum width of four feet is still
required. Thus, the Key Bridge did not meet current design standards for lane and shoulder
width. The replacement bridge will meet current design standards while remaining within the
current MDTA ROW.

The height of the Key Bridge at 185 feet of vertical clearance had the potential to limit larger
ships traveling into the Port of Baltimore.> This clearance restricted certain current
classifications of cargo vessels, as did other crossings, such as the Bay Bridge, along the marine
route into the Port of Baltimore. Currently the largest class of cargo vessel able to call at the Port
of Baltimore is the Post Panamax (PPX) Generation III Max. There is a trend toward even larger
vessels, and cargo ships are expected to increase in size due to the cost savings of utilizing larger
ships to transport larger quantities of goods. Accommodating future ship navigation and traffic

3 https://roads.maryland.gov/OOTS/FORBIDDEN_HAZARDOUS_MATERIALS.pdf

4 https://www.mdchamber.org/2024/03/28/understanding-key-bridge-collapse-impact/
5 Navigational Vertical Clearance according to the National Bridge Inventory
(https://infobridge.fhwa.dot.gov/Data/BridgeDetail/24651806)




Attachment A

on the Patapsco River is important to maintaining the vitality of the Port of Baltimore and
commerce in Maryland and the Mid-Atlantic region.

Project Description

The Project is a replacement of the collapsed Key Bridge. The project location will be the same
as the original bridge, following the existing centerline across the Patapsco River and the
approaches along 1-695. The new bridge will remain within MDTA’s existing ROW. The Key
Bridge was a tolled bridge, and the replacement bridge will also be a tolled bridge.

The Project will account for the vertical clearance required by current and future vessels and will
comply with anticipated bridge permits from the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) under the General
Bridge Act of 1946 and Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. These permits are
required to preserve the public right of navigation and to prevent interference with interstate and
foreign commerce along navigable waters. The USCG issued a Preliminary Navigation
Clearance Determination (PNCD) for the new bridge on June 6, 2024, setting the minimum
vertical clearance at 230 feet above mean high water and the minimum horizontal clearance at
1,100 feet through the main navigation span of the bridge. Anticipated permits will also identify
required protective systems, clearance gauges, navigational lighting, and temporary construction
measures that will be incorporated into the Project.

The Project includes several changes to engineering parameters from the original Key Bridge to
meet current roadway standards. The replacement bridge will have a minimum vertical
clearance of 230 feet over the 800-foot-wide authorized Fort McHenry Navigation Channel, per
coordination with the USCG and as documented in the PNCD.® The vertical clearance will be a
minimum of 45 feet higher than the original Key Bridge to provide clearance for large vessels
traveling underneath. The Fort McHenry Navigation Channel is Congressionally Authorized to
be 800-foot-wide.

Similar to the original Key Bridge, the replacement bridge will have a 4 percent grade on both
sides of the navigation channel. Due to the increased vertical clearance over the navigation
channel, the limits of the bridge and the elevation change will extend beyond the limits of the
original bridge but still within the existing MDTA ROW. The total length of the bridge will be
approximately 2.4 miles, which is approximately 0.7 miles longer than the original Key Bridge.
A portion of this 2.4-mile length will include retaining walls and grading where the bridge
profile approaches the existing ground. The limits of bridge structure versus retaining walls and
grading will be determined in final design.

The main bridge span over the navigation channel is anticipated to be approximately 1,400 feet
long between the main bridge piers, which will accommodate the placement of the new piers
outside the existing piers. In compliance with the USCG PNCD, the horizontal clearance
between the pier protection islands that will surround the new piers will be no less than 1,100
feet.* The remaining bridge spans will include piers both in the Patapsco River and on both the

5The USCG issued a PNCD on June 6, 2024, stating that the replacement bridge is required to have a minimum vertical
clearance of 230 feet above mean high water and a minimum horizontal clearance of 1,100 feet through the main
navigation span.



Attachment A

approaches over land. In addition to the main piers, there will be pier protections around all
piers as required by current design standards.

The new typical section for the bridge and approaches will meet the design guidelines outlined in
the AASHTO 4 Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (7th Edition published in

2018) for lane and shoulder widths and will include two 12-foot-wide lanes in each direction
with 10-foot-wide outside shoulders and 4-foot-wide inside shoulders. This preliminary design

increases the width of the bridge from approximately 62-66 feet wide to approximately 82 feet

wide. Note that the final design of the bridge is pending, and the bridge width could change.

The Project will consider a different bridge type than the original Key Bridge to support the
increased main span length. The final structure type will be determined by the design-builder in
coordination with MDTA and FHWA during final design. Refer to Table 1 below for a

comparison between the Key Bridge and the replacement bridge engineering assumptions.

Table 1: Structural Comparison between the Key Bridge and Replacement Bridge

Approx Vertical | Main | Total | Number | Lane | Outside | Inside Profile/
Structure | Clearance | Span | Bridge |of Travel | Width | Shoulder |Shoulder | Grade on
Height (feet) |Length | Length | Lanes | (feet) | Width Width |Both Sides
(feet) (feet) | (miles) (feet) (feet) |of the Main
Channel
Key Bridge
358 185 1,200 1.7 4 12 2 0 4%
Replacement .
Bridge” 500-550 230 1,400 2.4 4 12 10 4 4%
(Approximate)
Total Change 142-192 45 200 0.7 0 0 8 4 0

“For the purposes of this JPA, engineering assumptions for the replacement bridge were based on a
cable-stayed bridge type. The bridge type and dimensions will be determined during final design.

“The total bridge length will be determined during final design. For the purposes of this JPA, the length
includes the full limits where the profile elevation will change.
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Figure 1 — Project Location Map

Bear Creek

Baltimore
County

“

»,
R

Pataspco River

Eort
Carroll

Pataspco River
Baltimore

City

Hawkins Anne Arundel
Roint, County

/.‘“,

Lé;ding
seaBoint

Proposed Project o Francis Scott Key
WV OT Bridge

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

g .
S e, Maryland v Rebuild Project
Transportation
Authority

m—_—— Project Location




1-695 FRANCIS SCOTT KEY BRIDGE REBUILD PROJECT - JOINT PERMIT APPLICATION

ATTACHMENT C: IMPACT PLATES & SUMMARY OF IMPACTS



R £ L &
No Impacts On This Sheet |;
: Potential Limits of Disturbance Temporary Nontidal Waterway
T o potential Temporary Pile Area
[ POTRLY; D Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts
D Froposed Bridge Area - Permanent Emergent Nontidal
. - Navigation Channel Boundaries Wetland Impacts
Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer

= = MHW Line Impacts
Property Parcels 2% Temporary Emergent Nontidal
X Wetland Impacts

: Streams
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer

Wetlands Impacts

25ft Wetland Buffer

TY/DR S —

E
S
.
=)
=

MDTA
Maryland
Transportation
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

0 50 100 200 Feet

Francis Scott Key
Bridge
Rebuild Project
Impact Plates

Page 10f9 July 2024



PEM/Wetland 2WETD

Permanent Wetland

& Buffer.Impacts for
Roadway Grading

0 50 100 200 Feet

I I I |

: Potential Limits of Disturbance Temporary Nontidal Waterway OSOF Ry
&
8

Impacts ) Francis Scott Key

- . .
Potential Te Pile A A
s a PotREtRLIemporanyEllefirea D Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts § 2
D Froposed Bridge Area - Permanent Emergent Nontidal 3 MDTA P Bridge
. * Navigation Channel Boundaries Wetland Impacts y Maryland a\% «"g . N
| Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer Transportation Sty pcrsE Rebuild PI‘O]ect
Authority

= = MHW Line Tiipacts

Property Parcels : Temporary Emergent Nontidal { M Dr ’mpact Plates

D Streams X Wetland Impacts i
Wetlands :‘empo::ry 25ft Wetland Buffer MARYLAND DEPARTHENT
mpac
STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION Page 2 of 9 July 2024

25ft Wetland Buffer




: Potential Limits of Disturbance
I-: Potential Temporary Pile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
- * Navigation Channel Boundaries
= = MHW Line

Property Parcels
: Streams

Wetlands

25ft Wetland Buffer

New,Pier’ &
Pier; Protection
(Permanent Impact)

Temporary Nontidal Waterway
Impacts
D Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts
- Permanent Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts
« Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

Potential
Temporary,
Pile/Area

0 50 100 200 Feet

I I I |

1 OF TR
s,
$

¥ Francis Scott Key

MDTA 4 Bridge
Maryland a\% & " .
Tra:::r&:;;ion St 1 Rebu |Id PI‘O]ect

Impact Plates

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

AOMINISTRATION Page 3 of 9 July 2024




New, Pier, &
Pier,Protection
(Permanent:Impact); |

New Pier.&
Pier Protection
(PermanentImpact)

Potential
Temporary,
Pile/Area

New. Piér &
Pier/Protection
(Permanent Impact)

0 50 100 200 Feet

I I I |

: Potential Limits of Disturhance Temporary Nontidal Waterway T 1 OF TRay,
Impacts < <

55
- - ! . & % i
L o Potential TemporaryPile Area - Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts l 5 "'é FI'aI'ICIS scott Key
D Propesed Bridge Area i Permanent Emergent Nontidal 3 MDTA B I'i d ge
s Navigation Channel Boundaries Wetland Impacts 4 Maryland ‘a‘% u -
= = MHWLine ﬁ] Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer Transportation %v Rebulld Project
Impacts Authority

Property Parcels Temporary Emergent Nontidal
E Streams Wetland Impacts : M Dr ’mpaCt Plates
C et Tompory 2ttt B HARYLAND DEPARTHENT

I” "1 25ftWetland Buffer

STATE HIGHWAY

ADMINISTRATION Page 4 of 9 July 2024




'tx New Pier & I\
! Pier; Protection Potential
(Perma!l\ent Impact) \ Temporary,
ki 4 Pile/Area

125! Channel
Buffer,

Existing

Channal Permitted

Channel

g " /
125¢Channel
A&’ Buffer. Potential
Temporary;
Pile/Area

New Pier & ‘
Pier. Protection 1
(Permanent Impact) » 3

0 50 100 200 Feet

I I I |

: Potential Limits of Disturbance Temporary Nontidal Waterway o OF TRy
o

&

I- : Potential Temporary Pile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
- = Navigation Channel Boundaries
= = MHW Line
Property Parcels
D Streams
‘. | Wetlands
I” "I 25ftWetland Buffer

- Permanent Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts

Impacts ' l . &
Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts i §
> k)

1 %,

" Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer
* Impacts
Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

MDTA
Maryland

>

ot
Transportation oy,
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

Francis Scott Key
Bridge
Rebuild Project

Impact Plates

Page 50f9 July 2024




: Potential Limits of Disturbance
I- : Potential Temporary Pile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
ww= Navigation Channel Boundaries
= = MHW Line
Property Parcels

E Streams
‘. | Wetlands

| 25ftWetland Buffer

(Permanent/Impact)

Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts

New,Pier: &
Pier. Protection

Temporary Nontidal Waterway
Impacts

- Permanent Emergent Nontidal

Wetland Impacts
‘ Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer
* Impacts
Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

Potential |
Temporary,
Pile’Area

“‘m gy
O

&
iA
n q
MDTA
Maryland

Transportation
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

0 50 100 200 Feet

I I I |

Francis Scott Key
Bridge
Rebuild Project

Impact Plates

Page 6 of 9 July 2024




N No Impacts On This Sheet

: Potential Limits of Disturbance
I- : Potential Temporary Pile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
* Navigation Channel Boundaries

= = MHW Line

Property Parcels
D Streams

Wetlands

25ft Wetland Buffer

Temporary Nontidal Waterway

< Impacts
U Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts
- Permanent Emergent Nontidal

Wetland Impacts
| Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer

* Impacts

« Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

of
RO

5 5,
/‘ )

MDTA

Maryland
Transportation
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

g ¥, ’ﬁai"f :
Fort Armistead
S “ B

‘Park

el

0 50 100 200 Feet
I I I |

Francis Scott Key
Bridge
Rebuild Project

Impact Plates

Page 7 of 9 July 2024




PEMiWetland 1WETA
TemporaryWetland
&' Buffer;Impactsifor:
Construction!/Access

¥

LSl g .
W PEM We’ﬁﬁé‘nd IWETB ¢
[\

Perennial Waters; 1WA“ » |\ i :

Temporary, Waterway‘ ! \ o A 4
Imp,acts Esifors : ‘ '

Constructlon Access! |

IntermittentiWaters'1WB

Temporal"y Waterway) J AR PR g Temporaw W&etl d
Imp’acts for; ' | W& 2 &\ Buffer; Impactsfor;s

»,

Saad X ; \ ! Va4 P
gonstru}:tlon Access| i AUTER ) AR 9\ ConstructlonéAcc‘éss

PEM Wetland 1WETD
ilemporary; Wetlalgb
Buffer;Impactsifor;
Construction /Access

3 Y
PEM\Wetland\1WETFE
fTemporary Wetland
& Buffer; Impacts for;
Constructlon Access

il

PEM Wetland! 1WETG
Temporary Wetland\
& Buffer;Impactsifor;
Construction/Access’

: Potential Limits of Disturbance
I- : Potential Temporary Pile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
- = Navigation Channel Boundaries
= = MHW Line

Property Parcels
D Streams
‘. | Wetlands

| 25ft Wetland Buffer

Temporary Nontidal Waterway
Impacts
Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts

- Permanent Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
‘ Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer
L * Impacts
Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

‘ﬁu OF TRay %’
%
‘l
MDTA
Maryland

Transportation
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

Francis Scott Key

Bridge

Rebuild Project
Impact Plates

Page 8 of 9

July 2024




: Potential Limits of Disturbance
- ey ’ .
L o Potential TemporaryPile Area
D Proposed Bridge Area
ww= Navigation Channel Boundaries
= = MHW Line

Property Parcels

D Streams
D Wetlands

I | 25ftwetland Buffer

Temporary Nontidal Waterway
Impacts
- Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts
i Permanent Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts
Temporary Emergent Nontidal
Wetland Impacts
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer
Impacts

BALTIMORE BELTWAY

OF T
e "444,

;«\

S
MDTA

Maryland %
Transportation
Authority

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

50 100 200 Feet

Francis Scott Key
Bridge
Rebuild Project

Impact Plates

Page 9 of 9 July 2024




Temporary Pile Typical Section

Not to exceed
}‘ 36" diameter »{

10 ft minimum

MLW = 0.0

varies

Maryland
. Transportation
Authority

Francis Scott Key Bridge
Rebuild Project

Impact Plates
Not to scale July 2024




Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project - Total Impacts - July 2024

Resource Type Impacted Area (SF) Impacted Length (LF)
Temporary Perennial Nontidal Waterway Impacts 246 85
Temporary Intermittent Nontidal Waterway Impacts 599 187
Temporary Tidal Waterway Impacts 707* -
Permanent Tidal Waterway Impacts 553,820 -
Temporary Emergent Nontidal Wetland Impacts 8,932 -
Permanent Emergent Nontidal Wetland Impacts 2,032 -
Temporary 25ft Wetland Buffer Impacts 37,492 -
Permanent 25ft Wetland Buffer Impacts 9,109 -

*These impacts are for setting 100 temporary piles. The locations are not determined and are not shaded on the impact plates.




Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project - Impacts by Resource - July 2024

Resource ID Resource Classification | Permanent Impact (SF) | Temporary Impact (SF) | Permanent Impact (LF) | Temporary Impact (LF) Plate Number
2WETD PEM 674 - - - 2
2WETD Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer 4,777 - - - 2
Patapsco River Tidal Waters 553,820 707* - - 3-6
1WETA PEM - 1,006 - - 8
1WETA Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer - 7,465 - - 8
1WA Perennial Waters - 246 - 85 8
1WB Intermittent Waters - 599 - 187 8
1WETB PEM - 166 - - 8
1WETB Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer - 3,872 - - 8
1WETC PEM - 2,249 - - 8
1WETC Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer - 15,061 - - 8
1WETD Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer - 179 - - 8
1WETF PEM 1,358 2,304 - - 8
1WETF Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer 4,332 5,306 - - 8
1WETG PEM - 3,207 - - 8
1WETG Buffer 25ft Wetland Buffer - 5,609 - - 8

*These impacts are for setting 100 temporary piles. The locations are not determined and are not shaded on the impact plates.
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
Among the
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION,
MARYLAND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY,
AND
MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

Implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
1-695 Over the Patapsco River Francis Scott Key Bridge Replacement Project

Anne Arundel and Baltimore Counties, and Baltimore City, Maryland

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
plans to approve the 1-695 Over the Patapsco River Francis Scott Key Bridge Replacement (The
Project), administered by the Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway
Administration (SHA) and the Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA); and

WHEREAS, on March 26, 2024 the MDTA Francis Scott Key Bridge, which carries [-695 over
the Patapsco River, was struck by a cargo ship leaving the Port of Baltimore, resulting in the
collapse of the bridge, impairing essential traffic. Following the incident, Executive Order
01.01.2024.09 was released by the State of Maryland, declaring a State of Emergency as a result
of the Key Bridge collapse.

WHEREAS, The Project consists of construction of a replacement bridge in the same location,
following the existing centerline, and within existing right-of-way, while incorporating design
upgrades that meet current standards and conditions, as described in detail in Attachment 4; and.

WHEREAS, FHWA has determined that the Project is an undertaking, as defined in 36 C.F.R.
§800.16(y), and thus is subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), 54 U.S.C. §306108, and its implementing regulations, 36 C.F.R. Part 800 as
amended; and

WHEREAS, SHA and MDTA intend to deliver the Project using a progressive design-build
delivery method; and

WHEREAS, the Project may be implemented in construction phases, yet to be fully defined, and
although this Programmatic Agreement (PA) reflects evaluation of the entire defined Project,
certain commitments may require phased implementation; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 401 and
403) and the General Bridge Act of 1946, a Coast Guard Bridge Permit will likely be required
from the United States Coast Guard (USCG) for this Project, and pursuant to Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 401 and 403) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
of 1973 (33 U.S.C. 1344), a Department of the Army permit will likely be required from the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for this Project; and

1-695 Over the Patapsco River Francis Scott Key Bridge Replacement

Section 106 Programmatic Agreement

June 2024



WHEREAS, the USACE and USCG have agreed FHWA is the lead federal agency for purposes
of ensuring that the Project complies with Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended, and codified in
its implementing regulations, 36 C.F.R. Part 800, as amended (August 5, 2004) and have agreed
to participate in this PA as consulting parties; and

WHEREAS, federal agencies which, at FHWA’s invitation, designate FHWA as the lead federal
agency for the Project may use this PA to fulfill their obligations under Section 106 of the NHPA
according to 36 C.F.R. 800.2(a)(2), without the need for amendment of this PA, provided that
FHWA follows the requirements of this PA; and

WHEREAS, SHA, on behalf of FHWA, has established the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
the project in consultation with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Office (MD SHPO),
encompassing the corridor project limits as described above, including areas of direct limits of
disturbance, inclusive of all project elements with the potential to affect historic properties, and a
sufficient buffer for visual effects where they may be likely to occur; the detailed map of the APE
is provided in Attachment 4; and

WHEREAS, FHWA, in consultation with MD SHPO, identified ten (10) historic properties that
are listed in, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): Fort
McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine (Maryland Inventory of Historic Places [MIHP]
B-8); Baltimore Harbor Tunnel (MIHP B-5333); Canton Grain Elevator (MIHP B-985); Baltimore
Municipal Airport, Harbor Field (MIHP B-3603); Baltimore Municipal Airport Air Station (MIHP
B-2094); Turner’s Station African American Survey District (MIHP BA-3056); Sparrow’s Point
Shipyard District (MIHP BA-3208); Day Village Historic District (MIHP No. BA-3340); Fort
Carroll (MIHP BA-451); and Fort Smallwood Park (MIHP A A-898);

and

WHEREAS, FHWA has identified six (6) architectural resources requiring NRHP evaluation, as
shown in Attachment 4: 6001 Dock Road; 3901 Fort Armistead Road; 3925 Fort Armistead Road;
Fort Armistead Park; BG&E Parcels (Tax Map 110, Parcels 3, 26, 27, and 58); and MDTA’s
Francis Scott Key Bridge Administration Building; and

WHEREAS, FHWA has elected to phase the identification, evaluation, and effects assessment of
certain portions of the APE and historic properties where timing, unavailability of access or design
information precluded such identification, evaluation and assessment, as provided in 36 C.F.R.

800.4(b)(2), and 36 C.F.R. 800.5(a)(3); and

WHEREAS, FHWA will ensure additional identification, evaluation, and assessment is
completed in a timely manner prior to final design and construction, to allow for meaningful
consultation and practical opportunities to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any potential adverse
effects to historic properties; and

WHEREAS, FHWA has initiated consultation pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.3(c) with the MD SHPO
by letter on May 16, 2024; SHA on behalf of FHWA will continue to consult with MD SHPO and
consulting parties under the terms of this PA in order to identify historic properties, assess the

1-695 Over the Patapsco River Francis Scott Key Bridge Replacement
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement
June 2024



effects of the Project on historic properties, and, if necessary, resolve adverse effects to historic
properties; and

WHEREAS, FHWA, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6(a)(1)(i)(C), on May 16, 2024, initiated Section
106 consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and the ACHP has
chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and

WHEREAS, FHWA, ACHP, SHA, MDTA and the MD SHPO, under the Amended
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Maryland Department
of Transportation State Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
the Maryland State Historic Preservation Olfficer, Implementing Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act for the Federal-aid Highway Program in Maryland (“Statewide PA”),
linked in Attachment 2, have agreed to delegate certain authorities relating to Section 106 of the
NHPA to SHA and MDTA for Federal-aid Highway Projects in Maryland; and

WHEREAS, SHA, pursuant to the Statewide PA, employs professionals meeting the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 Fed. Reg. 44738-39, September 29, 1983)
with experience and background in the fields of archaeology, architectural history and/or history
who will oversee implementation of stipulations in this PA; and

WHEREAS, SHA and MDTA, on behalf of FHWA, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.4(a)(1), has
established the APE for the Project in consultation with the MD SHPO, and, per 36 C.F.R 800.4(b)
in consultation with MD SHPO proposed a scope of effort to identify historic properties within the
APE, and offered Federally-recognized Native American Tribal Nations (Tribes) an opportunity
to provide input on this scope of effort; and

WHEREAS, SHA, MDTA and FHWA, pursuant to 36 C.F.R 800.2(d) have sought and considered
the views of the public regarding the Project’s effects on historic properties by providing notice to
the public via the project website, and in stakeholder public meetings on June 11, 2024; and

WHEREAS, SHA and MDTA, during the course of consultation, have invited the parties listed
in Attachment 4 to participate in consultation on the Project; and

WHEREAS, SHA, MDTA and FHWA, have initiated consultation with Tribes listed in
Attachment 4 and provided the Tribes with information about the Project. SHA, on behalf of
FHWA, has invited the same Tribes to be consulting parties, as shown in Attachment 4; and

WHEREAS, FHWA, SHA and MDTA have determined archaeological properties are unlikely to
be affected by the Project based on information available at the time of execution of the PA; and

WHEREAS, no historic properties exist within the expected limits of disturbance of the project,
and no physical effects to historic properties are likely to occur based on information available at
the time of execution of this PA; and

WHEREAS, FHWA has invited SHA and MDTA to be invited Signatories to this PA, based on
their responsibilities for implementation of its terms, and all Signatories, required and invited, are
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referred to as “Signatories” to this document; and.

WHEREAS, FHWA intends to use this PA to comply with 36 C.F.R. Part 800, 54 U.S.C. §
100902, 36 C.F.R. Part 14 and to govern the implementation of the Project and the identification
and resolution of any adverse effects.

NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, SHA, MDTA and MD SHPO, (hereinafter “Signatories”) agree
that the Project will be implemented in accordance with the following Stipulations in order to take
into account the effect of the Project on historic properties and that these Stipulations will govern
compliance of the Project with Section 106 of the NHPA until this PA expires or is terminated.

Stipulations

L. Roles and Responsibilities

A. FHWA is the lead federal agency and is responsible for ensuring the terms of this
PA are carried out.

B. SHA and MDTA are delegated authority by FHWA under this PA and the
Statewide PA to continue defined aspects of consultation, project compliance review, and
implementation of this PA’s terms. SHA and MDTA will jointly be responsible for
implementation of this PA excepting where otherwise specified. Additionally:

l. MDTA and/or SHA, using FHWA funding in whole or in part, will enter
into an agreement or agreements with a design-build contractor to design and
build the Project, using a progressive design-build model. MDTA, in its
administrative role with the contractor, will coordinate with and provide SHA all
information necessary, and exercise oversight of the contractor to ensure
compliance with this PA and its implementation. MDTA and SHA will work
informally to resolve any disagreement, but will follow Stipulation X of the PA
if resolution is not reached informally. SHA and MDTA may not delegate
consultation obligations or other responsibilities related to Section 106
consultation specified in this PA to the design-builder.

2. SHA, on behalf of MDTA and FHWA, will consult with MD SHPO for
actions under this PA and 36 C.F.R. 800.

C. SHPO: The MD SHPO has jurisdiction as established in the NHPA for historic

properties in Maryland. MD SHPO will:
1. Respond to requests from SHA for concurrence on eligibility
determinations, effect determinations, and technical documents within a 30-day
review period unless otherwise specified in this PA, or SHA specifically
provides for an extended review period at the time of submittal. SHA and FHWA
may assume concurrence or no objection to determinations and submittals if no
response is received within 30 days, if no extended timeline is specifically
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D.

established in the review request or if no timeline is specified in 36 C.F.R. 800.
All durations referenced in this PA refer to calendar days.

2. Provide written comments, share general technical assistance/guidance,
and make available survey records or other documents necessary to fulfill the
requirements of this PA to SHA or its designates.

Consulting Parties/Public

1. SHA has consulted with or provided the opportunity to consult to the
parties listed in Attachment 4 prior to finalizing this PA.

2. SHA will provide consulting parties who have elected to participate in
consultation, regardless of concurring status, with opportunities to consult on
Project changes or new elements with the potential to affect historic properties.
Consulting parties may sign this PA as concurring parties at any time after
execution of the PA with the invitation of SHA or FHWA. Additional consulting
parties may be identified at a later time without the need to amend this PA.

3. Concurrence with the PA by a party does not necessarily indicate that the
party supports the Project or endorses all stipulations of this PA, but rather
indicates the desire of such parties to acknowledge consultation and/or remain
involved in implementation of specific terms of this PA.

4. SHA and MDTA will provide for notification of the public for substantial
changes to the Project that would result in an expanded APE or new effects to
historic properties consistent with 36 CFR 800.8(c)(1)(iv) and procedures under
NEPA to ensure ongoing opportunities for public input. As appropriate, this
process may identify new consulting parties who may wish to consult at a later
time in response to Project refinement.

1I. Professional Standards

A.

Guidelines, standards and regulations relevant to this PA and its purposes are

listed below, and links to these documents are found in Attachment 2. Additionally, it is
the intention of the Signatories to interpret this PA to incorporate any subsequent
standards, revisions of standards, or applicable guidance issued by the Secretary of the
Interior, ACHP, or MD SHPO as then in force during this PA.

1. 36 C.F.R. Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, as amended (2004);

2. Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and
Historic Preservation (1983);

3. Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 Fed.
Reg. 44738-39, September 29, 1983)

4. Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland
(Shaffer and Cole 1994), including Technical Update No. 1 of the Standards and
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II1.

Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in Maryland: Collections and
Conservation Standards (2018);

5. Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations
in Maryland (Maryland Historical Trust, 2023);

6. Program Comment for Actions Affecting Post-1945 Concrete Steel
Bridges (77 FR 68790);

7. Exemption Regarding Historic Preservation Review Process for Effects to
the Interstate Highway System (ACHP Program Comment, 2005)

8. Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (ACHP, 2009)

9. National Register of Historic Places Bulletin 15, How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (National Park Service revised 1997),
National Register of Historic Places Bulletin 16A, How to Complete the National
Register Registration Form (National Park Service revised 1997), and other
National Register Bulletins as applicable

10.  Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (1995, Revised 2017); and accompanying guidelines for Treatment of
Historic Properties (1995, Revised 2017) and Cultural Landscapes (1996)

Historic Properties Identification and Effects Assessment

Historic Properties Identification. SHA and MDTA commit to evaluating the

following properties within the APE for eligibility for the NRHP, in accordance with 36
C.F.R. 800.4(c), including providing eligibility determinations to consulting parties and
seeking concurrence from MD SHPO:

e 6001 Dock Road

e 3901 Fort Armistead Road

e 3925 Fort Armistead Road

e Fort Armistead Park

e BG&E parcels (Tax Map 110, Parcels 3, 26, 27, and 58)
e Francis Scott Key Bridge Administrative Building

1-695 Over the Patapsco River Francis Scott Key Bridge Replacement
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement

June 2024



IVv.

B. Effect Determination. Following the evaluation of the properties specified in
Stipulation III.A., and at such time as the following information is available: the limits of
approach work, bridge type, bridge height, anchorage locations, and locations of any
proposed ancillary staging areas, SHA, on behalf of FHWA, will make a finding of effect
in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.4(d), and 36 C.F.R. 800.5.

1. Finding of No Properties Affected or No Adverse Effect to Historic
Properties. Should SHA, on behalf of FHWA, find that no historic properties are
affected by the Project or No Adverse Effect to historic properties will result
from the Project, and MD SHPO concurs with the finding, in consideration of the
views of any consulting parties, SHA and FHWA will proceed with the project,
and follow Stipulations IV-XI.

2. Finding of Adverse Effect. If potential adverse effects to historic
properties are identified, SHA, MDTA and FHWA will seek to avoid or
minimize adverse effects. If adverse effects cannot be completely avoided, and
SHA determines there is an adverse effect to historic properties, SHA, MDTA,
and FHWA will develop a mitigation plan in consultation with MD SHPO and
appropriate consulting parties, identifying mitigation that is reasonable, feasible,
and commensurate with the effects to historic properties. SHA will seek
concurrence from MD SHPO on the mitigation plan, and, upon MD SHPO
concurrence, will implement the provisions of the plan. FHWA, SHA, and
MDTA will amend this PA to incorporate its provisions.

3. If SHPO does not concur with the mitigation plan, FHWA, SHA, and
MDTA will consult with MD SHPO and appropriate consulting parties to revise
the mitigation plan. If the Signatories cannot reach concurrence on the plan, the
parties will follow Stipulation X regarding dispute resolution.

Consultation Regarding Project Development

A. As project design advances or ancillary activities not currently known are
identified, SHA will initiate consultation with MD SHPO and other consulting parties,
and the public per Stipulation I.E. using the following process:
1. On an ongoing basis, SHA cultural resources staff will review proposed
changes that affect project location, design, or limits of disturbance, for potential
new effects to historic properties.
2. If SHA determines there is potential for new or changed effects, SHA will
notify FHWA and consult as described in Stipulation IV.B below.

B. SHA, on behalf of FHWA, consistent with the principles described in 36 C.F.R.
§§ 800.3 — 6, will consult with MD SHPO and other Signatories to this PA, and
consulting parties identified for this undertaking as appropriate on:
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VI

VIIL

VIII.

1. Amendments to the APE, consistent with 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(d), including
identification and documentation of any new historic properties within the
amended APE consistent with 36 C.F.R § 800.4(a) and (b).

2. Changes to the LOD within the existing APE where any additional
archaeological investigation would be recommended, including newly identified
staging or stockpile areas outside MDTA right-of-way within the APE.

3. New or revised determinations of eligibility for historic properties within
the APE as described above, consistent with 36 C.F.R § 800.4(c).
4. New or revised assessment of effects to historic properties within the APE

as described above, consistent with 36 C.F.R § 800.5.

C. SHA will provide consultation materials in written or electronic form, and follow
timelines for comment opportunity as specified in Stipulation I.C.1.

Monitoring of Performance

A. Specific points for continued consultation are defined in Stipulations IIT and I'V.
B. Should Adverse Effects be identified, and a mitigation plan be developed in
accordance with Stipulation III.B.2, the mitigation plan will include a schedule for
periodic regular reporting and/or meetings until the commitments of any mitigation plan
are completed, or another point in time identified in the plan.

C. SHA and MDTA will convene consulting party meetings as necessitated by
project advancement described in Stipulation IV or when requested by any Signatory.

Post-Review Discovery of Human Remains

SHA will follow the attached Inadvertent Discovery Plan (Attachment 1) should human
remains be identified in any areas of the project.

Other Post-Review Discoveries
SHA will follow the procedures in Attachment 1 of this PA for any inadvertent

archaeological discoveries or inadvertent effects to historic properties during
construction.

Confidentiality

The Signatories agree to provide by the provisions of Section 304 of the NHPA, and
other applicable requirements, to withhold information concerning the location, character,
or ownership of resources where release of such information may endanger the integrity
of the resource.
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IX.

Amendment

Any Signatory to this PA may request that it be amended, whereupon the Signatories will
consult in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.14 to consider such an amendment.
Amendments will be effective upon the date of the last signature from the Signatories.

Dispute Resolution

A. Should any Signatory or consulting party object at any time to the manner in
which the terms of this PA are implemented, within 30 days of information being
provided relating to the issue forming the basis of the objection, or within 30 days where
the objector can otherwise be reasonably assumed to be aware of the issue forming the
basis of objection, FHWA shall consult with such party to resolve the objection. If
FHWA determines that such objection cannot be resolved, FHWA will take the following
steps:
1. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including FHWA’s
proposed resolution, to ACHP. FHWA will request ACHP provide comment on
the resolution of the objection within 30 days of receiving adequate
documentation. Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, FHWA shall
prepare a written response that takes into account any timely advice or comments
regarding the dispute from ACHP, Signatories and consulting parties and provide
them with a copy of this written response. FHWA will then proceed according
to its final decision.
2. If ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the 30-
day period, FHWA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed
accordingly. Prior to reaching such a final decision, FHWA shall prepare a
written response that takes into account any timely comments regarding the
dispute from the Signatories and consulting parties to the PA and provide them
with a copy of such written response.
3. In the case of objections related to NRHP eligibility, any Signatory may
object in writing within 30 days to an SHA or FHWA determination of
eligibility. If SHA and FHWA are unwilling to revise the determination in
response to the objection or other relevant information, FHWA (or SHA on its
behalf) will submit the determination to the Keeper of the National Register of
Historic Places for a determination pursuant to 36 C.F.R. Part 63.

B. Objections from the Public: Should a member of the public object to an action
taken under this PA, or compliance with the PA, within 30 days of information being
provided relating to the issue forming the basis of the objection, or within 30 days where
the objector can otherwise be reasonably assumed to be aware of the issue forming the
basis of objection, FHWA will ensure that SHA consults with the objecting party to
respond to the objection in coordination with FHWA where relevant, provided the
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XI.

objection is made in writing to FHWA or SHA contacts identified in Attachment 3 or any
subsequent updates to Attachment 3. SHA and FHWA will inform other Signatories of
the objection and proposed resolution. Should a Signatory disagree with the proposed
resolution, the Signatories will follow Stipulation X.

C. FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this
PA that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged.

Termination

A. Any Signatory to this PA may terminate it by providing 30 days' notice in writing
to the other Signatories, provided that the Signatories will consult during the period prior
to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid
termination.

B. If any Signatory to this PA determines that a term will not or cannot be carried
out, that party shall immediately consult with the other Signatories to attempt to develop
an amendment per Stipulation IX, above. If within 30 days (or another time period
agreed to by all Signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may
terminate the PA upon written notification to the other Signatories.

C. In the event of termination, FHWA will comply with 36 C.F.R. § 800 for all
remaining actions, or until a new agreement is reached fulfilling such requirements.

This PA will continue in full force and effect until 10 years from the date of execution of the PA,
or such time of final acceptance of the Project and when all terms of this PA have been met,
should the terms be met prior to the 10-year expiration. The PA will be invalid if the Project is
terminated or authorization for the Project is rescinded. At any time in the six-month period

prior to its expiration, the Signatories will consult to consider an extension or amendment of the
PA. At such time, the Signatories may consider an amendment to extend the PA unmodified for
an additional specified duration or consult to amend the PA in accordance with Stipulation IX.

No extension or amendment will be effective until all Signatories have signed the amendment or

amendment to extend.
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Attachments

1. Inadvertent Discovery Plan

2. Links to Documentation Referenced

3. Contact Information for FHWA, MDTA and SHA staff (to be updated as
necessary)

4. Section 106 Initiation Letter
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Attachment 1
Inadvertent Discovery Plan

A. Unanticipated Impacts to Architectural Historic Properties: if the Project causes
unanticipated impacts to any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible, listed, or
contributing buildings, sites, structures, or objects of the built environment, the contractor
must notify the engineer and immediately cease any activity causing ongoing damage until
consultation occurs. SHA shall, in consultation MD SHPO, determine if adverse effects
have occurred to the property/properties and develop a plan for the protection of the historic
property, and minimization or mitigation of impacts. If mitigation is identified, FHWA,
SHA, MD SHPO, and other Signatories as necessary will execute a Memorandum of
Agreement or amend this PA to record the identified mitigation. SHA or MDTA may hold
the contractor(s) liable for any or all costs resulting from this process following appropriate
processes identified in its contract instruments.

B. Unanticipated Damage to Known Archaeological Resources: if unauthorized
excavation occurs outside the approved limits of disturbance (LOD) or other approved
boundaries designed to protect archaeological resources or cemeteries and thereby causes
impacts to known, NRHP-eligible properties, SHA and/or MDTA will ensure any activity
causing ongoing damage is stopped until consultation occurs. SHA will conduct a damage
assessment consistent with the model used for such assessments under the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act (https://www.nps.gov/archeology/pubs/techbr/tchBrf20.pdf).

SHA will use the results of the assessment in consultation with the MD SHPO to determine
if the resource has been adversely affected and determine appropriate mitigation. If the
resource is of known or suspected Native American affiliation, FHWA, with assistance
from SHA shall consult with federally recognized Indian Tribes as appropriate. If the
resource is affiliated with other known descendant groups or consulting parties, SHA will
consult with such parties as well. If mitigation is identified, FHWA, SHA, MD SHPO, and
other Signatories as necessary will execute a Memorandum of Agreement or amend this PA
to record the identified mitigation. SHA or MDTA may hold the contractor(s) liable for any
or all costs resulting from this process following appropriate processes identified in its
contract instruments.
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C. Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains: Should any burials, interments, or
human remains (hereafter, “remains”) be encountered during construction, SHA and/or
MDTA will ensure all applicable construction work in the vicinity of the remains is
immediately stopped to prevent damage to the remains, or to any additional remains that
might be present in the vicinity. A minimum 100-foot buffer around identified remains will
be established by SHA and/or MDTA free of disturbance, to be adjusted as appropriate for
the site conditions. Construction may occur outside the buffer unless evidence of additional
remains is found. If remains are suspected to be human but not confirmed, SHA will ensure
that such confirmation is made by a qualified professional. Human remains will at all times
be treated respectfully and access and visibility limited to the site of discovery to authorized
personnel only. Within Maryland, pursuant to State of Maryland Criminal Code § 10-402,
the State’s Attorney must authorize movement or removal of any remains until determined
to be archaeological. If the remains are determined to be archaeological, SHA and the MD
SHPO will consult to determine treatment of the remains and any other necessary treatment
such as work needed to define extent of remains in the most expeditious manner feasible.

If the remains are determined archaeological and suspected to be of Native
American origin, SHA, in coordination with FHWA, shall provide notification to tribal
governments in accordance with any expressed tribal consultation preferences within 24
hours or as soon as practicable. SHA and/or FHWA will consult with affected federally
recognized Indian Tribes, the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs and appropriate
Maryland Indian groups as appropriate regarding treatment of the remains. SHA and/or
MDTA will accommodate tribal cultural preferences to the extent practicable during such an
event. If remains can be associated with other known descendant communities or
organizations, such parties shall also be consulted.

In consultation with the MD SHPO, Federally Recognized Indian Tribes, and
FHWA as appropriate, and other identified descendant/affiliated consulting parties, the
SHA shall develop a plan for the treatment or disposition of the remains or follow
provisions of an existing Treatment Plan developed per this PA. SHA and/or MDTA shall
implement the provisions of the agreed Treatment Plan.

Should the remains be associated with, or constitute an intact archaeological
resource, provision D below is also applicable.

D. Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources: If previously
unidentified archaeological features, artifacts, or other materials (hereafter, “resource”
are discovered during construction, all ground-disturbing work in the vicinity of the
resource shall be temporarily suspended or modified to prevent further damage to the
resource, and SHA will provide a reasonable buffer where ground disturbance is
prohibited to cover the extent of the resource that may not be exposed.

The SHA archaeologist shall perform a preliminary inspection to identify the
resource and evaluate its likelihood of NRHP eligibility. Following this inspection,
construction may resume in the vicinity of but outside the boundary of the archaeological
resource as defined by the SHA archaeologist. If the resource is potentially eligible for
the NRHP, SHA will consult with the MD SHPO on an eligibility determination and, if
determined eligible for the NRHP, every effort shall be made to minimize impacts
through redesign or modification of construction methods. If the resource is of known or
suspected Native American affiliation, FHWA, with assistance from SHA shall consult
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with federally recognized Indian Tribes as appropriate. If the resource can be reasonably
identified with other descendant or affiliated communities, SHA shall also attempt to
consult with such parties.

In consultation with the MD SHPO, SHA shall develop a plan for the treatment of
any resource determined eligible. SHA shall describe actions proposed to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects, and request MD SHPO, tribal, and any other
consulting party comments within 5 working days, unless there is a life or safety hazard
requiring immediate interim action. SHA will disclose any interim action affecting the
eligible resource taken in the event of a life or safety hazard. SHA, at its discretion, may
establish a longer comment period if practicable in consideration of potential safety, cost,
public travel disruption, and other factors.

SHA shall then implement the provisions of the agreed-upon plan and/or amend this PA
to document the resolution, should the resource be determined eligible and should the
Project adversely affect the resource.
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Attachment 2
Links to Documentation Referenced In the 1-695 Over the Patapsco River PA

Federal Codes and Regulations

36 C.F.R. Part 14 and 54 U.S.C. § 100902

Rights-of-Way

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-14
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title 54-
section100902&num=0&edition=prelim

36 C.F.R. Part 63
Dispute Resolution of Determinations of Eligibility for Inclusion in the NRHP
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-1/part-63

36 C.F.R. Part 79
Curation of Federally Owned and Administered Archaeological Collections
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-79

36 C.F.R. Part 800
Implementing Regulations of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-VIII/part-800?toc=1

40 C.F.R. 1506.6(a)
Public involvement — National Environmental Policy Act
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-V/subchapter-A/part-1506#1506.6

54 U.S.C.
e National Historic Preservation Act
§ 306108 Effect of Undertaking on Historic Property
o https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:54%20section:306108%20edition:pre
lim
§ 307103 Access to Information (Section 304)
o https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/frequently-asked-questions-
protecting-sensitive-information

State Codes and Regulations

Maryland Criminal Code § 0-402

Courts and Judicial Proceedings
https://law.justia.com/codes/maryland/2013/article-gcr/section-10-402
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Guidelines and Standards

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

o Exemption Regarding Historic Preservation Review Process for Effects to the Interstate
Highway System (ACHP Program Comment, 2005)
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/exemptions/2017-
01/final interstate exemption notice.pdf

e Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary
Objects (ACHP March 2023)
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/policies/2023-
07/PolicyStatementonBurialSitesHumanRemainsandFuneraryObjects30June2023.pdf

e Program Comment Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-
1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges (77 FR 68790)
https://www.federalregister.cov/documents/2012/11/16/2012-27866/program-comment-
issued-for-streamlining-section-106-review-for-actions-affecting-post-1945-concrete

e Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (ACHP, 2009)
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/guidance/2017-
02/ACHP%20ARCHAEOLOGY %20GUIDANCE.pdf

The Maryland Historical Trust

e Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole
1994)
https://mht.maryland.eov/documents/PDF/archeology/Archeology standards investigations.

pdf

o Technical Update No. 1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in
Maryland: Collections and Conservation Standards (2018)
https://mht.maryland.gov/documents/PDF/archeology/Archeology_standards curation.pdf

e Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland
(Maryland Historical Trust, Revised 2019)
https://mht.maryland.gov/documents/PDF/research/Survey_standards architecture_web.pdf

e NRHP Bulletin 15 — How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (National
Park Service revised 1997)
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf

e  Other NRHP Bulletins
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https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf

https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/publications.htm#:~:text=national%?20register
%200f%20historic%20places%20bulletins

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (1996)
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/landscape-guidelines/index.htm

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995,
Revised 2017)
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/treatment-guidelines-2017.pdf

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm
OR see 48 FR 44738
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/upload/standards-guidelines-archeology-
historic-preservation.pdf

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation (1983)
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/upload/standards-guidelines-archeology-
historic-preservation.pdf

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995,
Revised 2017)
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments.htm
OR https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-1/part-68

Other Referenced Information

e SHA and MDTA Statewide PA:
https://www.roads.maryland.cov/OPPEN/2021 PA Amendment.pdf
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https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/upload/standards-guidelines-archeology-historic-preservation.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/upload/standards-guidelines-archeology-historic-preservation.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/upload/standards-guidelines-archeology-historic-preservation.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments.htm
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-68
https://www.roads.maryland.gov/OPPEN/2021_PA_Amendment.pdf

Attachment 3
FHWA., SHA and MDTA Staff Contact Information:

For FHWA:

Mr. Alexander Bienko
Environmental Specialist

FHWA - Maryland Division
George H. Fallon Federal Building
31 Hopkins Plaza, Suite 1520
Baltimore, MD 21201

phone (410) 779-7148

For SHA:

Mr. Steve Archer

Assistant Division Chief

Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

phone (410) 545-8508

For MDTA:

Ms. Melissa Williams

Director

Maryland Transportation Authority
Planning & Program Development
2310 Broening Highway
Baltimore, MD 21224

phone (410) 802-9684 (direct)
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Wes Moore
M Governor
D I Aruna Miller

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT Lieutenant Governor
OF TRANSPORTATION Paul J. Wiedefeld
Secretary
STATE HIGHWAY William Pines, P.E.
ADMINISTRATION Administrator
I —

May 16, 2024

Ms. Elizabeth Hughes

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place
Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Ms. Hughes:
Introduction and Project Description

On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement (PA) Implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for FHWA Undertakings in Maryland (Section 106 PA), this letter
serves to inform the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) of the Maryland Department of
Transportation State Highway Administration’s (SHA) proposed Project to rebuild the
Maryland Transportation Authority’s Francis Scott Key Bridge carrying I-695 over the
Patapsco River. SHA seeks to establish the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and to
provide information about historic properties identification within the APE.

On March 26, 2024, the MDTA Francis Scott Key Bridge (Key Bridge), which carries I-
695 over the Patapsco River, was struck by a cargo ship leaving the Port of Baltimore,
resulting in the collapse of the bridge. The collapse prompted the immediate closure of I-
695 between MD 173 (exit 1) and MD 157/Peninsula Expressway (exit 43) and halted
vehicle traffic across the Patapsco River as well as marine shipping to and from the Port
of Baltimore. Following the incident, Executive Order 01.01.2024.09 was released by the
State of Maryland, declaring a State of Emergency as a result of the Key Bridge collapse.
Immediate recovery and debris removal actions were conducted.

MDTA and SHA are now proposing to replace the collapsed Francis Scott Key Bridge in
the same location as the original structure. The Project is in portions of Baltimore City,
Baltimore County, and Anne Arundel County, Maryland. The project limits extend along
[-695 from Quarantine Road in Curtis Bay to Broening Highway in Dundalk and is
entirely within MDTA’s existing right-of-way (ROW). The remaining portions of the old
structure will be removed to clear the on-alignment location of the new structure. This
would likely involve fully removing the on-land piers and removing the remaining in-
water piers to near or below the river bottom (mud line).

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MD 21202 | 410.545.8500 | 1.800.323.0502 | Maryland Relay TTY 800.735.2258 | roads.maryland.gov
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The Project includes construction of a replacement bridge that would restore
transportation connectivity; incorporate design upgrades that meet current standards and
conditions that have changed since construction of the original bridge in 1977; and
accommodate existing and future ship navigation on the Patapsco River and into the Port
of Baltimore. As the proposed Project is a replacement of the collapsed bridge, the
location of the Project would be the same as the old structure and remain within the
existing ROW, following the existing centerline across the Patapsco River and the
approaches along 1-695. The new bridge would have four travel lanes, maintaining the
capacity of the former bridge.

The Project proposes several design changes to be incorporated into the replacement
bridge to account for advancements in design standards and changes in existing
conditions since the original bridge was constructed. A bridge type will be developed
that could support a longer main span and higher air draft clearance; and this will likely
involve support towers which could be taller than the old bridge to as much as 500-550
feet above the water. The replacement bridge would have a 230-foot minimum air draft
and a clear span of 1,200 feet at full air draft along the main span to provide additional
overhead clearance for large vessels traveling under the bridge. Considering a change in
air draft and clear span, the Project also proposes an increased length to 1,400 feet along
the main span with additional piers, increasing the bridge to 2.4 miles in total length with
a 4% profile to match the existing alignment and approaches. The new typical section for
the Project would meet the design specifications for lanes and shoulders outlined in the
American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 4 Policy on
Design Standards — Interstate System (May 2016) and would include two 12-foot-wide
lanes and 10-foot/4-foot-wide shoulders.

The project includes obtaining federal permits from United States Coast Guard (USCG)
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). On May 2, 2024, FHWA sent an email to the
USCG and the USACE, proposing to assume the role of Lead Federal Agency, in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2), to fulfill collective federal agency responsibilities
under Section 106. USCG and USACE responded on May 13 and 14, 2024, respectively,
concurring with FHWA taking this role.

A location map is included as Attachment 1.
Funding

Federal funds are anticipated for this project.
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Area of Potential Effects

In determining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project, SHA considered
possible visual, audible, atmospheric and/or physical impacts to historic properties, both
archaeological sites and architectural resources, which would diminish the integrity of
any characteristics that would qualify a property for the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). The area along the Patapsco River is characterized as an industrial
shipping port. The previous steel arch continuous through truss bridge was visually
prominent along the Patapsco River to the north and south of the bridge. While the
bridge was also visible farther inland, it was less prominent amidst other dominant
commercial and industrial buildings and structures comprising the Baltimore skyline.
The proposed new bridge will be taller and likely a different bridge type, but will not
substantially alter the viewshed along the Patapsco River and does not have the potential
to affect historic properties beyond the Patapsco River shoreline. The APE, therefore, is
confined to parcels along the Patapsco River shoreline, west to Fort McHenry and east to
Fort Smallwood Park, as well parcels directly adjacent to MDTA ROW along I-695
(Attachment 2a-d). The archaeological survey area is defined as the limits of
construction disturbance within MDTA ROW from its intersection with Broening
Highway to the north and the Quarantine Road intersection to the south.

Proposed Identification Methods and Results

Architecture: There are eight architectural historic properties in the APE.

Resource Name MIHP No. | NRHP Status
Fort McHenry National Monument | B-8 Listed, October 15, 1966
& Historic Shrine

Baltimore Harbor Tunnel B-5333 Eligible, 2021
Canton Grain Elevator B-985 Eligible, 2019
Baltimore Municipal Airport, B-3603 Eligible, 1992
Harbor Field

Baltimore Municipal Airport Air B-2094 Eligible, 1994
Station

Turner’s Station African American | BA-3056 | Eligible, 2019
Survey District

Sparrow’s Point Shipyard District | BA-3208 | Eligible, 2006
Fort Carroll BA-451 Eligible, 2006
Fort Smallwood Park AA-898 Eligible, 2013

Additional MIHP resources are associated with these historic properties as
contributing/non-contributing resources. A-897 and A-897A, as well as A-898A through
A-898lI, are associated with Fort Smallwood Park. Likewise, BA-3208-1 through BA-
328-5 are associated with Sparrow’s Point Shipyard District.



Ms. Elizabeth Hughes
Page Four

Center Street, 114 (DOE-BA-0042); Avondale Road, 202 (DOE-BA-0015); Carver Road,
105 (DOE-BA-0040); and Fleming Community Center (DOE-BA-0083) were
individually evaluated and determined not eligible for the NRHP in the 1990s, before
Turner’s Station African American Historic District was determined NRHP eligible. All
resources except 114 Center Street are contributing resources in the district.

As outlined above, notable effects would be confined to those properties immediately
adjacent to the work and/or within limits of disturbance for construction of the new
bridge. SHA has determined there is limited potential for other types of effects, in
consideration of the prior modern bridge structure. The new structure will be on the same
alignment as the prior bridge, but is anticipated to be of increased height, and will likely
be a different bridge type than the prior bridge. The prior bridge was visible in whole or
in part from a great number of locations in dense, urban Baltimore City and surrounding
areas. The replacement bridge will have slightly increased visibility. However, historic
properties effects resulting from these changes would be limited to those properties where
the differences between the prior bridge and the replacement bridge would be integral to
the character, experience or integrity of the historic property.

Given this narrow potential for effects, SHA proposes architectural inventory and
evaluation efforts under 36 CFR 800.4(a) consisting of NHRP evaluation of: 1) parcels
immediately adjacent to MDTA ROW and project limits and 2) MIHP resources within
the APE. Since all MIHP resources within the APE have an NRHP evaluation, resources
requiring evaluation include the following:

Unrecorded Architectural Resources

6001 Dock Road

3901 Fort Armistead Road

3925 Fort Armistead Road

Fort Armistead Park

BG&E parcels (Tax Map 110, Parcels 3, 26, 27, and 58)
Francis Scott Key Bridge Administrative Building

The APE also includes four metal girder bridges along [-695: BCZ496061 (1975);
BCZ496051 (1975); BCZ492061 (1972); and BCZ492051 (1979). Metal girder bridges
are not eligible for the NRHP under the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Program Comment Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting
Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges (Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 222) and do not
require NRHP evaluation.
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Archaeology: There are no recorded archaeological historic properties within the
archaeology survey area.

There is minimal potential for terrestrial archaeological historic properties within the
archaeological survey area. The terrestrial portion of the archaeological survey area has
not been subjected to Phase I archaeological survey. A review of soil data, historic
topographic maps, and twentieth-century aerial photographs demonstrates that the
entirety of the terrestrial archaeological survey area is located on made land and fill with
minimal potential to contain archaeological historic properties (USDA-NRCS 2024;
USGS 1894, 1946, 1975; HistoricAerials.com 2024). No further terrestrial archaeological
work is recommended.

There is also minimal potential for underwater archaeological historic properties. Several
prior underwater archaeological surveys have occurred in the archaeological survey area
(Koski-Karell, 1979; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1992; Pelletier, Williams, and
Randolph 2005). There is one archaeological quad file within the archaeology survey
area, CURTIS-QF10, the approximate location of a pier at the mouth of Bear Creek, that
was recorded based on historical mapping as part of a Phase A underwater
archaeological project ca. 1990. Subsequent underwater archaeological survey in the
vicinity of CURTIS-QF10 by Pelletier, William, and Randolph (2005) did not identify
evidence of the pier. Additionally, the presence of a dredged channel under the collapsed
truss span of the Francis Scott Key Bridge, where recovery efforts are currently focused,
suggests no intact, unrecorded resources are likely to be present or affected by the
undertaking. No further underwater archaeological work is recommended.

Review Request

FHWA has requested a PA for this project, the scope of which would be commitments to
this identification effort, an effects determination following completion of historic
properties identification and evaluation, and a process for managing change under the
progressive design build project. We request any comments you may have by May 27,
2024 on the APE, that no further archaeological work is necessary, and the scope of
identification efforts. Based on the project schedule, SHA will need to execute the PA by
July 8, 2024; pending any comments you may have to provide on the content of this
letter, we will work with FHWA to provide a draft PA.

We invite, by copy of this letter, the organizations listed in Attachment 3 to provide
comments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of the
implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their assistance in
identifying historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR
§800.2(c)(3) and (5), and §800.3(f) for information regarding the identification and
participation of consulting parties, and §800.4, and §800.5 regarding the identification of
historic properties and assessment of effects). For additional information regarding the
Section 106 regulations, see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s website,
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www.achp.gov, or contact SHA or MHT. If no response is received by May 27, 2024,
we will assume that these offices decline to participate. Please call Sarah Groesbeck at
410-545-0038 (or email sgroesbeck@mdot.maryland.gov) or myself with questions
regarding this project.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by

Steve Archer
% %‘, Adobe Acrobat
version:
2024.002.20687
Steve Archer
Assistant Division Chief

Environmental Planning Division
Attachments

cc: Mr. Alex Bienko, Environmental Specialist, MD Division, FHWA
Mr. David Clarke, Federal Preservation Officer, FHWA
Ms. Donna Buscemi, Deputy Director, OPPE, SHA
Ms. Sarah Groesbeck, Architectural Historian, OPPE-EPLD, SHA
Ms. Heather Lowe, Planning and Community Relations Manager, MDTA
Mr. Ray Moravec, Director, OPPE, SHA
Ms. Sushmita Sarkar, Environmental Manager, OPPE-EPLD, SHA
Ms. Melissa Williams, Director, Planning & Program Development, MDTA






Attachment 2a: Area of Potential Effects Map
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Attachment 2d: Area of Potential Effects Map
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Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild

Consulting Parties

Transportation

Organization Contact Person Email

Advisory Council on Historic Mandy Ranslow mranslow@achp.gov
Preservation

Anne Arundel County Department | Erica Matthews rpjackS0@aacounty.org
of Recreation and Parks

Anne Arundel Co. Office of Darian Beverungen | PZBevel9@aacounty.org
Environmental & Cultural

Resources

Anne Arundel County Office of Samuel Snead trsneal9@aacounty.org

Anne Arundel County Trust for
Preservation

Patricia Melville

actforpreservation@gmail.com

Baltimore City Commission for
Historical and Architectural
Preservation

Eric Holcomb

eric.holcomb@pbaltimorecity.gov

Baltimore City Department of
Planning

Chris Ryer

Chris.Ryer@baltimorecity.gov

Baltimore City Department of
Transportation

Corren Johnson

Corren.Johnson@baltimorecity.gov;

Preservation Commission

Baltimore Heritage Johns Hopkins hopkins@baltimoreheritage.org
Baltimore National Heritage Area | Shauntee Daniels sdaniels@baltimoreheritagearea.org
Baltimore County Landmarks Caitlin Merritt cmerritt@baltimorecountymd.gov

Baltimore County Traffic
Engineering and Transportation
Planning

Angelica Daniel

adaniel@baltimorecountymd.gov

Fort McHenry National Monument
and Historic Shrine

Robert Stewart

robert_stewart@nps.gov

Friends of Fort McHenry

Melanie Santiago-
Mosier

info@friendsoffortmchenry.org

Maryland Commission on Indian
Affairs

Keith Colston

keith.colston@maryland.gov

Maryland Port Authority Amanda Pafafiel apenafiel@marylandports.com
National Park Service Northeast Mark Eberle mark_eberle@nps.gov

Region

Preservation Alliance of Baltimore | Anne Gryczon Director@PreservationABC.org
County, Inc.

Preservation Maryland Nicholas Redding nredding@presmd.org

Turner Station Conservation Team | Gloria Nelson glorianelson8@verizon.net
United States Army Corps of Joseph DaVia joseph.davia@usace.army.mil
Engineers

United States Coast Guard Hal R. Pitts hal.r.pitts@uscg.mil
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MD State Recognized Tribes

Cedarville Band of Piscataway

Rock Proctor

Natalie Standing-on-the-

piscatawayindians@gmail.com

Federally Recognized Tribes

Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of
Oklahoma

Devon Frazier

dfrazier@astribe.com

Delaware Nation

Katelyn Lucas

klucas@delawarenation-nsn.gov

Delaware Tribe of Indians

Susan Bachor

sbachor@delawaretribe.org

Eastern Shawnee

Lora Nuckolls

thpo@estoo.net

Oneida Indian Nation

Jesse Bergevin

jbergevin@oneida-nation.org

Onondaga Nation

Anthony Gonyea

ononcomm(@gmail.com

Pamunkey Indian Tribe

Shaleigh Howells

Shaleigh.howells@pamunkey.org

St. Regis Mohawk

Darren Bonaparte

darren.bonaparte@srmt-nsn.gov

Seneca-Cayuga

William Tarrant

wtarrant@sctribe.com

Shawnee Tribe

Tonya Tipton

tonya@shawnee-tribe.com

Tuscarora Nation

Bryan Printup

bprintup@hetf.org
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D
Maryland
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST
May 16, 2024

Steve Archer

Assistant Division Chief, Environmental Planning Division

Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: MDTA Francis Scott Key Bridge
I-695 over the Patapsco River
Initiation of Section 106 Review
Baltimore City, Anne Arundel County and Baltimore County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Archer,

Thank you contacting the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), a division of the Maryland Department of Planning, on
behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to initiate the Section 106 review process for the above-
referenced project. We look forward to working with your agency and other involved parties to successfully complete
the preservation requirements for the proposed undertaking.

Based on our review of your letter and the information presented at recent Interagency Review Meetings, we
understand that Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration (SHA) proposes to replace the
Maryland Transportation Authority’s (MDTA) Francis Scott Key Bridge in the same location as the original structure.
The project limits extend along 1-695 from Quarantine Road in Curtis Bay to Broening Highway in Dundalk and is
entirely within MDTA’s existing right-of-way (ROW). The remaining portions of the collapsed structure will be
removed to clear the on-alignment location of the new structure.

Your letter seeks to initiate the Section 106 process for this undertaking, establish an Area of Potential Effects (APE)
for the project, and determine the scope of cultural resources identification efforts. MHT concurs with MDTA/SHA’s
defined APE for cultural resources, as illustrated in Attachment 2 of your submittal. We recognize that MDTA/SHA
may make further refinements to its APE as planning proceeds - based on the addition of ancillary actions or other
design modifications.

As you are aware, considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and archaeological resources
within this large study area. The table provided with your letter includes most of the known historic properties within
the APE, however, we request that you add the National Register-listed Day Village Historic District (MIHP No. BA-
3340) to your inventory of existing cultural resources. MHT agrees with MDTA/SHA’s historic property investigation
methodology for unrecorded architectural resources that consists of the National Register evaluation of parcels
immediately adjacent to MDTA ROW and project limits. These resources include: 6001 Dock Road, 3901 Fort
Armistead Road, 3925 Fort Armistead Road, Fort Armistead Park, BG&E property (Tax Map 110, Parcels 3, 26, 27,
and 58), and the Francis Scott Key Bridge Administrative Building.

Maryland Historical Trust e 100 Community Place e Crownsville e Maryland e 21032

Tel: 410.697.9591 e toll free 877.767.6272 o TTY users: Maryland Relay e MHT.Maryland.gov



MDTA Francis Scott Key Bridge
Initiation of Section 106 Review
Page 2

Previous studies and current recovery efforts suggest that there is minimal potential for terrestrial and underwater
archaeological historic properties within the archaeological study area. Therefore, MHT agrees with MDTA/SHA’s
recommendation for no further archaeological work at this stage in project planning. Once MDTA/SHA has
developed more detailed design and construction plans, it will need to reassess whether further cultural resources
investigations are warranted, in consultation with MHT, particularly for any staging areas, anchorages, and other
related ancillary actions.

We agree with the list of potential consulting parties for this undertaking, presented in Attachment 3 of your letter. As
the Section 106 coordination and public outreach efforts progress, additional relevant parties may be identified and
invited to participate in the consultation.

Finally, MHT acknowledges the need to execute a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for this undertaking that will
memorialize MDTA/SHA’s commitments to 1) complete the identification of historic properties, 2) make an effects
determination following the evaluation of historic properties within the APE, and 3) create a process for ongoing
consultation and managing changes under this progressive design build project. MHT is committed to working with
MDTA/SHA, FHWA, and other involved parties to successfully execute and implement the PA to meet the project’s
schedule deadlines.

Thank you for initiating consultation with MHT early in project planning for this undertaking. If you have questions or
require any assistance, please contact Beth Cole (for archaeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov or Tim Tamburrino (for
the historic built environment) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov.

Sincerely,

Gkt Mol

Elizabeth Hughes
Director/State Historic Preservation Officer

EH/BC/TJT/202402473
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From: Schiszik, Lauren (DOP)

To: Sarah Groesbeck (Consultant)

Cc: Ryer, Chris (DOP); Holcomb, Eric (DOP)

Subject: RE: Section 106 Consultation: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild in Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Anne Arundel County
Maryland

Date: Thursday, May 16, 2024 10:12:23 AM

Good morning Sarah,

Thank you for inviting CHAP to serve as a consulting party for this Section 106 process. | am accepting this
invitation on Eric’s behalf while he is out of the office.

Best,

Lauren

Lauren Schiszik (she, her)

Historic Preservation Planner Supervisor and Acting Executive Director, CHAP
City of Baltimore | Department of Planning

417 E. Fayette St., 8t Floor i Baltimore, MD 21202
410-396-5796

http://chap.baltimorecity.gov
Celebrating our

60th Anniversary

¥ ‘

and Architectual
Preservation

OUR MISSION: To build Baltimore as a diverse, sustainable and thriving city of neighborhoods and as the economic and
cultural driver for the region.

OUR EQUITY STATEMENT: An equitable Baltimore addresses the needs and aspirations of its diverse population and
meaningfully engages residents through inclusive and collaborative processes to expand access to power and resources.

From: Sarah Groesbeck (Consultant) <SGroesbeck.consultant@mdot.maryland.gov>

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 9:57 AM

To: Schiszik, Lauren (DOP) <Lauren.Schiszik@baltimorecity.gov>

Subject: FW: Section 106 Consultation: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild in Baltimore City, Baltimore County,
and Anne Arundel County Maryland

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.
Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know that the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing

Email Button, or by emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Hi Lauren,

This originally went to Eric Holcomb but | got his out of office message. I’m forwarding this to you
because of the abbreviated comment period.


mailto:Lauren.Schiszik@baltimorecity.gov
mailto:SGroesbeck.consultant@mdot.maryland.gov
mailto:Chris.Ryer@baltimorecity.gov
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Thanks,
Sarah

From: Sarah Groesbeck (Consultant)

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 9:44 AM

To: Sarah Groesbeck (Consultant) <SGroesbeck.consultant@mdot.maryland.gov>
Cc: Steve Archer <SArcher@mdot.maryland.gov>

Subject: Section 106 Consultation: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild in Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and
Anne Arundel County Maryland

OFFICE OF PLANNING &
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

environmental = social = economic responsibility

Environmental Planning Division
Good Afternoon,

On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration, the Maryland Department of Transportation State
Highway Administration (SHA) is transmitting the attached Section 106 consultation initiation letter for
Project No. AB490M83, Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild in Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Anne
Arundel County. We request any comments to SHA Cultural Resources by May 27, 2024. No hard
copies will follow.

If you have questions or comments, please contact me or Steve Archer.

Thank you,
Sarah

M m Sarah Groesbeck
. Consultant Architectural Historian
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT ;
OF TRANSPORTATION Cultural Resources Section

. Environmental Planning Division (EPLD)

STATE HIGHWAY 410.545.0038 office
ADMINISTRATION sgroesbeck@mdot.maryland.gov
roads.maryland.gov Maryland State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, MD 21202-3601
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Office of Planning and Zoning

2664 Riva Road, P.O. Box 6675
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-222-7450

Jenny B. Dempsey
Planning and Zoning Officer

May 17, 2024
Sarah Groesbeck
Environmental Planning Division
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re:  Section 106 Consultation: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild — Project No.
AB490M83

Dear Ms. Groesbeck,

Thank you for providing Anne Arundel County’s Cultural Resources Section in the Office of
Planning & Zoning the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project as part of the
Section 106 consultation process. Based on the information provided, it is our understanding
that the Francis Scott Key Bridge is to be replaced by a new bridge in the same original location
as the Key Bridge. The only historic resource within the APE that is located in Anne Arundel
County is Ft. Smallwood Park (AA-898) and associated contributing and non-contributing
buildings within the park. As noted in the information your office provided, Ft. Smallwood Park
is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; and therefore, would need an
evaluation of effects.

In addition, our office concurs on the Maryland Historical Trust’s recommendation of no adverse
effect for archaeological resources at this stage, but that further archaeological review may be
warranted as the planning continues.

Our office looks forward to continuing to participate in the consultation process as this project
moves forward.

Sincerely,

Ms. Darian Beverungen

Senior Planner, Cultural Resources Section
Office of Planning & Zoning

WWwWw.aacounty.org
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-7307
Phone: (410) 573-4599 Fax: (410) 266-9127

In Reply Refer To: 05/01/2024 16:21:08 UTC
Project Code: 2024-0079302
Project Name: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the [PaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(©)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
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evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation-
handbook.pdf

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional,
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more
information regarding these Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what-
we-do.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and
recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-
migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit
to our office.
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Attachment(s):

= Official Species List
» USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
» Wetlands

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive

Annapolis, MD 21401-7307

(410) 573-4599

30f8



Project code: 2024-0079302 05/01/2024 16:21:08 UTC

PROJECT SUMMARY

Project Code: 2024-0079302

Project Name: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild
Project Type: Bridge - Replacement

Project Description: Reconstruction of the Francis Scott Key Bridge following the collapse.
The bridge will be reconstructed on alignment and the approach roadways
adjusted as needed to accommodate the new bridge structure.

Project Location:

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@39.2174299,-76.5278891271044,14z

| Fort df
B ltimore
Lundall

Counties: Anne Arundel , Baltimore , and Baltimore counties, Maryland
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES

There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species. Note that 1 of these species should be
considered only under certain conditions.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

50f8
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS
Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:

= This species only needs to be considered if the project includes wind turbine operations.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus Proposed
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. Endangered
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515

INSECTS
NAME STATUS
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.

USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS
AND FISH HATCHERIES

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

WETLANDS

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine
the actual extent of wetlands on site.
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FRESHWATER POND
= PUBHx

FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
= PEM1Cd
= PEMI1C

ESTUARINE AND MARINE DEEPWATER
» E1UBL

ESTUARINE AND MARINE WETLAND
= E2USP

05/01/2024 16:21:08 UTC
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION

Agency: Maryland State Highway Administration
Name: Justin Reel
Address: 700 East Pratt Street, Suite 500

City: Baltimore
State: MD
Zip: 21202

Email  jreel@rkk.com
Phone: 7033384139

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION
Lead Agency: Federal Highway Administration
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-7307
Phone: (410) 573-4599 Fax: (410) 266-9127

In Reply Refer To: 05/09/2024 14:28:59 UTC
Project code: 2024-0079302
Project Name: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild

Federal Nexus: yes
Federal Action Agency (if applicable): Federal Highway Administration

Subject: Federal agency coordination under the Endangered Species Act, Section 7 for
'Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild'

Dear Sushmita Sarkar:

This letter records your determination using the Information for Planning and Consultation
(IPaC) system provided to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on May 09, 2024, for
'Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild' (here forward, Project). This project has been assigned
Project Code 2024-0079302 and all future correspondence should clearly reference this number.
Please carefully review this letter. Your Endangered Species Act (Act) requirements may
not be complete.

Ensuring Accurate Determinations When Using IPaC

The Service developed the IPaC system and associated species’ determination keys in accordance
with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.) and based on a standing analysis. All information submitted by the Project proponent into
[PaC must accurately represent the full scope and details of the Project.

Failure to accurately represent or implement the Project as detailed in IPaC or the Northern
Long-eared Bat Rangewide Determination Key (DKey), invalidates this letter. Answers to
certain questions in the DKey commit the project proponent to implementation of conservation
measures that must be followed for the ESA determination to remain valid.

Determination for the Northern Long-Eared Bat

Based upon your IPaC submission and a standing analysis completed by the Service, your project
has reached the determination of “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the northern
long-eared bat. Unless the Service advises you within 15 days of the date of this letter that your
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IPaC-assisted determination was incorrect, this letter verifies that consultation on the Action is
complete and no further action is necessary unless either of the following occurs:

» new information reveals effects of the action that may affect the northern long-eared bat in
a manner or to an extent not previously considered; or,

* the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the
northern long-eared bat that was not considered when completing the determination key.

15-Day Review Period

As indicated above, the Service will notify you within 15 calendar days if we determine that this
proposed Action does not meet the criteria for a “may affect, not likely to adversely

affect” (NLAA) determination for the northern long-eared bat. If we do not notify you within that
timeframe, you may proceed with the Action under the terms of the NLAA concurrence provided
here. This verification period allows the identified Ecological Services Field Office to apply local
knowledge to evaluation of the Action, as we may identify a small subset of actions having
impacts that we did not anticipate when developing the key. In such cases, the identified
Ecological Services Field Office may request additional information to verify the effects
determination reached through the Northern Long-eared Bat DKey.

Other Species and Critical Habitat that May be Present in the Action Area

The IPaC-assisted determination for the northern long-eared bat does not apply to the following
ESA-protected species and/or critical habitat that also may occur in your Action area:

» Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate

= Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus Proposed Endangered

You may coordinate with our Office to determine whether the Action may affect the species and/
or critical habitat listed above. Note that reinitiation of consultation would be necessary if a new
species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action before
it is complete.

If you have any questions regarding this letter or need further assistance, please contact the
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office and reference Project Code 2024-0079302
associated with this Project.

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024 20f9
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Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.

1. Name
Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild'":

Reconstruction of the Francis Scott Key Bridge following the collapse. The bridge
will be reconstructed on alignment and the approach roadways adjusted as needed
to accommodate the new bridge structure.

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@39.2174299,-76.5278891271044,14z

| Fort ail
B [t e
Crundall

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024
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DETERMINATION KEY RESULT

Based on the answers provided, the proposed Action is consistent with a determination of “may
affect, but not likely to adversely affect” for the Endangered northern long-eared bat (Myotis
septentrionalis).

QUALIFICATION INTERVIEW

1. Does the proposed project include, or is it reasonably certain to cause, intentional take of
the northern long-eared bat or any other listed species?

Note: Intentional take is defined as take that is the intended result of a project. Intentional take could refer to
research, direct species management, surveys, and/or studies that include intentional handling/encountering,
harassment, collection, or capturing of any individual of a federally listed threatened, endangered or proposed
species?

No

2. The action area does not overlap with an area for which U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
currently has data to support the presumption that the northern long-eared bat is present.
Are you aware of other data that indicates that northern long-eared bats (NLEB) are likely
to be present in the action area?

Bat occurrence data may include identification of NLEBs in hibernacula, capture of
NLEBs, tracking of NLEBs to roost trees, or confirmed NLEB acoustic detections. Data
on captures, roost tree use, and acoustic detections should post-date the year when white-
nose syndrome was detected in the relevant state. With this question, we are looking for
data that, for some reason, may have not yet been made available to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

No

3. Does any component of the action involve construction or operation of wind turbines?

Note: For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ if the construction or operation of wind power facilities is either (1) part
of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for a federal agency action (federal permit, funding, etc.).

No

4. Is the proposed action authorized, permitted, licensed, funded, or being carried out by a
Federal agency in whole or in part?

Yes

5. Is the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA),
or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding or authorizing the proposed action, in
whole or in part?

Yes

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024 40f9
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6. FHWA, FRA, and FTA have completed a range-wide programmatic consultation for
transportation- related actions within the range of the Indiana bat and northern long-eared
bat.

Does your proposed action fall within the scope of this programmatic consultation?

Note:If you have previously consulted on your proposed action with the Service under the NLEB 4dRule,

answer 'no' to this question and proceed with using this key. If you have not yet consulted with the Service on
your proposed action and are unsure whether your proposed action falls within the scope of the FHWA, FRA,
FTA range-wide programmatic consultation, please select "Yes" and use the FHWA, FRA, FTA Assisted
Determination Key in IPaC to determine if the programmatic consultation is applicable to your action. Return to

this key and answer ‘no’ to this question if it is not.
No

7. Are you an employee of the federal action agency or have you been officially designated in
writing by the agency as its designated non-federal representative for the purposes of
Endangered Species Act Section 7 informal consultation per 50 CFR § 402.08?

Note: This key may be used for federal actions and for non-federal actions to facilitate section 7 consultation and
to help determine whether an incidental take permit may be needed, respectively. This question is for information
purposes only.

Yes

8. Is the lead federal action agency the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or Federal
Communications Commission (FCC)? Is the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) funding or authorizing the proposed action,
in whole or in part?

No
9. Is the lead federal action agency the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)?
No

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024 50f9
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Have you determined that your proposed action will have no effect on the northern long-
eared bat? Remember to consider the effects of any activities that would not occur but for
the proposed action.

If you think that the northern long-eared bat may be affected by your project or if you
would like assistance in deciding, answer “No” below and continue through the key. If you
have determined that the northern long-eared bat does not occur in your project’s action
area and/or that your project will have no effects whatsoever on the species despite the
potential for it to occur in the action area, you may make a “no effect” determination for
the northern long-eared bat.

Note: Federal agencies (or their designated non-federal representatives) must consult with USFWS on federal
agency actions that may affect listed species [50 CFR 402.14(a)]. Consultation is not required for actions that will
not affect listed species or critical habitat. Therefore, this determination key will not provide a consistency or
verification letter for actions that will not affect listed species. If you believe that the northern long-eared bat may
be affected by your project or if you would like assistance in deciding, please answer “No” and continue through
the key. Remember that this key addresses only effects to the northern long-eared bat. Consultation with USFWS
would be required if your action may affect another listed species or critical habitat. The definition of Effects of

the Action can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-
selected-definitions

No

[Semantic] Is the action area located within 0.5 miles of a known northern long-eared bat
hibernaculum?

Note: The map queried for this question contains proprietary information and cannot be displayed. If you need
additional information, please contact your State wildlife agency.
Automatically answered

No

Does the action area contain any caves (or associated sinkholes, fissures, or other karst
features), mines, rocky outcroppings, or tunnels that could provide habitat for hibernating
northern long-eared bats?

No

Is suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat present within 1000 feet of
project activities?
(If unsure, answer "Yes.")

Note: If there are trees within the action area that are of a sufficient size to be potential roosts for bats (i.e., live
trees and/or snags >3 inches (12.7 centimeter) dbh), answer "Yes". If unsure, additional information defining
suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat can be found at: https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-

long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions
Yes

Will the action cause effects to a bridge?

Yes

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024 6 of 9
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15. Has a site-specific bridge assessment following USFWS guidelines been completed?

Note: For information on conducting a bridge/structure assessment, see Appendix D of the User's Guide for the
Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat and the associated Bridge/

Structure Bat Assessment Form. Additional resources can be found at: https://www.fws.gov/media/bats-and-

transportation-structures-references-and-additional-resources and a training video is located at: https://

www.youtube.com/watch?v=iuFwkT7q8Ws.
No

16. Will the proposed action result in the cutting or other means of knocking down, bringing
down, or trimming of any trees suitable for northern long-eared bat roosting?

Note: Suitable northern long-eared bat roost trees are live trees and/or snags >3 inches dbh that have exfoliating

bark, cracks, crevices, and/or cavities.

Yes
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PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE

Enter the extent of the action area (in acres) from which trees will be removed - round up
to the nearest tenth of an acre. For this question, include the entire area where tree removal
will take place, even if some live or dead trees will be left standing.

19.8

In what extent of the area (in acres) will trees be cut, knocked down, or trimmed during the
inactive (hibernation) season for northern long-eared bat? Note: Inactive Season dates for spring
staging/fall swarming areas can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-
staging-areas

0

In what extent of the area (in acres) will trees be cut, knocked down, or trimmed during the
active (non-hibernation) season for northern long-eared bat? Note: Inactive Season dates for
spring staging/fall swarming areas can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-
swarming-and-staging-areas

19.8

Will all potential northern long-eared bat (NLEB) roost trees (trees >3 inches diameter at
breast height, dbh) be cut, knocked, or brought down from any portion of the action area

greater than or equal to 0.1 acre? If all NLEB roost trees will be removed from multiple
areas, select ‘Yes’ if the cumulative extent of those areas meets or exceeds 0.1 acre.

Yes

Enter the extent of the action area (in acres) from which all potential NLEB roost trees will
be removed. If all NLEB roost trees will be removed from multiple areas, entire the total
extent of those areas. Round up to the nearest tenth of an acre.

19.8

For the area from which all potential northern long-eared bat (NLEB) roost trees will be
removed, on how many acres (round to the nearest tenth of an acre) will trees be allowed
to regrow? Enter ‘0’ if the entire area from which all potential NLEB roost trees are
removed will be developed or otherwise converted to non-forest for the foreseeable future.

0

Will any snags (standing dead trees) >3 inches dbh be left standing in the area(s) in which
all northern long-eared bat roost trees will be cut, knocked down, or otherwise brought
down?

No
Will all project activities by completed by April 1, 2024?
No

DKey Version Publish Date: 04/23/2024 80of9



Project code: 2024-0079302 05/09/2024 14:28:59 UTC

IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION

Agency: Maryland Department of Transportation
Name:  Sushmita Sarkar
Address: 707 North Calvert Street

City: Baltimore
State: MD
Zip: 21202

Email ssarkar@mdot.maryland.gov
Phone: 4105450392

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION
Lead Agency: Federal Highway Administration
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Coordination Sheet for MD DNR Environmental Review Related to Project Locations
June 3, 2024

Jeff Gring

Team Manager/Senior Environmental Scientist
Coastal Resources, Inc.

25 Old Solomons Island Road,

Annapolis, MD 21401

Re: Environmental Review Request: Rare, Threatened, and/or Endangered Species - Key Bridge Rebuild
Project, Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Anne Arundel County, Maryland

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) completed the environmental review request from
Coastal Resources, Inc on behalf of the Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA) for the Francis Scott Key
Bridge Rebuild Project in Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Anne Arundel County Maryland.

To ensure that impacts to natural and living resources on the project site and vicinity are first avoided and then if
unavoidable, minimized to the maximum extent possible, the Department requests that the following concerns
and recommendations be fully incorporated into the review of the proposed activities:

Waterways

The prominent waterway in the project area is the tidal portion of the Patapsco River (Use Class Il) which flows
directly into the Chesapeake Bay. Adjacent to the project site, the Patapsco River forms confluences with Bear
Creek (Use I1) and Curtis Creek (Use I1) and tributaries.

Avifauna

Historic Waterfowl Concentration Areas protected under Critical Area Law are present along the shorelines and
in the open water of the Patapsco River around the Francis Scott Key Bridge. Generally, to minimize
disturbance to wintering and staging waterfowl, no water dependent work should be conducted from November
15 through March 1 of any year. However, this time of year restriction may be waived when time of year
restrictions related to other resource concerns are present and if threats to human health and safety exist.

There is potential presence of a multitude of migratory birds in the project area. The Patapsco River harbors
various colonial nesting waterbirds including herons, cormorants, and gulls. These species can be seen nesting
on the piers and other structures of the bridge.

Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR — dnr.maryland.gov — TTY Users Call via the Maryland Relay



Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV)

In 2022, 176.8 acres of SAV were mapped in the Patapsco River (VIMS annual aerial SAV survey). This
represents 45% of the 389-acre SAV restoration target for the Patapsco River. SAV in the Patapsco has been
trending upward in acreage in the past decade, as seen in Fig. 1 below. SAV is located primarily in Old Road
Bay and Bear, Swan, Cox, Stony, Nabbs, Rock, Back, Main, Bodkin, and Wharf Creeks and Boyd Pond (Fig. 2).
SAV species composition is composed of several freshwater to mesohaline species, including Zannichellia
palustris (Horned pondweed), Elodea canadensis (Common waterweed), Ceratophylum demersum (Coontail),
Vallisneria americana (Wild celery), Potamogeton perfoliatus (Redhead grass), Ruppia maritima
(Widgeongrass), Potamogeton crispus (Curly pondweed), Myriophyllum spicatum (Eurasian watermilfoil), and

Hydrilla verticillata (Hydrilla) (https://www.vims.edu/research/units/programs/sav/access/maps/).

Patapsco River (Mesohaline)
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Figure 1. SAV Acres over
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Figure 2. SAV Distribution

Key Bridge demolition, removal, and
reconstruction has the potential to
resuspend the thick layer of sediment
on the bottom of the Patapsco River.
This resuspension of sediments will
create turbidity that reduces the light
and conditions necessary for SAV
survival, recruitment, and expansion
and will limit our ability to progress
toward the segment SAV restoration
target of 389 acres.

To avoid impacts to SAV, all
reasonable efforts should be made to
reduce the resuspension of sediments
during reconstruction and block the
inevitable turbidity plumes from
entering the creeks and bays where
SAV is abundant. Time of year
restrictions to ensure the majority of
construction occurs outside of the SAV
growing period from April 15 through
October 15 will reduce impacts.
Recognizing that this is an emergency
situation where impacts to SAV will
be inevitable, we recommend pro-
actively planning to directly restore
SAV (at a 3:1 ratio for acreage) when
bridge reconstruction is complete in
areas where distribution, density, or
diversity is lost. The recommended
species for restoration at this location
would be Vallisneria americana (Wild
celery).


https://www.vims.edu/research/units/programs/sav/access/maps/

Rare, Threated, and Endangered Species

Two Sensitive Species Project Review Areas (SSPRAS) have been documented in the project vicinity. At Fort
Carroll there's a nesting colony of the State Rare (S3B) Black-crowned Night Herons (Nycticorax

nycticorax). Additionally, there are nest records of the American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), a
species with In Need of Conservation status in Maryland, documented on this site. The DNR Wildlife and
Heritage Service will provide additional information on these RT&E species under separate cover.

Diadromous Fish

Anadromous fish species, including yellow perch, herring species, and white perch have been documented near
this project site. The Patapsco River supports various resident warmwater species typical of the region as well.
Where presence of yellow perch has been documented in the vicinity of an instream project area, generally no
instream work is permitted in Use | and certain Use Il waters during the period of February 15 through June 15,
inclusive, during any year.

Important fisheries resources in this area include American Eel presence. American Eels migrate upstream
through this region to smaller streams where they grow to adult stages. Some eels may reside within the project
study area long term. Their spawning runs then take them back through this area as they migrate downstream as
adults to a specific region of the Atlantic Ocean to spawn. Special attention has been given to American Eel
management in recent years, due to their ecological and economic importance, and their declining numbers.

The project should be designed to maintain or enhance fish passage through the project area, particularly during
low flow periods. Agencies will likely request a zone of safe passage for anadromous fish species be maintained
for the project duration to ensure fish may travel to their preferred spawning areas further upstream in the
Patapsco River and adjacent tributaries.

Recreational and Commercial Fisheries

DNR anticipates potential impacts to recreational and commercial fisheries and boating. Please coordinate with
DNR Recreational and Commercial Fisheries to minimize any potential impacts from the removal and
reconstruction of the Francis Scott Key Bridge.

The Patapsco River in recent years has harbored large schools of striped bass. It may be assumed most fishing
activity is going to avoid the work area and will by default establish enough of a buffer for the bridge work. Lack
of access to the Patapsco River near the project site for recreational fishing of striped bass and other
recreationally important fish species could potentially impact the recreational sector.

DNR anticipates there could be impacts to the various organizations based on the Patapsco River that either fish
from their property or take individuals out fishing. There are reef balls placed around Fort Carroll and it is
common for companies to take trips out to fish in these areas. There are three designated license free fishing
areas in Baltimore City located at Canton Recreation Pier, Broening Park, and Canton Waterfront Park.
Retailers (i.e. Tochterman’s) and fishing clubs are also present in this area. It is possible these groups could be
impacted by this project.

Recreational crabbers use trotlines and traps around the Francis Scott Key Bridge, particularly on the north side
near Sollers Point where there is an oyster bar. There are also concerns regarding the timing of boat passage for
crabbers transiting in and out of the harbor.



Oysters

A designated oyster sanctuary surrounds Fort Carroll. This oyster bar was utilized to provide stability for Fort
Carroll when it was first built and is the most upstream bar in the Patapsco River. The viable bottom in this
oyster sanctuary is focused on the northwestern side of Fort Carroll facing the bridge. This area contains shell
habitat and a minimal amount of natural oyster from spatset that only occurs during extreme droughts when
salinity offers the possibility of reproduction. This bar has been planted with hatchery spat for many years by
local participants in the Marylanders Grow Oysters Program and others. Additionally, the oysters are sampled
by environmental education groups during their field trips.

Additional Comments on BMPs:

The project area may be within or adjacent to mapped wetland areas, impacts from the use of heavy equipment,
disposal of excavated material, or other construction activities should be avoided to the extent possible. When
there is no reasonable alternative to the adverse effects on wetlands or other aquatic or terrestrial habitat, the
applicant shall be required to provide measures to mitigate, replace, or minimize the loss of habitat.

This project is located in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and will need to conform to Critical Area laws and
policies.

Best Management Practices should be stringently managed and maintained during bridge construction and
demolition to prevent runoff and debris from entering surface waters and protect stream resources, given the
presence of numerous sensitive species in the watershed.

The fisheries resources in the above area should be adequately protected by the instream work restrictions
referenced above, stringent sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices
typically used for protection of stream resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please continue to coordinate with
MDNR as this project progresses. If you have any questions concerning these comments, please feel free to
contact Ms. Gwen Gibson of my staff at gwendolyn.gibson@maryland.gov.

Sincerely,

Tony Redman, Director
Environmental Review Program
Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building, B-3
Annapolis, MD 21401
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June 3, 2024

Mr. Jeff Gring

Coastal Resources, Inc.

25 Old Solomons Island Road
Annapolis, MD 21401

RE: Environmental Review for Key Bridge Rebuild Project, Maryland Transportation Authority, I-
695 over Patapsco River, Baltimore County, Anne Arundel County and Baltimore City,
Maryland.

Dear Mr. Gring:

The Wildlife and Heritage Service has the following areas of potential concern for impacts to rare, threatened or
endangered species and protected habitats in regard to this project:

The former Key Bridge supported a nesting structure used by a pair of American Peregrine Falcons (Falco
peregrinus anatum), a species with In Need of Conservation status in Maryland. It is possible that individuals
of this species could return to nest on structures here in the future. We generally recommend protecting any
active nest sites for the American Peregrine Falcon by limiting work with a ¥4-mile buffer around the nest site
during the breeding season which is generally considered to be March 1 through June 30 of any given year.

The open waters of the Patapsco River shoreline that are adjacent to or part of the site are known historic
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. Waterfowl concentration and staging areas are recognized areas of
open water and wetlands adjacent to land that are utilized by significant numbers of ducks, geese, and swans for
feeding and resting during the winter months. These areas in close proximity to the shore are vital, as they
provide submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), clams and other invertebrates that serve as primary food sources
for many of these birds. A variety of waterfowl species can be found in such areas, building energy reserves for
their upcoming migrations. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please contact Josh
Homyack of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 827-8612 x100 or josh.homyack@maryland.gov for
further technical assistance regarding waterfowl.

While it does not appear to fall within the study area as shown on your map, Fort Carroll Island is in close
proximity to the proposed site and is known to support a colony of waterbirds of mixed species. Waterbird
colonies are a rare resource that should be protected. Conservation of waterbird colonies that are located in the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area is required by state law. Significant mortality of chicks or eggs resulting from
disturbance of the colony during the breeding season is a violation of the U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Disturbance includes actions such as cutting nest trees, cutting nearby trees or nearby construction that causes
abandonment of chicks by the adults. Whenever possible, waterbird colony sites should be conserved as part of
responsible land stewardship.

Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401
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To protect waterbird colonies we use the following guidelines:

1. Establish a protection area of ¥ mile radius from the colony's outer boundary, and within that establish a
300’ foot boundary (Zone 1).
2. During the breeding season, all human entry into the colony and Zone 1 should be restricted to only that

essential for protection of the colony. Human disturbance of colony sites that results in significant
mortality of eggs and/or chicks is considered a prohibited taking under various state and federal
regulations.

No land use changes, including development or tree removal, should occur in Zone 1.

Construction activities, including clearing, grading, building, etc., should not occur within Zone 1.
No construction or similar disturbance should occur within the % mile protection area during the
breeding season. The breeding season varies for each different waterbird species, but for the species
known to nest at Fort Carroll Island, it is cumulatively from February 15 through 15 August of any
given year.

o s w

The Wildlife and Heritage Service provides assistance to those interested in protecting these resources. The
above guidelines are usually suitable for protection in most cases. Specific protection measures depend upon
many factors. We look forward to continued coordination with you as this project moves forward.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions
regarding this information, please contact me at lori.byrne@maryland.gov or at (410) 260-8573.

Sincerely,
0. O
Lori A. Byrne,

Environmental Review Coordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service
MD Dept. of Natural Resources

ER# 2024.0810.ba/aa/bc
Cc: D. Brinker, DNR
J. Homyack, DNR
K. Harvey, DNR
G. Gibson, MES/SHA
L. Sestak, DNR
C. Jones, CAC
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EFH Mapper Report

EFH Data Notice

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is defined by textual descriptions contained in the fishery management plans developed by the regional fishery
management councils. In most cases mapping data can not fully represent the complexity of the habitats that make up EFH. This report should
be used for general interest queries only and should not be interpreted as a definitive evaluation of EFH at this location. A location-specific
evaluation of EFH for any official purposes must be performed by a regional expert. Please refer to the following links for the appropriate

regional resources.

Greater Atlantic Regional Office
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Management Division

**WARNING ™

Please note under "Life Stage(s) Found at Location" the category "ALL" indicates that all life stages of that species share the same map and
are designated at the queried location.

EFH
Link Cla)\?et:ts

Species/Management

Unit

Atlantic Butterfish

Atlantic Herring
Black Sea Bass

Bluefish

Clearnose Skate

Red Hake

Scup

Summer Flounder

Windowpane Flounder

Pacific Salmon EFH

No Pacific Salmon Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) were identified at the report location.

Lifestage(s) Found at

Location

Adult,
Eggs,
Larvae

Adult,
Juvenile

Adult,
Juvenile

Adult,
Juvenile

Adult,
Juvenile

Adult,
Eggs/Larvae/Juvenile

Adult,
Juvenile

Adult,
Juvenile,
Larvae

Adult,
Juvenile

Management
Council

Mid-Atlantic

New England
Mid-Atlantic

Mid-Atlantic

New England

New England

Mid-Atlantic

Mid-Atlantic

New England

FMP

Atlantic Mackerel,
Squid,& Butterfish
Amendment 11

Amendment 3 to the
Atlantic Herring FMP

Summer Flounder, Scup,
Black Sea Bass

Bluefish

Amendment 2 to the
Northeast Skate Complex
FMP

Amendment 14 to the
Northeast Multispecies
FMP

Summer Flounder, Scup,
Black Sea Bass

Summer Flounder, Scup,
Black Sea Bass

Amendment 14 to the
Northeast Multispecies
FMP



Atlantic Salmon
No Atlantic Salmon were identified at the report location.

HAPCs
Link Data Caveats HAPC Name Management Council

N P Summer Flounder SAV | Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council

EFH Areas Protected from Fishing
No EFH Areas Protected from Fishing (EFHA) were identified at the report location.

Spatial data does not currently exist for all the managed species in this area. The following is a list of
species or management units for which there is no spatial data.

**For links to all EFH text descriptions see the complete data inventory: open data inventory -->

All EFH species have been mapped for the Greater Atlantic region,
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species EFH,
Bigeye Sand Tiger Shark,

Bigeye Sixgill Shark,

Caribbean Sharpnose Shark,

Galapagos Shark,

Narrowtooth Shark,

Sevengill Shark,

Sixgill Shark,

Smooth Hammerhead Shark,

Smalltail Shark
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Department of the Environment
Water and Science Administration
Tidal Wetlands Division
1800 Washington Boulevard
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
(410) 537-3837

Protecting Maryland wetlands and waterways from loss and degradation

PUBLIC NOTICE BILLING APPROVAL FORM

I agree to pay all expenses associated with the publishing of a public notice for the wetland application of

MDTA which is dated _7/17/202:

(Riparian Property Applicant’s Name)

Ripagdn Property Applicant’¢Signature

Julie McCarthy
Printed Name of Riparian Property Owner

Applicant will be invoiced by MDE for the publication fee. As a convenience, MDE now accepts electronic
invoice payments. The invoice will include instructions for online payment.

Riparian Property Owner’s Billing Address:

Maryland Transportation Authority - Julie McCarthy
300 Authority Drive, Baltimore MD 21222

Telephone No.: (410) 537-7861

Please provide the names and mailing addresses of the adjacent riparian property owners. If my property is part of

and/or subject to an HOA (Homeowners Association), please provide the HOA representative and mailing address

in addition to the adjacent riparian property owners:

A list of adjacent property owners will be provided separately.



anussbaum
Text Box
Maryland Transportation Authority - Julie McCarthy

anussbaum
Text Box
300 Authority Drive, Baltimore MD 21222

anussbaum
Text Box
(410) 537-7861

anussbaum
Text Box
A list of adjacent property owners will be provided separately.

anussbaum
Text Box
MDTA

anussbaum
Text Box
Julie McCarthy

etinney
Typewritten Text
7/17/2024
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NAB STATEMENT OF CREDIT AVAILABILITY

APPLICATION INFORMATION CREDITS NEEDED

Permit Type: IP Number of Wetland Credits: 2,032 SF

USACE Permit #: NAB- TBD Wetland Credit Type: Impact PEM, Credit
PFO

State Permit #:TBD

Project Name: MDTA Francis Scott Key Number of Stream Credits: N/A

Bridge Rebuild

Applicant: MDTA Stream Credit Type: N/A

Latitude/Longitude of Impact (centroid): 39.2286/-76.5117
County: Baltimore and Anne Arundel
Watershed of Impact (HUC8): 02060003

MITIGATION BANK/IN-LIEU FEE (ILF) PROGRAM NAMED

Bank/ILF Name: Peige Wetland Mitigation Bank

Bank/ILF Permit Number: NAB-2016-01568

Number of Wetland Credits Reserved:2,032 SF

Wetland Credit Type Reserved: PFO

Number of Stream Credits Reserved: N/A

Stream Credit Type Reserved: N/A

Project within Primary Geographic Service Area (Yes or No)? Yes
Project within Secondary Geographic Service Area (Yes or No)? No

The Sponsor hereby authorizes the Applicant to name the mitigation bank/ILF program listed
above as a source of compensatory mitigation in its U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and/or State permit application for the above-referenced project. The credits listed from the
mitigation bank/ILF program are currently available for purchase and have been reserved by the
Sponsor for use by the Applicant.

Mitigation Sponsor Name: ECOTONE, LLC

Name of Sponsor’s Authorized Representative: James M. Eisenhardt

Signature of Sponsor’s Authorized Representative Date

As the Applicant, | understand that failure to purchase mitigation credits as required by the
USACE and/or State permit(s) may result in a suspension or revocation of the permit and/or civil
or criminal enforcement actions. | will ensure that the USACE and/or State Project Manager(s)
are in receipt of a signed copy of this statement of credit availability for review and approval.
Applicant Name: MDTA

Name of Applicant’s Authorized Representative: Julie McCarthy

Signature of Applicant’s Authorized Representative Date

Note: If the above agreement cannot be finalized by either party (Sponsor or Applicant), coordination with the Corps and State is
required to ensure that an alternative compensatory mitigation plan is proposed to offset project impacts.

Note: If credits are being reserved from multiple mitigation banks/ILF programs, then a Statement of Credit Availability is required
from each mitigation bank/ILF program.
May 1, 2024
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NATURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY REPORT

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY BRIDGE REBUILD PROJECT
BALTIMORE CITY AND BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

JUNE 2024
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Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project-Natural Resource Inventory Report
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Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project-Natural Resource Inventory Report

1.0 Introduction, Study Area, and Project Description

On March 26, 2024, the Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA) Francis Scott Key Bridge (Key Bridge),
which carries 1-695 over the Patapsco River, was struck by a cargo ship leaving the Port of Baltimore,
resulting in the collapse of the bridge. The collapse prompted the immediate closure of 1-695 between
MD 173 (exit 1) and MD 157/Peninsula Expressway (exit 43) and halted vehicle traffic across the Patapsco
River as well as marine shipping to and from the Port of Baltimore. Following the incident, Executive Order
01.01.2024.09 was released by the State of Maryland, declaring a State of Emergency as a result of the
Key Bridge collapse. Immediate recovery and debris removal actions were conducted.

MDTA and Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) are proposing to replace the collapsed Francis
Scott Key Bridge in the same location as the original structure, which will help alleviate the high traffic
demands and restore the connectivity of the transportation network between Curtis Bay and Dundalk. As
a result, Rummel, Klepper, & Kahl (RK&K) and Coastal Resources, Inc. (CRI), under contract by the MDTA,
has completed a natural resources inventory, in support of the Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project
(FSK Rebuild) located in Baltimore City and Baltimore County, Maryland. RK&K and CRI completed a water
of the U.S. (WOTUS), including wetlands, delineation, forest stand delineation, and tree survey within the
project study area (see Appendix A). The study area is approximately 117 acres within the Patapsco River
MDE 8-digit watershed (02130903). Land use classifications within and adjacent to the study area include
forest and industrial. The project area is in the Northern Coastal Plain physiographic province. The project
limits extend along I-695 from Quarantine Road in Curtis Bay to Broening Highway in Dundalk and are
entirely within MDTA’s existing right-of-way (ROW). CRI completed the natural resources inventory in the
segment between Quarantine Road and the Patapsco River. RK&K completed the natural resources
inventory between the Patapsco River and Broening Highway. A wetland delineation was conducted for a
separate MDTA project in February 2024 and field verified as part of the FSK Rebuild project in May of
2024.

2.0 Methodology

Prior to the field investigation, the RK&K and CRI field teams reviewed existing potential forest and
wetland data within the project area, including but not limited to the United States Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS) National Wetland Inventory, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Wetlands,
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Data and National Hydrography Dataset
(NHD) Streams.

During the field investigation, wetlands were assessed in accordance with the Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region, Version 2.0 (USACE 2010).
This methodology requires interpretation of a three-parameter approach representing hydrology,
vegetation, and soils, which are known indicators of a wetland. Soils were sampled using three-inch
diameter Dutch augers and Munsell Color charts were used to identify color (Munsell 1975). The wetland
indicator status of the observed vegetation was identified using the National Wetland Plant List (NWPL)
(USACE 2020). Wetland data were collected on Wetland Determination Data Forms (USACE 2010, 2012).
A Wetland Functions and Value Evaluation form was completed for all delineated wetlands greater than
0.5 acres (USACE 1999). Matching upland test plots were also established adjacent to the wetland
boundary in conjunction with wetland plots. Delineated WOTUS were flagged and surveyed using a Global
Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) unit. Nontidal WOTUS, other than wetlands, were set at the ordinary
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high-water mark (OHW) which was determined in the field using physical characteristics established by
the fluctuations of water. Tidal WOTUS were defined by mean high water (MHW) elevation from the
nearest tidal gauge and by in-situ water observations. Stream characteristics were recorded for each
identified watercourse on a WOTUS datasheet. Identified WOTUS, including wetlands, were classified
according to a Classification of Wetland and Deep-Water Habitats in the United States (USFWS 1979). Each
wetland and watercourse were photographed, and a photo log was compiled.

Forest stands, hedgerows, and woody vegetation clusters were delineated and characterized with the
study area in accordance with the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual and MDNR Critical Area
requirements. A walk-through forest stand analysis was conducted to obtain a general overview of the
species present, successional stage, and stand condition. Forest stand and hedgerow boundaries were
delineated on project mapping and all forest stand characteristics were recorded on stand datasheets.
Stand-alone trees (1.5” DBH or greater) and specimen trees (> 30’ DBH) were measured using a diameter
at breast height (DBH) tape at 4.5 feet above the ground. The species, size, and condition of stand-alone
and specimen trees were recorded, and their locations were surveyed using a GNSS unit. Within the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA), woody vegetation clusters were mapped and characterized.
Additionally, stand-alone trees and shrubs of any size were identified and GPS-located.

3.0 Results

3.1 Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands

During the field investigations, ten non-tidal wetlands, four tidal wetlands, and three watercourses were
identified within the study area. Wetland classifications included ten palustrine emergent wetlands (PEM),
two estuarine intertidal emergent wetlands (E2EM), and two estuarine intertidal scrub shrub wetlands
(E2SS). Data were collected at a total of ten representative wetland test plots that characterize the
identified wetland types and Cowardin classifications. Test plots IWETA, 1WETB, 1IWETC, 1WETD, 1WETE,
1WETF, 1WETG, 1WETH, 1WETI and 2WETD characterize the PEM portion of these systems. Test plots
1WETJ and 2WETB characterize the E2EM portion of these systems. Test plot 2WETA and 2WETC
characterize the E2SS portions of these systems. Delineated watercourses include one perennial, two
intermittent systems, as well as the Patapsco River.

The locations of these resources and test plot locations are shown on the detailed maps provided in
Appendix B. Details regarding wetland cover type and delineated size can be found in the WOTUS
Summary Table located in Appendix C. Detailed wetland characteristics including cover type, indicators
of hydrology, dominant vegetation, and soils are included on the datasheets provided in Appendix D.
Characteristics of each watercourse can also be found in Appendix C and Appendix D. Photographs of all
delineated resources are included in Appendix E.

3.2 Forest Stand Characterization

A total of thirteen forest stands, 15 hedgerows, and 24 woody vegetation clusters were identified within
the study area. The locations of the forest stands, hedgerows, and woody vegetation clusters are
displayed on the Natural Resources Inventory Map in Appendix B. The identified forest stands are
described below, and a hedgerow summary table is included in Appendix F.
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Stand 1FS1 (NRI Map Sheets 2 and 3)

Stand 1FS1 is a disturbed early successional black locust forest. Canopy closure is approximately 30
percent. The canopy is dominated by Callery pear (Pyrus calleryana), Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), and
black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia). Dominant size class is 2 to 6” DBH with a few 6 to11” DBH trees
scattered throughout this layer and ash-leaf maple (Acer negundo) is present at the bottom of the slope.
Dominant species in the understory include groundseltree (Baccharis halimifolia), amur honeysuckle
(Lonicera maackii), and smooth sumac (Rhus glabra). Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include a
broomsedge (Andropogon sp.), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), common reed (Phragmites
australis), and wand panic grass (Panicum virgatum). Overall, the forest stand is in poor condition with
high invasive species cover and moderate vine cover.

Stand 1FS2 (NRI Map Sheets 1 and 2)

Stand 1FS2 is a disturbed early successional black locust forest. Canopy closure is approximately 40
percent with dominant size class between 6 and 20” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black locust, white
mulberry (Morus alba), tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), and Siberian elm. Dominant species in the
understory include groundseltree, amur honeysuckle, tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), eastern
poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), black locust, Asian bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), and Japanese
honeysuckle. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include Japanese honeysuckle, English ivy (Hedera
helix), grape species (Vitis sp.) and great mullein (Verbascum thapsus). The understory and herbaceous
layers are sparse in some areas with little herbaceous growth. Overall, the forest stand is in poor condition
with high invasive species cover, moderate downed woody debris and high vine cover.

Stand 1FS3 (NRI Map Sheets 2 and 3)

Stand 1FS3 is a disturbed early successional black locust forest. Canopy closure is approximately 40
percent with a dominant size class of 2-6” DBH. The canopy is dominated by Callery pear and black locust.
There is also one 18” DBH pin oak (Quercus palustris) within the stand. Dominant species in the understory
include amur honeysuckle and rambler rose (Rosa multiflora). Smooth sumac is also present on the edge
of the forest stand. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include Japanese honeysuckle and common
reed. Overall, the forest stand is in poor condition with high invasive species cover, low downed woody
debris, and moderate vine cover.

Stand 1FS4 (NRI Map Sheets 3 and 4)

Stand 1FS4 is an early successional black locust and tree-of-heaven forest. Canopy closure is
approximately 75 percent with a dominant size class of 6-11” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black
locust, tree-of-heaven, white mulberry, and sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) with climbing vines
present in this layer. Dominant species in the understory include amur honeysuckle, blackberry species
(Rubus sp.), Japanese honeysuckle, eastern poison ivy, Asian bittersweet, and English ivy. Herbaceous
species are lacking due to vines being dominant as ground cover. Overall, the forest stand is in fair
condition with high invasive species cover, moderate downed woody debris, and high vine cover.

Stand 1FS5 (NRI Map Sheet 2)

Stand 1FS5 is an early successional sweetgum and common persimmon forest. Canopy closure is
approximately 25 percent with a dominant size class of 2-6” DBH. The canopy is dominated by sweetgum,
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common persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), black locust, and Callery pear with inclusion of white
mulberry. Dominant species in the understory include groundseltree, amur honeysuckle, Callery pear,
white mulberry, Asian bittersweet, eastern poison ivy, and common persimmon. Autumn olive (Elaeagnus
umbellata), grape species, blackberry species, and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) are also
common in this layer. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include Japanese honeysuckle, Callery
pear, Asian bittersweet, and eastern poison ivy. Common reed and Virginia creeper are also present
throughout this layer. Overall, the forest stand is in poor condition with high invasive species cover,
moderate downed woody debris, and heavy vine coverage.

Stand 1FS6 (NRI Map Sheet 2)

Stand 1FS6 is an early successional black locust and sweetgum forest. Canopy closure is approximately 25
percent with dominant size class of 6-11” DBH. The canopy is dominated by sweetgum and black locust.
Common persimmon, Callery pear, and tree-of-heaven are also common in this layer. Dominant species
in the understory include Callery pear, black locust, amur honeysuckle, groundseltree, grape species,
Asian bittersweet, and amur peppervine (Ampelopsis brevipedunculata). Dominant species in the
herbaceous layer include Asian bittersweet, Japanese honeysuckle, an unknown blackberry, Virginia
creeper, and amur peppervine. Common reed, rambler rose, and common wormwood (Artemisia vulgaris)
are also scattered throughout. Vines are dominant as ground cover in this layer. Invasive species cover is
high throughout this stand. Overall, this forest stand is in poor condition as invasive species are dominant
throughout and trees are stressed and damaged from heavy vine coverage.

Stand 1FS7 (NRI Map Sheets 1 and 2)

Stand 1FS7 is a mid-successional black locust and sweetgum forest. Canopy closure is approximately 60
percent with a dominant size class of 6-11” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black locust, sweetgum, and
willow oak (Quercus phellos). Callery pear and common hackberry (Celtis occidentalis) are also common
in this layer. A few larger trees are scattered throughout the stand. Dominant species in the understory
include Callery pear, black locust, Japanese honeysuckle, rambler rose, grape species, Asian bittersweet,
and Virginia creeper. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include common reed, rambler rose, grape
species, Japanese honeysuckle, Asian bittersweet, and amur peppervine. Common wormwood is present
along the stand edges and vines are dominant as ground cover in this layer. Invasive species cover is high
throughout this stand. Overall, this stand is in poor condition as invasive species are dominant throughout
and trees are stressed and damaged from heavy vine coverage.

Stand 1FS8 (NRI Map Sheet 1)

Stand 1FS8 is a mid-successional sweet gum and white pine forest. Canopy closure is approximately 50
percent with a dominant size class of 6-11” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black locust, sweetgum,
eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), Callery pear, and common persimmon. White mulberry and a few
larger eastern white pine are present in this layer. Dominant species in the understory include amur
peppervine, groundseltree, amur honeysuckle, Japanese honeysuckle, grape species, Asian bittersweet,
eastern poison ivy, blackberry species, and rambler rose. Autumn olive, staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina),
and tree-of-heaven are also present in this stand. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include
common reed, eastern poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, Virginia creeper, grape species, and amur
peppervine. Vines are dominant as ground cover in this layer. Overall, this stand is in poor condition with
high invasive species cover and trees are stressed/damaged from heavy vine coverage.
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Stand 1FS9 (NRI Map Sheet 1)

Stand 1FS9 is a mid-successional black cherry and black locust forest. Canopy closure is approximately 75
percent with a dominant size class of 6-11” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black cherry (Prunus
serotina), black locust, and Callery pear. Northern white oak (Quercus alba) and mockernut hickory (Carya
tomentosa) are also common in this layer. Tree-of-heaven and princesstree (Paulownia tomentosa) are
scattered along the forest stand edges. Dominant species in the understory include amur peppervine,
Callery pear, black cherry, grape species, American holly (/lex opaca), eastern poison ivy, rambler rose,
Japanese honeysuckle, Asian bittersweet, Virginia creeper, and groundseltree. Dominant species in the
herbaceous layer include Asian bittersweet, eastern poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, Virginia creeper,
and rambler rose. Common reed is scattered along the stand edges. Vines are dominant as ground cover
in this layer. Invasive species cover is high throughout this stand. The eastern portion of the stand has
slightly younger but similar species and condition. Overall, this stand is in fair condition as invasive species
are dominant throughout and trees have climbing vines, but moderate species diversity is present.

Stand 1FS10 (NRI Map Sheet 1)

Stand 1FS10 is a mid-successional tuliptree and tree-of-heaven forest. Canopy closure is approximately
80 percent with a dominant size class of 12-20” DBH. The canopy is dominated by tuliptree (Liriodendron
tulipifera), tree-of-heaven, sweetgum, and black cherry. princesstree (Paulownia tomentosa), common
persimmon, white mulberry, and eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana) are also common in this layer.
Dominant species in the understory include white mulberry, amur honeysuckle, Japanese honeysuckle,
autumn olive, eastern poison ivy, Asian bittersweet, trumpet-creeper (Campsis radicans), rambler rose,
an unknown blackberry, English ivy, and tree-of-heaven. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include
Asian bittersweet, eastern poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, garlic-mustard (Alliaria petiolata), and
English ivy. Vines are dominant as ground cover in this layer. Invasive species cover is high throughout this
stand. Overall, this stand is in poor condition as invasive species are dominant throughout and trees are
stressed and damaged from heavy vine coverage.

Stand 1FS11 (NRI Map Sheets 1 and 2)

Stand 1FS11 is a mid-successional black locust and Callery pear forest. Canopy closure is approximately 50
percent with a dominant size class of 2-6” DBH. The canopy is dominated by black locust, Callery pear,
sweetgum, and common persimmon. Tree-of-heaven, princesstree, and eastern red cedar are also
common, and willow oak is scattered throughout the stand. Dominant species in the understory include
groundseltree, amur honeysuckle, Callery pear, grape species, sweetgum, amur peppervine, and eastern
poison ivy. Autumn olive is also common in this layer. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include
Asian bittersweet, eastern poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, rambler rose, blackberry species, and
common wormwood. Common reed is scattered throughout and along the forest stand edge. Vines are
dominant as ground cover in this layer. Invasive species cover is high throughout this stand. Overall, this
stand is in poor condition as invasive species are dominant throughout and trees are stressed and
damaged from heavy vine coverage.

Stand 1FS12 (NRI Map Sheet 2)

Stand 1FS12 is a mid-successional willow oak and black locust forest. Canopy closure is approximately 75
percent with a dominant size class of 20-30” DBH. The canopy is dominated by willow oak, black locust,
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and sweetgum. Southern red oak (Quercus falcata), black cherry, Callery pear, northern red oak (Quercus
rubra), white mulberry, and red maple (Acer rubrum) are also common in this layer. Dominant species in
the understory include eastern poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, rambler rose, groundseltree, horsebrier
(Smilax rotundifolia), American holly, Virginia creeper, Asian bittersweet, and blackberry species.
Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include Japanese honeysuckle, English ivy, eastern poison ivy,
Asian bittersweet, and goldenrod species (Solidago sp.). Common reed is scattered and along the forest
stand edge. Vines are dominant as ground cover in this layer. Invasive species cover is high throughout
this stand. Overall, this stand is in fair condition. Canopy trees are in good health, however, invasives
species are prevalent throughout the stand with some climbing vines.

Stand 1FS13 (NRI Map Sheet 2)

Stand 1FS13 is a mid-successional willow oak and southern red oak forest. Canopy closure is
approximately 90 percent and a dominant size class of 12-20” DBH. The canopy is dominated by willow
oak, southern red oak, northern white oak, and sweetgum. Red maple and black cherry are also common
in this layer. Dominant species in the understory include horsebrier, Virginia creeper, eastern poison ivy,
trumpet-creeper, rambler rose, blackberry species, and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). The
forest interior has a more open understory. Dominant species in the herbaceous layer include eastern
poison ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, and Virginia creeper. Common reed is dominant along the forest stand
edge. Invasive species cover is medium throughout this stand. Overall, this stand is in fair condition as the
forest interior is diverse with an open understory, but the forest stand edge is more disturbed with heavier
vine and invasive cover.

Tree Survey

A total of 120 trees were identified within the study area. This includes 112 stand-alone trees and 8
specimen trees located within forest stands. An additional 16 trees or shrubs with a DBH of less than 1.5”
were identified within the CBCA. The locations of these trees are included on the maps in Appendix B.
Information regarding the species, size, and condition of each identified tree is included on the table in
Appendix G.

4.0 Conclusions

A total of 10 WOTUS features were identified within the study area. Impacts to these resources may
require authorization from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and/or the Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE). Thirteen forest stands, 15 hedgerows, 24 woody vegetation
clusters, 112 stand-alone trees, 8 specimen trees, and 16 small trees or shrubs were identified within the
study area. Impacts to trees and/or forest may require authorization from Maryland Department of
Natural Resources (DNR).
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Appendix C: Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project
Wetland Summary Table

Dominant Vegetation

Delineated (ORI
Gl e Classification/Wetland Hydrology Indicator Soils
Area (AC) Type Scientific Name Common Name S
Udorthents, loamy, very deep, 0 to 8% slopes
surface Watef’ High Water Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) and Depleted Matrix (F3)
1WETA PEM1C Table, Saturation, Drainage , , .
(NRI Map Sheet 3) 0.02 (Depression/Toe-of-Slope) Patterns, Geomorphic Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW 0-3 inches of 7.5YR3/2, clay, and
e ! 3-12 inches of 7.5YR 4/1, with 7.5YR5/8 redox concentrations,
Position, FAC-Neutral Test
clay
Udorthents, loamy, very deep, 0 to 8% slopes
Surface Water, High Water Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11), Depleted Matrix (F3), and
1WETB PEM1C Table, Saturation, Sediment Redox Dark Surface (F6)
0.003 T ! . Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW 0-6 inches of 2.5YR3/2 with 2.5YR4/8 redox concentrations,
(NRI Map Sheet 3) (Toe-of-Slope) Deposits, Geomorphic clay, and
Position, FAC-Neutral Test 6-12 inches of 2.5YR4/1 with 2.5YR4/8 redox concentrations,
clay loam
0,
Surface Water, High Water Udorthents, loamy, very deep, 0 to 8% slopes
LWETC 0.05 PEM1C Table, Saturation, Dra|r?age Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW Redox Dark Surface (F6)
(NRI Map Sheet 2 and 3) (Toe-of-Slope) Patterns, Geomorphic . . .
. 0-9 inches of 10Y 3/2 with 10Y 5/8 redox concentrations, clay
Position, FAC-Neutral Test
loam
Surface Water, High Water Urban Land, 0 to 15% slopes
Table, Saturation, Sediment
(NRI I\il\;VE-Srt?eet 2) 0.02 (Toe—ozi:\c/)IIeC/Ditch) Deposits, Algal Mat or Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW Depleted Matrix (F3)
P P Crust, Geomorphic 0-6 inches of 10YR 4/2 with 2.5 YR5/6 redox concentrations,
Position, FAC-Neutral Test clay
surface Wate.r, Wa.tér Udorthents, smoothed, 0-35% slopes.
1WETE 6.21 PEM1E Marks, Inundation Visible
(NRI Map Sheets 3, 4 and ’ on Aerial Imagery, Aquatic Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW .
(Impoundment) . Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
3) Fauna, Geomorphic 0-12 inches of 10YR3/2, loamy sand with organics
Position, FAC-Neutral Test ’ y J
H _150,
Sa:':lgr};t\i,gstesg;rjg;;n Diospyros virginiana Common Persimmon EAC Udorthents, clayey, very deep, 0-15% slopes.
1WETF PEM1A/B . - Baccharis halimifolia Groundseltree
(NRI Map Sheet 2) 0.08 (Depression) Visible on Aerial Imagery, Phragmites australis Common Reed FAC Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Geomorphic Position, FAC- FACW 0-8 inches of 10YR 3/2 with 5YR 4/4 redox concentrations,
Neutral Test fine sandy loam
- — oo
Surface Water, High Water Bacchar/.s hG/ImIfO/I'G Groundseltree FAC Udorthents, clayey, very deep, 0-15% slopes
PEM1A/B Table. Saturation Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW
1WETG 0.70 (Depression) SaturationIVisibIe on Aerial Holcus lanatus Common Velvet Grass FACU Redox Dark Surface (F6)
(NRI Map Sheet 2) ’ P . Toxicodendron radicans Eastern Poison lvy FAC 0-4 inches of 10YR 3/2 with 5YR4/6 redox concentrations, silt
Imagery, Geomorphic . P ;
. Smilax rotundifolia Horsebrier FAC loam
Position
_150,
. Baccharis halimifolia Udorthents, clayey, very deep, 0-15% slopes
Surface Water, High Water Liquidambar styraciflua Groundseltree FAC
1WETH 013 PEM1A/B Table, Saturation, ghm il m’:stm”s ot e Depleted Matrix (F3)
(NRI Map Sheet 2) ’ (Depression) Saturation Visible on Aerial g 0-8 inches of 7.5YR4/2 with 5YR4/6 redox concentrations,
Common Reed FACW

Imagery, FAC-Neutral Test

sandy clay loam




Dominant Vegetation
Delineated Cowardin
Wetland Number Classification/Wetland Hydrology Indicator Soils
Area (AC) Scientific Name Common Name !
Type Status
_1E0
High Water Table, pooulus alba White sonar VA Udorthents, clayey, very deep, 0-15% slopes
1WETI 2.55 PEM1A/B Saturation, Water-Stained pulus aba Pop
(NRI Map Sheet 1) (Depression/Swale) Leaves. Saturation Visible Baccharis halimifolia Groudseltree FAC Redox Dark Surface (F6)
P P e Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW 0-4 inches of 10YR2/2 with 7.5YR4/4 redox concentrations,
on Aerial Imagery
sandy clay loam
Surface Water, High Water Udorthents, smoothed, 0-35% slopes
1WET) E2EM1 Table, Saturation, Water
(NRI Map Sheets 3 and 4) 0.01 (Intertidal) Marks, Sediment Deposits, Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW Histosol (A1)
P Drift Deposits, Geomorphic 0-18+ inches of 10YR2/1, silt loam with organics, tidal muck
Position, FAC-Neutral Test
H 0,
Surface Water, High Water Udorthents, highway, 0 to 65% slopes
2WETA 0.05 E2SS1 Table, Satl_Jratlon, Wat_er Baccharis halimifolia Groundseltree FAC Sandy Redox (S5)
(NRI Map Sheet 6) . Marks, Sediment Deposits, . .
(Depression) Drift Deposits. Aleal Mat or Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW
P CI’L,ISt J 3-16 inches of 2.5Y6/2 with 7.5YR4/6 redox concentrations,
loamy sand
Udorthents, highway, 0 to 65% slopes
Surface Water, High Water
(NRI l\ilZVE;-:eet 6) 0.12 (DeEZrEe,;/;iSon) Table, Saturation, Drift Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW Sandy Redox (S5)
P P Deposits, FAC-Neutral Test 3-12 inches of 10YR5/2 with 5YR4/6 redox concentrations,
loamy sand
Surface Water, High Water Udorthents, highway, 0 to 65% slopes
2WETC 0.14 E2551 Table, Saturation, Water Baccharis halimifolia Groundseltree FAC
(NRI Map Sheet 6) (shoreline) Marks, Sediment Deposits, Spartina alternifolia Saltwater cord grass OBL Sandy Redox (S5)
P Drift Deposits, Algal Mat or & 0-4 inches of 2.5Y7/2 with 7.5YR4/6 redox concentrations,
Crust, FAC-Neutral loamy sand
Udorthents, highway, 0 to 65% slopes
Oxidized Rhizospheres
(NRI ;I\;VE;rf?eet 7) 0.05 (ToeF-)(E:-/Islso e) along Living Roots, FAC- Phragmites australis Common Reed FACW Depleted Matrix (F3)
P P Neutral Test 0-6 inches of 10YR4/1 with 2.5YR3/4 redox concentrations,
Francis Scott Key Bridge Rebuild Project
Watercourse Summary Table
Channel Characteristics
Watercourse Number Delineated Cowardin Nearest Downstream Named Use Class st IV
Size (LF/AC) Classification Stream :
Average Channel Width | Average Channel Depth
1WA . ) o Intermittent stream that flows from a culvert to 1IWC
(NRI Map Sheet 3) 1121F R4UBL Patapsco River 3 -8 and abuts TWETA and 1WB.
1wB . o . Intermittent stream that flows from 1WETC to 1WA and
(NRI Map Sheets 2 and 3) 187 LF R4UB1 Patapsco River 1'-4 1'-4 abuts 1WETB
1wcC , , . . .
(NRI Map Sheets 3 —7) 1.66 AC E1UB Chesapeake Bay 5,500 50 Patapsco River, begins and ends outside the study area.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Guif Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: MNW” . Mﬂ{xi’ LOOD @t § City/County: ?ﬁ&/ﬁ' CA ‘“’%""&"i Sampling Date: _CA QAOJ &L{
Applicant/Owner: MDT‘A" State: %f-“‘" Wﬁ Sampling Point: ﬂ-W ETA
Investigator(s): __ S | g ! @5‘"%‘ Section, Townshlp, Range: __“" : :
Landform (hillslope, tergz_ce, etc.): ’I’D‘t“' ot &} £ Local relief (concave, convex, none): Vilyate Slope{%). ' '
Subregion (LRR orﬁ‘_l:RA?\} Mo\'ﬂ Lat; ﬂ, Qg‘\‘l 111 Long: ~ 1 FHOES Datumn: Mb[ﬂ_@ 4
Soil Map Unit Name: P) L edfyiing adle) LG O\ Y ; . i % NWI classification: W&a 6&
Are climatic / hydrelogic conditions gn the site typical fothis tim aof year? Yes ’ (If no, explain In Remarks.)
Are Vegetation ____. , Soil _LZ or Hydrology#_ significantly disturbad? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _\L No
Are Vegetation ___, Sail , or Hydralogy naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
:y::ipgyf:cp\l.":g:t?;ion Present? :GS '/[/’/ :0 Is the Sampled Area /
W!;tl;nd cI)-Ilydrolsogny Present? Y:: V Nz Within a Wetland? Yes No
Remarks:

w4 A (»H-cﬁhmﬁ shheed 41 ne Brovn cast ard Yoo of o ope.
¥Hes wesk o wWEg Phe tos 5087 -gg

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrolegy Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required
Primpary Indicators {minimum of one is required; check all that apply) ]:] Surface Soil Cracks (B8)
H rface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) D Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
jé?gh Watar Table (A2) . Marl Deposits {B15) (LRR U) rainage Patterns (B10}
m SBaturation {A3) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q_ Moss Trim Lines (B16)
L1 Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 5 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Crayfish Burraws (C8)
LI Drift Deposits (B3) Recent [ron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) aturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
:[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) E Thin Muck Surface (C7) m/geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other {Explain in Remarks) [1 shaliow Aquitard (D3)
D Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
]:l Water-Stained Leaves (B9) El Sphagnum moess (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yos No Depth {inches} & ‘,i

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth {inches}): H

Saturation Present? Yes__ V' No Depth (inches): E] " Wetland Hydrology Present? Ye No
{includes capillary fringe}
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, menitoring well, aerial photos, previous Inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION {Four Strata) ~ Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: 1-/.1WET"' A

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ___N;\i }
NA

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species '
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC; A
Total Number of Dominant l
Spacies Across All Strata; {B)
Parcent of Dominant Species

That Are CBL, FACW, or FAC:

PN So RN

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: l ﬁ }
N By

QNS G R WD

= Total Cover
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Herb Stratum (Plot size:_ 2 % L.&7 )

1. (oA e AU wdng & \( Eﬂ(,m
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
g,
10.
11
12
A &5 = Total Cover
50% of total cover: 2,23»:5 20% of total cover: lg
Woody Ving Stratum (Plot size: NE )
. NA
2.
3.
4.
5.

= Tofal Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

_’-m_ {A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL speciss x1=
FACW species x2=
FAC specles Xx3=
FACU species xd=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: {A) i (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1,- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
E/z- Dominance Test is >50%

[] 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'

L] Problematic Hydrophytic Vegstation' (Explain)

'Indlicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematlc.

Definitions of Four Vegetatlon Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 In. {7.6 cm) or
mare in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub - Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft {1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (nen-woady) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
hsight.

Hydrophytic
Vegatation
Present?

Yes /No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations betow).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point; iyﬂ E‘Tﬂ :

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indlcator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth _ Matrix Redox Features
(inches} Color {moist) % Color {moist) % Type' Loc® Textura Remarks

O -2 TJorlAL o m{; t3 i Udpes
-1 daadf 0 TISYRS[ (v ¢ M ofm(j QueavellJrestu

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 peation: PL=Pgore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted,) fndlcators for Problematic Hydric Solls”;
|: Histosol (A1) : Polyvalue Below Surface (88) (LRR 3, T, U) |:| 1 em Muck {A9} {LRR 0)
E Histic Epipedon (A2) : Thin Dark Surface (59) (LRR 8, T, U) :H 2 em Muck {A10} {LRR §)
E Black Histic (A3} : Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
E Hydrogen Suifide (A4) : }toamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmant Floodplain Solls (F19) {LRR P, 8, T)
L[] stratified Layers {A5) E Depleted Matrix (F3) L Anomalous Bright Loamy Sclls (F20)
E Organic Bodies (A8) {LRRP, T, UI) L] Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
E 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U} ; Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material {TF2)
E Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) |_| Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
E ,1 cm Muck (A9} {LRR P, T} |_| Marl (F10) (LRR U} :D Other {Explain in Remarks)
E Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) |_| Depleted Ochric (F11) {(MLRA 151)
["] Thick Dark Surfacs (A12) L tron-Manganese Masses (F12} {LRR O, P, T} ®Indteators of hydrophytic vegstation and
ﬂ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) | [ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRRP, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (81} {LRR O, 5) |_| Delta Ochric (F17) {MLRA 151) uniess disturbed or problemailc,
:l Sandy Gleyed Mafrix {84) |_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
% Sandy Redox {S5) |_| Piedmont Floodplain Scils {F19) (MLRA 149A)
Stripped Matrix (56) || Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils {F20) (MLRA 1494, 153C, 153D)
[ Dark Surface (S7) {LRR P, 8, T, U)

Restrictive Layer (If observed):

Type: /

Depth (inchas): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Englineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Reglon — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: \‘\\)TA City/County: &dh‘mm Qﬁ 3) Sampling Date: 3/30/ AQ H
Applicant/Owner: M TA State: ME Sampling Point: Q-H\IETEQ
Investigator{s): SL\( (D(A'\ Section, Township, Range: - :

Landferm {hillslope, terrace, ete.): \36"“0%0‘-\;\““6\))0{% Local relief (concave, convex, none): ___LavwGanei, Slope {(%): ‘

Subreg\ion (LRRor M@: Hclﬂ' . : L;t: 36‘ .g\ %Qﬂq Long: "“”}Glﬁ”i% Datum:i&!ﬂ [‘%‘&g

Soil Map Unit Name: DB Ut NWI classlification:

A

Fthis timé of year? Yes

Are climatle / hydrologle conditions on the site typical fo {If no, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetatlon , Soll » or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation . Soll , or Hydrology naturally prablematic? {Iif needed, explaln any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site yﬁp showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes K/ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes ~ No within a Wetland? Yesl/ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:

DI 00 = RN
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indlcators: econdary Indicators (minimum of two required

Prig)gbz Indicators {minimum of ane s required: check all that apply) J:[ Surface Soil Cracks (B8)
urface Water {A1) D Aquatic Fauna {B13) Q parsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

I

7]

Ll High Water Table (A2) Marl Peposits (B15) (LRR U) Ll Drainage Patterns (B10) -
@,Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)

%ﬂﬁax‘ Marks {B1} Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

LM Sediment Depaoslts (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Q Crayfish Burrows {C8)

_D_ Drift Deposits (B3) E Recent Iron Reducticn in Tilled Soils (C6) E)ﬁuration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
D Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Q Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomarphic Position {D2)

D Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explain in Remarks) ]:I Shallow Aquitard {D3)

]:[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ]Z/FAC-NeutraI Test (D5)

[ water-Stained Leaves (B9) [] sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes _%No — Depth {inches): %

Water Table Present? Yes __7( No__ Depth {inches): [ /
Saturation Present? Yes No____ Depth (inches}i— 5 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes” No

{includes tapillary fringe)
Describe. Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Englneers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scienfific names of plants. Sampling Point: iW E1 B

Absolute Dominant Indlcator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum {Plot size: A ) % Cover Specias? _Status Number of Dominant Spacles
[NTA) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

(A)

Total Number of Dominant l
Species Across All Strata: {B)

Percent of Dominant Species ' 00

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet;

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL specles Xx1=

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: FACW species x2=

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 1A } FAC species x3=
NIA FACU specles x4=

UPL species Xx5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

@ N® o N

= Total Cover

Prevalence Index = B/A =
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators;
Jla/- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
B4 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
L] 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"
— = Total Cover [1 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain}
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

LB RN
Herb Statum (Plotsize: D> X2 ) 0 C Indicators of hydric sail and wetland hydrology must
A : ' 7 Y AQN be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

"WQ\QW& &J{)N{\T‘\mm. L N |\) r ﬂg ,U Definltions of Four Vegetation Strata:
Tree — Woody plants, excfuding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or

more in diameter at breast helght (DBH), regardless of
haight.

® N o s @S

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft {1 m) tall,

Herb — All herbacecus (non-woady) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

e oeNoS Ok ® D

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ftin
height,

[ —y
-

—
D

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: &b 20% of total cover: ’ !e
Wooedy Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
__NA

A S

Hydrophytic
= Total Cavar Vegetation

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: Present? Yes No

Remarks: ({if observed, list morphological adaptations below}.

US Army Corps of Englneers Allantlc and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



1

SOIL sampling Point: LW B

Profile Dascription: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indlcator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matfrix Redox Featu res

{inches} Color {moist) % Golor {moist Tvpa Loc® Texiure Remarks
S Mﬁg_ c M %mmn‘

G2 AsvRU[\ I QSVRURR 25 o M ot_%@w

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Dapletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *_ocafion: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soll Indicaters: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls®;
|| Histosol {A1} D Polyvalue Below Surface {S8) (LRR S, T, U) |:| 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR 0}
: Histic Eplpedan (A2) H Thin Dark Surface {89) (LRR &, T, U) 2 om Muck (A10} (LRR S)
: Black Histic {A3)} Leamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q) L1 Reduced Vertic (F18) (outslde MLRA 150A,B)
: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) }oamy Gleyed Matrix (F2} Piedment Floodplain Soils (F19) {LRR P, 8, T)
: Stratified Layers (AS5) E})epleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Scils (F20)
|_| Crganic Bedies (A6) (LRRP, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (FB) (MLRA 153B)
[] 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) {LRR P, T, U} D Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (TF2})
: Muck Presence {A8) {(LRR U) J:| Redox Depressions {F8) D Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
] 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR P, T} D Marl (F10) {LRR U) D Other (Explain in Remarks)
Lff)pleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
| | Thick Dark Surface (A12) J:I I[ron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) % ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
: Coast Prairie Redox (A16) {MLRA 150A) |:| Umbric Surface (F13} {LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
: Sandy Mucky Minsral (S51) (LRR O, 8) J:I Delta Ochric {F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
: Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) J:I Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
: Sandy Redox {S5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
[ | stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D}
: Dark Surface (87) {(LRR P, 8, T, U) :
Restrictive Layer {if observed):
Type: |/
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Slte: M‘I\TF\ City/County: %&\.\\\ A LAA (-d‘ Sampling Date: P43 {20‘ 2"{

Applicant/Owner: Mtﬂ ﬂ State: M Sampling Point: * ;
Investigator(s): CEDL\’ - E.QA‘\ Secfion, Townshlp, Rangse:

Landform (hllislope, terrace, efe.): petla AN Local relief (concave, convex, none); _{pnemag, Slope (%}): 5
Subregion {LRR. OI{N'!LRA H% '?)c’\ Q&% “:)L{ lt) Long: _‘ (o 5‘»\&3“\ b Datum: }\“le Q‘SE’)
Solt Map Unit Name “E\Q‘F‘V\w Ln’f& DOY i LIV ol h = NWI classification: P 6M

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typ:cal fo thls t|m of year? Yes / No
significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 4/ No__

naturally problematic? (If needed, axplain any answers in Remarks.)

{If no, explain In Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Sall , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil __, or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydr.ophyfic Vegeta:ion Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area /
Hydric Soil Present? Yes :f/ No within 2 Wetland? Yes | No
Wetland Hydrelogy Present? Yes d No

Remarks:

Q‘N‘é@%y\k\*‘f% Mbth~ ot toe of ‘:&6@?& S
Pt~ HOBYOH

b ]
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secaondary Indicators {minlmum of two required
Pripr_fang Indicators {minimum of one Is required: check all that apply} J:l Surface Soll Cracks (B6)

Surface Water (A1) I:l Aguatic Fauna (B13) [:l parsely Vegetated Concave Surfacs (B8)
g igh Water Table (A2) Mar! Deposits (B15) (LRR U} . Dralnage Pattemns {(B10)

Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)
L1 Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) E Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Q Sediment Depasils (B2) : Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Q Drift Deposits (B3) E Recent ron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) D aturation Visible on Agrial Imagery (C9)
|:|_ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) : D Thin Muck Surface {C7) ]B/Seomorphlc Position {D2)
El Iron Deposits (BS) L Other (Explain in Remarks) ]:[ allow Aquitard {D3)
D Inundafion Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ]ﬂ/liAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[[] water-Stained Leaves (B9) [ sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, 1)
Field Observations: f \
Surface Water Present? Yes No_____ Depth (Inches):
Water Table Present? Yes _ﬁ No _____ Depth (inches): /
Saturation Present? Yes \/ No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary frings)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge rmonitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Englneers Aflantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) —~ Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: l"W E TC

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Treo Stratum (Plot size: N“ }

% Cover Species? _Status
NA

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species '
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: A)
Total Number of Dominant '

Specles Across All Strata; (B)

Percent of Dominant Specjes 00
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

Ll B SN o

= Total Cover
50% of total cover; 20% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: “ )
Ny

@ NG RN

= Total Cover
6‘ Y 5(0;? :}f total cover: 20% of total cover:
Herb Stratum (Plot size: : )
\!\.ﬁ"(/\%ﬁmi\\?@ S awslbvnils ?SC) Y _EBLN
V Lodcoren ipbovi e o A ERCA
T cemon S el o, 5 N €he

T
]
=2
i

!

L o

=y
o

=
N =

kL )5— = Tolal Cover
50% of totaf cover: i}‘)\S 20% of total cover: 2 !

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: N#& )
niA

Al s

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of:

OBL specles

FACW species

FAC specles

FACU specles

UPL species

Multiply by:
x1=
x2=
x3=

X4 =
x6=

(A)

Column Totals:

{B)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
D 1/ Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
- Dominance Test |s >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0
D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetatlon Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more In dlameter af breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 it (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 it tall,

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ftin
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetatlon
Present?

v

Yes No

Remarks: {If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Englneers

Atlantic and Gulf Caastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



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 {molst) % Color (moist} % Type' oc” Texture Remarks
0= _WYRAA A0 Wl Sy 10 R Tyl )

A-\A W3 A W0 dazmw\

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ®ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matix.

Hydrle Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwlse noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Soils®:

: Histosol {AT) J: Polyvalue Below Surface (88) (LRR S, T, U) I: 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR O}

] Histic Epipadon (A2) L] Thin Dark Surface (39} (LRR 8, T, U} -E 2 cm Muck {A10} {LRR 8)

: Black Histic {A3) |: Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q) t Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ] Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) E Piedmont Floodplain Solls (F19) (LRR P, §, T)
; Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrlx (F3) L Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)

| | Organic Bodies (A8) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) {MLRA 153B)

] 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) {LRR P, T, U) |_| Depleted Dark Surface (F7) E Red Parent Material (TF2)

L] Muck Presence {A8) (LRR U) |_| Redox Depressions (F8} ]: Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

: 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR P, T} L_| Marl {F10) (LRR U) D Other (Explaln In Remarks)

: Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) L_| Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

: Thick Dark Susrface {(A12) __| Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegstation and

: Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A} | | Umbric Suiface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,

: Sandy Mucky Mineral (31} {LRR O, 8) |_| Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.

[ ] sandy Gleyed Matrix (34) __| Reducad Vertic (F18) (MLRA 1504, 150B)

; Sandy Redox {S5) L_1 Piedmont Floodplain Solls (F19) (MLRA 1494)

| | Stripped Matrix (56) LI Anomalous Bright Loamy Sails (F20) (MLRA 1494, 153C, 153D)

[ Dark Surface {37) (LRR P, 8, T, U)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: /
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

e d \nas Lo S0 favt avens wiz R
Wi\ fwe. distorb? d

US Army Corps of Engineers Alantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Verslon 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region
ProjectSite: {4 N TA_wvier Long Rillg City/County: _Battimore., Sampling Date: 9,/20 /24

Applicant/Owner: ™MD T Pi ' State: _M1) Sampling Point: j_N E. ‘ D
Investigator{s): 5 L-Y, LAY Section, Township, Range:
Landferm (hillslope, terrace, elc.): AW 0fF s\0 2L [ d}"\’oh Local relief (concave, convex, none): _(OY) £OVE, Slopse {%): 2%
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): M |-R A U9A Lat, 3T, 209070 Long: = Mo .54 2750 Daturn: _\JAD 14 83
Soll Map Unit Name:_UFparn lownd L0 W b ?ﬁ\’ﬁfﬁ‘i’ Slopes NWI classification: P € A
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No {If no, explain in Remarks,)
Are Vegetation_____ ,Soll___, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? NG Arg "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _l_ No__
Are Vegetation | Soil ___, or Hydrology naturally problematic? neé (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
e —— (. somsampesnn
Wolland Hydrology Present? Yes_v”"_ No within a Wetland? Yes No

Rematks: Ohotog ¢ 560 ~ 6o |

HYDROLOGY ’
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators {minlmurn of two required
Primary Indicators {minimum of one is required; check all that apply) J:l Surface Soil Cracks {B6)

IE Burface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13}) |:| Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
High Water Table (A2) - . .. - Marl Deposlts (B15) {(LLRR U) |:| Drainage Pattems {B10}
Saturation {A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)

L1 Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (CS) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

& Sediment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) _Q Crayfish Bumrows (C8} '

Q Drift Deposits {B3) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9}

& aigal Mat or Crust (B4) LT Thin Muck Surface (G7) 4 Geomorphic Position (D2)

D_ Iron Deposits (B5) _D_ Other {Explaln In Remarks) ]:l hallow Aquitard {D3)

o

D_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

]:[ Wateor-Stained Leaves {B9) ]:l Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U}
Fiold Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yos 5/ No______ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes % No_  Depth (inches): ;;

Saturation Present? Yes No_____ Depth (|nches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yeas \/ No
{includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks;, Standing water West end C"F‘}Mﬁﬂmﬁd
o coltgehs “warty fiora Slepl 3 ygod vunofE

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Polnt: iw ETD

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover, Specles? _Status

Trea Stratum (Plot size: M , A )

Dominance Test worksheet: '

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: I (&)
Total Number of Dominant

Specles Across All Strata: | (B)

[égQ o (AB)

Parcent of DomInant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

BN m AN

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size; _jJ ZA )

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL. species Xx1=
FACW species X2=
FAC species x3s=
FACU spesles
UPL species
Column Totals:

X4=
x6=

A}

(B)

Pravalence Index = B/A=

@ N0 RN

= Total Cover
20% of total cover;

q0% Y  EAW

. 50% of total cover:
Hetb Stratum {Plot size: ELO“__)
1. Whyaaynirs AuSEvO NS

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

[ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

E 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

[ 3- Prevatence Index is <3.0'

[ 1 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegatation' (Explain)

TIndicators aof hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

5% _n__ FACY

2.[o i ctra japonica
3.

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: ‘175 % 20% of total cover: \q l,/.c:

Woody Vine Stratum {Plot size: )
1. L. !

2.

e
2

L

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. {7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub - Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous {non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants [ess than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woady vines greater than 3.28 ftin
height,

Hydrophytic
Vegstation
Present?

Yes \/

No

Remarks: {If observed, list merphological adaptations balow).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atflantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



Sampling Point: C\—W ETD

80IL
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needod to document the indicator or confirm the ahsence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color {moist) % Color {moist) % Type' _ Loc® Texture Remarks
0-6" 10YAY/2 90% 2-84@Sf 0% ¢ M
L-14"  _IOYRG /g 70%L _SYRS/® 01 ¢ M CIOY €M Soits

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Maskad Sand Grains.

*Location; PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

[] Histosol (A1)

[ Histic Epipedon {A2)

Black Hlstic (A3}

|| Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

| | Stratified Layers (AS)

[] Organlc Bedies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)
| | Muck Presence (A8} (LRR U)

"1 1 cm Muck {A9) {(LRR P, T)

» Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface {A12})

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (31) {LRR O, 8)
Sandy Gleyed Malrix (S4)

|| Sandy Redox (S5}

|| Stripped Matrix (56)

[ 1 Dark Surface {S7) (LRRP, 8, T, U)

<<l

<

|

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unlass otharwlse noted.)

]

[ ] Thin Dark Surface (S2) (LRR §, T, U)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q)

[ ] Marl (F10) (LRR U)

|_{ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)
[T Umbric Surface (F13}{LRRP, T, U)

|_| Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

|__| Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F18) (MLRA 149A)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
1 ¢m Muck (A9) (LRR O)
2 ¢m Muck (A10) (LRR 8)
Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B}

Polyvalus Below Surface {38) {LRR §, T, U)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) D Piedmant Floodptain Soils (F19) (LRR P, 8, T)
 Deplated Matrix (F3) LI Anomalous Bright Loamy Sails (F20)

Radox Dark Surface (F6) {MLRA 153B)

Deplsted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material {TF2}

Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

D Other (Explain In Remarks)

Depleted Qchric (F11} {MLRA 151)

¥Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D}

Restrictive Layer (If observed):
Type:

Depth {Inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes \/ No

Remarks:

s Fil} SOWS

LeNiheICe of il readtr o

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantac and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

ProjectSite: F 5 L Ri b v J> City/County: Vi ?ﬂ : Sampling Date: 9/4 /&
Applican/Owner: /'I / State: // Sampling Point: ﬂﬁé /Z £ =27,
Investigator(s): :D, th K 3 /?é }%W j Section, T¢ hip, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc) _2{”/7}701/% VW/’\/P’% Local relief (concave, convex, none): W//A/ % Slope (%): __|

A ’qq[“' Lat: 3q 2’/8“? Long: ‘7‘0' 53338 Datum: NA/D

Subregion (LRR or ML

Soil Map Unit Name: UJOV 4’ UL»{U*’E’ gmﬁwi 0 ’36—(// 2 %JD&—" NWI classification: ‘P EM lCo\

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes t{lo (if no, explain in Remarks.) /

Are Vegetation , Soil . or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No

Are Vegetation ______, Soil ______, or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
gEnaee R e
Wetland Hydrology 'Present? ; Yes No : withinie'Wetlandd yes N
Remarks:

ﬂ/%[ﬂ IWEE -/ U/’/' //ML s Gt &5 Jor Jlée
PEM|

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two requir
Priéag Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
_v_ Surface Water (A1) \_/ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Saturation (A3) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Water Marks (B1) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) _3[ Geomorphic Pasition (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Z Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _\/ FAC-Neutral Test (DS)
___ Walter-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)
Field Observations: f
Surface Water Present? Ye No

S Depth (inches): b" W—‘\’
Water Table Present? Yes No_~_ Depth (inches): /
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

hpeors 30 be palushrne ympovrdiment,

US Army Corps of Engineers Atiantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

=F
Sempiing Point; /L7 2= -

©® N® O AW N

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Herb Stratum (Plot size: Y )
1. fhvogmites #\\)S&Y(\iﬁ

2

FAN

16D N

13

Iﬂd = Total Cover —
50% of total cover: _0 __ 20% of total cover: _2
dy Vi (Plot size: )

MW~

-

O~

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

3 D Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) Z Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. tg oY\ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: l (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant {
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4,
Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
6.
7. Prevalence Index worksheet:
8. Total % Cover of: Multiply by
= Total Cover OBL specief x1=
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: e e AE3
SaglinﬁShrub Stratum (Plot size: __ L) ) Lak snscias X3s
) oONA— FACU species X4=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:

T/ - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

_Y 2-Dominance Testis >50%

___ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0’

__ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woady vine - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



-~
SOIL Sampling Point: Z&iﬁz et

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator ar confirm the absence of indicators.) '
Depth Maltrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist! % Color (moist)

/v

T ¥

Texture Remarks

5 Wommnies

Type Loc

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

Histosol (A1)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)
5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)
v/ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRRP, S, T, U)

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) _ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR Q)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

___ Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P,
Umbric Surface (F13) {(LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) {MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
_ Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
___ Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
(MLRA 153B)
___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

T

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soll Present? Yes M No

Remarks:

M¢vaMJ

i ((WMDW‘EW /fkf/ 7
oot 1n avod S,/

»/

Vet (A 5./

;}775; M/zé <
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: £oK Bhd% City/County: 6&-&% oL ( (’j; L ST 5" b {2 [
State: {V\V) Sampling Point: LW TF

Applicant/Owner: /\A D ‘ ‘ ! J
Section, Township, Range:

Investigator(s): 66} 65 ‘

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): DCDY 2851 d\ﬂ Local relief (concave, convex, none): 07\/ (e Slope (%): 5

subregion (LRRor MLray LRA 4G A e 39.208284 Long: = 1l SYY 1Y patum: NADP 25
({ﬁ‘;{)} 0-[8" 45/ D'/JCﬁ NWI classification: N A—

Soil Map Unit Name: Udt" & i nends AU, VML !
(If no, explain in Remarks.)

’of year? Yes / No

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes .—" No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Are climatic / hydrologic condi(iyﬂn the site typiéal for this time

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? N

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

. x ) Pl
:ygr.op;yflc Vegeta;lon Present? zes — :o Is the Sampled Area
e I B % within a Wetland? Yes = No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Sovks daltvbed Aone (49 B6E ROW PEMIA)R

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

[1 surface Soil Cracks (B6)

%}uﬁace Water (A1)
igh Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)
D Water Marks (B1)
% Sediment Deposits (B2)
L Drift Deposits (B3)
[ Aigal Mat or Crust (84)
[ iron Deposits (B5)
D Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
D Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

D Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
E Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Q Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)
[ Sagwration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
E{:morphic Position (D2)
[[1 shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[] sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

(]

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
i i,

No /Depth (inches):
nTIA _Q‘_
Yes_/~ No Depth (inches): __ O

]

o___ Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: 4

Rim In Pﬁﬁ' 24 hrs,

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

]

Sampling Point: WET

% Cover _Species?

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 20 ’(510 )
N

Status

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species ’,,"
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

Total Number of Dominant =
Species Across All Strata: ~ (B)

Percent of Dominant Species | ™

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A/B)

@ NGO R DN

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plotsize; 20 XSO )
- DIOSPYDS V{Faunian s 5 /. EhC
2 Baclaris Néwudolia s S B

Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: __ Multiplyby:

OBL species x1=

FACW species x2=

FAC species x3=

FACU species X4 =

UPL species x5=

Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

e B A U

[ D = Total Cover

0%§qt total cover: 6, 20% of total cover:

Herb Stratum (Plot size: D XL ) ~
ot 10 ~ cel

-

(_«f,,

(& “"'*»\v L

=

”Ph' A g%
2 Lonicera Lﬂ,&omaw vm

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

ByRapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
L 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
[ 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'

D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

d

1o\
NI

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

3.

4.

5.

6.

.

8.

9.

10.

1.

12.

E ig = Total Cover
50% of total cover: L_‘t (0 :{20% of total cover: i’ .

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 20 X )fD )

S".“.‘".N.‘l

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes e No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: ],W ETF

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' Loc* Texture Remarks
O \{? 2 46 OYR4M 5 € M finSd

-8 I0YA3/2 S0 SYR4M 80 C M Fre Sel.
B9 0Ya7E A5 QoWEE 5§ C Ml

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
E Histosol (A1) D Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
E Histic Epipedon (A2) H Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
E Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
E Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) D Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
E Stratified Layers (A5) B%pleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) edox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
E 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) H Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
]: 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRP, T) EI Marl (F10) (LRR U) Other (Explain in Remarks)
]: Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
]: Thick Dark Surface (A12) D Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
E Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) H Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
E Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) D Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
L[]

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes / No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: FS K % n CXM_, City/County: A’ A' CO Sampling Date:5 [9 20 2
Applicant/Owner: m D T( i State: Zz ,D Sampling Point: W E’ o p}_
Investugator(s) 66 6 S Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): 4 Orl Local relief (concave, convex,.none): Qz ZLMZ Slope (%): —____ j
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): MUQA QIL}' Lat: 501 20847 LP Long: '7101 6‘1 389 Ci Datum: M’i) 23
Soil Map Unit Name: Udorthe (‘({“ :C‘-/: /U/“ Cél[ 9 07157 slopes NWI dlassification: ANONZ
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions gn the site typical for this tlme of y«alar'? Yes / No (If no, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? / Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? N (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
:Ydr?phyficPVegeta;ion Present? Yes No et iEthelSamplediAres
lydric Soil Present Yes o No within a Wetland? s i /
Wetland Hydrology Present? No
Remarks:
UM df Wﬂjéfmw[ W/ﬁ’z/r; C’[ZW/U ) %ﬁf' /W/w- ﬂ/ﬂ 8 T Ve /5( /7”'*
a e & 7
/p Q(,&/Mmue//zuﬂ/‘f“ Pocorr s Xﬂ/ b cont ‘;Wﬂ Lo
2 //7 from. niebeo o A Sty Aeitiitled /4’;’”‘ LIS +BEC ROL
7=
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) El Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
E/Snﬁace Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
igh Water Table (A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) Q Drainage Patterns (B10)
Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Q Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
H Sediment Deposits (B2) D Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Q Crayfish Burrows (C8)
_ Drift Deposits (B3) Q Recefitlron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) D Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) E Other (Explain in Remarks) El Shallow Aquitard (D3)
D Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) D FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
I:[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) El Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No _~ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No_____ Depth (inches): Z:i /

Saturation Present? Yes 4/ No *pth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Q&u\ w) Hhun 208+ 24 hes

|

K
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VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Poim:Wj ETE - UP L

2() ]( Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Speci
2 Q % Cover, pecies =
|§5 b NStd) ALA ULA— O p; _ APL | That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC! e A)
2 L\Q\Md{,\w\‘ibw & ¢ O ppo— by S FAC ,
Total Number of Dominant
\ i Species Across All Strata: LQ (B)
Percent of Dominant Species 2 8 /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: U (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

OBL species x1=
= Total Cover y
50% of total cover: 5 'S 20% of total cover: _!- L/ RASMSpecEs X2

FAC species x3=

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: D )( 50 ) )
ac% ar (s ﬁ/,ur 15 > CaC | FACU species x4=

- _7_ BX_"C/ UPL species x5=
Q\"(‘}Lm«— / A | Column Totals: A (B)
d

@ N O gk

T

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic VVegetation
Q 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

[ 3- Prevalence Index s <3.0'

_LL = Total Cover [ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
l 20% of total cover: 5 f p

1
2
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

50% of total cover:

Herp Stratum (Plot gize: —1—% h - (A§ / - )| "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
1. Phpughi oy QUL Tz Vs MCLV be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

2 ( / Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

B Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
4. more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
5. height.

6 Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
7 than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

8 Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
9. of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

10: Woody vine - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
1. height.

12.

( Q( = Total Cover

50% of total cover: 3 2. 5—'20% of total cover:

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _20X570 ) Ao
L LOM A s g DO o 30 v« Tl
z?awwmm@\s's g awnonelolie- 20 2 Wrcu
‘ |

4.

5. Hydrophytic

@ = Total Cover Vegetation i
= l ®) Present? Yes No

50% of total cover: Z ) 20% of total cover:
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



Sampling Point:1 WTF ’(/U' )L

SOIL
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(lnches) Color (moist Color (moist) % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks
0V 3/5 QZ 754k L C P Fire 5.0
] —4 bVA3z A3 FS5YRAM T M Eelall
U2+ 5R64 49 A5va 5//@ ST A TR

'"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

[] Histosol (A1)

[] Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)
EI Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
[ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
H Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)
[] sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
H Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
D Dark Surface (S7) (LRRP, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRRP, T, U)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)
Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)
Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

I

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
D Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
L} Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)

(MLRA 153B)

D Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No \/

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: ‘FSK @J){Mhi City/County:

Applicant/Owner: {\/\UT
Investigator(s): "9?) ’\T - Section, Township, Range:

Sampling Date: 5/_67{:24;
Sampling Point: lW% é

Landform (hillslope, terrace etc.): %Y@Sﬁl M Local relief (concave, convex, none): ( Q\_/HM Slope (%):

Subreglon (LRR or MLRA): MLRA' | ‘ qu A Lat: 56’ 207 "'l S ’ Long ) lo. 54{8 LP(? ___ Datum: A’D 9_3

Soil Map Unit Name: [/{(' I(N’HEiUk C‘L@U“l&l VU\.;] M ) 10+45 DLLS  NWI dlassification: _[\ OV
J

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typlcal for thls time of year? Les No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation ,Soil ______, or Hydrology naturally problematic? ]\L (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 _ No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes v~ _No 2

o within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remarks:

Sels ([L:ﬂ‘zuu,]ca 7{5% 695—7‘ /5ét L6L . PEO/”/C}/B

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) )‘% Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
g}urface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) Ll Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
E/Hiﬁh Water Table (A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) D_ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)
D Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
B Sediment Deposits (B2) D Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) D Crayfish Burrows (C8)
L Drift Deposits (B3) Q Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) E/a ration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Q Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explain in Remarks) D Shallow Aquitard (D3)
D Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) D FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
D Water-Stained Leaves (B9) D Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)
Field Observations: / W
Surface Water Present? Yes No____ Depth (inches): 0 ‘ 5
Water Table Present? Yes Z -/No __ Depth (inches): O <
Saturation Present? Yes _~_ No_____ Depth (inches): Q Y Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0
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VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: WﬁrC’)

Absolute Dominant Indicator

|
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ‘%D ) % Cover _Species? _Status

fngL_~

Number of Dominant Species

Dominance Test worksheet:
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: L/

-
&0

(A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: B)
Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

® N OO A WDN =

= Total Cover
20% of total cover: _____

/0 /%

O‘V:éf total cover: ___

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:
j%ﬁ(Ch ’5 /”ﬂn(/n/ff//&»

2 S BU i WQ/U\/

00, "I EOTHIBINCY

L$ = Total Cover

50"{0 of total cover: Q 20% of total cover: 2 : "}
Herb Stratum (Plot size: , - ok
1. "Ph;/u" m aiwr Al L"Zé) (& L/ 0 // A
2. }Llf Ha U4 (IRTTL & —; 30 i Beu
s Tl codendivy) (gdicans /D A
sduricus. aliided 5. DRL
s5.]ichanthelllei~ Nl A 25TININ B N
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

é.ff l = Total Cover
50% of total cover: Ll é -‘3"&20% of total cover: l’, ‘ ﬂ

Woody Vine, Stratum (Plot size: 50) )
1.omda 7’"2»/114 c?é {14 ol 7, HAC
0)(/600(@/20() W radicans 5 7 pAC

l D = Total Cover
( 20% of total cover:

50% of total cover: 7/

Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of:
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column Totals:

Multiply by:
x1=
x2=
x3=
X4=
x5=
(A)

(8)

Prevalence Index =B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 ~Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
E{Eominance Test is >50%

[ 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'

D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes /

No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: l W’CTQ

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 (mois' % Type' _ Loc’ Texture Remarks
o-4 _|ojp3/2 95 _Se ‘”lp SL e i Sl
4-¥ _10je5/3 %o _1-HeS) 2o ¢ @
K12+ Z-veMly 95 2-5p58 5 =W
"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
D Histosol (A1) D Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
D Histic Epipedon (A2) H Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
D Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
]:I Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) D Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) D Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
B Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
H 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) H Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) D Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) ]:I Marl (F10) (LRR U) D Other (Explain in Remarks)
D Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
D Thick Dark Surface (A12) D Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRRO, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
H Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) H Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) D Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
B Sandy Redox (S5) H Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

[] Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: /
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: FSK Bbu LLA

cityicounty: A Co

Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner: /V\ DTPS

State: m

e

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Ep) A Tf =

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Deparsiine

Section, Township, Rang%’

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): /Y\ LYB

AJ\LMA

Lat: uq 20549 L

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Ofn(,wt/
Longe ~1L2: 547079

Soil Map Unit Name: MDVH’\M\?{S [UU—CAL o ol

0 0-15“]. S‘fu;é’,f

\
NWI classification: Nove

Slope (%): 7=
patum: NADEZ S

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions .9n the site typacal for this time of year'? Yes / NOJD ST |

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation
Are Vegetation ___

, or Hydrology
, or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic? I\J

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

_4No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

E}‘g(\jv‘:ter Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)

D Water Marks (B1)
% Sediment Deposits (B2)
L Drift Deposits (B3)
[ Aigal Mat or Crust (B4)
D Iron Deposits (B5)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

ndicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

PrimapyIndi (mini is required; p
E/‘Snrfa Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Suifide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

L1 Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Q Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydr'ophyfic Vegeta:ion Present? C No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes /No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks ~ L kel ]

[+ s Z = -

AAliu,J}w' ';‘w.“w (245 + B&E PEMN LA fB
HYDROLOGY
Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required

[[1 surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Drainage Patterns (B10)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

O
|
O
B Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

E/awsh Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ ceomorphic Position (D2)

[[1 shaliow Aquitard (D3)
B{AZ-Neutral Test (D5)

] sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

1 water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Yes

Yes ~No
Yes /Io
No

Depth (inches):

/‘/

Depth (inches):
O

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: [WEI t

3§@th AU CAG— /u;;/Lzm-o

>

S=I T e

l fS = Total Cover
io% of total cover: ’}{ 20% of total cover: 5

60 Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
1 . 0, .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species %
i That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: % (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: \ D@ (A/B)
6.
7 Prevalence Index worksheet:
8 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
= Total Cover OBL species x1=
50% g total cover: 20% of total cover: FACHY spc.emes X2
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plat size: (0 ) " apscied x3=
accharc hanan e B FAC | FAcUspeces 43
2. EaLL(dM%ba/L ,d«fz r'/ﬂcj//#{l(.ﬂ 5 / FAe UPLspecnes x5=
2 W Column Totals: (A) (®)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
Q{Eominance Test is >50%

] 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'

[1 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Herb Stratum (Plot sizg )l = A in
2 it J/@szfm.&g/ =0 Z U
2(Jn oclea. SensSibilis. ] Thcw
3. ?X/C{Qo/iﬂd//iz)/ﬂﬂ (hihla 9 A
(oA LA oL A ) FACU
5bi?1u[,M fuﬁ&{,/w/l/u/(f Lo 0 AC
T
8.
9.
10.
1.
12,

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

V=
!D/) = Total Cover

-
W) ‘ :5_ 20% of total cover: 7 0.(0

50°/g)f total cover:
)

Woody Vlne Stratum (Plot size:
N

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes / No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: 1 -1ET H

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' _Loc® Texture Remarks

O-X__75% A T R R,
€- 17+ 6\{' 4/4 TR A PR SO = Te/

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
E Histosol (A1) D Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) I:I 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
Histic Epipedon (A2) Thln Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
E Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
E Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) D y Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
E Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) LI Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
E 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) B Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
E 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) EI Marl (F10) (LRR U) Other (Explain in Remarks)
]: Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) D Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
D Thick Dark Surface (A12) D Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRRO, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
H Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) H Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) D Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
D Sandy Redox (S5) H Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
El Stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

]:I Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes _/~ No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

: ‘ e
Project/Site: ‘FS K Qﬂbw City/County: BG%WVJUL,- U804 Sampling Date: 5! é?f ZL/
Applicant/Owner: N\DTA State: MED Sampling Point: \N £ H '(&P L—-

Investigator(s): 6 ” Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): D,O/D/Mm/\ Local relief (concave, convex, none): WLM‘C/ Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): (Y\l RAJ ‘ L{ Q i;‘ Lat \)q ZO(D ZQ 7 Long: '7 Lﬁ 57’] 7 j / Datum 3

Soil Map Unit Name: J(J/DYMU{’S GL&AIM VW &{LLJD Q=157 $|008— i dassification:

o [ ;
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the snte typical for thls time of year? Yes / No (If no, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetation , Soil / , or Hydrology No

significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? D\J (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
L
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No // Is the Sampled Area
) : -
Hydric Soil Present? Yes Z  No within a Wetland? Yes No /
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \/ No

Remarks:

Jols o\iﬂu{bcé \Q\)vrw (AT +REE RoOW

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: . Secondary Indicaters (minimum of two required

check all that apply) El Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
E}m‘face Water (A D Aquatic Fauna (B13) Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
B)—iigh Water Table(: Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) _I:_I_ Drainage Patterns (B10)
.# Saturation (A3) 7’ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _D_ Moss Trim Lines (B16)
__"Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
E‘:‘dlment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Q Crayfish Burrows (C8)
_‘ rift Deposits (B3) L Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[#Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Q Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomorphic Position (D2)
I “Iron Deposuts (BS) _D_ Other (Explain in Remarks) D Shallow Aquitard (D3)
'D Inyndation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) B{A?:‘-Neutral Test (D5)
E/W:Ter-Stamed Leaves (B9) D Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations: / o
Surface Water Present? Yes o Depth (inches): Q»S OK
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches): 2"

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Olia (_.g ¥ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

P i 0 HWT, pec diolpr
o b

2

Remarks:

&mm%
W UL hy

¥ %L%M,z, wiic 1n A~ 57 _waL

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: \V\/in -

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: _ ’QO )
Nt

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

2

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 2~ (B

Percent of Dominant Species @/{/)
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

O N AN

= Total Cover
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

2
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: __ () O )
N OV

-

Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

OBL species x1=
FACW species x2=
FAC species x3=
FACU species x4=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (8)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

00 SN O, BOIN

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Herb Stratum (Plot size: Z{ e
1. tﬁ‘rﬂf/’}ibb Z Qrdabea

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 -Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
E{Eominance Test is >50%

[ 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'

D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

50 B
5 [

2. Holoudd Jaonaiin

3. PN Cus i g ; oL
£ TeX\ 00N GO ARG (AN A
5. Yarthanociasvs =V

aquingue o

6. I b

7.

8.

9.

10.

1.

12.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

20% of total cover:

0= &\

U ) =Total Cover
50:/goftotal cover: i i
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:

1. N GV

2.

)

o bW

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation /
Present? Yes No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



£

O

. SOIL Sampling Point:NJ{;u | \LP!

.

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) % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks
O-F _ 3 “ﬁ_ joo L

e R R e s e B O

75\/@ e C
|2- 2o+ _ymepnee /Sé/w) B e T P W B AR 5
2.5 25)idn @

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lif\ing, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators forProblematic Hydric Soils’:

D Histosol (A1) : Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
H Histic Epipedon (A2) : Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
Black Histic (A3) | | Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
D Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) U Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
E Stratified Layers (A5) ; Depleted Matrix (F3) L1 Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) || Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
H 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) ; Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) |_| Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
. D 1 ¢cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) __| Marl (F10) (LRR U) Other (Explain in Remarks)
D B%pleted Below Dark Surface (A11) |_| Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
D Thick Dark Surface (A12) __| Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
H (‘}oastjPralne Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) | | Umbric Surface (F13) (LRRP,T,U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) |_| Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) |_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
H Sandy Redox (S5) |_| Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Stripped Matrix (S6) |1 Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

[ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: /

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Guif Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Projectisite: T K. QL\DL Jd

City/County: AL Co

Sampling Date: 5 B 2

Applicant/Owner: {\/ \ D

State: m D

Sampling Point: !U ) ET—£

Investigator(s): 6% Tr

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace etc.): D",D(

O/\ ‘

S W ‘?J;L Local relief (concave, convex, none): (,@VLLCKU C
Long: -’—7(065’67 84) 2

t—"
Slope (%): (>
Datum:’\h@!D 3

NWI classification: N O

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): (Y\Lp}‘ iL"lq ol Lat: EJ/C} 4 '-'—C‘;:“-j %95

Soil Map Unit Name: Ut‘ G y y o\ Ol IS L SLDIQ@/
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site tybical for this time of y"ear? Yeskare i NZ) ST
Are Vegetation ____, Soil ____, or Hydrology

Are Vegetation ____, Soil ______, or Hydrology naturally problematic? N

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

significantly disturbed? N Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _.~ i Ll

(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 / No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ /Mo o /
within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No
Remarks: ?E(\’\ { a. l B
HYDROLOGY

Wet!and Hydrology Indicators:

Eﬂﬂace Water (A1)

L High Water Table (A2)
Saturation (A3)

L1 Water Marks (B1)

H Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift Deposits (B3)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

D Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
D Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
L Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
L Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Q Other (Explain in Remarks)

D Ipundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required
[ surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
L brainage Patteras (810)

L Moss Trim Lines (816)

[ Dry-season Water Table (C2)

Q Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Mation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[[] Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ shallow Aquitard (D3)

[] FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[] sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes

7/N

___ Depth(inches): __

Depth (inches): l

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0



Ay’

VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: I N ETl

gl S e

- 15 = Total Cover
,,50% of total cover: __/ . 5—'20% of total cover: 5

Herb Stratum (Plotsize: __ /> . ) _
1"Phirgpn s auThelig
2. Joxltodendin) )aa(Calla

15~ FAC

' O§/= Total Cover
50%_7of total cover: 54: i 20% of total cover: 2,

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _ (> fz )
1. None

Ladi

>

o

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

5 0 Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
o’ 4 ;
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species 7
1. NV That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ~— ®
2 : [ Total Number of Dominant =2
3. E Species Across All Strata: ) (B)
4. i
Percent of Dominant Species (P“l /)
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: [ (A/B)
6.
7 Prevalence Index worksheet:
8 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
= Total Cover 9113 specnes. XA =
50% gtotal cover: 20% of total cover: acw sp?mes X2
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plet size: ®) ) i Fel spegies Xg=
EJO Db[ Z P 2 { ' ha_ ) 5 o= FACU spetaes x4=
2.3 &ccha/uw A L/ 7l 1D &~ BHC ) HPL species A
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A=

9% Ao

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 -Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
E{Eominanoe Test is >50%

[ 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0"

D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? / No

Remarks: (If observed, Ilst morphological adaptatlons below)

[90 Lc[(J

/’}],’:!’- 1 72 AL - /) 5
v A T LAALA

377! ,/f/'u,/z,/*f‘ hew¢ A ///M fﬁ 75 A
ol C - Pht //M 4} PO J{k%

WAL ¢ L //{/‘/L

o oleti bt

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: ] w ETL

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' _ Loc’ Texture Remarks
O-Y4 _ o ij I hy oya il S "0 -l Sacl

U-1o _7SleSs 95 _ S@sH S ¢ m Ser
lo-te cu'Fi O pelir i)

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
D Histosol (A1) JE Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
D Histic Epipedon (A2) : Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
]:l Black Histic (A3) | | Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
D Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) D Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
B Stratified Layers (A5) : /Depleted Matrix (F3) _D Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) “] Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
B 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) : Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) |_| Redox Depressions (F8) U Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) |1 Marl (F10) (LRR U) D Other (Explain in Remarks)
]:l Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) : Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
D Thick Dark Surface (A12) : Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
H Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) : Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) |_| Deita Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
]:I Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) |_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
E Sandy Redox (S5) |_| Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Stripped Matrix (S6) L1 Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

L[] park Surface (S7) (LRRP, S, T, U)

'Rfestrictive Layer (if observed):

f ~ Type: /
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

arks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: FSK W City/County: P‘pf CO Sampling Date;5 BJZL’

Applicant/Owner: m DTH State: (Y\D Sampling Point: 'TI’{LP L
Investigator(s): 6 ‘2) [ ] Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace etc.): DZ/Q Y@&S\ M Local relief (concave, convex, none): CM\M Slope (%): 2.-
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): [V\LIA") LMA’ Lat: Long: patum: _NADBS
Soil Map Unit Name: U,ADY’H %1\}4 S, (‘MJLI(&/ vewm C{f LD, O l S D(/}/' NWI dlassification: __/\ 614~ \[
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this'time of year? Yes h%o (If no, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? !\J Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? N (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
: ; o) / ‘
:ygr.opgyflcPVegeta;non Present? zes :o = Is the Sampléd Area /
VOiciSoH s ent ¥ 2 / within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No <
Remarks:
%
e

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) El Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

O] surface water (A1) L] Aquatic Fauna (B13) [ sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) X

High Water Table (A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) Q Drainage Patterns (B10) &\\

D Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) I;l, Moss Trim Lines (B16) \ ;

E_ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

B Sediment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Q Crayfish Burrows (C8)

L Drift Deposits (B3) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Atgal Mat or Crust (B4) LI Thin Muck Surface (C7) [ Geomorphic Position (D2)

D Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explain in Remarks) D Shallow Aquitard (D3)

D Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ]:[ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

D Water-Stained Leaves (B9) D Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? o_\/_ Depth(inches): —_—
Water Table Present? z epth (inches): H‘ /
No

Saturation Present? Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: \N{TI B U\ PL.

3 O Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: __ ) % Cover _Species? _Status
op - ODA .,

o
2 e Lo doe g

—

AT

/

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species z
(A)
_ _QQ___ (B8

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

1
2
3
4.
5.
6
7
8

LD

50% of total cover: /7 !

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plat size: 55 O )
/%2 Oﬂtﬁ il bo . 50

dcchama, i el 20
3. DIoSPUIes virgeficediiso 5
4 v J

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

/

< EAC
e

® N oo

= Total Cover
S,Q% of total cover: :57/ 3 20% of total cover: I :2

Herb Stratum, (Plot size:

)

6pubind .o ba : |0 —

oXicaodend o /zz,gz/m.« ol = AL
3! : Q ﬁé @#I eoletyceds & / (/{,PL
4’% %w o QUITew 2 ?fo =il
5. Lonidens. Lapoviicie LN FACU
6. Panicedd Lirgatfusry Z FAC
7. Solidasan 24. = e
8. Poacard ,g./b L) Thr e
9.
10.
1.
12.

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column Totals:

xX2=
x3=
x4=
x5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

L1 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

[1 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0"

D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

l Q_O = Total Cover
5079of total cover: QQO 20% of total cover: Zq

e d e )

ﬂ Y, ',r, ( 1/. ( //
‘ /

\ ( & "/

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:
1. Ny
2.
3.
4,
5. Hydrophytic
= Total Cover Vegetation
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: Eaosens? Yes ____ No
Remarks: (If observed/ list morphological adaptations bel )ow) . p ; )
I v 9, Ty R
P@P(u o ni( /)/\L /i[/,# [0 ,J*/L "’ L Qdgtniee] ( 3{"/./’ o AL A )
N1 / F‘ e "r.;" AL eAroa Asg f A
‘/l\j;’{«ig' \‘!,_ OV 1 O }‘Z/';J(' < A yior
Poacrw«» fry PHEER)
wetlind dmwlogy, vhydric
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SOIL Sampling Point: | WET E*UPL

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
inches Color (moi Color (moist % Type' _ Loc’ Texture Remarks
o—lﬁt 754/z§ﬂ 477 b i L T O T e

417 [ Sye e gsl TZEEE L TS5l G G S
[2=le+_1De q]z 95 74\/{;% SR R T

'"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. %L ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
E Histosol (A1) ': Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U) D 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)
E Histic Epipedon (A2) : Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
J: Black Histic (A3) | | Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
E Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
E Stratified Layers (A5) : Depleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) | | Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
E 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) : Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material (TF2)
Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) = Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
E 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRP, T) |_| Marl (F10) (LRR U) Other (Explain in Remarks)
[: Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) : Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
]: Thick Dark Surface (A12) : Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
E Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) : Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) L_| Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.
]: Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) |_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
E Sandy Redox (S5) |_| Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Stripped Matrix (S6) || Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)
[[] park Surface (S7) (LRRP, S, T, U)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
. bk o e

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantlc and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Elk Rk\az}lu

Sampling Date: 53 %’

Sampling Point: /

State:

ProjecVSite: City/County:
ApplicanyOwner: /W J /

Investigator(s): . . VA Section, T
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): I

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): MLRA l’-M 14'

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

tat $91.21044

hip, Range:

Slope (%): ‘S

Long: :'(0 556"54 Datum: N

i

Soil Map Unit Name: U—dp f'-ﬂ"-w'fs Sﬂ’lDOﬂl@a/ DssSii/le 5/0@65

NWI classification: F , MB L

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes
, Soil
, Soail

Are Vegetation . or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed? n Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

naturally problematic? A) (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

i

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes / No

Remarks:

Photo 1VFL-| . Wethd 15 S|
Sody Shott akeas.

% I of Hrq///ﬂ 15 bt

E2EM

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of twi
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Surface Water (A1) ___ Aqualic Fauna (B13)

___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Z igh Water Table (A2) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)
aturation (A3)
ater Marks (B1)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
{S‘/ediment Deposits (B2)
Drift Deposits (B3)

___ Aigal Mat or Crust (B4)
___ lron Deposits (BS)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

| askix Recentron Feduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

__ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
_Y_ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

jAC-Neulral Test (D5)

___ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Field Observations: /
Yes No

Yes; No

Yes v/ No

Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

*
Depth (inches): éi

Depth (inches): :ZZ

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks;

Fh do reend L, bof it

x40 of ot oy et
f jﬁm el by Hies %& V0hl ey

14 Iﬂ}’)fa ,,,/,0,,//7,
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VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

e
Sampling Point: 2/022// J

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 5 O )

TJAVAS &

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Specles? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

/
/7Y

(A/B)

P NP O AN

Saglini@hrub Stratum (Plot size: _ 5 O )
. (A/\/L/

50% of total cover:

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

® NG s LN

, 50% of total cover:

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

b tum (Plot size: ) —
%Mﬁw 2 55Al14 lop /[
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

50% of total cover:

5 Avé\/\b

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

'ood! m (Plot size: SQ )

Cnpi s |okE Sy

50% of total cover:

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: ultipl h
OBL species x1=
FACW species X2=
FAC species X3=
FACU species X4=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
< 2 -Dominance Test is >50%
__ 3-Prevalence Index is £3.0'
___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
then 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 t tall.

Woady vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes / No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Guif Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Poinl:l?)g(/g‘ gz ;

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' _ Loc’
or i BYRM 0

Texture Remarks
algps. Th LK

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

2L ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

‘Hch Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)
___ Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral {(F1) (LRR O)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3)

_ Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

__ Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8)

___ 1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) Marl (F10) (LRR U)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR Q, P, T)
Umbric Surface (F13) {LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, §, T, U)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Sails®:

__ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR Q)
__ 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F19) (LRR P, 8, T)
___ Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
(MLRA 153B)
___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

JIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Reduced Vertic (F18) {MLRA 150A, 150B)
Sandy Redox (S5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 143A)
Stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soll Present? Yes / No

Remarks:

//;Da{ v QK‘

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: p 5 K Rb bl} i (> City/County: M’W 9% Sampling Date: { } 7
Applicant/Owner: /ﬂ) State: _'@__ Sampling Point: ”?m L
Investigator(s): -D j f& k /% %m/} Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): 72‘/}/%&/ Local relief (concave, convex, none). _@u___ Slope (%): 3
Subregion (LRR or MLRA; MILIZA 14A S e 29.2]043 Long e (09 RE- 2SS | NpaumANADER
Soil Map Unit Name: L LLO Y’H‘\-@m QWLDD/HVLA (= %t b Aonts NWI classification: /\[! A

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the sue typical for this tlme of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _~____ No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology 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 ‘/ No 7/ Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ;

Remarks:‘ W ID/QM AFQ\/ \-WET-) v+ [HET
o  IWerd-uh-)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two requi
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) ___ Surface Sail Cracks (B6)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Aqualic Fauna (B13) ___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ‘
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Saturation (A3) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Moss Trim Lines (B16)
__ Water Marks (B1) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
___ Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) ; ] ___ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)
Field Observations: /
Surface Water Present? Yes No

=R 71 Depth(inches): _____
Water Table Present? Yes No f Depth (inches): /
Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerjal photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Uave 0 fine Yot wla dtoom Svige 2.
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VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: ZM Q'Q 7’0f/

Absolute Dominant Indicator

ﬁnge[ Sgegles’ Statzs

s b SE,
ree Stratum (Plot size: D )
/[ BT

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species -

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 6 (A)

_7__ ®
5 E/j/ (AB)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1: [

2.

3. / 4 ,%% lw
4. 505 alla k-1

5._{IJnls %erz ke n4 Kx el
6.

7.

8.

_,Lpﬂl = Total Cover _
50% of total cover: 20 (»_ 20% of total cover: 905

Saplina/Shrub Stretum (Plot size: ) -

1. el K' Bl 5 i I%L
2.__lovniceit WIRALKY

3 {n _‘f__ _Y___

4. (A negp

5.

6.

7

8.

l é = Total Cover

,50% of total cover: 3 /é 20% of total cover: g

15 N Al
T irew

5 é = Total Cover

50% of total cover: _U_L 20% of total cover: 2{_
’ p Y g
75“ N A7)
A 777
jp_ Total Cover

A

50% of total cover: /¥ 20% of total cover:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: tiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species X2=
FAC species X3=
FACU specles X4=
UPL species x5=

Column Totals: A) (8)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

_V 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
__ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0
___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub - Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woady vine -~ All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

i

Yes No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: / é /Zy(/[ 52 = Q ;0 &

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or conflrm the absence of indicators.)

er’:h = Mgtrtix e = stRedox Fe;t,ures = - o
(inches) = - or (mois! 9 olor (moist) ype' oc’ exture
0-6 7.5 yr 141100 TSl
o-1e DR BI6 I ———

Remarks

(4% @,‘4&{2 Ly M@é

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

“Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

___ Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) {LRR S, T, U)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U}

___ Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3)

_— Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_ Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8)
__ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRRP, T) Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)
Umbric Surface (F13) {(LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR Q)
2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR 8)
Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
Anomalous Bright Locamy Soils (F20)
(MLRA 153B)
___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
____ Other (Explain in Remarks)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

<

Hydric Soll Present? Yes No

Remarks:

oo Hhseable

WSL w [ém’;’n7

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0



Tdal

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: 125 K. &ehuiid City/County: fyaiilrmo e Sampling Date: _21{ 7} 24
Applicant/Owner: MBTH State: M]) Sampling Point: _2, hIE TA
tnvestigator(s): | F\? L BT Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): dep FessS {an Local relief (concave, convex, none){ 3N COWNE, Slope (%): \ %

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): Lf\@.fs ) 'NLF\R WY 9ALat: 3. 2.2 elololo SN Long: = Ma . BI 4 %'(«LCK‘)”\"J Datum: _j\ |ﬂ§2 83
Soil Map Unit Name: 11d 0 ¥ thients, h]ghmg&! g Q0 b5 py cend Slopes (Ue FleWI dlassification: _E 2.98 1,

Are climatic / hydrelogic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _X_ No_____ _ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

significantly disturbed? MO Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_x'_ No_
naturally problematic? NO {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

Ara Vegetation , Soil . or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydr.ophytic Vegetation Present? Yas \// No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes v No
Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes \/ No

Rematks: (edyond visited at vid-ivde, Ustd vigual nadicaders & viday
bGUn(‘AM\! i BEM a8 pidal ewdpvion dod o

—ndicatorg INCLwde % phvsicay wmwc"mﬁbwmm liye

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators {minimum of two required)

Piimary Indicators {minimum of one is required: check all that apply) El Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Ej/siurface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
High Water Table (A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) Q Drainage Patierns (B10)
Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B186}

L™ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) :[ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

/Sediment Deposits {B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ; Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Z Drift Deposits (B3) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) j Saturaticn Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) L Thin Muck Surface (C7) :[ Geomorphic Position (D2)

D_ Iron Deposits (B5} Q Other (Explain in Remarks) _E[ Shallow Aquitard (D3}

E[ Inundation Vlsible on Aerial Imagery (87) :[ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

] water-Stained Leaves (B9) [ ] sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U}

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes o No Depth (inches)N QY { F\ S
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches): _ O

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): ﬁ * Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \/ No
(includes capillary fringe) .
Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: .
Tidoy SCvub~shiun Wenond | dpwihng emegont  Hidol wehand o Joest
o ! ard Dorapsco River TO €ast

“fide neariy one foot above normal eweval o on i dowy

US Army Carps of Englnears Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Varsion 2.0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point:?.U\JETﬁ

. ' Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: !(I A 2( } )

% Cover _Specles? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

e A o

ﬂ] ! ?; = Total Cover
50% of total caver: Lio é 20% of total cover: \Qﬁg

Hetb Strafum (Plot size: _oxont )
1. Qhicigmike s QU§TLoNs 0% Y EAW
2. Bacchaiis _hotimifalig 10¢ _ N EAC

R
i

!m 2, = Total Cover
50% of total cover: 2«;‘?5; 20% of total cover; ‘DTJ
Woody Vine Strafum (Plot size: l() Z Z_-Q' )
N | P

1

2.
3.
4
5

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Number of Dominant Species
1.N/A That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: __ D )
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Specles Across All Strata: : ?.) (B
4. T -
Percent of Dominant Species .
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3[ 3 (AB)
6.
7 Prevalence Index worksheet:
Sl Taotal % Cover of: Multiply by:
= Total Cover CBL speclesl 1=
50% of total cover: 20% of lotal cover: FACW sp§0|es x2=
Sapling/Shiub Stratum y(Plot size: _10 X 20" ) . FACLsteme‘s x3s=
_Paghars Naimitelo FOL_Y  EAC | FACUspediss x4=
UPL spacles xb5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
D 1 - Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is »50%
2] 3- Prevalence Index is 3.0'
[1 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3in. (7.6 cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 #t (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-weody) plants, regardless
of slze, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytlc
Vegetation
Present?

S

Yes No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Enginears

Atlantic and Gulif Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: - ‘jﬂ E’;Tﬂ

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 (moisf) %

Texture
0-3" WONR%z R0y sandyloam
[OMBRMS 2009,

34,0 2-846/% 959 T.8YMe ST M loimy Sond
7

Loc®

Type' Remarks

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

*Location; PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrlc Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwlse noted.)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®;

E Histosol (A1} [ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR 8, T, U) D 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR O)
Histic Epipadon (A2) [ ] Thin Dark Surface {S9) (LRR §, T, U) :H 2 ¢m Muck (A10) (LRR 8)
E Black Histic (A3) : Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
]: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) D Pledmont Floodplain Soils (F18) (LRR P, S, T)
E Stratified Layers (AS) [] Depleted Matrix (F3) L Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)
Organic Bodies (A8) (LRR P, T, U) : Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B)
j: 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) : Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material {TF2)
j: Muck Presence {A8) (LRR ) __| Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
J: 1 cm Muck (A9) {LRR P, T) |_{ Marl {F10} (LRR U} D Other {Explain in Remarks)
E Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) __| Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 161)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T}
Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

|| Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertlc (F18) {(MLRA 150A, 150B)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils {F19) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright L.oamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 163C, 153D)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unlass disturbed or problematic.

L[] Thick Dark Surface (A12) ]

H Caoast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A}
Sandy Mucky Mineral (81) (LRR O, 8)

] sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox {S5)

[ stripped Matrix (S6)

[ park Surface (S7) (LRR P, 8, T, U)

i i

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches):

No

Hydrlc Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Verslon 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: _F S¥ Rebuirvd CliyfCounty: Elmﬁ Mot e, Sampling Date: 6“’ 24
Applicant/Owner; ™ DTR : State: M“ Sampling Polnt: 2 W E i Ii

Investigator(s): LP L ET Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): deoTession Local relief (concave, convex, none): (ONCANS Slope (%): | z,

Subreglon (LRR or MLRA): LRRS , !f\jljips MIA  Lat 39.22LU587 °N Long: ~ 7% - 515 093° W Datum: NAD 2
Soll Map Unit Name: d Arrinents , Wiinady . § 1 (S peqcent 5 : NWI classification: £ 2 7S

Are climatle / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, expiain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? A/ @ Are “Normal Clrcumstances” present? Yes \/ No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology nafurally problematic? NO {If needed, explain any answars in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegeta;ion Present? :es /, No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? es — No within a Wetland? Ves I/ No
Watland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remarks: phatas Cig,qb-\{"] L ‘ . )
. idat Wetand ot mid-fide dse VISMAl indicatls of tidal boundary W fiea
Oi'mgr é?fuﬁgvéﬁonué%?a‘ tndicarors | inciude PhySIcat MmAnan s, Witk “"‘f‘-_.d precise 1T
of wde difficutt 1o determine dut 1o heavy Wyter E\dnﬂwwd deposttion’ g

dense phrag YhizemeS

HYDROLOGY
Wefland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicatots (minimum of two required
Primary Indicators (mintmum of one is required; check all that apply} ]:[ Surface Soil Cracks {B6)
[ Surface Water (A1) L] Aquatic Fauna (813) L sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Ll High Water Table (A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U} Q Drainage Patterns (B10)
_E);aturatio_n (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines {B16)
Q Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) Q Dry-Season Water Tabie (C2)
Q ediment Deposits (B2) Prasence of Reduced !ron {C4) Q Crayfish Burrows {C8)
_EI_}Dr'rft Depasits (B3) LI Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ]:[ Salturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
D Algal Mat or Crust (B4) D Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomorphic Position (D2)
D Iron Deposlts (B5) E Other (Explain in Remarks) J:l Shallow Aquitard (D3)
]:[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) FAC-Nsutral Test (D5)
]:[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) D 8phagnum maoss (D8) (LRR T, U}
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yos ___l__{No —..__. Depth (inches): e 'i.do l}
Water Table Present? Yes _‘/ o___ Depth(inches): _ OO " /
Saturation Present? Yes _\" No Depth (inches): 0“ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe}

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

* fide hearly ont fost above normol elevation on Ui day




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampfing Point: Z}Mﬂ@

% Cover _Species? _Status

Absolute Dominant Indicator
' .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 2-0 [!M!H‘u)

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: l (A}

Total Number of Dominant

PN @GR LN

PN AR w N

= Tofal Cover
20% of total cover:

doat, ¥ FACW

50% of total cover:

Herb Stratum (Plot size:zﬂllfizﬁiéu«i )
1.?hmgm S austraiis
2,

0o N O e oA W

11.
12

[ { X ) Q = Total Cover
50% of tofal cover: 50 Z 20% of total cover: 20 zﬂ

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 20! v ivs )
1.

;o wN

= Tatal Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Species Across All Strata: \ (B)
Percent of Dominant Species \ /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: [ (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:;
= Total Cover OBL spemes: x1=
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: FACW spedies x2=
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: Z0° Yaditaf ) FAC specles x3=
FACU species x4=
UPL species X5=
Column Totals: (A} (B}

Prevalence Index =B/A=

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
[1 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'
[ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrolegy must
be prasent, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 em) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub —~ Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of stze, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall,

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ftin
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

e

Yes No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).




SOIL Sampling Point: ZWETB

Profite Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absenca of Indlicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{Inches) Color (moisf % Color {moist) % Typse' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-2"  7.5¥R5/z eoy mutl

3-120 |l@YRY2 5% S¥RMk 5% ¢ ™ _loayny sand

'"Type: C=Concentration, D=Daplation, RM=Reducad Matrix, MS§=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:

: Histosol (A1) ]: Polyvalue Below Surface {S8) (LRR 8, T, U} |:| 1 em Muck (A9} (LRR O)

[T] Histic Epipedon (A2) 1 Thin Dark Surface {S9) (LRR 8, T, U} 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR 8)

: Black Histic (A3) J: Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1} (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) {outside MLRA 150A,B)
: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) J: Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) N Piedmont Floodplain Solls (F19) (LRR P, §, T)
: Stratified Layers (A5) E Depletad Matrlx (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Scils {F20)

: Crganic Bodies (A8} {LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA, 153B)

[] 5 om Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T,U) | ] Depleted Dark Surface (F7) [ Red Parent Material (TF2)

: Muck Prasence (A8) (LRR U) E Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

[] 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) 1 Marl (F10) (LRR U} L other (Expain in Remarks)

[ ] Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) J: Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

j: Thick Dark Surface (A12) E Iron-Manganese Massas (F12} (LRR O, P, T) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

: Coast Prairie Redox {A16) (MLRA 150A) _I: Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present,

: Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, 8) J: Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic,

: Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) J: Reduced Vertic {F18) {MLRA 150A, 150B)

Z Sandy Redox (S5} J: Piedmont Flocdplain Soils (F19) {MLRA 149A)

|| Stripped Matrix (86) J: Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) {(MLRA 1494, 153C, 153D)

[ ] Dark Surface (S7) {(LRR P, 8, T, U}

Restrictive Layer {if observed):
Type: \/
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

fog% WMASSES




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/site: FSK_ Pyeppuiid City/County: BAimare, sampling Date: 5[ {24
ApplicantOwner:_ M DT M State: TAD Sampling Point 2=\ PL A,
Investigator(s}): ET, L'P Sectlon, Township, Range:
Landform {hillslops, tairace, etc.): ' Local relief (concave, convex, none): CONCQY &. Slope (%): __} [
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRRS ML?«“ \‘{Clﬁ Lat 39.7326954 °N. Long: —Tb. 5065 2 Datum:
Soll Map Unit Name: hign 1 { C NWI classification: ]\ , A
Are climatic / hydrologle conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes x. Ne (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegstation , Soit , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?JO  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes Y& No
Are Vegstation , Sail , or Hydrblogy naturally problematic? &0 (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrlophyflc Vegeta:lon Present? Yes 54 No % Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yos No A within a Wetiand? Yes No ><
Wefland Hydrology Present? Yes __ X No _~
Remarks: photos — 4329, 93 30
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Primary Indicators {minimum of one is required; check all that apply) ]:[ Surface Soll Cracks (B6)
|:| Surface Water (A1) El Aquatic Fauna (B13) _D_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
L1 High Water Table (A2) Marl Depaosits {B15) {LRR U} _D_ Drainage Patterns {B10}
Q Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Cdor (C1) _D_ Moss Trim Lines {B16)
_|_:|__ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Q Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
L sediment Deposits (82) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) LI crayfish Burrows (c8)
Q Drift Deposits {B3) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C8) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
E Algal Mat or Crust (B4) E Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomeorphic Position (D2)
El Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explain in Remarks}) D Shallow Aquitard (D3)
I:[ Inundation Visible on Aerlal Imagery (B7) J:[ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}
l:[ Water-Stalned Leaves (B9) J:[ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U}
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No >< Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No 5 Depth (Inches):
Saturation Present? Yes NoX, Depth (inches): Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes >< No
(Includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous Inspections), if availabie:
Remarks: .
Roadside dich constiveted 0 dcnsc Bt mateia allowing water fo pord.
1o hydﬂg sollS GSEiv




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: ZU E{.ﬂ

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover, Specles? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet;

Number of Dominant Specles J

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

Total Number of Daminant /
Species Across All Strata;

Parcent of Dominant Spacies  }
That Are OBL., FACW, or FAC: / ! (A/B)

(B)

NS oW N

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )

@ N Ok ® N~

= Total Cover
20% of total cover: -

0VL_Y okl

B50% of total cover:
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5«5 )
1. BOnwncuias. SCeLE roctus

%OZ,- Total Cover
50% of tokal cover: l{O 2;20% of total cover; lk} ﬁ;

Woeedy Vine Stratum {Plot size: }

O &L

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Pravalence Index worksheet:
Tofal % Cover of:
OBL species
FACW species
FAC specles
FACU specles
UPL species
Column Totals:

Multiply by:
x1=

x2=
x3=

x4=
x5=

A

(B)

Prevalence Index =B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >»50%
3 - Prevalence Index s £3.0°
D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' {Explain)

'indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic,

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree —~ Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 ¢cm) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardiess of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woeody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft {1 m) tall,

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 £ in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes X

No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations helow).




SOIL Sampling Point; ZJ’iQ E LA

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needad to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) _Color (molst) _ % Color (moist) % Type' __Loc®  _ Texture Remarks

Q-O"  1(0NR5/3 19 S Sy [0 Uravel Cefusal ar (0"
T.4a M6 15 L mayevial

Typs: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrlc Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls™:

1_| Histosol (A1) | | Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U} C 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR O}

[ ] Histic Epipedon (A2) [[] Thin Dark Surface {32 {LRR 8, T, U) 2 em Muck (A10) (LRR S}

: Black Histic (A3) : Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)} {(LRR O} D Reduced Vertic (F18) {outside MLRA 150A,B)

: Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmant Fleedplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

] stratified Layers (AB) : Depleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls {F20)

j Organic Bodies (AS) (LRR P, T, U) L] Redox Dark Surface (F&) (MLRA 153B)

: 5 em Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) E Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Red Parent Material (TF2)

|| Muck Pressnce (A8) (LRR U} || Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

: 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) || Marl (F10) (LRR U) D Other (Explain in Remarks)

: Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) L_| Depleted Ochric (F11} (MLRA 151)

: Thick Dark Surface (A12) L_| Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

: Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) [ | Umbric Surface (F13) {LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,

: Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) {LRR O, 8) [ [ Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.

: Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) L_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

[] sandy Radox (S5) LI Pledment Fleodplain Soils {F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) {MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Stripped Matrix {S6)
Dark Surfage (S7) (LRR P, §, T, U)
Restrictive Layer {If observed):

Type: ﬂm\\fﬁl 3

Depth (inches): [0 ! Hydric Soil Prasent? Yes No X
Remarks:




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: _ o K, Rﬂbuud City/County: RAIRM OIF & Sampling Date: 6’1 124
Applicant/Owner: HTH State: HD Sampling Point: ZWETA ] B ~UPL
Investigator(s): ‘—'P: ET Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terracs, ste.): berm Local rellef {concave, convex, none): _CONVEX Siope (%) _( %
Subregion {LRR or MLRA): LRRS; HLR“ NqA Lat: 39- 22(03 2] ('l N Long: ~Te. 5161510°wW Datum: Ljﬂn gﬁ
Soll Map Unit Name\Jdarinents, hiqhway, O 4o (S gercent Stopes (A€ F) NWI classification: N /P
Are climatic / hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes v No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vagetation , Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? A Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ‘// No
Are Vegetation , Soll , or Hydrology naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydr.ophy.tlc Vegeta'jlon Present? Yos No v Is the Sampled Area )
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No_ ¥
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks: PVIGTOS'. 974%- 50
berm between ZWETR + ZWETH + Patapsao kyer
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum_of two required)
Primary Indicators {minimum of onhe Is required; check all that apply) D Surface Soll Cracks (B6)
|:| Surface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) E Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
High Water Table (A2) Marl Daposlts (B15} {LRR U) Q Draihage Patterns {(B10)
Saluration (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1} Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)
L Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) D Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
[ sediment Deposits (B2) LT Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) LI crayfish Burrows (c8)
E Drift Deposits (B3) E Recent Iran Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C8)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Q Thin Muck Surface (C7) E[ Geomorphic Position (D2)
D Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explaln in Remarks) ]:[ Shallew Aquitard (D3)
]:l Inundatlon Visible an Aerlal Imagery (B7) D FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
D Water-Stained Leaves (B9) D Sphagnum mess (D8) {LRR T, U)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No v’ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No o
{includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (siream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if avallable:

Remarks:




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

,ZWE‘?MP.)'D

Sampling Point: i

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test workshest:

P !
Tree Stratum (Plot size: _{Q X 20 ) % Cover Specles? _Status Number of Dominant Species Z
1. HOYJS avpg 20t ¥ FACU | ThatAre OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Foiom
2 U\h:]\,!s PCI VI‘PO!IQ - 20% y EAC Total Number of Dominant H
3. pobima ps tudoacaeia 20C_ Y UPL _ | specles Across Al Strata: (B)
4. o
Percent of Dominant Species Q—/ :

5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: _ 7 4 (A/B)
6.
7 Prevalence Index worksheet:
s. Total % Cover of; Multiply by:

' R0 {, = Total Cover OBl species x1=

50% of total cover: __ 4O & 20% of total cover: “Q (. FACW spt.acles x2=

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: |{} X 28 } FAC SPGGIG.S x3=
1. E‘mnrpm Argticosd Geh N gpcu | FACUspecies x4=
2. Rosa i fioig 5% _ N Fpeyg | UP-species x5=
3. Ligustiym, 3INhse AS4 Y gAC | ColumnTotals: ® ®

Prevalence Index = B/A =

® N s

25 % =Total Cover
50% of total cover: 17«3 4 20% of total cover: 7.7
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: 10 X 2.7 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

L] 1 - Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

Q 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

1 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

[[] Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

1. Ioxicaden divn yadicans 0% M FAC
2. PAmeX crispus 0% N EAC
3. Cinna_ardnditacca 804 Y EACK)

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 In. {7.6 cm) or
mote in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m} tall.

Hetb - All herbaceous {non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

o J m (4’ = Total Cover
50% of total cover: \PQ Z 20% of total cover: —ZQ—Z!

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: m X280t )
1.7

SO

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes No

Remarks: (If obsarved, llst morphological adaptations below).




SOIL

Sampling Point: ZWETA[R~ LPL

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth __Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color {maoist) % Color {molst) % Type' Loc” Texture Remarks
0-12"  10YR 3 100 sandy \6om

"Type: G=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

*Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwlse noted.)
[[] Histosol (A1) [7] Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Histle Epipedon (A2) 1 | Thin Dark Surface ($9) {LRR §, T, U)
Black Histic (A3) ("] Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) {LRR O)
Hydrogen Sulfide {A4) : Loamy Gleysd Matrix (F2)

Stratified Layers (A5) [] Depleted Matrix (F3)

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 em Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)
Muck Presence (A8} {LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) {LRR F, T}

Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11)
]:[ Thick Dark Surface {A12) fron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T}
j:[ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A} | | Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

D Sandy Mucky Mineral (31} {LRR O, 8§} |_| Delta Ochric (F17) {(MLRA 151)

D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (34} Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)
] sandy Redox (S5)
1 stripped Matrix (S6) L
[ park surface ($7) (LRR P, 8, T, U)

|| Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (l-;?)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric {F11) (MLRA 151}

OO0

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F18) (MLRA 148A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®;

[ 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR 0)

2 om Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) {(outside MLRA 150A,B})

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19} (LRR P, §, T}
D Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20)

(MLRA 153B)

[ Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other {Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Typse:
Depth (inches):

No><

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: FSK hebuit d Clty/County: balhmore Sampling Date: 517 124
ApplicantiOwner: M DTH state: M1 Sampling Point: 2W ET C,
Invastigator(s): L‘Pl ET Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): shoreunt Lecal relief (concave, convex, nons): _YYON € Slope (%): 2%

Subreglon (LRR or MLRA): LRRS , MLAA IR 39.2278464 o AJ tong: ~Tlo 4139756 ° W Datum: NAD £2
. . Ado i, hignule e i . B2

Soil Map Unit Name: fthe \h g bs gtlﬂlﬂﬂ S\(_)pCJ {ll& F‘) NWI classification: §§ 1—-

Ara climatlc / hydrologic conditions on the site typleal for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.) ;...-/

significantly disturbed? N O Are “Normal Clrcumstances” prasent? Yes No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? NO (If needed, explain any answers In Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presen(? Yeos / No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Sofl Presant? Yes No____ within a Wetland? Yes / No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remarks: PhOTOS L 013 53 - 5(0
kwetland visited at tow wWde

- oreas suwsunding Wehonds indude 1OCK shovelint with no vegeistion oF Soils
no ¢prand Poivet was conected

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary |ndicators {mipimum of two required)
Primary Indicators (minlmum of one is required; check all that apply) D Surface Soll Cracks (B6)
::gurface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) . Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
%/High Water Table (A2) Mari Deposits (B15) {LRR U) Q Drainage Patterns (B10)
&4 Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B16)
@Ji\later Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) E Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Q Crayfish Burrows (C8)
E”Erift Depaosits (B3) D Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) D Saturation Visible on Aerlal Imagery (C9)
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) u Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomarphic Position (D2)
D Iron Deposits (B5) Q Other (Explain in Remarks) %/Shalfow Aquitard {D3)
]:l Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) FAC-Neutral Taest (D5)
D Water-Stained Leaves (B9) D Sphagnum moss {D8) (LRR T, U}
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes i No _____ Depth (inches): V{| !‘] £\ ‘ﬂ dq\)
Water Table Present? Yesﬁ No_____ Depth {inches) __ {3"®
Saturation Present? Yes M No ____  Depth {inches): ( }“ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes ‘/ No
{Includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerlal photos, previous inspections), If avallable:

Remarks:

* Tide heatty one ot doove nggmal oRNORON o s dcxy




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: ZWETC

Absolute Dominant indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ln’:(?.,()' }

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Spacies

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)

Total Number of Dominant 2

Specles Across All Strata: 8)
Percant of Dominant Species 2'/ Z2.

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: {A/B)

o~ @GR LN

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

Eo AT AN |

50% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: }0 ¥ 2.()* )
1. Bacchans  hamiimi tolia
2.

FAC

@ NG R W

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 25 & 20% of total cover: I! ) g;
Heib Stratum (Plot size: 10X 2(}*
(o N OBL

1. Hind  afeyniflorag
Q% N FAC

2 Bacchans hamitotia
3. Phoamies ausirans 0% _ar _FRCWY

1

@ N A

o

1.
12

% z='= Total Cover

50% of total cover: Eﬂ i E 20% of total cover: “g "{e

Woody Vine Stratum {Plot size: _| Py
1.

oA wN

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of fofal cover:

Prevalence Index worksheet;
Total % Cover of:
OBL species
FACW species
FAC specias
FACU species
UPL species
Column Totals:

Multiply by:
x1=
Xx2=

X3 =

X4=

x5=

(A) (B

Prevalence Index =B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

D 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

E\ 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

1 3- Prevalence Index is $3.0'

[1 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric sail and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
more In diameter at breast height (DBH}), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub - Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall,

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegatation
Present?

Yes 1/ No

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).




SOIL Sampling Paint; ZWET(.:

Profile Description; (Describe to the depth needed to document the indlcator or confirm the absence of Indicators.)

Depth Matrlx Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist} % Type' Loc” Texture Remarks

O-yn  2.5Y1/1 BOL 7-95YRMk 207 _C M \gaway sand sinne Yefua

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduged Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solis®:

: Histosol (A1) ] Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) {LRR S, T, U) E 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR 0)

: Histic Epipadon (A2) : Thin Dark Surface {89) {LRR 8, T, U) —E 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR )

: Black Histic {A3) : Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR Q) E Reduced Vertic (F18) {outside MLRA 150A,B)
: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) : Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) E Piedmont Floodplaln Soils (F19) {LRR P, S, T)
: Stratified Layers (A5) : Depleted Matrix (F3) E Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)

11 Organic Bodies (A6) {LRR P, T, L) : Redox Dark Surface (F8} (MLRA 153B)

; 5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) {(LRR P, T, U) : Depleted Dark Surface (F7) E Red Parsnt Material (TF2)

|| Muck Pressence (AB) (LRR U} ; Redox Depressions (F8) E Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

: 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR P, T} L Marl (F10) (LRR U) E Other (Explain in Remarks)

: Deploted Below Dark Surface {A11) L] Depleted Qchric {F11) (MLRA 151)

[] Thick Dark Surface (A12) [] tron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

: Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)} E Umbxic Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrelogy must be present,

: Sandy Mucky Mineral (1) (LRR ©, S) Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic.

[1] sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) [ ] Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 1504, 150B)

[¥] sandy Redox (S5) [X Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

] Stripped Matrix (S8) J: Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) {(MLRA 149A, 153G, 153D)

|| Dark Surface (S7)} (LRR P, 8, T, U)

Restrictive Layer {if observed):
Type: STOH (’,

Depth (inches): __ 4 ™ Hydric Soll Present? Yes " No

Remarks:

deposifed sediment atop ¢f iy shoretine




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Project/Site: FSK ?\Q\O“‘\d CityiCounty:_Danimeye Sampling Date: fgfjlzlﬂ
Applicant/Owner: MDNW‘\ State: HD Sampling Point: 2 [& ] El; }
ivestigator(s): LY ¢ F T Saction, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslops, terrace, etc.):T()e of 310 L Local refief (concave, convex, none): COT?CGV(L Slope (%): l %o
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRRS , HLRA WMAA ot 39.2286797°A  Long: = Tb-51113 1l W patum: _INAD 53
Soil Map Unit Name: the \ (4} ent et NWI classification: __ T M&

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions an the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No (If no, explain in Remarks,)

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Mydrology significantly disturbed? MO Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes Z No

Are Vegetation . Sait , or Hydrology naturally problematic? NO (If needed, explain any answers In Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling' point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydr.ophyiic Vegstation Present? Yes ;{ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No within a Wetland? ves 25 No
Wetland Hydrology Fresent? Yes X No

Remarks: PV\OJ\T:)B : 0\35%’” 5‘101 ) ‘
toe of SLope Wetand of Storn d1oin OWr ol - \\m\, provides pn’mmk[ h\jn‘lmm@ai :
Derened Qpove clay il J

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indlcators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two raquired)
Primary Indicators (minimum of one Is required; check all that apply) El Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Surface Water (A1) D Aquatic Fauna (B13) Q Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
High Water Tahle {A2) Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) El Drainage Patterns (B10)
D Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Q Moss Trim Lines (B18)
L]_ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roats {C3) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
% Sediment Deposits (B2) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) - L crayfish Burrows (c8)
L1 Dvift Deposits (B3) L Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) J:l Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery {C9)
D Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Q Thin Muck Surface (C7) D Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Depasits {B5) Q Cther (Explain in Remarks) [:[ Shallow Aquitard {D3)
Inundation Visible an Aerial Imagery {B7) ]E[ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}
I:[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9} D Sphagnum moss (D8} (LRR T, U)
Field Obseorvations:
Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No L Depth (inches): '
Watar Table Present? Yes_____ Neo _)(_ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_ No_\pﬁ_ Depth {inches): Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes _é_ No
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspeciions), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Reglon — Version 2,0



VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants,

Sampling Point: 2!&‘ \ )

Absclute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plotsize: D IO ) % Cover _Species? _Statug

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

PN o RN

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: l (&)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: } (B)
Percent of Dominant Species | /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: | (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by,
= Total Cover OBL species x1=
50% qf total cover: 20% of total cover: EACW sp(-acles Xz h
Sapling/Shrub Siratum (Plot size: 0 YQGIUAY AC species 3=
FACU species X4=
UPL species X6=
Column Totals: ) (B}

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N O A

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover;

Herb Stratum (Plot size:_5)' YO ChUS

1. 0hraamues GUstid s

!

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
E 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
[ 3- Prevatence Index is 3.0"
l:[ Proklematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' {Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

£5L Y AL

2R Codendion yadicans N FAG

3. Mieersia oryzoides ZO% N AR
4. Loniceréy Japanicg Sl N  FAQ
5.
+3
7.
8.
9,
10.
11.
12.

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 om) or
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 In. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall,

Herb — All herbaceous {nan-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height,

\Q-SM = Total Cover

50% of total cover:(QZ ‘, 5320% of total cover: 2@ &

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 5 ' !((,\diU-ﬁ )

IS

= Total Cover

50% of total cover: 20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes % No

Remarks: (If ohserved, list morphological adaptations balow).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point: 2 NET\)

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {meist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks

O+ 10TAY1 397 _2.5VR3¥4 ST D UM sndy cey loam
lo-10" 2.5Y%fy 0% AONRS/E 107 ¢ M [pomvy sand

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Malrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soiis™

[ Histosol (A1) :| Palyvalue Below Surface {(S8) (LRR S, T, U) L] em Muck (A9} (LRR 0}

["] Histic: Epipedon (A2) % Thin Dark Surface (S9) {LRR 8, T, U} 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR §)

: Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
: Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) :[ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, 8, T)
: Stratified Layers (A5} X Depleted Matrix (F3) LI Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20)

[ ] ©rganic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U} ] Redox Dark Surface {F6) (MLRA 153B)

: § em Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U} ; Deplsted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material (TF2)

: Muck Prasence (A8) (LRR U) L_{ Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

[ 1 em Muck (A9)(LRRP, T) Marl (F10) (LRR U) D Other {Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Ochric (F11) {(MLRA 151}

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRRQ, P, T) *indicatars of hydrophytic vegetation and
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) | | Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present,
Sandy Mucky Mineral {81) (LRR O, 8) Delta Ochric (F17) {(MLRA 151) unless disturbed or prablematic.

|_| Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) L_| Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 1504, 1508}
| | Sandy Redox (S5) |_| Piedmont Floodplain Soils {F19) (MLRA 149A)
|| Strippad Matrix (56) L.l Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D}

[ park surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U}
Restrictive Layer {if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Remarks:

S Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

HATMOTE

Sampiing Date: 217 / 24

City/County:

ProjectiSite: FSK. Kthﬁt\d

Applicant/Owner:

LY et

Investigator{s):

Section, Township, Range:

State: !‘_‘ﬂ Y Sampling Point: ZME l “ QPL

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hoe of S\OIJQ.

Lat; g‘-'l .22 3@’932"1

Long:

Local relief {concave, convex, none):'~00 ncove.

Siope (%): !. Zﬂ
Datum:; NﬂD 3.3

Subreglon (LRR or MLRA): LBRS ML?‘P\ M9 A

Soil Map Unit Name;

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical far this time of year? Yes é No
significantly disturbed? b Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ¥ No
naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation . Sall

, Soll

Are Vegetation

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

- T T8I W

MR

NWI classification:

{if no, explain in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Aroa
o 5

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ ¥ within & Wetland?

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

X

Yos No

Remarks: P\ng o 0\3 PR

HYDROLOGY

Woetland Hydralogy Indicators:

[ surface Water (A1)
High Water Table {A2)
ﬁ Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)
Q Sediment Cepasits (B2)
Q Drift Deposits (B3}
{1 Algal Mat or Crust (24)
Iron Deposits (B5)
D Inundation Vislble on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[] water-Stained Leaves (B9)

m|
|

Primary Indicators (minimum_of one is required; check all that apply)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Marl Deposits (B15) {LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicaters {minimum of two required)

[:[ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Q Spaisely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
L Drainage Pattems (210)

L1 mossTrim Lines (B16)

D Pry-Season Water Table (G2)

Q Crayfish Burrows (C38)

D Saturation Visible on Aerlal Imagery (C9)
]:I Geomorphic Pasition {D2)

[ shallow Aquitard (D3)

[ FAC-Nautral Test (D5)

1 sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present? Yes
{includes caplllary fringe)

Yes

No % Depth (inches):
Yes Ne

No X Depth {inches):

Depth (inches);

Wetland Hydrelogy Present? Yes No

X

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous Inspections), if available:

Remarks:

U3 Army Carps of Engineers

Aflantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point; ZW ETD "’UPL

l‘D '
Tree Stratum (Plot size: radiug )

Absolute  Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Staius

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Specles
“That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: { @)

1 ®
'_/(“ (ArB)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata;

Percent of Dominant Spacies
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

S = T R C R

50% of total cover:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: i' TO"C“US)

= Tolal Cover
20% of total cover;

N o R W

. 50% of {otal cover:

Herb Stratum {Plot size: radiuf)

1 PGV § GUST Ons,

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

5L N

2. JoW O dendmn radicant
3. _Parhe mw.imu!(. QNG Ul g

L N EAC
2% _ N A

Prevalence Index worksheet;

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species X1=
FACW species X2=
FAC specles x3=
FACU species X4=
UPL specles x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A =

THACW

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
E[ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophylic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
L] 3- Prevalence Index is <3.0'
D Problematic Hydraphytic Vegetation’ (Explain})

'Indicators of hydric soit and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Waady Vine Stratum (Plot size: )’ {GA 1) \)
1.

- £
{ !24 = Total Cover

50% of total cover:_ 1L L 20% of total cover: o4 o

Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or
rnore In diameter at breast height (DBH), regardiess of
height.

Sapling/Shrub — Woady plants, excluding vines, less
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 i in
height.

2
3.
4.
&

50% of total cover:

= Total Cover
20% of total cover:

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes )< No

k4

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

US Army Corps of Engineers

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: 2w ETD"UPL

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matfrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {mofsf) % Color (moist) % Type' _Log® Texture Remarks
0" ANRAIG 00 sandy joom
s L] [ LY . ' . .
12" 5%/ oL IOYRYE 20% SN oy il mattqal
"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Maskad Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Sell Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indlcators for Problematic Hydric Soils™
: Histosol (A1} 7] Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, N |:| 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR O)
: Histic Epipedon {A2) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR 8, T, U} 2 ¢m Muck (A10) (LRR 8)
Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O} D Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) D Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)
Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) D Anomalous Bright Loamy Seils (F20)

3000

Organic Bodies (A6} (LRRP, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F8) {MLRA 153B)

§ cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) D Red Parent Material (TF2)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

1cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) Marl {F10) (LRR U) D Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Cchric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) L | Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T) %ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
Coast Pralrie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) Umbric Surface (F13} (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be presant,
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S) Delta Ochric (F17) {MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5}

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, §, T, U)
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 1504, 150B)
Piedmont Floodplain Solls (F18) (MLRA 149A)
Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) {(MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D}

I

I

Type: ><
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:

# Horix O assumed 10 be o resuit ot day fin motenal ratha nan
Yr:duc;mj condifiong

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0
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Waters of the U.S. Data Sheet

wgiq,wsaiwoaﬂlz

Hydrologic Connectivity ‘| Upstream: £ N €v -

Project: MD'\/A' Irnng\" me g;us o ‘| ‘Feature TD: ﬁ‘\\}& / |-Stream Order: fHUA|

Date: 2\130 TR R }iState' MD ¥ Last Flag Number 20 UseClasss - -

Crew: =~ S I 2 B ] Countyr ﬂgm% 84414 [ Photos: &MZ, —-ﬁ%%. on Bfz0/2t 6566-67

Feature Hydrologlc Class and Jurisdiction: J

Hydrglogic Class Jurisdiction Reason
Tidal 1 TNW (a)(1) TNW Impoundment of- s Tributary Other Waters
-Perennial VImpoundment (2)(2) Tidal TNW (a)(1) L Relatively Permanent Relatively Permanent

"| Intermittent V| Tributary (a)(3) Interstate | Impoundment (2)(2) Significant Nexus Significant Nexus

Ephemeral Other Waters (a}(5) ‘| | Navigable -} Tributary (2)(3) Similarly Situated Waters: § Similarly Situated Waters:
Other

| Adj. Wetland (a)(4 B
HDownsu'eam( [ %\NC S -|‘Adjacenb’Abutﬁﬂg:J_’l__m ETA. _ﬂ.W@_

Feature Description: (check all that apply)

Shape {with respect to CHW)

Substrate

Vg_getaﬁon Cover Type (MBSR)

Natural Channel Shape Width: 2l

. MSilts 1] Sands

1 Muck

"} Artificial (man-made) Depth: j— g

Y;-"/Cobbles . 1/ Gravel

| Other:

V" | Manipulated (man-altered) Bank Erosion/stability:
Other: w04

§ uﬁ%%@gv

‘| Bedrock +| Concrete

BB Dra et [ ot sisiedl

Slde slope: || >ﬂ%l EZ%?{I?

Notes: (Saiian on erihey svAL o € culvery 'gi

: Bl <
Tundgr (o265 5100 Hoge o Cotoeet

LB: Hz&ig:em A

‘Weather/Precipitation Conditions:

Wrddy yO@asl

Inches of
Rain Within
Last Week

0-0.5

Duying Field Visit
No rain

Monthly Drought Condition
NCDC Divisional PDSE

httns://www.ncei.noaa.gov/accesslmonitog'gg/climatc—at—a-glance/divisional/magingMonth: e Year: 402U

State: ¥\D

Division: U@w Saahreane

Light rain 4 0.5-1 -6 -5 -4

-3 -2 -1 0 1

2 3 4 5 6

Heavy Rain 1/ >]1 Severe Drought

Moderate Drought Normal

Moderately Wet Severely Wet

Non-tidal tributary has: (check all that apply; include photos for each & list photo #)

Ped and Banks

Ordinary High Water Mark

Yes

Clear, natural line impressed on the bank

/| Bediment deposition

" | Sediment sorting

No . ;| Changes in the character of soil

" v/| Water staining

| Scour_

Zhelving

1] Presence of flood litter/debris

\/ | Vegetation matted down, bent, or absent

4| Destruction of terrestrial veg.

&/ Observedipredicted flow events

Abrupt change in plant community

| Leaf litter disturbed

| Presence of wrack line

‘| Other:

Tidal trlhutal'y haS' (check all that apply; include photos for each & list photo #)

High Tide Line

Mean H;gh Water Mark indicated by;

Chewrieal Characleristics

Oil or scum line along shore objects

-] Survey to available datum

| Water is clear

Fine shell or debris deposits (foreshore)

-] Physical markings

‘Water is discolored

Physical markings/characteristics

| Vegetation lines/changes in types

Tidal gauges

‘| Oily film

Other:

Notes:




HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET—LOW GRADIENT STREAMS (FRONT)
LocaTion oot i Pack Bd @) L IAS

STREAMNAME | W A

Available Cover

SCORE a

2. Pool Substrate
Characterization

SCORE

3. Pool Variability

Parameters to be evaluated in sampling reach

4. Sediment
Deposition

SCORE 9

5. Channel Flow
Status

SCORE L a.

fish cover; mix of snags,
submerged logs, undercut
banks, cobble or other
stable habitat and at stage
to allow full colonization

adequate habitat for
maintenance of
populations; presence of
additional substrate in the
form of newfall, but not

STATION # RIVERMILE STREAM CLASS \
LAT 39. 20APD _ LonG~7.64103Y | riverBasn Vatz o S (o | Darh move Hidon(
STORET # AGENCY i ;
INVESTIGATORS W1, T T
FORM COMPLETED BY DATE S | W |2 REASON FOR SURVEY

A m™ME L @ rsp Rebn Id

Habitat Condition Category
Farameter Optimal Suboptimal Marginal Poor
Greater than 50% of 30-50% mix of stable 10-30% mix of stable Less than 10% stable
1. Epifaunal substrate favorable for habitat; well-suited for habitat; habitat habitat; lack of habitat is
Substrate/ epifaunal colonization and | full colonization potential; | availability less than obvious; substrate

desirable; substrate
frequently disturbed or
removed.

potential (i.e., logs/snags | yet prepared for N
that are not new fall and | colonization (may rate at \Ll M‘) ¢
| not transient). high end of scale).

unstable or lacking.

SobShuke
o\lu\\‘/hn.)/ w'
Lonesed meot,

A0 0I5

Mixture of substrate
materials, with gravel and
firm sand prevalent; root

IS4 S SR 21l

Mixture of soft sand, mud,
or clay; mud may be
dominant; some root mats

All mud or clay or sand
bottom,; little or no root
mat; no subme

Hard-pan clay or bedrock;
no root mat or vegetation.

pools present.

mats and submerged and submerged vegetation vegetatlon 70 )\b
Eetation common. present.
20 19 18 16 | 15 14 13 12 11 10 Siid a3 152 Bl
Even mix of large- Majority of pools large- Shallow pools much more | Majority of pools small-
shallow, large-deep, deep; very few shallow. | prevalent than deep pools. shallow or po‘ls absent.
small-shallow, small-deep small
Cylvs—

of islands or point bars
and less than <20% of the

formation, mostly from
gravel, sand or fine

SCOREa 205191 SIENIF/AN1 GE LRI SN 4T3 12511 10EOR9S SRaS It 7 A6 Ll i IS4 3 1ER0,
Little or no enlargement | Some new increase in bar | Moderate deposition of Heavy deposits of fine

new gravel, sand or fine
sediment on old and new

material, increased bar
development; more than

both lower banks, and

available channel; or

bottom affected by sediment; 20-50% of the | bars; 50-80% of the 80% of the bottom
sediment deposition. bottom affected; slight bottom affected; sediment | changing frequently; pools
deposition in pools. deposits at obstructions, almost absent due to
constrictions, and bends; | substantial sediment
moderate deposition of deposition.
pools prevalent.
20 19 18 17 16| 15 14 13 12 11 109876543?10
Water reaches base of Water fills >75% of the Water fills 25-75% of the | Very little water in

available channel, and/or

channel and mostly

minimal amount of <25% of channel substrate | riffle substrates are mostly | present as standing pools.
channel substrate is is exposed. exposed.

exposed.

20 19 18 17 16| 15 14 13 (12) 11 HOBREOURI St 7iesim 6 uR | SiaS -4 53N EHRI S0,

Rapid Bioassessment Protocols For Use in Streams and Wadeable Rivers: Periphyton, Benthic
Macroinvertebrates, and Fish, Second Edition - Form 3




HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET—LOW GRADIENT STREAMS (BACK)

7. Channel
Sinuosity

SCORE

8. Bank Stability
(score each bank)

SCorRe'D (LB
SCORE O (RB)

9. Vegetative
Protection (score
each bank)

Parameters to be evaluated broader than sampling reach

Note: determine left
or right side by
facing downstream.

SCOREg_ (LB)

10. Riparian
Vegetative Zone
Width (score each
bank riparian zone)

SCORE 2 (LB)
SCORE _(ARB)

present, but recent
channelization is not

Habitat Condition Category
Parameter
Optimal Suboptimal Marginal Poor
6. Channel Channelization or Some channelization Channelization may be Banks shored with gabion
Alteration dredging absent or present, usually in areas of | extensive; embankments | or cement; over 80% of
minimal; stream with bridge abutments; or shoring structures the stream reach
normal pattern. evidence of past present on both banks; and | channelized and disrupted.
channelization, i.e., 40 to 80% of stream reach | Instream habitat greatly
dredging, (greater than channelized and disrupted. | altered or removed
past 20 yr) may be e tn'ely

Shoul
""ff 7

\\A/

The bends in the stream
increase the stream length
3 to 4 times longer than if
it was in a straight line.
(Note - channel braiding is
considered normal in
coastal plains and other
low-lying areas. This
parameter is not easily
rated in these areas.)

The bends in the stream
increase the stream length
1 to 2 times longer than if
it was in a straight line.

present. !ly,
SCORE s 2010 R | e 1 GRS 4 3 S TRR 12 Sl 10w =08 iR 700 5‘;:3 2 0

The bends in the stream
increase the stream length
1 to 2 times longer than if
it was in a straight line.

Channel straight;
waterway has been
channelized for a long
distance.

20 19 18 17 16
Banks stable; evidence of
erosion or bank failure
absent or minimal; little
potential for future
problems. <5% of bank
affected.

15 14 13 12 11
Moderately stable;
infrequent, small areas of
erosion mostly healed
over. 5-30% of bank in

reach has areas of erosion.

O e T /0

Moderately unstable; 30-
60% of bank in reach has
areas of erosion; high
erosion potential during
floods. Stzloilizd w |

\aye gravie\,

SEERd 3 150

Unstable; many eroded
areas; "raw" areas
frequent along straight
sections and bends;
obvious bank sloughing;
60-100% of bank has
erosional scars.

G e

Left Bank 10 9 6 2 1 0
RightBank 10 9 6 GRS D} R R ()
More than 90% of the 70-90% of the streambank | 50-70% of the streambank | Less than 50% of the
streambank surfaces and | surfaces covered by native | surfaces covered by streambank surfaces
immediate riparian zone | vegetation, but one class | vegetation; disruption covered by vegetation;
covered by native of plants is not well- obvious; patches of bare | disruption of streambank
vegetation, including represented; disruption soil or closely cropped vegetation is very high;
trees, understory shrubs, | evident but not affecting | vegetation common,; less | vegetation has been

or nonwoody full plant growth potential | than one-half of the removed to
macrophytes; vegetative | to any great extent; more | potential plant stubble 5 centimeters or less in
disruption through grazing | than one-half of the height remaining. average stubble height.
or mowing minimal or not | potential plant stubble YY\o‘zﬂ"

evident; almost all plants | height remaining. (1Y W

allowed to grow naturally. CATD

Left Bank 10 9 6 5 4 ( 3A) 2 1 0
Right Bank 10<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>