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INTRODUCTION

. ey . . . In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Site Location for the
This mitigation plan provides an overview of

proposed compensatory mitigation activities
for the Fowler Woods In-Lieu Fee Mitigation N eSS el
Project within the Huron- Vermilion o ([
Watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) Filchule | TSN e
04100012) located in Richland County, Ohio oy Wiar )
(Appendix A, Figure 1). The 23.1 acre site is = = SNk

located southeast of the Olivesburg-Fitchville e ,i'c;!ﬁi presee
Road and Noble Road intersection, just east of
Shiloh, Ohio. This site is part of the Fowler ,
Woods State Nature Preserve, owned and sheloy
operated by the Ohio Department of Natural
Resources (ODNR) Division of Natural Area
and Preserves (DNP) (see adjacent map).
Fowler Woods is one of the best examples in Galin
the state of a beech-maple community that

grades into vernal pools that are buttonbush dominated. These vernal pool wetlands
support a wide diversity of breeding amphibians including many sensitive species.

Huron - Vermilion Watershed

Fowler Woods State Nature &
GI amaio]  Preserve proposed In-Lieu Fee site

(13)

MITIGATION OBJECTIVES

The primary objectives of the Fowler Woods In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project involves
restoration of a highly degraded portion of Clear Creek (tributary to the Vermilion
River) along with an associated 50-foot riparian buffer. Additionally, re-establishment
of vernal pool wetlands and upland buffer will occur in an abandoned agricultural field,
which still has an active subsurface tile system. Our goal is to institute an ecologically
sound, well-developed and feasible restoration plan. The plan will generate in-kind
mitigation credits to replace advanced mitigation credits that have been sold in the
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012), Sandusky (04100012), and Blanchard (04100008)
watersheds. All these watersheds occur with in the HUC 6 (041000) Lake Erie Western
Basin watershed. These mitigation credits will serve as compensation for activities
authorized by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) through the issuance of permits.

The proposed mitigation project will provide an ecological lift through re-
establishment and rehabilitation of wetlands and stream on the site to compensate for
impacts to wetlands and streams within the 8-digit HUC watersheds. Additionally, the
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site will provide sustainable compensatory mitigation with minimal long-term
maintenance and active management needs, as per 33 CFR 332.7(b).

When approved, the Fowler Woods In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project will be designed,
implemented, and managed to attain the following basic objectives:

e Produce high-quality wetlands and
wetland buffer habitat that will result

CPF priorities for the Huron-Vermilion Watershed

in a gain in aquatic resource functions Fowler Woods State
Nat P

that are currently not present on the ature rreserve

site.

proposed In-Lieu Fee

e Restore and enhance Clear Creek to
provide high quality aquatic habitat,
improve water quality, regulate
watershed hydrology, and attenuate
runoff.

e Provide a diverse interspersion of
restored habitat features and buffers.

e Establish connectivity and habitat

corridors within an existing natural Oiliz: 4 W e
area. i

Restoratian Frioity Areas
Wk Conseration Frindly Areas

& Conservstion and Recreation Lance

e Provide an endowment for the long-
term maintenance of the mitigation site.

SITE SELECTION

The objective of the watershed approach as described in the 2008 Compensatory
Mitigation Rule “is to maintain and improve the quantity and quality of wetlands and
other aquatic resources in watersheds through strategic selection of compensatory
mitigation project sites.” A Compensation Planning Framework (CPF) is to be used by
ILF programs to “select, secure, and implement aquatic resource restoration,
establishment, enhancement, and/or preservation activities”. Described further in
the Preamble to the Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Rule (73
Fed. Reg. 19598 (Apr. 10, 2008).

The CPF developed by TNC’s Ohio Mitigation Program (OMP) aligns with the
provisions in the rule and is used to establish a science-based conservation approach
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for setting goals and priorities within each HUC 8 watershed of Ohio. Element 6 of the
OMP’s CPF outlines the program’s watershed approach. The map above shows the
project location in relation to the CPF conservation priorities in the watershed.

While the CPF mapping provides a large-scale overview of the watershed and its
conservation priorities, it is very important to also assess a potential project based on
its specific, on-site characteristics. In order to better apply the CPF to a site-specific
location, the OMP Site Evaluation Checklist was developed. Criteria that are assessed
and scored through use of the checklist include: watershed-based priorities,
surrounding land use, special ecosystems present, and nearby conservation priorities.
Appendix B contains the Site Evaluation and Selection Checklist for the Mitigation
Project site.

The proposed Fowler Woods In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project met all the mandatory
conditions including permanent protection, in kind mitigation, it is in the primary
service area where credits have been sold and it is located within a CPF priority area.
The Site Metric Score for the proposed mitigation site was a score of 75 out of a
possible 100 points.

The Stream Metric Score for the proposed mitigation site was high with a score of 70
out of a possible 100 points. The score for the Stream Metric received high marks
because it offers a mix of stream restoration opportunities, the causes of impairment
to the streams are correctable within the project area, and the biological restoration
potential of the streams is high.

The Wetland Score Metric for the proposed mitigation site was 70 out of a possible 100
points. The score for the Wetland Metric received high marks because it offers a large
amount of wetland restoration opportunities, the causes of impairment to the wetland,
namely hydrologic modification due to drainage tiles, are correctable within the
project area, and the biological restoration potential is high based on intact wetlands
in the vicinity.

Based on the above qualifications this project presents an ecologically sound option for
compensating for aquatic resource loses and improving the watershed.
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SITE PROTECTION INSTRUMENT

The mitigation project area, will be permanently protected using an environmental
covenant pursuant to Ohio Revised Code (“R.C.”) Sections 5301.80 to 5301.92. The
permanently protected area is depicted in Figure 1 in Appendix A. TNC is working with
the ODNR Division of Natural Areas and Preserves to draft the environmental
covenant. It will also be shared with the IRT for review.

BASELINE INFORMATION 1:62,500 USGS topographic map
(Ashland, Ohio; 1908) displaying location of

HISTORIC LAND USE AND IMPACTS

The project area was significantly altered
historically to allow for grazing and row crop : _ _
farming practices. The time frame for land Lt Bt NN
alteration started in the early 1800’s to current Wi PR dirks

day. Through the activities of row crop il e hiE M? el :
production and grazing, the land hasbeen tiled ||~ \r M't'ﬁat'c’,n e | AR
and the top soils have been greatly impacted 354 P20
through the many years of this process.
Furthermore, to increase the land availability
for crop production the stream on-site was
captured with the use of tiles.

ool g patee [ A

4 | ;|
g
o | P A
|

180, - g

- f ] e 4,/“ /
1= gy 5y AP
4 |

PHYSIOGRAPHY

The mitigation site is located is in northern May 8, 1959 USGS aerial photograph of mitigation
Richland County (Appendix A, Figure 1). The site showing mostly agricultural land use
site lies within the Low Lime Drift Plain (61c) YeEx)
Level IV Ecoregion. “The Low Lime Drift
Plain ecoregion has a rolling landscape
composed of low rounded hills with scattered
end moraines and kettles...” (Woods, et.al.,

2012) Mitigation Site

i

The site is located within the headwaters of
the Vermilion River, on “Clayey till (Hiram
till); occurs as hummocky ridges higher than
adjacent terrain” (Ohio Department of
Natural Resources-Division of Geological
Survey, 2018). The pre-settlement vegetation

4 | Page

N Fowler Woods
TheNature @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
COI’]SEI‘V&I’ICY = Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)




of the area surrounding the In-Lieu Fee site was primarily beech forest with smaller
areas of scattered elm-ash swamp forest (Gordon, 1966).

Based on information derived from the USGS 2006 National Land Cover Dataset
(Homer, et.al., 2015), current land use within 3 miles of the proposed In-Lieu Fee site
(Appendix A, Figure 2) is dominated by agricultural activities (74.3%), and to a much
lesser extent second growth deciduous forest (19.7%).

TOPOGRAPHY

The mitigation site topography is relatively flat and drains towards Clear Creek. The
highest point in the mitigation site is in the southern boundary of the site. Figure 1in
Appendix A provides a topographic overview of the site.

SOILS

There are six soil types mapped by the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) as being present within the study area (Soil Survey Staff, NRCS, accessed
2018). The acreage of each of the mapped soil types and their associated percentage
makeup of the site can be found in Appendix A, Figure 3. Two of the soil types present
are classified as being predominantly hydric: Condit silt loam [Cr] and Pewamo silty
clay loam [Pm]. Additionally, three soil types are partially hydric (non-hydric with
hydric inclusions): Alexandria silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, moderately eroded
[AdC2], Bennington silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes [BnA], and Bennington silt loam, 2
to 6 percent slopes [BnB]. The final mapped soil type, Cardington silt loam, 2 to 6
percent slopes, moderately eroded [CgB2], is classified as being non-hydric.

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Multiple site visits were conducted in the summer and fall of 2018 to observe and
collect information for a baseline assessment. The identified terrestrial habitats of
the study area are solely old field (Appendix A, Figure 5).

AQUATIC RESOURCES

Watershed

One stream, Clear Creek, flows from southwest to the northeast within the northwest
portion of the mitigation project area. The confluence of Clear Creek with the
Vermilion River is approximately 6.3 miles downstream of the project site. The
Vermilion River and Clear Creek were last assessed by the Ohio EPA in the 2005
Biological and Water Quality Study of the Vermilion River, Old Woman Creek, Chappel
Creek, Sugar Creek, and Select Lake Erie Tributaries, 2002. Ashland, Huron, Erie,
Richland and Lorain Counties, Ohio. The 2004 evaluation of Clear Creek was found to
be in compliance with the warmwater habitat life use designation.
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The mitigation site has a watershed of approximately 0.29 mi? in size and is 68.2%
forested, 0.52% impervious surface, and has 3.21% of the land developed in an urban
capacity (Appendix A, Figure 4). Hydrologic inputs to the site are: precipitation;
seasonal or temporal flooding from intermittent; and groundwater seeps located
adjacent toClear Creek. The mitigation site contains the following aquatic resources:
one intermittent stream and five wetlands. The riverine resources and wetland
resources sections below provide more details.

Riverine Resources

Mad Scientist Associates, LLC delineated the waters of the US and evaluated functional
assessments for the streams on-site with Ohio EPA’s Headwater Habitat Evaluation
Index (HHEI) (field forms are in Appendix C). The one stream on the site, Clear Creek,
an intermittent stream was observed within the site totaling approximately 764 linear
feet (LF) (Appendix A, Figure 5). The summation of the riverine resource and its
respective habitat quality evaluation scores can be found in Table 1.

Table 1. Riverine Resources within the Mitigation Site.

HHEI Aquatic Life Use/
Score PHWH Stream Class

Clear Creek Modified Class Il

Length (feet)

Clear Creek (Stream 1) is an intermittent flow stream with a substrate bottom
primarily comprised of silt, clay/hardpan, gravel and sand. The stream has been
modified in association with past land uses including capturing the stream with tiles
for agricultural productions of row crops. Clear Creek has an average bankfull width of
1.4 meters and received a HHEI score of 52 classifying the stream as a modified Class II
PHWH stream (Table 1, Appendix A, Figure 5). Current photographs of the Stream 1
are in Appendix F.
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Wetland Resources

MAD Scientist Associates conducted a field visit on November 19" of 2018 to collect
wetland determination data. Table 2 provides a summary of the wetland data collected
by MAD Scientist Associates and their associated ORAM data sheets are provided in
Appendix D. A total of five wetlands identified during field investigations (Appendix A,
Figure 7). Three wetlands were identified as palustrine emergent wetlands (PEM)
comprising a total of 0.068 acre. Two wetlands were identified as palustrine scrub-
shrub wetland (PSS) comprised a total of 0.089 acre. The total acreage of all wetlands
within the mitigation site is 0.158 acre. Photographs of the stream and wetland
resources and the location of where they were taken can be found in Appendix F.

Table 2. Wetland Data for the Mitigation Site.
ViBI

Wetland Plant Community ORAM

Cowardian Class Acres HGM Class Score Antidegradation
Category
Wetland A Palustrine Scrub Shrub (PSS) 0.015 Depression 29 1
Wetland B Palustrine Emergent (PEM) 0.004 Depression 29 1
Wetland C Palustrine Emergent (PEM) 0.006 Depression 29 1
Wetland D Palustrine Scrub Shrub (PSS) 0.074 Riverine 22 1
Wetland E Palustrine Emergent (PEM) 0.059 Depression 26 1

Wetland A (0.015 acres) is a depressional wetland and composed of a palustrine scrub-
shrub (PSS) plantcommunity. Wetland A is associated with sample plot A-Wet (Figure
6, Appendix A and Appendix E). The herbaceous layer for the PSS wetland is
dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and Canada goldenrod
(Solidago altissima). The shrub stratum of the wetland is dominated by red osier
dogwood (Cornus sericea) and pin oak (Quercus palustris), and the tree stratum of the
wetland is dominated by pin oak (Appendix E,). Wetland A scored 29 on ORAM placing
it in category 1, Table 2 (Appendix D).

Wetland B (0.004 acres) is a small depressional PEM wetland. Wetland B is associated
with sample plot B-Wet (Figure 6, Appendix A and Appendix E). The herbaceous layer
for Wetland B is dominated by reed canary grass with Canada goldenrod, Indian hemp
(Apocynum cannabinum) and black raspberry (Rubus occidentalis) also occurring.
Most of the shrub stratum contains pussy willow (Salix discolor) with red osier
dogwood, red maple (Acer rubrum), and callery pear (Pyrus calleryana) also occurring.
Wetland B scored 29 on ORAM placing it in category 1, Table 2 (Appendix D). .

Wetland C (0.006 acres) is a small depressional PEM wetland. Wetland C is associated
with sample plot C-Wet (Figure 6, Appendix A and Appendix E). The herbaceous layer
for Wetland C is dominated by woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus), tall fescue (Festuca
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arundinacea), and soft rush (Juncus effusus) with Canada goldenrod, grass-leaved
goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia), and wild carrot (Daucus carota) also occurring.
Most of the shrub stratum contains red osier dogwood. Wetland C scored 29 on ORAM
placing it in category 1, Table 2 (Appendix D).

Wetland D (0.074 acres) is a depressional wetland and composed of a palustrine scrub-
shrub (PSS) plant community. Wetland D is associated with sample plot D-Wet
(Figure 6, Appendix A and Appendix E). The herbaceous layer for the PSS wetland was
dominated Canada goldenrod and tall fescue with the shrub strata dominated by
sandbar willow (Salix interior) (Appendix E). Wetland D scored 22 on ORAM placing it
in category 1, Table 2 (Appendix D).

Wetland E (0.059 acres) is a small depressional PEM wetland. Wetland E is associated
with sample plot E-Wet (Figure 6, Appendix A and Appendix E). The herbaceous layer
for the PSS wetland was dominated by reed canary grass and with Indian hemp also
occurring. The shrub stratum of the wetland is dominated by pussy willow and red
osier dogwood, and the tree stratum for the wetland is dominated by quaking aspen
(Populus tremuloides) (Appendix E). Wetland E scored 26 on ORAM placing it in
category 1, Table 2 (Appendix D).

PROPOSED MITIGATION WORK PLAN

*Note - the distances, acreages, and credits are for planning purposes only. They are
expected to change based on IRT comments and the final design.

This project proposes to:

e Re-establish and restore 846 linear feet (LF) of an intermittent stream, Clear Creek,
through full-extent channel restoration involving dimension, pattern, profile, and
re-establisment of a new floodplain to improve water quality and stream ecology
(Mitigation Type 1 - Activity Level 2);

e Re-establish 2.1 acres/522 LF of extra riparian buffer (Mitigation Type 4 — Re-
establishment);

e Re-establish 4.2 acres of forested (PFO) and shrub (PSS) vernal pool wetlands in
areas of existing hydric soils.

e Re-establish 8.6 acres of vital forest buffer for wetlands.

e Re-establish 5.4 acres of extra upland forest buffer for wetlands.
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Streams

The Ohio EPA report “Biological and Water Quality Study of the Vermilion River, Old
Woman Creek, Chappel Creek, Sugar Creek, and Select Lake Erie Tributaries, 2002.
Ashland, Huron, Erie, Richland and Lorain Counties, Ohio” identified sources of water
quality threats and impacts including: direct habitat alterations due to agricultural
practies such as stream channelization, riparian removal, organic enrichment, fecal
coliform, siltation, and sedimentation. These sources of impairment have been
associated with high intensity agricultural activities, failing septic systems, and
suburban development. Sedimentation due to altered stream channels will be
alleviated through this restoration.

Clear Creek will be daylighted by reestablishing its channel above ground and
reconnecting it to its floodplain. Daylighting this stream will provide additional
benefits to aquatic life and will have instream habitat features constructed that are
consistent with those in appropriately sized reference stream reaches within the
watershed. The Mitigation Type and Activity levels of restoration as described in the
“Guidelines for Stream Mitigation Banking and In-Lieu Fee Programs in Ohio 1.1”
(2014) are displayed in Figure 7, Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve In-Lieu Fee
Project Site, in Appendix A.

Wetlands

From a wetland conservation standpoint, restoration of the Fowler Woods mitigation
site wetlands is highly desirable given its proximity to the Category 3 vernal pool
wetlands located within Fowler Woods Natural Preserve. Degraded conditions of the
mitigation site wetlands, and the need to offset the loss of wetlands within the
watershed will allow expansion of a very high quality and complex wetland system.
The Category 3 wetlands can serve as a template for wetland restoration in the area
and facilitate the spread of species, most specifically amphibians, from them to the
wetlands that will be re-established and rehabilitated.

Existing Wetlands

The existing wetlands on-site are being incorporated into the project through
expansion for Wetlands B and C. All the aforementioned wetlands are very low quality
herbaceous or scrub-shrub wetlands. These wetlands will be rehabilitated through
minor soil grading to restore pre-settlement vernal pool topography, control of
invasive plant species, planting of high quality native species, improvements to the
hydrological regime, and the establishment of forested upland buffers.

As described in the “Environmental Assessment for Control of Invasive Non-native
Plants in Wetlands in the Lake Erie Watershed in Ohio” (2011), wetlands, particularly
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throughout the Great Lakes region, have been overwhelmed by invasive plants,
creating drastic threats to the species richness and diversity of native plants and
animals, including migratory bird assemblages. In addition, these highly invasive
plants disrupt food webs and alter the water regimes of marshes and other wetlands by
increasing evaporation and trapping sediments.

Control efforts in degraded wetlands may take multiple cycles of treatment to
eradicate and/or significantly reduce the invasive species. Invasive plants within the
mitigation site will be treated using a wetland-approved glyphosate herbicide such as
Rodeo. Herbicide treatments could require up to two or three consecutive years of
repetitive applications, to eradicate/significantly reduce the invasive species and their
established seed bed. Additionally, the PEM wetland areas would then need to be
seeded and/or planted with native trees and shrubs and plugs of other desirable
wetland plants specific to the area.

Re-established Wetland Areas

Re-establishment of wetlands on-site will focus on the former row crop agricultural
areas where the topography is flat, or seeps are present on slight slopes, and there is
the presence of hydric soils. Figure 7 indicates our planned re-establishment of five
forested wetlands totaling 4.2 acres. The supporting hydrology for the re-established
wetlands will come from precipitation and groundwater. Because of the topography
and soils, wetland conditions should be easily developed, with minimal grading and the
disruption of any existing field tiles. Any required excavation will likely be shallow
(0.25-0.5ft in depth). Where grading is needed the topsoil will be removed, stockpiled
for a short time, and reapplied. During the design phase of the project, additional
wetland areas on-site will be analyzed and proposed when appropriate.

The re-established wetland areas will be planted according to the finished
grading/topography of the wetland and hydrologic regime appropriate for the
proposed species. For emergent areas, a native seed mix will be applied based on the
anticipated hydrologic regime. For the wetter conditions of more permanently
inundated areas, herbaceous plugs adapted to deeper and longer hydrologic regimes
will be installed. In addition, high quality, native woody species will be selected for
both the wetlands and their buffers. The revegetation will focus on creating vegetative
interspersion and diversity typical of the existing high quality vernal pools within the
Preserve.

For these wetland areas, annual maintenance will be essential to the success of the
control efforts and will focus on selectively removing invasive pioneers. A
comprehensive and accurately funded long-term management plan will be developed
for the mitigation site.
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DETERMINATION OF CREDITS
The “Guidelines for Stream Mitigation Banking and In-Lieu Fee Programs in Ohio 1.1”
(2014) and “Guidelines for Wetland Mitigation Banking in Ohio” (2011) were utilized
to estimate and determine credits for the proposed Strait Creek mitigation project.
Although the actual credits generated will be based on the as-built, and IRT approval,
the Guidelines provide general ratios. It is understood that:

Streams

. Mitigation Type 1, Activity Level 2 can generate ratios up to 1.75:1
Mitigation Type 4 (Extra Buffer), Re-establishment can generate ratios up to

1:4

Wetlands

Wetland re-establishment can generate ratios up to 1:1

Wetland buffer re-establishment can generate ratios up to 1:4
. Wetland extra buffer re-establishment or rehabilitation can generate ratios

up to 1:10

Table 3 provides the credit estimates for each of the streams and wetland areas based
upon the proposed Mitigation Work Plan.

Table 3: Stream and Wetland Credit Estimates for the Mitigation Work Plan

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Strear?Tor \;v)etland Conrnnet:::a:ifon A;:;es Credit Stream Wetland
yp P Ratio Credits Credits
Type 1: Level 2 846 1.75:1 1,481 --
Clear Creek (Perennial) :
Type 4: 522 1:4 131 --
Re-establishment )
Forested Wetland (PFO) Re-establishment 4.2 1:1 -- 4.2
Re-establishment 6.7 1:5* -- 1.3*
Wetland Buffer (50 Meter) Re-establishment
(Within the 100ft 1.9 1:10 -- 0.2
property buffer)
Re-establishment 3.2 1:10 -- 0.3
Extra Wetland Buffer Re-establishment
(Within the 100ft 2.2 1:15 -- 0.1
property buffer)
TOTAL: 1,612 6.1

Buffer credit proportion of total wetland credit would yield more than 30% therefore the ratio is reduced to 1:5 to reduce the amount of

credit given for wetland buffer.
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CREDIT LEDGER

The Huron-Vermilion Watershed (HUC 04110012) currently has 380 stream credits
sold with no additional stream credits on reserve and no wetland credits sold. The
Huron-Vermilion Watershed is located in the Western Lake Erie Basin (HUC 041000). The
activity of credits sold within the Western Lake Erie Basin is low for stream credits with 708
stream credits sold and 8.2 wetland credits sold for the HUC 6 (Table 4). Due to the small
quanity of stream credits sold it may be best to aggregate the stream credits to reduce temporal
loss within the HUC 6.

Table 4: Active Watersheds in the Western Lake Erie Basin (HUC 041000)

Watershed Name HUCS8 Stream Wetland Date of First Activity in
Credits Sold Credits Sold Watershed

Huron-Vermilion @ 04100012 380 0 3/30/2015
Sandusky 04100011 0 1.6 3/15/2017
St. Mary’s River = 04100004 0 0.4 8/15/2016
Auglaize 04100007 0 0.5 1/18/2017
Blanchard 04100008 0 0.4 10/4/2017
Lower Maumee 04100009 328 1 12/9/2016
Tiffin 04100006 0 3.9 3/15/2017
Ottawa-Stony 04100001 0 0.4 4/4/2017

Total 708 8.2

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The long-term goals of this project are to develop and manage a site that contains high
quality aquatic and wetland resources and buffers. As the Guidelines for Stream
Mitigation Banking and In-Lieu Fee Programs in Ohio states, performance standards
should be based on specific measurable metrics using standards in current use in Ohio
at the time the site is approved.

Streams:
1. Restored stream channels are vertically stable and connected to their
floodplains

2. Stream banks are laterally stable showing only insignificant change from the as-
built dimensions and the relocated stream channel will be stable, and the
stream meets the criteria for a Class II primary headwater stream by the end of
the monitoring period.

3. Pebble counts demonstrate appropriate substrate composition
4. Appropriate pool/riffle spacing

5. Biological and habitat standards such as QHEI, IBI, and EPT Taxa may also be
appropriate, but can only be developed and proposed once more assessments
are performed at the site and the engineering design plans are developed.
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Re-established Wetlands:
1. Released credits must meet wetland criteria {Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual (1987) and any subsequent versions/updates and all
relevant regional supplements}.

2. The wetlands must be inundated (flooded or ponded) or the water table is <12
inches below the soil surface for 214 consecutive days during the growing season
at a minimum frequency of 5 years in 10 (=50% probability). Any combination of
inundation or shallow water table is acceptable in meeting the 14-day minimum
requirement. Short-term monitoring data may be used to address the frequency
requirement if the normality of rainfall occurring prior to and during the
monitoring period each year is considered.

3. The wetlands will contain a minimum of 75% relative coverage by facultative
(FAC), facultative wetland (FACW) and obligate wetland (OBL) native perennial
plant species.

4. The wetlands will contain a minimum of 90% relative coverage of native plant
species.

5. The wetlands will achieve either a minimum VIBI-FQ score of 40 or a minimum
AmphlIBI score of 20.

Riparian and Wetland Buffer:

1. Aminimum of 400 native, live and healthy (disease and pest free) woody plants
per acre (of which at least 200 are tree species) must be present at the end of the
monitoring period. The reestablished buffer will contain a minimum of 90%
relative coverage of native plant species.

2. A minimum of 200 native trees per acre that are >3” DBH are expected. If all
trees are not at >3” DBH, other evidence may be presented that proves the trees
are on a trajectory to meeting this standard.

3. The re-established buffer will achieve a minimum VIBI-FQ score of 40.

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Monitoring is required to determine if the project is meeting its performance
standards and if additional measures are necessary to ensure that the compensatory
mitigation project is accomplishing its goals (33 CFR §332.6; RGL 08-03). The
monitoring will evaluate wetlands, streams, and associated buffers. Monitoring will
take place for a period of ten years following construction of the mitigation project,
and reports will be submitted annually.
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As stated in 33 CFR §332.6(b), the District Engineer in consultation with the IRT may
reduce or waive the remaining monitoring requirements upon a determination that
the compensatory mitigation project has met its performance standards, or extend the
monitoring period upon a determination that performance standards have not been
met, are not on track to be met, or remediation or adaptive management measures are
required.

After construction, an as-built report will be submitted to members of the IRT by
December 31% of the year of construction and seeding/planting. Thereafter,
monitoring reports will be submitted by December 315 of each monitoring year. The
schedule for submitting monitoring reports may be adjusted based on-site conditions
or to facilitate credit releases. Schedule adjustment requests will be coordinated
through the District Engineer in consultation with the IRT and do not require
modification of the Plan or ILF Instrument.

A minimum of 11 photograph monitoring stakes will be installed at appropriate
locations within the mitigation area following construction. The actual location and
number of stakes will be dependent on the as-built conditions. The stakes will be of an
ultraviolet (UV), light-resistant polyvinyl chloride (PVC) material and will be
identified with unique numbers. Photo documentation of site conditions will be taken
at these locations and will include the stake and stake number. Subsequent
photographs will be taken in the same area and with the same directions of view.

Wetlands delineations will be conducted in Years 2, 5, 7, and 10 using the protocols in
the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and Regional Supplement to
the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast
Region (Version @) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010), including the use of field
forms.

Vegetation monitoring protocols will follow the Integrated Wetlands Assessment
Program: Part 9: Field Manual for the Vegetation Index of Biotic Integrity for Wetlands
v. 1.5 (Mack and Gara, 2015). The Vegetation Index of Biotic Integrity — Floristic
Quality (VIBI-FQ) is an intensive assessment methodology developed by Ohio EPA,
which is used to monitor the ecological condition of mitigation sites. Focus plots will
be in the re-established wetlands and riparian buffer areas. VIBI-FQ scores will be
calculated using the data gathered from the focus plots. The focus plot(s) will be
monitored in Years 4, 6, 8, and 10. In addition to generating VIBI-FQ scores, data
collected will be used to calculate percent relative cover of native plants and native
perennial hydrophytes, as well as stem counts of woody vegetation.
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Amphibian monitoring protols will follow those protocols described in the Field
Manual for the Amphibian Index of Biotic Integrity (Micacchion 2011). Amphibian
monitoring will occur in years 4,6, and 8. Three sampling passes during the breeding
season are required during each year of monitoring.

Monitoring reports will include a narrative that summarizes project conditions;
supporting data such as plans, maps and photographs to illustrate project conditions;
monitoring results from functional, condition or other assessments that compare the
status of the developing project to performance standards; and any recommendations
for adaptive management or remedial measures at the project. A summary of the
parameters to be monitored is provided in Table 4 below.

Table 5: Monitoring Plan and Schedule

Streams
Monitoring Monitoring
Parameter Methodology | 0 | 1 ]| 2 | 3 |4 [ 5| 6 [ 7 [ 8] 9| 10 |
As-Built X
Photography leeq ph.oto . X X X X X X X X X X X
monitoring points
Cross sections - .
Depths and Repre§entat|ve X X X X
flows elevations
Longltudlnal Baseline Elevation X X X X
profiles Survey
i;i?l?gsank Pfankuch Elevations X X X X X
Habitat
Assessment QHEI, HHEI X X X X X
g::f;lﬁtge Pebble Counts X X X X X
Fish Sampling [BI X X X
Macromyertebra EPT X X X
te sampling
Water Chemistry | Select Parameters X X X X X
Report X X X X X X X X X X X
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Table 5: Monitoring Plan and Schedule (Continued)

Riparian Buffers, Wetland Buffers, and Wetlands
Monitoring Monitoring Year

. Year |
Parameter Methodology 0 |1] 23] 4a4]s 6 7 | 8] 9| 10
X X X X

Vegetation VIBI-FQ
Photography Fixed photo X X X X X X X X X X X
monitoring points
Habitat Woody stem counts, X X X X
Assessments native species %
relative cover, native
perennial
hydrophytes relative
cover
Wetland Delineation X X X X
acreage
Soils Vertical Profiles X X X X X
Hydrology Data loggers, staff X X X X X X X X X X X
gauges, reference
structures
*Birds/amphib | Observational/Detail X X X X X
ians/reptiles ed

* Additional detailed monitoring of birds, amphibians, and/or reptiles may occur if early observational
evidence suggests usage of restored habitat by sensitive species or if a main goal of the project is to
develop habitat for these species.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN

In addition to the above monitoring, the active monitoring plan will include an annual
inspection form to be filled out and included in the monitoring reports. The
information gained from the annual monitoring plan will provide a means of early
identification of potential problems with the mitigation project such as adjacent
property encroachment. The success of the project will be evaluated each year during
the monitoring site visits. If the goals of the project are not being achieved or on a
trajectory of being achieved, then appropriate steps will be taken to address these
problems. All actions will be conducted in consultation with the USACE and Ohio EPA.

PROPOSED MAINTENANCE PLAN
A thorough mitigation monitoring plan, as described above, is a major component to a
maintenance program and adaptive management plan.

In addition to the above monitoring, the active monitoring plan will include an annual
inspection form to be filled out and included in the monitoring reports. In the first
year following the completion of each phase, a minimum of three site visits will be
performed. The annual monitoring and additional site visits will be used to determine
the need for corrective actions such as stream bank repair, planting of riparian
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vegetation, amphibian habitat improvements, or invasive plant species control. If any
corrective actions are necessary, they will be addressed within 6 months.

The information gained from the annual monitoring plan will provide a means of early
identification of potential problems with the mitigation project. The success of the
project will be evaluated each year during the monitoring site visits. If the goals of the
project are not being achieved or on a trajectory of being achieved, then appropriate
steps will be taken to address these problems. All actions will be conducted in
consultation with the USACE and Ohio EPA.

These steps may include:
e Additional plantings implemented to ensure attainment of
diversity/quality/cover mitigation goals.
e Annual herbicide treatments of invasive, non-native vegetation, and as needed.
e Maintenance of instream structures.
e Improvements to amphibian species habitats.

LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT PLAN
As the OMP Instrument states, a long-term management plan must be developed for
each ILF mitigation project and included in or by reference in the Mitigation Plan.

The Long-Term Management Plan includes a description of long-term management
needs, annual cost estimates for these needs, and provides details regarding the
identity of the non-wasting endowment that will be used to meet those needs.

The Long-Term Management Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following
provisions:

1. Maintenance of the condition of structural elements and facilities of the site such
as signage, fencing, and roads. The Long-Term Management Plan will include
provisions to maintain and repair these improvements as necessary to achieve the
objectives of the Mitigation Project and comply with the provisions of the real
estate instrument providing protection to the site.

2. Improvements developed for restoration purposes such as access roads, berms or
water control structures that are no longer needed to facilitate or protect the
ecological function of the site may be removed or abandoned if consistent with the
terms and conditions of the recorded protection document.

3. Allowance of access to the site by the IRT.
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CREDIT RELEASE SCHEDULE

As the project meets certain milestones the associated credits will be released. These
released credits will be used to fulfill any advance credits that have been already
provided within the project’s service area before any remaining released credits can be
sold. The proposed credit release schedule for the Grafton & Lorain Correctional
Facilities project is below. Tables 9 and 10 summarize the schedule and provide
specific credit amounts for each milestone. Monitoring periods may be shortened if
performance criteria are met before the end of the monitoring period or extended if
not all performance standards have been met.

Stream Credit Release Criteria:

e Initial Release: 10% of potential credits.
o Approval of the final detailed stream design and planting plans
o Financial assurances in place
o Recording of long-term protection instrument

¢ Completion of Construction: 10% of potential credits
o Allin-stream construction complete and inspected
o Submittal of as-built site drawings

e Completion of Planting: 10% of Mitigation Type 1 potential credits
o All plantings complete and inspected
o Submittal of as-built planting drawings

e Second Year Monitoring: 20% potential credits
o Submission of Monitoring Report (imust have at least one documented

bankfull event)

0 Success evaluated by:

» All streams showing stability of in-stream pattern, streambanks,
profile and dimension, and appropriate benthic substrates as
documented by re-survey of the fixed cross-section and
monitoring points;

= All streams tending toward final performance standards;

» Riparian Buffer: visual evidence of riparian buffers containing the
appropriate target species in composition, diversity and density.

o Site inspection by the Corps/IRT
e Fourth Year Monitoring: 15% potential credits
o Submission of Monitoring Report (imust have at least one documented
bankfull event following second year monitoring)
0 Success evaluated by:

» All streams showing stability of in-stream pattern, streambanks,
profile and dimension, and appropriate benthic substrates as
documented by re-survey of the fixed cross-section and
monitoring points;

= All streams tending toward final performance standards;
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» Riparian Buffer: visual evidence of riparian buffers containing a
positive trend in target species in composition, diversity and
density.

o Site inspection by Corps/IRT
e Sixth Year Monitoring: 15% of potential credits
o Submission of Monitoring Report (imust have at least two documented
bankfull events following second year monitoring)
o Success evaluated by:

» All streams showing stability of in-stream pattern, streambanks,
profile and dimension, and appropriate benthic substrates as
documented by re-survey of the fixed cross-section and
monitoring points;

= All streams tending toward final performance standards;

» Riparian Buffer: visual evidence of riparian buffers containing a
minimum of three years of positive growth of species. Positive
trend in target species in composition, diversity and density
towards achieving success criteria.

o Site inspection by Corps/IRT
e Eighth Year Monitoring: 10% of potential credits
0 Submission of Monitoring Report (must have at least two documented
bankfull events following second year monitoring)
o Success evaluated by:

» All streams showing stability of in-stream pattern, streambanks,
profile and dimension, and appropriate benthic substrates as
documented by re-survey of the fixed cross-section and
monitoring points;

» All streams tending toward final performance standards;

» Riparian Buffer: visual evidence of riparian buffers containing a
minimum of five years of positive growth of species. Positive trend
in target species in composition, diversity and density towards
achieving success criteria.

o Site inspection by Corps/IRT
e The Final Release of Credits: The final 10% of the total stream credits may be
released once the final monitoring report has been submitted and evaluated
by the IRT. This final release is contingent on the site meeting all
performance goals.

Wetland Credit Release Criteria:

Initial Credit Release: 30% of the total wetland credits projected at the project site
maturity can occur, provided the following conditions are satisfied:
e The mitigation plan has been approved (signed by the sponsor, the Corps,
long-term manager, and the IRT);
e The site protection instrument has been recorded;
e Appropriate financial assurances have been established; and
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e Any other requirements determined to be necessary by the Corps have been
fulfilled (see 33 CFR 332.8(m)).

Interim Credit Release 1: Following the successful construction of the wetland
habitat and, up to 15% of the total anticipated re-established wetland credits may
be released if the following conditions are met:

¢ A minimum of 45% of the total projected wetland area for the entire
site must meet wetland criteria based on a recent delineation verified
by the Corps.
e The wetland areas are inundated (flooded or ponded) or the water
table is <12 inches below the soil surface area for < 14 consecutive
days for two successive growing seasons.
e Atleast 80% of the wetland areas are covered with hydrophytic vegetation; and
e For all forested wetland and upland buffer areas, it can be demonstrated that
a minimum of 400 native, live and healthy (disease and pest free) woody

plants (of which at least 200 are tree species) are present following initial
planting.

Interim Credit Release 2: If all necessary requirements described above are still
met, up to 15% of the total anticipated established wetland credits may be
requested for release if the following conditions are met:

¢ A minimum of 60% of the total projected wetland area for the entire site
must meet wetland criteria.

e These same wetland areas have 80% relative cover of native plant species;

e The same wetland areas meet either an interim VIBI-FQ score of 30 or
AmphlIBI score of 10; and

e For all forested wetland and upland buffer areas, it can be demonstrated that
a minimum of 400 native, live and healthy (disease and pest free) woody
plants per acre (of which at least 200 are tree species) are present following
initial planting, and the temporal photographic sequence indicates the site is
maturing and a canopy is becoming established.

Interim Credit Release 3: If all necessary requirements described above are still
met, up to 15% of the total anticipated established wetland credits may be
requested for release if the following conditions are met:

e A minimum of 75% of the total projected wetland area for the entire site
must meet wetland criteria.

e The wetland areas are inundated (flooded or ponded) or the water table is <12
inches below the soil surface for >14 consecutive days for four growing
seasons (based on hydrologic sampling);

e These same wetland areas will have 85% total relative cover of native species;

e The same wetland areas have at least 65% relative cover of native perennial
hydrophytes (FAC, FACW, OBL);
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e The same wetland areas meet either an interim VIBI-FQ) score of 35 or
AmphlIBI score of 15; and

e For all forested upland buffer areas, it can be demonstrated that a minimum
of 400 native, live and healthy (disease and pest free) woody plants per acre (of
which at least 200 are tree species), are present and healthy following initial
planting, and the temporal photographic sequence indicates that site is
maturing, and a canopy is establishing.

The Final Release of Credits: The final 25% of the total established wetland credits
may be released once the final monitoring report has been submitted and
evaluated by the IRT. This final release is contingent on the site meeting all
performance goals and any forested wetlands present have been clearly shown to
be developing into successful forested ecosystems (i.e., trees and shrubs are alive,
healthy, and present in the numbers and diversity described above).

Table 6: Phase | Stream Credit Release Schedule.

Released Credits .
Cumulative

Credits

Mitigation Milestone Percentage Number of
Credits

Approval of final plans, financial

assurances are in place, and the Site 10% 161 161
Protection Instrument recorded
Completion of construction and
submittal of as-built site drawings
Completion and inspection of all
plantings and the submittal of as-built 10% 161 483
planting drawings

Submission of 2nd year monitoring report,

10% 161 322

2nd year criteria met, and site inspection 20% 323 806
by the IRT

Submission of 4th year monitoring report,

4th year criteria met, and site inspection 15% 242 1,048
by the IRT

Submission of 6th year monitoring report,

6th year criteria met, and site inspection 15% 242 1,290
by the IRT

Submission of 8th year monitoring report,

8th year criteria met, and site inspection 10% 161 1,451
by the IRT

Submission of 10th year monitoring Remainin

report, all performance standards met, Credits g 161 1,612

and site inspection by the IRT

*Note that the expected stream crediting for future, advanced credit sales will be altered under
Ohio SWVM and this will impact the total credits earned and the relative percentage of credits.
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Table 7: Phase 1 Wetland Credit Release Schedule.
Released Credits
Mitigation Milestone Percentage Number of
Credits

Cumulative

Credits

Approval of final plans, financial
assurances are in place, and the Site 30% 1.8 1.8
Protection Instrument recorded
Submission of monitoring report,
wetland delineation, and site 15% 0.9 2.7
inspection by the IRT
Submission of monitoring report,
wetland delineation, and site 15% 0.9 3.6
inspection by the IRT
Submission of monitoring report,
wetland delineation, and site 15% 0.9 4,5
inspection by the IRT

Submission of Final monitoring report,
all performance standards met, and 25% 1.6 6.1
site inspection by the IRT

FINANCIAL ASSURANCES

The project will have several financial assurances in place to help ensure a high level of
confidence that the mitigation will be successfully completed. The financial
assurances will include:

e Performance Bonds — The construction contractor will be providing a
performance bond which will ensure the completion of construction activities.

e Project Contingency Fund — An amount equal to 5% of the projected construction
costs will be set aside and placed into a Project Contingency account. Funds from
this subaccount will be used to cover unanticipated costs which may arise during
the implementation of the project. Once the Mitigation Site has closed, the funds
in this subaccount will be released and will go into the long-term management
endowment, if needed, or otherwise will be used on other mitigation projects in
the same primary service area.

e Program Contingency Fund - 5% of all credit sales are paid into a Program
Contingency Fund account. This account can be used to fund unanticipated
program or project expenses not covered by the Project Contingency Fund (such
as catastrophic events which occur after the project contingency fund has been
released). Additionally, the funds can be used for management or maintenance
costs after site closure for stream repairs or invasive plant control deemed
necessary for project success.
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PROPERTY ASSURANCES

PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT
A preliminary title report has been ordered and it is pending.

WATER RIGHTS
Water rights are intact for the Fowler Woods Mitigation Site.

RESPONSE TO IRT COMMENTS - DRAFT MITIGATION PLAN

TNC received comments from the US Army Corps of Engineers Buffalo District (Susan
Baker) and the US Environmental Protection Agency (Marco Finocchiaro). Comments
from the IRT are in bold and underlined with follow up from TNC in italics.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 1. “A portion of the stream is fairly close to

Noble Road. How might the road affect the integrity of the stream mitigation? Is there
potential for road maintenance to infringe upon the stream corridor?”

At this time, we would not anticipate any potential affects by road maintenance. Maps
included in the Draft Mitigation Plan are conceptual and likely to change as we move
through the approval process. Once we have a better understanding of the potential road
easements, the project will be designed accordingly to ensure that only areas having
stream + 50-foot corridor are included when calculating stream credits.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 2. “What is the reference reach for the

proposed stream mitigation? Is there enough flow/drainage area to support the

sinuous stream channel?”

An appropriate reference reach will be identified further along in the project approval
process. The headwaters of this stream flow from the existing mature forested vernal
pool complex within the portion of Fowler Woods to the west of Olivesburg-Fitchville
Road. It is also feed by runoff.from the abandoned agricultural field located south of
subsurface channel. As we move into the design phase of the project, detailed hydrologic
studies will be conducted to determine the appropriate stream restoration approach and
how sinuous the channel should be to replicate a natural stream.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 3. “The eastern side of the proposed vernal
pools abuts active agricultural land and the northern side of the proposed vernal pools
abuts Noble Road. Is the proposed buffer sufficient and what potential threats might
agricultural and road maintenance activities pose to the vernal pools? Information

23 | Page
N Fowler Woods
T}“’N&ture @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project

LOn SCIrva ncy Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)




from TNC for other projects has indicated that larger buffers are necessary for vernal
pools.”

In general, 100 feet is the minimal amount of upland buffer necessary to support sensitive
amphibian breeding populations. And optimally there should be a connection to high
quality vernal pools within 200 meters of the new pools. The 200 meters, however can be
in any direction, and in this case the connection is to the high quality pools within the
Nature Preserve both to the south and west. While Olivesburg-Fitchville Road dissects
the Nature Preserve from north to south this is not an impediment to mitigration for
amphibians and they will cross the road during breeding runs to reach the new pools. The
pools to the south are on the same side of the road and amphibians will be migrating from
these also. The pools to the west are within 120 meters and the pools to the south are
within 50 meters of where the new vernal pools will be established. Migration can be
expected from both sets of pools. Also, all the new vernal pools are provided with 100 feet
of upland buffer, including the areas adjacent to the farm field and Noble road.
Additional areas on the property to the west are also targeted for upland forest re-
establishment to further improve the habitat potential for amphibians using the vernal
pools resulting from this project. Finally, existing forest to the south and in the main
portion of Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve (west of Olivesburg-Fitchville Road) will
also provide important habitat during the non-breeding portion of the amphibians’ life
cycle.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 4. “Currently, 380 stream credits and zero
wetland credits have been sold within the Huron-Vermilion service area. A total of
$106,400 is in the Huron-Vermilion account. The proposed project is over $600,000
which far exceeds available funds. How does TNC propose to fund the project absent
sufficient ILF funds?”

Previously, The Nature Conservancy submitted the “Low Activity Watershed Action
Plan: Request to Combine Credits in the Western Lake Erie Basin (HUC 041000).” The
proposed Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve In-Lieu Fee project represents the first
step to implementing this plan. In that report, the Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012) and
Sandusky (HUC 04100011) watersheds were combined. It is our intention to include the
1.6 wetland credits sold in the Sandusky watershed with this project. The $600,000
estimate could also turn out to be too high once we develop the project further with
detailed site design. We may still need to divide the project into a few different phases to
be completed over time, contingent on any credit sales which may occur during the
approval process.

24 | Page
N Fowler Woods
T}“’N&ture @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project

LOn SCIrva ncy Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 5. “How long ago were agricultural activities

abandoned? Have they been abandoned long enough such that normal circumstances
persist?”

According to the Richland County Auditor’s Office, the land was transferred to ODNR in
2001. Presumably, agricultural activities ceased on or near that time. However, no
restoration work has occurred on-site (e.g. no herbaceous seeding, tree/shrub planting,
soil contouring to restore natural topography, or disruption of subsurface drainage).

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 6. “Has a delineation been performed on the
site? “

Yes. The delineation report is included as part of the Mitigation Plan submittal.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 7. “Are there any encumbrances on the site?”

A full title search will be conducted on the site as part of the project development process.
We will not know definitively until that work has been completed. As of right now, we are
unaware of any encumbrances.

US Army Corps of Engineers Comment 8. “Buffalo District concurs with USEPA’s
comments regarding proposed buffers.”

See response below for USEPA comments

US EPA Comment 1: “In general, USEPA believes the Fowler Woods site has potential
to fulfill advanced credits sold in the Huron-Vermilion watershed.”

The Nature Conservancy plans to restore this entire project site with the intention of
achieving its full ecological potential.

US EPA Comment 2: “8.58 acres of wetland forest buffer re-establishment is proposed
to protect and/or enhance the wetland functions. Mitigation Type 4, extra buffer re-
establishment is proposed to protect and/or enhance stream functions. Additional
buffer labeled the 100-ft property buffer is proposed along all project boundaries. If

25 | Page
N Fowler Woods
T}“’N&ture @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project

LOn SCIrva ncy Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



wetland and stream functions on-site are already being protected and/or enhanced by
the proposed buffer re-establishment and rehabilitation areas, it is unclear what the
function of the proposed property buffer provided. The 2008 federal mitigation rule
does not allow credit generation for upland buffer areas that protect aquatic resource
buffer areas. “

“Itis also unclear what the 3.2 acres of “additional wetland buffer” described in Table 3
is as only the 8.58 acres of wetland forest buffer re-establishment is depicted in Figure
5.)’

1

‘As is consistent with the Guidelines for Wetland Mitigation Banking and In-Lieu Fee
Programs in Ohio and the Guidelines for Stream Mitigation Banking and In-Lieu Fee
Programs in Ohio, 1:4 credit for the 8.58 acres of wetland forest buffer re-
establishment and 1:4 for extra stream buffer re-establishment is appropriate. From
the information provided, any additional credit within the proposed buffer is
inappropriate as resources are already adequately buffered. Additional information
should be provided if additional buffer credit is proposed.”

The existing vernal pools located within the main portion of Fowler Woods State Nature
Preserve are of exceptional quality, with robust populations of several sensitive pond-
breeding amphibian species (e.g., Wood Frogs, Spotted Salamanders, Tiger
Salamanders, etc.). These species require substantial amounts of mature, upland forest
habitat for a majority of their life cycle. While most of these species do not travel more
than a few hundred meters in their lives, limiting the re-establishment of desirable
habitat to 100 feet would be limiting the potential of these species to thrive. Therefore, all
areas outside the actual vernal pool and stream restoration areas will be planted with a
high density of woody and herbaceous plant species to emulate the existing high quality
forested habitat of Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve. This represents critical
additional habitat which will enhance the amphibian breeding function of the newly
established vernal pools and goes well beyond simply providing physical buffer
protection for these resources. Additionally, for the mitigation plan phase of project
development, we have modified the credit ratios to ensure that upland buffer represents
less than 30% or the total anticipated wetland credits generated from the project.
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DEFINITIONS

Adaptive management means the development of a management strategy
that anticipates likely challenges associated with compensatory
mitigation projects and provides for the implementation of actions to
address those challenges, as well as unforeseen changes to those projects.
It requires consideration of the risk, uncertainty, and dynamic nature of
compensatory mitigation projects and guides modification of those
projects to optimize performance.

Advance credits mean any credits of an approved in-lieu fee program that
are available for sale prior to being fulfilled in accordance with an
approved mitigation project plan. Advance credit sales require an
approved in-lieu fee program instrument that meets all applicable
requirements including a specific allocation of advance credits, by
service area where applicable.

Buffer means an upland, wetland, and/or riparian area that protects
and/or enhances aquatic resource functions associated with wetlands,
rivers, streams, lakes, marine, and estuarine systems from disturbances
associated with adjacent land uses.

Compensatory mitigation means the restoration (re-establishment or
rehabilitation), establishment (creation), enhancement, and/or in
certain circumstances preservation of aquatic resources for the purposes
of offsetting unavoidable adverse impacts which remain after all
appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization has been
achieved.

Compensatory mitigation project means compensatory mitigation
implemented by the permittee as a requirement of a DA permit (i.e.,
permittee-responsible mitigation), or by a mitigation bank or an in-lieu
fee program.

Condition means the relative ability of an aquatic resource to support and
maintain a community of organisms having a species composition,
diversity, and functional organization comparable to reference aquatic
resources in the region.

Credit means a unit of measure (e.g., a functional or areal relative
measure or other suitable metric) representing the accrual or attainment
of aquatic functions at a compensatory mitigation site. The measure of
aquatic functions is based on the resources restored, established,
enhanced, or preserved.

Establishment (creation) means the manipulation of the physical,
chemical, or biological characteristics present to develop an aquatic
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resource that did not previously exist at an upland site. Establishment
results in a gain in aquatic resource area and functions.

Instrument means mitigation banking instrument or in-lieu fee program
instrument.

Interagency Review Team (IRT) means an interagency group of federal,
tribal, state, and/or local regulatory and resource agency representatives
that reviews documentation for, and advises the district engineer on, the
establishment and management of a mitigation bank or an in-lieu fee
program.

Performance standards are observable or measurable physical (including
hydrological), chemical and/or biological attributes that are used to
determine if a compensatory mitigation project meets its objectives.

Preservation means the removal of a threat to, or preventing the decline
of, aquatic resources by an action in or near those aquatic resources. This
term includes activities commonly associated with the protection and
maintenance of aquatic resources through the implementation of
appropriate legal and physical mechanisms. Preservation does not result
in a gain of aquatic resource area or functions.

Re-establishment means the manipulation of the physical, chemical, or
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of returning
natural/historic functions to a former aquatic resource. Re-
establishment results in rebuilding a former aquatic resource and results
in a gain in aquatic resource area and functions.

Reference aquatic resources are a set of aquatic resources that represent
the full range of variability exhibited by a regional class of aquatic
resources as a result of natural processes and anthropogenic
disturbances.

Wetland and Riparian Buffer, for this Instrument, means protective
habitat within 50 feet of all restored streams and within 50 meters (164
LF) and re-established or established wetlands receiving credit.

Rehabilitation means the manipulation of the physical, chemical, or
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of repairing
natural/historic functions to a degraded aquatic resource. Rehabilitation
results in a gain in aquatic resource function but does not result in a gain
in aquatic resource area.

Restoration means the manipulation of the physical, chemical, or
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of returning
natural/historic functions to a former or degraded aquatic resource. For
the purpose of tracking net gains in aquatic resource area, restoration is
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divided into two categories: re-establishment and rehabilitation.

Riparian areas are lands adjacent to streams, rivers, lakes, and estuarine-
marine shorelines. Riparian areas provide a variety of ecological
functions and services and help improve or maintain local water quality.

Service area means the geographic area within which impacts can be
mitigated at a specific mitigation bank or an in-lieu fee program, as
designated in its instrument.

Services mean the benefits that human populations receive from
functions that occur in ecosystems.

Sponsor means any public or private entity responsible for establishing,
and in most circumstances, operating a mitigation bank or in-lieu fee
program.

Watershed means a land area that drains to a common waterway, such as
a stream, lake, estuary, wetland, or ultimately the ocean.

Watershed approach means an analytical process for making
compensatory mitigation decisions that support the sustainability or
improvement of aquatic resources in a watershed. It involves
consideration of watershed needs, and how locations and types of
compensatory mitigation projects address those needs. A landscape
perspective is used to identify the types and locations of compensatory
mitigation projects that will benefit the watershed and offset losses of
aquatic resource functions and services caused by activities authorized
by USACE permits. The watershed approach may involve consideration
of landscape scale, historic and potential aquatic resource conditions,
past and projected aquatic resource impacts in the watershed, and
terrestrial connections between aquatic resources when determining
compensatory mitigation requirements for USACE permits.

Watershed plan means a plan developed by federal, tribal, state, and/or
local government agencies or appropriate non-governmental
organizations, in consultation with relevant stakeholders, for the specific
goal of aquatic resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and
preservation. A watershed plan addresses aquatic resource conditions in
the watershed, multiple stakeholder interests, and land uses. Watershed
plans may also identify priority sites for aquatic resource restoration and
protection.

Definitions Derived from: US Army Corps of Engineers, 2008. Watershed
Approach to Compensatory Mitigation Federal Register — 33 CFR 332.8.
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APPENDIX A

Figures
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Figure 1. Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve In-Lieu Fee Project Location Map.
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Figure 5. Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve In-Lieu Fee Project Stream Resources Map.
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APPENDIX B

Site Evaluation Checklist
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TNC ILF Program Site Selection Checklist

Mitigation Site Summary

Site Name Fowler Woods

Nominating Entity Ohio Department of Natural Resources
Watershed (HUC-8) Huron Vermilion (041100012)

County Richland

City

Parcel L.D. /Latitude Longitude 948082164/ 40.973335, -82.467720

Site Size (ac) 37 acres (ILF Restoration = 23 acres)

The following conditions must be met for all projects. If any of the boxes are left unchecked the proposed property
is currently not an appropriate OMP project site.

M Permanent Protection (The property is currently, or can be, protected in perpetuity)
M In Kind Mitigation (The property will provide the same type and amount of resource needed)
M Primary Service Area (The property is in a HUC-8 watershed that has OMP funds)

M Water resources impacts on the property can be restored on-site and are not the result of uncorrectable
watershed-scale problems (examples: toxic inputs, combined sewer overflows)

0 The property is NOT known to have severed mineral rights. Generally, ILF project sites are not acceptable if
there is a potential threat of mineral extraction on the property.

| Metric Summary

Site Score 75
Stream Metric Score 70
Wetland Metric Score 70
Estimated cost of site protection 0

Estimated Stream Credits Generated 1,730

Estimated Wetland Credits Generated 6.46

Estimated Complexity of Protection Based on Landowner(s) Interest Low

and number of parcels involved (Low, Medium, High)

Additional Considerations (circle all that apply): flood attenuation, nutrient assimilation, recreation, economic
activity, education/public outreach, job creation, scenic enhancements

Other:

Site Comments
Exceptional opportunity to restore high quality vernal pool habitat and an associated stream. The proposed
ILF project will target an old agricultural field that was purchased as part of the overall preserve, but never
restored, and has thepotential to significantly enhance the already large populations of sensitive breeding
amphibians currently present on-site.

43 | Page

_ N Fowler Woods
T}K’Nature % In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
LOH S€rva ncy - Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



Site Name: Fowler Woods
Program Site Selection Checklist: Site Metrics

Site . Site .
. Evaluation Parameter Score . Evaluation Parameter Score
Metrics Metrics
1. Watershed-Based Priorities (Choose all that apply) 6. Identified Potential Long-term Manager of Property - such entity must
have the necessary financial, administrative, and technical capacity
1 Adjacent to restoration project 5 Potential entity identified
1 Included in a Balanced Growth Plan 10 Interested entity
2 Within same HUC-12 watershed as impact site(s) 2 15 Committed entity 15
2 Adjacent/within protected conservation property 2 -2 None
2 Would meet a TMDL strategy SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts): 15
3 Is an existing Watershed Action Plan priority 7. Adjacent/Upstream Property Potential Future Land Use (20 years)
4 Within Compensation Planning Framework priority area 4 N/A
Add all that apply SUBTOTAL (Max 15 pts): 8 1 suburban high density (multiple subdivisions)
1 Private property 1 Industrial
3 Private property protected open space 3 suburban low density (occasional home sites)
4 X
Publicly Owned (but not a Park) 8 Rural /Agricultural
5 5 X
Park District/Conservation Ownership 10 Unimpacted / Forested
-2 Multiple Ownership (separate parcels) -1 Future roads/highway expansion
-5 Utility easement/Road impact aquatic resources or buffer SUBTOTAL (Max 10pts): 9
SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts): 5 8. Special Eco ems O e oose a at app

3. Sustainability of Proposed Long-term Protection . Onsite *1f none apply score 0

Designated CWH/EWH/Superior State Waters/Outstanding

0 Conservation easement purchase 1 State Waters
Conservation easement donation 1 Category 3 wetland 1
Existing Public land (not protected) 1 Known Federal or State Listed Species
10 Already protected land 10 1 Known significant wildlife use 1
1
10 Fee simple purchase 1 Park or Conservation Area
SUBTOTAL (Max 10pts): 10 Add all that apply SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts): 3
0 Cost per Acre is at or below the CAUV average for the county ' Adjacent *1f none apply score 0 '
No cost because already protected or donated 10 3 CWH/EWH/Superior State Waters/Outstanding State Waters
10 easement/covenant
10 Potential for a significant, additional funding source(s) for 3 Category 3 wetland 3
site protection (>25% of total cost)
-5 Cost per Acre is above the CAUV average for the county 3 Known Federal or State Listed Species
SUBTOTAL (Max 10pts): 10 3 Known significant wildlife use
5. Percent of Project Area within 50m from property line, road, utility 3 Park or Conservation Area
easement
0 >90% Add all that apply SUBTOTAL (Max 15 pts): 12
1 90-75% 0 g Information on Parce 00Se a at app
3 75-50% 3 1 Phase | or equivalent information completed
7 25-50% 1 Delineation completed (Date - ) O Approved JD
10 <25% 1 Biological inventories completed (IBI, ICl, VIBI, AmphiBI)
SUBTOTAL (Max 10pts): 3 1 Habitat inventory completed (QHEI, HHEI, ORAM)
1 Morphology data
Add all that apply SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts):
100
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Site Name: Fowler Woods
TNC ILF Program Site Selection Checklist: Stream Metrics

Stream . Stream .
) Evaluation Parameter Score ) Evaluation Parameter Score
Metrics Metrics

1. Type of Stream Restoration (Select 1 and add Mit. 4 if applicable) 6. Cause of Impairment (Select 1 or 2 and average)

Mitigation Type 4: Additional buffer work beyond 50 foot riparian little to no impairments

1 0
1 area
3 impacts partly from correctable channel modifications unrelated
1 Mitigation Type 2: preservation to watershed-scale problems
10 correctable channel modifications within properly functioning 10
2 Mitigation Type 3: Buffer only Enhancement or re-establishment watersheds

Mitigation Type 1: Level 4: Rehabilitation work on streams that

SUBTOTAL (Max 10 pts): 10

4 directly benefit channel stability, water quality and stream ecology

Mitigation Type 1: Level 3: May include but are not limited to full-

extent restoration on all stream types (used for high-gradient 5 7. Gradient (Select 1 or 2 and average)
5 streams with limited floodplains)

Mitigation Type 1: Level 2: full-extent channel restoration including
7 re-establishment of new floodplain on perennial or intermittent 1 high >3.0%

Mitigation Type 1: Level 1: full-extent channel restoration including

9 reconnection to original floodplain on perennial or intermittent 2 mod. High 1.5-3.0
Add all that apply SUBTOTAL (Max 10 pts): 6 3 low<0.5%

1 Ephemeral 5 mod. Low 0.5-0.8% 5
Interstitial SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts): 5
Intermittent 4 8. Biological Restoration Potential (choose all that apply)

5 Perennial 1 Project reach is <1 Rivermile (RM)of 4th order stream or larger

SUBTOTAL (Max 5 pts): 4 2 Project reach is in attainment of stream potential (WWH / PHWH)
3. Potential Length 2 Depth of topsoil is greater than 2 inches within the riparian buffer 2

0 <1000 3 Upstream is in attainment of stream potential 2

3 Project reach is in Non-attainment of stream potential (WWH / 3

5 1000-2000 PHWH)

10 2000-3000 4 Downstream is in attainment of stream potential 4
15 >3000 -1 Upstream project reach is in Non-attainment of stream potential
SUBTOTAL (Max 15pts}: 0 = Project reach is upstream of significant humanmade obstruction

to fish passage

4. Drainage Area from furthest downstream point (select 1 per stream) 5 Downstream of project reach is in Non-attainment of stream
potential
2

0-50 acres SUBTOTAL (Max 15 points): 11
20+ sq mi 9. Project Complexity
50-200 acres 4 9.1 Floodplain Restoration (Select 1 that best describes approach)
Stabilize stream in place (high gradient stream with no significant
4 10-20 sq mi 1 floodplain)
6 200-400 acre 5 Excavate new floodplain
6 5-10 sq mi 7 Need to elevate stream to attach it to historic floodplain
8 400-640 acres 10 Still attached to historic floodplain 10
8 3-5sq mi Sub-subtotal (Max 10): 10
10 13 s mi (2.65mi2) R.ank .Prc.:ject Components on scale -1 to 1 (-1 difficult/poor to 1
9.2 simplistic/excellent)
SUBTOTAL (Max 10pts): 4 Good Site access / trucking access / ease of equipment 1
lor-1 | movement
5. Overall Stream and Riparian Condition (choose 1 or 2 and average) 1or-1 Balanced Cut and fill requirements 1
Restoration lor-1 | Lowamount of fillimport needed 1
0 Stable, natural unimpacted lor-1 | On-site spoil potential / material available 1
2 Recovered, modified or channelized, natural lor-1 No water diversion / control required during construction 1
10 Unrecovered disturbed, modified, or armored Sub-subtotal (Max 5): 5
15 Unrecovered Channelized/Culverted/Dammed 15 Metric 9 SUBTOTAL (Max 15 points): 15
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Site Name: Fowler Woods
TNC ILF Program Site Selection Checklist: Wetland Metrics

1. Type of Wetland Restoration 7. Project Complexity

3 Preservation of Category 3 wetlands 7.1 Likely Construction Methods (score all that apply)
10 Enhancement of Existing Wetlands 1 excavation 1
15 Restoration of hydric soil areas 15 1 water control structure manipulation
SUBTOTAL (Max 15 points): 15 4 break tile 4
1 berm construction
3 Somewhat Poorly Drained (SPD) -1 diversion channel
6 Poorly Drained (PD) SUBTOTAL (Max 5 points): 5
10 Very Poorly Drained (VPD) 10 7.2 Planting Effort Required ((d)(1)(i))
u-::e(si;:itllz) Only non-hydric soils present High
SUBTOTAL (Max 10 points): 10 Medium 3
3. Slope of Proposed Restoration Site based on topo map or Soil Survey
Classification 5 Low
3 2-6% SUBTOTAL (Max 5 points): 3
Threats to Project Success (invasives, point sources, easements,
7 0.5-2% 7 .
7.3 herbivory)
10 0-0.5% 5 Medium 5
-50 (highly
undesirable) >6% 8 Low
SUBTOTAL (Max 10 points): 7 10 none
3 vigh
1 invasive species SUBTOTAL (Max 10 points): 5
2 Tilling ) Rank Project Components on scale -1 to 1 (-1 difficult/poor to 1
7.4 simplistic/excellent) ((d)(1)(i))
2 filling/grading 2 lor-1 | Good site access / trucking access / ease of equipment movement 1
2 mowing lor-1 | Balanced cut and fill potential 1
2 clearing lor-1 | Low amount of fill import needed 1
3 Tile lor-1 | On-site spoil potential / material available 1
3 Ditch lor-1 No water diversion / control required 1
-1 stormwater inputs sub-subtotal (Max 5 points): 5
-1 Urban/residential encroachment Metric 7 SUBTOTAL (Max 25 points): 18
SUBTOTAL (Max 15 points): 10 Wetland Metric Score: 70
WETLAND METRIC TOTALSCORE (Max _ pts): z
3 Emergent
5 wet prairie/sedge meadow
5 Scrub-shrub
10 bog/fen/kettle lake
10 Forested (vernal pool, wet woods) 10
SUBTOTAL (Max 10 points): 10
0 0-5ac 0
5 5-10 ac
7 10-25 ac
10 25-50 ac
12 50-100ac
15 100+ ac
SUBTOTAL (Max 15 points): 0
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APPENDIX C

Stream Habitat Quality Assessment Field Forms
HHEI (Primary Headwater Habitat Evaluation)

QHEI (Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index)
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Prronniod Medified Clons I PYH\WH

OhioEP\ Primary Headwater Habitat Evaluation Form ’;‘\

HHEI Score (sum of matrics 1, 2, 3) ¢

SITEHAMELOCATION £ gwy [®vr  Srlood B . =
Cleor Creoksrenumeer_— RIVER BasiN Meemilion, Reiv@i prainace areaim? 0. 2@

LENGTH ?.: STREAM REACH (f) LAt He A9 F Lone- 82 eI 3RvER cope — RIVER MILE _p - ] _
DATE ||; 19 hﬂlﬁ SCORERJENNO. EA“-E;.MMENIE'Q#.L{L:{'-A*E&. Shrearm from Failed +ile
T o o
NOTE: Complete All items On This Form - Refer to “Fizld Evaluation Manual for Ohio's PHWH Streams” for Instructions
STREAM CHANMEL O none ruaturaL cHannel DI recoveren ) REcoveRinG Q’HEGE\IT OR NO RECOVERY
mooiFicaTions: ~Tile, dra in 12"
1. SUBSTRATE (Estimata percant of every type of subsirate present. Check ONLY twa predarinant substrate TYEE boxes
(Miax of 20}, Add total number of significant substrate types Tound (Max of §1. Final melris soone is sum of bores AL B I'I.I"l.l HEl
TYPE PERCENT PE _ PERCEMT | Metric
0  oLDR SLABS [46 pis] SILT [3 i) N a] Points
OO0  8oULDER (2258 mm) [16 pts] ad| LEAF PACKANMOODY DEBRIS [3 pis]
a0 BEDROCK [18 pt) S a0 FINE DETRITUS [3 pts] o i ::!u::t.r::
OO coBBLE (85255 mm) [12pts] WO cLar o HARDPAN [0 0t )
OO0  cravEL (2464 mm)[2 pts] 00  wMuckpts) b | ‘:‘p.
OO0  sanDi<z mm) (6 pts] 1s O30  arTIFICIAL (3 pts] _ :
Tetal of Percentages of &) B 11 a+m
Bldr Siahs, Boulder, Cobble, Bedrock ) i3 ' 1 H
SCORE OF TWO MOST PREDOMINATE SUBSTRATE TYPES: weamd TOTAL NUMBER OF SUBSTRATE TYPES: lense'|
i Maximum Pool Depth (Measure the maximum pasl dapth within the &1 meter (200 f1) evaluation resch at the bme of | Fool Depth
evaluation. Avold plunge pools from. road cubverts of storm water pipes)  (Chesk ONLY ene box): | Bax = 30
0, =30 cantirmeters [20 pis] > 5cm =10 ¢m [15 pts] ]
"‘D{ =225 -30em[3opts] G H e O <sempspis) - 50’
[0 »10-22 5em 24 pts) ] NOWATER OR MOIST CHANMEL [0 pls] =g |
] T [F] :?.G.’f F
ER - el
COMMENTE 3 3 . MAXIEIUM POOL DEPTH (centimatars); ‘e
1 BANK FULL WIDTH [Measurad a5 tha average of 34 measurements) [Chack ONLY one bos Bankfull
9 = 4. Omesters (= 137 [30 pis] =10m - 18m = T 3"« £ 8% [45 pes]
*30m -40m (=9 - 133 [25 pes] « O ziomiz7305pe
O »18m-20m (=4 8- 9 7 [20 pts]
' 1
[
COMMENTS % 3 - 3 L. 5 AVERAGE BANKFULL WIDTH {meters)

This information musi also be complatad
RIPARIAN ZOME AND FLOODPLAIN QUALITY FMNOTE: River Let (L) &and Right (R) a5 looking downstrearmde

RIFARIAN WIDTH FLOODPLAIN ALITY
LR, {Per Bank) L R (Most Predominant per Bank) L R
MJ Wide =10m OO  masure Farest, wetizng O3  censeration Tilage
OO0  ederate 5-10m \,@:3. ::::;Iure Fompel; 8mits o Ol a0 Urban or Indusirial
§ OO0 Harow <sm O Residential Park, Mew Fleld a0 Ef;n Podaii: Rov
. O3 Hene . O3  Fenced Pasture oo Mining er Construction
¥ COMMBNTS .
FLOW REGIME (At Time of Evalualion) (Check ONLY ane bax) -
l/zl, Stream Flowing " O Maist Channel isciated poods, né flow (intermittent)
O Subsurtace flow with isolated pocls (Inlerstiial) ) Dry chanrel, na weler (Ephermeral)
COMMENTS
SINVOSITY (Nurmber of bends per 61 m (200 ) of channel) ek ONLY ene Box): nd j
Mane q 1.0 \/é? 2.0 a 30 v ﬂr L]
F R ] - 1.5 2.5 =3 W
¢ levedion [1e3 -] 53 Pt lb['? 15 bends
STREAM GRADIENT ESTIMATE "
k.o _ 10 (0 Fiat s ey O Fiat to Mederate OV reoderate 2 w100 1y yﬂfrﬂcﬂerare ta Severe O severe j1onoos

oo loB

PHWH Form Page - 1

Jures 201, 2008 Rl

*0n E,-U("J'-b:i seotvons. 'O'H“\'DJ/ 'E}W‘{F‘lﬂ"ﬂg Wd%ﬂ'fﬂumﬁu
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J #

L

Al OMAL STR NEORMATY 5 Informatio 5t Also be Completed):;
GHEI PERFORMED? - ([ ves @/Nu QHE Scare _________ [If Yes. Aftach Completed QHE| Feem)
DOWNSTREAM DESIGMATED USE(S)
OV mame: Distance from Evaluated Stream
3 M Hame: Cistance from Evalusted Stream
[ e Hame: Distance from Evaluated Stream

MAFPING: ATTACH COPIES OF MAPS, INCLUDING THE ENTIRE WATERSHED AREA CLEARLY MARK THE SITE LOCATION

USES Quadrangle Name; Ol u%burd P  NRCS Soll Mep Page_____ NRGCS Suil Map Streem Srder ____
conyRei Ghland ¢ S ﬁ?mifl'ﬂdfl oH
MISCELLANEOUS
Sase Flow Conditicns? (¥N):_Y___ Date of last precipitatien ,ﬂ/l q/el8 aumw&f_ﬁﬂ"-ﬂjlﬂ + S el
Phetograph Informatien Dacn 0320 "'{A%H%
Erevated Turtidny? (v IS Genopy (% open: _-'_'Ls_f Mest 13. har b /51‘*' vbs Whove d %I'W‘Eﬁg

Ware samples collected for water eharistry? (YIN) (Mete lab sample no. or id. and altech results) Lab Mumber:

-

Field Meuu'e-;.ﬂlp&mp (T~ Dissoheed Owygen (mgl) _- pH(EW) = Conductivity (wmbosfem)

|5 the sampling reach reprasentative of the stream (¥/H) 4 If not. plesss axplain:

Bddtional commantsidescription of pofution .h:QQS'MMEd {;WW VUHHF-M.- M&M-
broken /farled iy fran bishoric merqg‘ d

BIQTIC EVALUATION

Perforned? (Vi) _u___ (i Yes, Recerd all cosenations. Voucher collecions apfonal. NOTE: @il voucher samples must be labeled with the sile
D rumber. include appropriate Seid data sheets from the Primary Headwater Habitat Assessment Pdaualy

Figh Observed? [Y/M) N vouehes? (v llj saarpapders Coserves? (Y_fN veuecher? pim)
Fregs or Tedpoles Observed? [¥/N), Veucher? (Y] Aquatic Mecreinverietrates Chsened? (YN) Wouchar? (/M)

Comments Regarding E.dog,-:ND & E.J-.a-. C é» v i & Ig_’j H"{' | ALw] L—nh'{"ﬂ‘- [a] bs;—tﬂ’l—"ﬁ&

DRAWING AND MARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF STREAM REACH (This must be completed):
Includs Important landmarks and ather featuras of Intarest for =it evaluation and a narrative description of the siraam's location

- — ———

Neole Road
— e

mﬁ: Sheeam 4 ;lo»ﬂ'-'d[kﬂ& E-E?—J““’”S @ﬂﬂi lmﬂ“‘-?%-% -F-L}wer 0.0S mi
oc abed on norilesn locundany of side n _coprer -

J.r.e-u.-.;:l'l:TmS HHE“ anl G.S‘;n;;i%.-fi &G.»a/t'l Lﬂlﬂ&] Pﬁ'r"f‘z E"ﬂ_ﬁj
Concdmmons mtua, v ur}. un Cﬂn’m«mqj
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APPENDIXD

Wetland Habitat Quality Assessment Field Forms

ORAM (Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands)

50 | Page

N Fowler Woods
'IzhCNature \ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
LOH S€rva ncy Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



Background Information

Name:

Jim Palus, Jenna Odegard

Date:

12/5/2018

Affiliation:

MAD Scientist Associates

Address:

253 Morth State Street, Suite 101 Westerville, Ohio 43081
Phone Number:

(614) 818-9156

e-mail address:
jenna@madscientistassociates net

Name of Wetland:
WETLAND A

Vegetation Communit{ies):

Palustrine scrub-shrub

HGM Classies):

Depressional (surface water)

Location of Wetland: include map, address, north arrow, landmarks, distances, roads, etc.

LatLong or UTM Coordinate

WGS 84: 40.9740061 -82.469079°

USGES Quad Mame

Olivesburg
County i

Richland
Township Butler
Section and Subsection
Hydrologic Unit Code 041000120101
Site Visit 11/19/2018

MNational Wetland Inventory Map

Ohio Wetland Inventory Map

Soil Survey

Delineation report/map
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Hame of Wetland:

WETLAND A

I 0.0151 acres

Wetland Size (acres, hectares):

Sketch: Include north arrow, relationship with other surface waters, vegetation zones, etc.

Comments, Narrative Discussion, Justification of Category Changes:

Wetland A is a small (<0.1 acre) palustrine scrub-shrub wetland in the center of the
Site toward the westem side. It is surmmounded by wide buffers and low to very low
intensity of surrounding land use. It has less than 0.4 m maximum water depth and is
seasonally saturated in the upper 30 cm. There is likely historic disturbance from
farming on the site (indicated by aerial imagery from 1994), but no hydrologic or
habitat disturbances were observed. Wetland A appears to have a recovered subsirate
and hydrologic regime, although extensive coverage of invasive plants, low horizontal
interspersion, and a lack of microtopography. These characteristics led this wetland to
receive a score of 29 and be categorized as a Category 1 wetland.

Final score : g Category: |1
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WETLAND A

Scoring Boundary Worksheet

INSTRUCTIONS. The inifial step in completing the OFAM is to identify the “sconng boundanes™ of the wetland
being rated. In many instances this determination will be relatively easy and the scoring boumdaries will coincide
with the “jumsdictional boundaries.” For example, the sconng boumdary of an isclated cattail marsh located m the
middle of a farm field will likely be the same as that wetland's jurisdichional boundanies. In other instances,
however, the scoring boundary will not be as easily determined  Wetlands that are snall or 1solated from other
surface waters often form large contignous areas or heterogeneous complexes of wetland and upland  In separating
wetlands for scoring purpeses, the hydrologic regime of the wetland 15 the main enterion that should be used.
Boundanes between contigucus or connected wetlands should be established where the volume. flow, or velocity of
water moving through the wetland changes significantly. dreas with a high degree of hydrologic interaction should
be seored as a single wetland. In determining a wetland's sconng boundanes use the puidelines in the OFAM
Mamal Section 5.0 In certain mstances. it may be difficult to establish the scorng boundary for the wetland being
rated These problem situations include wetlands that form a patchwerk on the landscape, wetlands divided by
artificial boundanes like property fences, roads, or railroad embankments, wetlands that are configuous with
streams, lakes, or nvers, and estuarine or coastal wetlands. These situations are discussed below, however, it 1s
recommended that Eater contact Oluo EPA. Divizion of Surface Water, 401/ Wetlands Section if there are additiomal
questions or a need for firther clanfication of the appropriate scoring boundaries of a particular wetland.

# Steps in properly establishing scoring boundaries done? not applicable
Step1 Identify the wetland area of interest. This may be the site of a
proposed mpact, a reference site, conservation site, eto. '{

Step 2 Identify the locations where there is physical evidence that hydrology
changes rapadly. Such evidence includes both natural and human-
induced changes including, constrictions caused by berms or dikes.
paoints where the water velocity changes rapidly at rapids or falls,

points where significant inflows occur at the confluence of rivers. or \‘(
other factors that may restrict hydrologic interaction between the
wetlands or parts of a single wetland.

Step 3 Delineate the boundary of the wetland to be rated such that all areas
of imterest that are contiguous to and within the areas where the
hydrology does not change significantly, i.e. areas that have a high \I{
degree of hydrelogic interaction are included within the scoring

boundary.

Step 4 Determine if artificial bowndaries, such as property lines, state lines,

roads, @ilroad embankments, etc., are present. These showld not be
used to establish scoring boundaries unless they coincide with areas #f
where the hydrologic regime changes.

Step 3 In all mstances, the Rater may enlarge the minimum scoring
boundaries discussed here to score together wetlands that could be
scored separately. (

Step B Consult ORAM Manual Section 5.0 for how to establish scoring
boundaries for wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, "(

divided by artificial boundaries, contiguous to streams, lakes or nvers,

or for dual classifications.

End of Scoring Boundary Determination. Begin Narrative Rating on next page.
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WETLAND A

Narrative Rating

INSTEUCTIONS. Answer each of the following questions. Questions 1, 2, 3 and 4 should be answered based on
information obtained from the site visit or the literature and by submitting a Diata Services Request to the Ohio
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves, Natural Heritage Data Services, 1389
Foumtain Square Court, Buillding F-1, Columbus, Ohio 43224, 614-265-6433 (phone), 614-263-3096 (fax),

hittp:/warw. dor. state ch ws/dnap . The remaining questions are designed to be answered primanly by the results of

the site visit. Befer to the User's Mamal for descnptions of these wetland types. Note: "Critical habitat” is legally
defined in the Endangered Species Act and is the geographic area containing phiysical or biclogical features essential
to the conservation of a listed species or as an area that may require special management considerations or
protection.  The Bater should contact the Regmon 3 Headquarters or the Columbus Ecological Sernces Office for
updates as to whether cnifical habitat has been designated for other federally listed threatened or endangered species.
“Documented” means the wetland is listed in the appropriate State of Ohio database.

# Question Circle one
1 Critical Habitat. Is the wetland in a township, section, or subsection of | YES ]
a United States Geclogical Survey 7.5 minute Quadrangle that has
been designated by the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Senvice as “critical Wetland shoukd be Go to Question 2
habitat” for any threatened or endangered plant or animal species? evaluated for possible
Mote: as of January 1. 2001, of the federally listed endangered or Category 3 status
threatened species which can be found in Ohio, the Indiana Bat has
had critical habitat designated (50 CFR 17.95(a)) and the piping plover Go to Question 2
has had critical habitat proposed (35 FR 41812 July 6. 2000).
2 Threatened or Endangered Species. |s the wetand known to contain | YES L NO )
an individual of, or documented oocumences of federal or state-listed
threatened or endangered plant or animal species? Wetland is a Category | Go to Question 3
A wetland.
5o to Question 3 p—
3 Documented High Quality Wetland. |s the wetland on record in YES N
Matural Hertage Database as a high guality wetland?
Wetland is a Category | Go to Question 4
A wetland
5o to Question 4 —
4 Significant Breeding or Concentration Area. Does the wetland YES fLNO)
contain documented regionally significant breeding or nonbreeding
waterfow], neotropical songbird, or shorebird concentration areas? Wetland is a Category Go to Question 5
3 wetland
Go to Question §
5 Category 1 Wetlands. |s the wetland less than 0.5 hectares (1 acre) YES (ND 3
in size and hydrolegically isolated and either 1) comprised of
vegetation that = dominated {greater than sighty per cent areal cover) Wetland is a Category | Go to Question &
by Phalans aundinaces. Lyfhrum salicara, or Phragmifes ausfrals, or 1 wetland
2) an acidic pond created or excavated on mined lands that has little or
no vegetation? Go to Question §
[ Bogs. Is the wetland a peat-accumulating wetland that 1) has no YES Mo
significant inflows or outflows, 2) supports acidophiic mosses,
particuarly Sphagnum spp., 3) the acidophlic mosses have =>30% Wetland is a Category Go to Question T
cover, 4) at least one species from Table 1 & present, and ) the A wetland
cover of invasive species (see Table 1) is <25%7
5o to Question 7 I
T Fens. Is the wetland a carbon accumulating (peat, muck) wetland that | YES (O 3
is saturated during most of the year, pimarily by a discharge of free
flowing, mineral rich, grownd water with a circurmneutral ph (5.5-9.0) Wetland is a Category Go to Question Ba
and with one or more plant species listed in Table 1 and the cover of 2 wetland
invasive species listed in Table 1 is <25%7
5o to Question Ba P
8a “Old Growth Forest.™ s the wetland a forested wetland and is the YES W]

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

forest characterized by, but not limited to, the following characteristics:
owersiory canopy trees of great age (excesding at least 50% of a
projected maximum attainable age for a species) Bitle or no evidence
of human-cauwsed understory disturbance during the past 80 to 100
years; an all-aged structure and multilayered canopies; aggregations of
canopy trees interspersed with canopy gaps; and signficant numbers
of standing dead snags and downed logs?

Fowler Woods

Wetland is a Category
A wetland.

Go to Question Bb

In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)

Go to Queston Bb
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WETLAND A

b Mature forested wetlands. |s the wetland a forested wetland with YES =)
50% or more of the cover of upper forest canopy consisting of
deciduous trees with large diameters at breast height (dbh), generally Wetland should be Go to Question Ba
diameters greater than 45cm (17.7in) doh? evakuated for possible
Category 3 status.
Go to Question Ba —
9a Lake Erie coastal and tributary wetlands.  |s the wetland located at | YES (]
an elevation less than 575 feet on the USG5 map, adiacent to this
elevation, or along a tributary to Lake Erie that is accessible to fish? Go to Question Bb Go to Question 10
b Does the wetland's hydrology result from measures designed to YES MO
prevent erosion and the less of aguatic plants, i.e. the wetland is
partially hydrodogically restricted from Lake Erie due to lakeward or Wetland should be Go to Question B
landward dikes or other hydrolegical controls? evaluated for possible
Category 3 stabus
Go to Question 10
9c Are Lake Erie water levels the wetland's primary hydrological influence, | YES MO
1.2, the wetland is hydralogically unrestricted (no lakeward or upland
border alterations). or the wetland can be characterzed as an Go to Question Bd Go to Question 10
“estuarine” wetland with lake and river influenced hydrology. Thess
include sandbar deposition wetlands, estuarne wetlands, river mouth
wetlands, or those dominated by submersed aguatic vegetation.
ad Does the wetland have a predominance of natve species within its YES MO
vegetation communities, although non-native or disturbance tolerant
native species can also be present? Wetland is a Categery | Go to Question Be
3 wetland
Go to Question 10
e Does the wetland have a predominance of non-native or disturbance YES MO
tolerant native plant species within its vegetation communities?
Wetlland should be Go to Question 10
evakuated for possible
Category 3 stabus
Go to Question 10 P
10 Lake Plain Sand Prairies {(Jak Openings) |s the wetland located n YES uﬂ!}
Lucas, Fulton, Henry, or Wood Counties and can the wetland be
characterized by the following description: the wetland has a sandy Wetland is a Category Go to Question 11
substrate with interspersed organic matter, a water table often within 3 wetland.
several inches of the surface, and often with a dominance of the
graminegus wegetation Ested in Table 1 (woody species may also be Go to Question 11
present]. The Ohio Department of Matwral Resources Division of
Natural Areas and Presanves can provide assistance in confiming this
type of wetland and its quality. I
11 | Relict Wet Prairies. s the wetland a relict wet praitie community YES Lo
dominated by some or all of the species in Table 1. Extensive prairies
were formerly located in the Darby Plains (Madison and Union Wetland should be Complate
Counties), Sandusky Plains (Wyandot, Crawford, and Marion evaluated for possible Cluantitative
Counties), northwest Ohie (e.g. Ene, Huron, Lucas, Wood Counties), Category 3 stabus Rating
and portions of western Ohio Counties (e.g. Darke, Mencer, Miami,
Mantgomery, Van Wert ete ). Complete Quantitative
Rating

TheNature @
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Table 1. Characteristic plant species.

invasivelexotic spp fen species bopg species Oak Opening species wet prairie species

Lythrum zalicaria Zypadenus elegans var. glaucws  Caila palusiris Carex cryprolepis Calamagrosris canadenzis
Myrigphyiium tpicatum  Cocalia plantoginea Carex arlantica var. capiliacea Carex lasiocarpa Calamogrostis soricia
Ngjas minor Carex fTava Carex echinarta Carex siricta Carex atherodes
Phaleris arundinaces Carex sterilis Carex cligosparma Cladium mariscoides Carex buxhaumii
Phragmites ausralis Carex siricta Carex trisperma Calamagrostis stricta Carex paliita
Poramageton crispus Drgschampsia caespiiosa Chamoedaphme calyoulata | i i
Ranunculus ficaria Elgocharis rostellata Decodon verticilams

Rhamnuz franguia Erigphorum virdicaringum Erigphorum virginioum

Typha angustifoiia Grensiamn IO, Larix laricing Ligrriz spicata
Typha xpiavca Lobelia kaimii Nemopanthis mucromnmns Lyzimachio quadriflora

TheNature
Conservancy

Parnazsia glavca Schechzeria palusoriz Lythrum alatum
Potentitie fruticosa Sphaenum spp. Pycnanthemiam virginianum
Rhamnus ainjfolia Faccinium macrocarpon Siiphium rerebinthingceum
Rhynchaspora capiilacea Faccinium corymbosum Sorghasirum nurans
Salir candida Faccinmum oxyprocces Sparting pectinata
Salitc myricoides Woodwardia virginica Solidage riddellii
Sailix serizsima Xyriz difformis
Solidago ohipensis
Tofleldia giutinoza
Trigiachin mariamum
Triglochin paiusmre

End of Marrative Rating. Begin Quantitative Rating on next page.
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowler Woods Wetiand A

| Rater(s): JF and Jo

| Date: 1252018

0 0
13 |13
10 |23
9 32
32

TheNature
Conservancy

Metric 1. Wetland Area (size).

Select one size class and assign score.

»A0 acres (>20_2ha) (6 pts)

[ |25 to <50 acres (10.1 to <20.2ha) (5 pts)
[ |10tz =25 acres (4 to <10.1ha) {4 pts)

[ |3 to <10 acres (1.2 to <4ha) (3 pts)

[ 003 to <3 acres (0.12 to <1.2ha) {2pts)
[ |01 to 0.2 acres (0.04 to <0.12ha) {1 pt)
<0.1 acres (0.04ha) (0 pts)

WETLAND A

Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use.

2a. Calculate average buffer width. Select only one and assign score. Do not double check.

Zb.

3a.

3o

Je.

g

-

a

WIDE. Buffers average S50m (164ft) or more around wetland perimeter (7)

MEDIUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m (82 to <1844t) around wetland perimeter (4)

NARROW. Buffers awerage 10m to <25m (32t to <B2ft) around wetland perimeter (1)

VERY MARROW. Buffers average <10m (<32ft) around wetland perimeter (D)

sity of surmounding land use. Select one or double check and average.

VERY LOW. 2Znd growth or older forest. prairie, savannah, wildlife area, etc. (7)

LOW. Oid field (=10 years), shrub land, young second growth forest. (5)

MODERATELY HIGH. Residential. fenced pasture, park, censervation tillage, new fallow field. {3)
HIGH. Urban, industrial. open pasture, row cropping, mining, construction. (1)

Metric 3. Hydrology.

Sources of Water. Score all that apoly. 3b. Connectvity. Score all that apply.
| |High pH groundwater (5} | {100 year floodplain (1)
| | Other groundwater (3) | |Between stream/lake and other human use (1)
| « |Precipitation (1) | |Part of wetland/upland (e.g. forest), complex (1)
| |Seasonal/lntermittent surface water (3) | |Part of riparian or upland cormidor (1)
| |Perennial surface water (lake or stream) (5) 3d. Duration inundation/saturation. Score one or dbl check.
Maximum water depth. Select only one and assign score. | |Semi- to permanently inundated/saturated (4)
| |=D.7 {7 .Gin) {2) | |Regulary inundated/saturated (3}
| |04 t0 0.7m [15.7 to 27 _Gin) (2) Seasonally inundated (2)
| ¢ [<0.4m {<15.7in} (1} ¢ |Seasonally saturated in upper 30em (12n) (1)
Modifications to natural hydrolegic regime. Score one or double check and aw g
: MNeone or none apparent (12)(| Check all disturbances obsenved
| + |Recovered (T) ditch | |point source (nonstommwater)
| |Recovering (3) tile | |fillingigrading
| |Recent or no recovery (1) dike |  |road bed/RR frack

weir | |dredging

;

stormwater mput

other temng Sngn feis

Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development.

4a.

4b.

4o

subiotal s page
last revised 1 Febreary 2001 gm

Substrate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.
Neone or none apparent (4)

Recovered (3)

Recowering (2)

Recent or mo recovery (1)

at development. Select only one and assign score.
Excellent (T)

Very good (6)

Good (5)

Moderately good (4)

Fair {3}

Poor to fair (2)

Poor (1)

at alteration. Score one or double check and average.

I
L]
f

=]
|1
&

Check all disturbances obsened
mowing
grazing
clearcutting

MNone or none apparent (B)
Recovered (8)

Recovering (3}

Recent or no recovery (1)

a,

l

selective cutting
wondy debris removal
toxic pollutants

| |shrub/sapling removal

| |herbaceousi/aguatic bed removal
[ |=sedimentation

| |dredging

farming

| |nutrient enrichment

Fowler Woods

N
N
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowier Woods Wetiand A

| Rater(s): JF and Jo

| Date: 1252012

32

sublotal frst page

\132

max 10 pis.

BT

max 20 pis.

zubtotl  Check all that apply and score as indicated.

Bog (10)

Fen (10}

Obd growth forest (10)
Mature forested wetland (5)

Relict Wet Prairies {(10)

ubttsl g3, Wetland Vegetation Communities.

Score all present using 0 to 3 scale.

I:P|_|

Aguatic bed
Emergent
Shrub
Forest
Mudflats
Qpen water
Other

Gb. horizontal (plan view) Interspersion.

Select on|

L

ly one.

High (5}
Moderately high{4)
Moderate (3)
Moderately low (2]
Lows (1)

Mone (1)

Gc. Coverage of invasive plants. Refer
to Table 1 ORAM long form for ist. Add

or deduct points for coverage

Extensive >7T5% cower (-3)
Moderate 25-T5% cover (-3)
Sparse 5-25% cover (-1)
Mearly absent <5% cover (0)
Absent (1)

Gd. Microtopography.

Score all

29

present using 0 to 3 scale_
Vegetated hummucks/tussucks

Amphibian breeding pools

Metric 5. Special Wetlands.

WETLAND A

Lake Erie coastaltributary wetland-unrestricted hydrology (10)
Lake Erie coastaltributary wetland restricted hydrodogy (5)
Lake Plain S5and Prairies {Oak Openings) (10)

Known occcurrence stateffederal threatened or endangered species (10)
Significant migratory songbrdiwater fowl habitat or usage (10)
Category 1 Wetland. See Question 1 Qualitative Rating (-10)

Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, microtopography.

Vegetation Community Cover Scale

1] Absent or comprises <0.1ha (0.2471 acres) contiguous area

1 Present and either comprises small part of wetland's
vegetation and is of moderate quality, or comprises a
significant part but is of low quality

2 Present and either comprses significant part of wetland’s
vegetation and is of moderate quality or comprises a small
part and s of high quality

3 Present and comprises significant part, or more, of wetland's

vegetation and is of high quality

MNarrative Description of Vegetation Quality

|t

Low spp diversity and/or predominance of nonnative or
disturbance tolerant native species

micd

Matwe spp are dominant component of the wepgetation,
although nonnative and/or distwbance tolerant native spp
can also be present, and species diversity moderate to

maoderately high, but generally wio presence of rare
threatened or endangered spp

Figh

A predominance of native species, with nonnatwe spp
and'or disturbance tolerant native spp absent or virtually
absent, and high spp diversity and often, but not always,
the presence of rare, threatened, or endangered spp

Mudflat and Open Water Class Quality

Coarse woody debris =15cm (Gin)

0 Absent <0.1ha (0.247 acres)

1 Low 0.1 to <1ha (0_247 to 2.47 acres)

2 Moderate 1 to <4ha (2.47 to 9.88 acres)
3 High 4ha (B_BB acres) or more

Standing dead >2%cm (10in) dbh

Microtopography Cover Scale

0 Absent

1 Present very small amounts or if more commaon
of marginal guality

2 Present in moderate amounts, but not of highest
quality or in small amounts of highest quality

3 Present in moderate or greater amouwnts

and of highest quality

End of Quantitative Rating. Complete Categorization Worksheets.

TheNature @
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WETLAND A ORAM Summary Worksheet

circle
dnswer or
insert Result
score
Marrative Rating Questiom 1 Critical Habitat YES {ELEI__) If yes, Category 3.
Question 2. Threatened or Endangered YES CDEI.} If yes, Category 3.

Species
Question 3. High Quality Matural Wetland YES

If yes, Category 3.

Question 4. Significant bird habitat YES

F4
]

If yes, Category 3.

4
)

Question 5. Category 1 Wetlands YES If yes, Category 1.

Question 8. Bogs YES

=
[

| €€ G@ @ §EEEEEE

If yes, Category 3.

Question 7. Fens YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 8a. Old Growth Forest YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 8b. Mature Forested Wetland YES If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be

1ord

Question 8k, Lake Ere Wetlands - YES If yes, evaluate for

Restricted Category 3; may also be
1ord

Question Bd. Lake Ere Wetlands — YES If yes, Categaory 3

Unrestricted with native plants

Question B2. Lake Ere Wetlands - YES If yes, evaluate for

Unrestricted with invasive plants Category 3; may also be

1ord

Question 10. Oak Openings YES If yes, Category 3
Question 11. Relict Wet Prairies YES If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1ar2
Quantitative Metric 1. Size
Rating
Mefric 2. Buffers and sumounding land use 13
Mefric 3. Hydmology 10
Mefric 4. Habitat g
Metric 5. Special Wetland Communities 0
Metric . Flant communities, interspersion, ]
micretopography -
TOTAL SCORE Category based on score
zq breakpoints

.1

Complete Wetland Categorization Worksheet.
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WETLAND A

Wetland Categorization Worksheet

Choices Circle one Ewaluation of Categorization Result of ORAM

Did vou answer “Yes toany | YES (MO Is quantitative rating score less than the Category 2 scoring

of the following questions: threshold (exciuding gray zone)? I yes, reevaluate the
Wetand is categery of the wetland using the namative criteria in DAC

Mamative Rating Mos. 2, 3, categorized as a Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biclogical andior functional

4 6, 7. Ba, Bd. 10 Category 3 wetland assessments to detemmine if the wetland has been over-

categorized by the ORAM
Diid wou answer "Yes" to any YES NG Evaluate the wetland using the 1) narrative criteria in QAC

of the following questions:

Marrative Rating Mos. 1, 8b,
9k, Be. 11

Wetland should be
evaluated for
possible Category
3 status

Rule 3745-1-54(C) and 2} the quantitative rating score.
the wetland is determined to be a Category 3 wetland using
either of these. it should be categonzed as a Category 3
wetland. Detailed biclogical andior functional assessments
may also be used to determine the welland’s category.

Did you answer “Yes™ to YES :E} Is quantitative rating score greater than the Category 2
scoring threshold (inciuding any gray zone)7 |f yes,
Marrative Rating Mo. 5 Wetland is resvaluate the category of the wetland using the namative
categorized as a criteria in OAC Rule 3745-1-54C) and bickogical and'or

Category 1 wetland

functional assessments to determine if the wetland has
been under-categonzed by the ORAM

Dioes the quantitative score ES NO If the score of the wetland is located within the scoring

fall within the scoring range range for a particular category, the wetland should be

of a Category 1, 2, or 3 Wetland is assigned to that category. In all mstances however, the

wetland? assigned to the namative criteria described in JAC Rule 3745-1-584{C) can
appropriate be used to clarfy or change a cateponization based on a
category based on quantitative score.
the sconng range —

Does the quantiative score YES D Fater has the option of assigning the wetland to the higher

fall with the "gray zone" for of the two categories or to assign a category basad on the

Category 1 or 2 or Category Wetand is results of a nonrapid wetland assessment method. e.g.

2 or 3 wetlands? assigned to the functional assessment, biological assessment, ete, and a
higher of the two consideration of the namative criteria in DAC rule 3745-1-
categories or 54C).
assigned to a
category based on
detaled
assessments and
the narrative
criteria

Dioes the wetland othenwise YES NGO A wetland may be undercategorized using this method, but

exhibit moderate OF superior still exhibit one or more superior functions, e.g. a wetland's

hydrodogic OR habitat, OR Wetland was Wetland is biotic communities may be degraded by human actiities,
recreational functions AND undercategorized assigned to | but the wetland may stlll exhibit superior hydrologic

the wetland was not by this method. A category as | functions because of its type, landscape position, size, local

categorized as a Category 2 written justification determined | or regional significance, ete. In this circumstance, the

wetland (in the case of for recategorization | by the namative criteria in DAC Rule 3745-1-54(C)2) and (3) are
moderate functions) or a should be provided | ORAM. controlling, and the under-categorization should be

Category 3 wetland (in the
case of superior functions) by
this method ¥

on Backgreund
Information Fom

comected. A written justification with supporting reasons or
information for this determination shoubd b= provided.

_——_ Final Category

Choose one

{Category 1.7

Category 2

Category 3

End of Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands.

60 | Page

Fowler Woods
In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)

TheNature @
Conservancy _,



Background Information

HName:

Jim Palus, Jenna Odegard

Date:

12/5/2018

Affiliation:
MAD Scientist Associates

Address:
253 North State Street, Suite 101 Westerville, Ohio 43081

Phone Number:
(614) 818-9156

e-mail address:
Jenna@madscientistassociates.net

Name of Wetland:
WETLAND B

Vegetation Communit{ies):
Palustrine emergent

HGM Classies):
Depressional (surface water)

Location of Wetland: include map, address, north arrow, landmarks, distances, roads, etc.

LatLong or UTM Coordinate

WGS 84: 40.9744071-82.468468°
USGS Quad Name Olivesburg
County Richland
Township Butler
Section and Subsection
Hydrologic Unit Code 041000120101
Site Visit 11/19/2018

Mational Wetland Inventory Map

Ohio Wetland Inventory Map

Soil Survey

Delineation report'map

TheNature
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Name of Wetland: WETLAND B

‘Wetland Size {acres, hectares): | 0.0039 acres

Shetch: Include north arrow, relationship with other surface waters, vegetation zones, etc.

Comments, Narrative Discussion, Justification of Category Changes:

Wetland B is a small (<0.1 acre) palustrine emergent wetland in the center of the Site.
It is surrounded by wide buffers and low to very low intensity of surrounding land use.
It has less than 0.4 m maximum water depth and is seasonally saturated in the upper
30 cm. There are likely historic disturbance from farming on the site (indicated by
aerial imagery from 1994), but no hydrologic or habitat disturbances were observed.
The hydrologic regime and substrate appear to be recovered. Wetland B supports fair
habitat development, however, it also was observed to have extensive coverage of
invasive plants, low horizontal interspersion, and a lack of microtopography. These
characteristics led this wetland to receive a score of 29 and be categorized as a
Category 1 wetland.

Final score : 9g Category: |4
62 | Page
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WETLAND B

Scoring Boundary Worksheet

INSTRUCTIONS. The initial step in completing the OF_AM is to identify the “scoring boundaries™ of the wetland
being rated. In many mstances this determination will be relafively easy and the sconng boundanes will coincide
with the “jurisdictional boundaries.”™ For example, the scoring I:ummdm of an isolated cattail marsh located in the
middle of a farm field will likely be the same as that wetland’s jurisdictional boundaries. In other instances,
however, the scoring boundary will not be as easily determined. Wetlands that are small or isolated from other
surface waters often formlame contignous areas DI]].EtE]‘OEE]:I.EﬂIIS complexes of wetland and upland. In separating
wetlands for scoring purposes, the hydrologic regime of the wetland is the main criterion that should be used.
Boundaries between contiguons or commected wetlands should be established where the velume, flow, or velocity of
water moving through the wetland changes significantly. 4dreas with a high degree of hydrologic interaction should
be scored as a single wetland. In determining a wetland’s scoring boumdanies, use the guidelines in the OFAM
Mamual Section 5.0, In certain instances, it may be difficult to establish the sconng boundary for the wetland being
rated. These problem situations nclude wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, wetlands divided by
artificial boundaries like property fences, roads, of railroad embankments, wetlands that are contignous with
streams, lakes, or mvers, and estuanne or coastal wetlands. These sinations are discussed below, however, it is
recommended that Fater contact Ohoo EPA, Division of Surface Water, 401/ Wetlands Section if there are additional
questions or a need for further clanfication of the appropriate sconng boundaries of a particular wetland.

# Steps in properly establishing scoring boundaries done? not applicable
Step 1 Identify the wetland area of interest. This may be the site of a

proposed impact, a reference site, consen/ation site, st ‘(
Step 2 Identify the locations where there is physical evidence that hydrology

changes rapidly. Such evidence includes both natural and human-
induced changes including, consirictions caused by bemmns or dikes,
points where the water welocity changes rapidly at rapids or falls, f(
points where significant inflows cccur at the confluence of ivers, or

other factors that may resirict hydrologic interaction between the
wetlands or parts of a single wetland.

Step 3 Delineate the boundary of the welland to be rated such that all areas
of interest that are contiguous to and within the areas where the
hydrology does mot change significantly, i.e. areas that have a high "(
degree of hydrologic interaction are included within the scoring

bowndary.

Step 4 Dietermine i artificial boundaries, such as property lines, state lines,

roads, railroad embankments, ete., are present. These should not be
used fo establish scoring boundaries unless they coincide with areas ‘(
where the hydrologic regime changes.

Step 5 Im all instances, the Rater may enlarge the minimum scorning
bowndaries discussed here to score together wetlands that could be
soored separately. f(

Step & Consult ORAM Manual Section 5.0 for how to establish sconing
bowndaries for wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, f{

divided by artificial boundaries, contiguous to streams, lakes or rivers,

or for dual dassifications.

End of Scoring Boundary Determination. Begin Narrative Rating on next page.
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WETLAND B

Narrative Rating

INSTRUCTIONS. Answer each of the following questions. Cuestions 1, 2, 3 and 4 should be answered based on
information obtained from the site visit or the literature and by submithing a Data Services Fequest to the Ohio
Department of Natural Fesources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves, Natural Hentage Diata Services, 1880
Fountain Square Court, Building F-1. Celumbus, Ohio 43224, 614-265-6453 (phone), 614-263-3006 (fax),
hitp:{wwrw dnr state oh us/dnap . The remaiming questions are designed to be answered primanly by the results of

the site visit. Refer to the User’s Manual for deseriptions of these wetland types. MNote: "Crtical habitat" 1s legally
defined in the Endangered Species Act and is the geographic area containing physical or biological features essential
to the conservation of a listed species or as an area that may require special management considerations or
protection. The Rater should contact the Fegion 3 Headquarters or the Columbus Ecological Services Office for
updates as to whether critical habitat has been designated for other federally listed threatened or endangered species.
“Documented” means the wetland is listed in the appropriate State of Ohio database.

= Cluestion Circle one
1 Critical Habitat. Is the wetland in a township, section, or subsecion of | YES =W
a United States Geological Survey 7.5 minute Quadrangle that has
been designated by the LS. Fish and Wildlife Service as “critical Weiland should be Go to Question 2
habitat" for any threatened or endangered plant or animal species? evaluatad for possible
Mote: a5 of January 1, 2001, of the federally listed endangered or Category 3 status
threatened species which can be found in Ohio, the Indiana Bat has
had critical habitat designated (50 CFR 17.258(a)) and the piping plover 5o o Question 2
has had critical habitat proposed (55 FR 41812 July &, 2000).
1 Threatened or Endangered Species. |s the wetland known to contain | YES =]
an individual of, or documented cccumences of federal or statefisted
threatenad or endangerad plant or animal species? Wetland is a Category | Goto Question 3
3 wetland.
o to Question 3 —
3 Documented High Quality Wetland. |s the wetland on record in YES ot
Matural Heritage Database as a high quality wetland®
Wetland is a Category | Goto Question 4
3 wetland
o to Question 4 —
4 Significant Breeding or Concentration Area. Does the wetland YES ot
contain documentsd regionally significant breeding or nanbreading
waterfowd, nectropical somgbird, or shorebird concentration areas? Wetland is a Category Go to Question 5
3 wetland
Go to Question 5
5 Category 1 Wetlands. Is the wetland less than 0.5 hectares (1 acre) | YES =D
in size and hydrologically isclated and either 1) comprised of
vegetation that is dominated (grester than eighty per cent areal cover) Wetland is a Category G to Question &
by Fhalans arundinacea, Lythrum salicana, or Phragmites susfraliz, or 1 wetland
2} an acidic pond created or excavated on mined lands that has litle or
nio wegetation? o to Question &
1 Bogs. s the wetland a peat-accumulating wetland that 1) has no YES THO
significant inflows. or cutflows, 2) suppaorts acidophilic mosses,
particulary Sphagnum spp., 3) the addophilic mosses have >30% Wetland is a Category G0 to Question 7
cover, 4) at least one species from Table 1 is present, and §) the 3 wetland
cover of invasive species (see Table 1) is <25%7
Go to Question 7
T Fens. |sthe wetland a carbon accumulating (peat, muck) wetland that | YES [
is saturated durng most of the year, pAimarily by a discharge of free
flowing. mineral rich, ground water with a circumneutral ph (5.5-2.0) Wetland is a Category G to Question Ba
and with cme or more plant species listed in Table 1 and the cover of 3 wetland
invasive species listed in Table 1 is <25%7
o to Question Ba I
Ba "Oid Growth Forest.” Is the wetland a forested wetland and is the YES Ko

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

forest characterized by, but not limited to, the following characteristics:
owerstory canopy trees of great age (exceeding at least 50% of a
projected maximum atainable age for a species); lithe or no evidence
of human-caused understory disturbance during the past 80 to 100
years; an all-aged structure and multlayered canopies; aggregations of
canocpy trees interspersed with canopy gaps; and significant numbers
of standing dead snags and downad logs?

Fowler Woods

Wetland is a Category
3 wetland.

Go to Question b

In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)

Go to Question Bb
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WETLAND B

&b Mature forested wetlands. |5 the wetland a forested wetland with YES =
50% or more of the cover of upper forest canopy consisting of
deciduous trees with large diameters at breast height (dbh), generally Wetland should be o to Question Ba
diameters greater than 45em (17.7in) dbh? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status.
(30 fo Question Ba o
Sa Lake Erie coastal and tributary wetlands.  |s the wetland located at YES o
an elevation less than 575 fest on the USGES map, adjacent to this
elevation, or along a tributary to Lake Erie that is accessible to fish? (30 o Question Bb (30 to Question 10
b Does the wetland's hydrology result from measures designed to YES [y (]
prevent ension and the loss of aquatic plants, i.e. the wetland is
partially hydrologically restricted from Lake Ere due to lakeward or Wetland should be 30 to Question Bc
landward dikes or other hydrological controls? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
Go to Question 10
B¢ Are Lake Erie water levels the wetland's primary hydrological influence, | YES [y (]
i.e. the weiland is hydrologically unrestricted (no lakeward or upland
border alterations), or the wetland can be characterized as an Go to Question 8d o to Question 10
"estuarnine” wetland with lake and river influenced hydrology. These
include sandbar deposition wetlands, estuarine wetlands, river mouth
wetlands, or those dominated by submersed aguatic vegetation.
5d Does the wetland have a predominance of nathve species within its YES [y (]
vegetation communities, although non-native or disturbance tolerant
native species can also be present? Wetland is a Category G0 to Question Be
3 wetland
Go to Question 10
Se Does the wetland have a predominance of non-native or disturbance YES [y (]
tolerant native plant species within its wegetation communities?
Wetland should be o to Question 10
evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
(30 o Question 10 J—
10 Lake Plain Sand Praires (Cak Openings) |s the wetland located in YES (_b‘l_lig,,}
Lucas, Fulton, Henry, or Wood Counties and can the wetland be
characterized by the following description: the wetland has a sandy Wetland is a Category G0 to CQuestion 11
substrate with interspersed crganic matter, a water table often within 3 wetland.
several inches of the surface, and often with a dominance of the
gramineous vegetation listed in Table 1 (woody species may also be G0 o Question 11
present). The Chic Department of Natural Resources Division of
Matural Areas and Presenves can provide assistance in confirming this
type of wetland and its quality.
" Relict Wet Prairies. |s the wetland a relict wet praine community YES LMo
dominated by some or all of the species in Table 1. Extensive prairies
were formery located in the Darby Flains (Madison and Union Wetland should be Complete
Counties), Sandusky Plains (Wyandot, Crawford, and Marion evaluated for possible Quantitative
Caounties), northwest Chio (e.g. Ene, Huron, Lucas, Wood Counties), Category 3 status Ratimg
and portions of western Ohio Counties (e.q. Darke, Mercer, Miami,
Montgomery, Van Wert etz.). Complete Quantitative
Rating
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Table 1. Characteristic plant species.

invasivelexotic spp fen species bog species Oak Opening species wet prairie species

Iyiheum salicaria Fypadems elesans var. glaicws  Calla pafusiris Carex cryprolepis Calamagrostis canadensiz
Myriaphyllum spiearum Cacalia plantaginea Carex atlantica var. cagrillacea Carex lasiocarpa Calamograstis soica
Ngjas minor Carex fina Carery echinaia Carex soricha Carex arherodes
Phalariz anmdinaces Carex sterilis Corex oligosparma Cladium mariscoides Carex Bucbaumi
Phragmites australis Carex stricia Carey trisperma Calamagrostis soricta Carex pellita
Potamageton crispus Dezchampsia caespifosa Chamaedapine caleulana Calamagrostis canadensis Carex sartwellii
Ramnculs ffoaria Elsochars rosteliaia Decodon verticillans Cueraus palusirs Gt amdrewsii
R fraeula Erigphorum virtdicatnaim Ertophorum virgticimm Helinthues grosseserrans
Tipha ansustiiblia (remtigmopsis spp. Larex laricing Limiris spicata
Tipha xglauca Lobelia kalmii Nemopemiiis MuCrORans Lysimachia quadrifiora

Parmassia glmica Schechzeria palusiris Tyiteum alatum

Potentilla frutcosa Sphurgnum spp. Pyoumichemuom virgmiam

Rhbamons anjblia Faccimiiom macrocapon Siphim terebinthiacem

Rinnchospora capillacea Faccimm carymbasim Sarghasirom nutans

St comdida Faccimiom oyeoccos Spariing pectinata

Saiix myricoides Foodwardia virgmica Solidage riddelisi

Saife serissima Xz diffornas

Solideeo ohipensis

Tafteldia glutinaca

Triglockin maritmum

Triglockin palusire

End of Narrative Rating. Begin Quantitative Rating on next page.
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

[ Site: Fowler Woods Wetand B

| Rater(s): Jr and Jo

[ Date: 12152018

0 0

max & pis. subhotal

13 |13

max 14 pes. subiotal

10 |23

max 30 pis. subiotal

max 30 pis. subiotal

32

subbosal this page

Metric 1. Wetland Area (size).

Select one size class and assign scores.

[ |=50 acres (=20.2ha) (G pts)

[ |25 to =50 acres (10.1 to <20.2ha) (5 pts)
| |10 %o <25 acres (4 to <10.1ha) (4 pis)

[ |3 to=10 acres (1.2 to <4ha) (2 pis)

[ |03 to <32 acres (0.12 to <1.2ha) (2pts)
[ |01 to =103 acres (0.04 to <0.12ha) {1 pt)
[+ |=0.1 acres (0.04ha) (0 pts)

WETLAND B

Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use.

2a. Calcylate sverage bufer width. Select only one and assign score. Do not double check

| |WIDE. Buffers average 50m (184ft) or more around wetland perimeter (7)

| « |MEDIUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m (82 to <164ft) around wetland perimeter (4)

| [NARROW. Buffers average 10m to <25m [32f to <827t} around wetland perimeter (1)

| [VERY MARRCW. Buffers average <10m (<32ft) arcund wetland perimeter (0}
2b. Intensity of sumounding land use. Select one or double check and average.

+ |WERY LOW. 2nd growth or older forest, prairie, savannah, wildiife area, etc. (7)
¢ |LOW. Oid field (=10 years), shrub land, young second growth forest. (5)

| [MODERATELY HIGH. Residential, fenced pasture, park, consenvation tillage. new fallow field. (2)

| [HIGH. Urban, industrial, open pasture, row cropping., mining, construction. (1)
Metric 3. Hydrology.
3a. Sources of Water. Score all that apply. . Connectivity. Score all that apply.

| |High pH groundwater (5) | | 100 year floedplain (1)

| | ©ther groundwater (3) | |Between stream/lake and other human ws= (1)

| « |Precipitation (1) | |Part of wetland'upland (e.g. forest), complex (1}

| | Seasonallntermittent suface water [3) | |Part of riparian or upland comidor (1)

| [Perennial surface water (lake or stream) (5) Duration inundation/saturation. Score ane or dbl check.
3. Maximum water depth. Select only one and assign score. | | Semi- to permanently inundated’saturated (4)

| |=0.7 (27.8in} (3) | |Regularty inundated/saturated (3)

| |04 to 0.Fm (15.7 to 27.6in} (2) | | Se=asonally inundated (2)

| « |=<0.4m (<16.7in) (1) | ¢ |Seasonally saturated in upper 30cm (12in) (1)
J=. Modifications fo natural hydrologic regime. Score one or double check and average.

| |Mone or none apparent (12))| Check all disturbances chserved

| « |Recoversd (T) ditch | | point sowrze (nonstommasater)

| |Recowering (3) tile | |filling/grading

| |Recentor no recovery (1) dike | |road bedRR track

weir | |dredging
stommwater input | |octher

Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development.

4a. Substrate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.

| | Mone or none apparent (4)
¢ | Recoverad (3]
|| Recovering (2)
| | Recent or mo recovery (1)
4b. Habitat development Select only one and assign score.
| | Excellent (T)
| [Very good ()
| | Good(5)
| | Moderately good (4)
| « |Fair(3)
| |Poorto fair (2)
Poor (1)
4c. Habitat alteration. Score one or double check and average.
: Mone or none apparent (8) || Check all disturbances chsenved
| |Recoversd (G) Mmowing
| + |Recoverng (3) grazing
| | Recent or no recowvery (1) clearcutting
selective cutting
woody debris removal

tosic pollutants

[ | shrub/sapling removal

| | herbaceous/aquatic bed removal
|| sedimentation

| |dredging

farming

| | nutrient enrichment

last revised 1 February 2001 jjm
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowier Woods Wetiand B

| Rater(s): JF and Jo

| Date: 1252018

32
subbotal firss page
0 35 |Metric 5. Special Wetlands. WETLAND B
max 0Pt subkell Check all that apply and score as indicated.
Bog (100
| |Fenii)
[ | Oid growth forest (107
| |Mature forested wetland (5)
| |Lake Erie coastalitributary wetland-unrestricted hydrology (10)
| |Lake Erie coastalftributary wetland-restricted hydrology (5)
| |Lake Plain Sand Prairies (Oak Openings) (10)
| | Relict Wet Prairies (10)
Kmoem occcumence statefederal threatened or endangered species (10)
N Significant migratory songbirdfwater fowd habitat or usage (10)
| |Category 1 Wetland. See Question 1 Qualitative Rating (-10)
3 29 Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, microtopography.
maw 20 pts. subtolal fa. Wetland Vegetation Communities. Vegetation Community Cover Scale
Score all present using 0 to 3 scale. o Absent or comprises <0.1ha (0.2471 acres) contiguous area
Aguatic bed 1 Present and either comprises small part of wetland's:
Emergent wegetation and is of moderate guality, or comprises a
] Shirub significant part but is of low quality
Farest 2 Present and either comprises significant part of wetland's
I [Mudfiats vegetation and is of moderate quality or comprises a small
| |Openwater part and is of high quality
| |other 3 Present amd comprises significant part, or more, of wetland's
Gb. horizontal (plan view) Interspersion. wegetation and is of high quality
Select only one.
[ | High =) Marrative Description of Vegetation Guality
N Moderately highi4) lorar Low spp diversity and'or predominance of nonnative or
| |Moderate (3) disturbance tolerant native species
: Moderately low (2) meod Mative spp are dominant component of the wegetation,
¥ |Low (1) although nonnative andior disturbance tolerant native spp
| | Mone (0) can also be present, and spedies diversity moderate to
Go. Coverage of invasive plants. Refer moderately high, but generally wic presence of rare
to Table 1 ORAM long form for list. Add threatened or endangered spp
or deduct points for coverage high A predominance of native species, with monnative spp
| v | Extensive =75% cover (-5} and/or disturbance tolerant native spp absent or virtually
| | Moderate 25-T5% cover (-3) absent, and high spp diversity and often, but not ahways,
N Sparse 5-25% cover (-1) the presence of rare, threatened, or endangered spp
| | Mearly absent <5% cover ()
| | Absent (1) Mudflat and Open Water Class Quality
6d. Microtopography. o Absent <0.1ha (0.247 acres)
Score all present using 0 to 3 scale. 1 Low 0.1 to <1ha (0.247 to 2.47 acres)
o |Vegetated hummucksftussucks 2 Moderate 1 to <4ha (2.47 to 9.88 acres)
o |Coarse woody debris =15cm (Gin) 3 High 4ha (8.88 acres) or more
0 |Standing dead =25cm (10in) dbh
o |Amphibian breeding pools Microtopography Cover Scale
o Absent
1 Present very small amounts or if more commaon
of marginal quality
2 Present in moderate amounts, but mot of highest
quality or in small amounts of highest quality
3 Present in moderate or greatsr amounts
29 and of highest guality

TheNature
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End of Quantitative Rating. Complete
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WETLAND B ORAM Summary Worksheet

circle
dnswer or
insert Result
score
Mamrative Rating | Question 1 Critical Habitat YES If yes, Category 3.
Question 2. Threatened or Endangered YES If yes, Category 3.
Species

Cuestion 3. High Quality Matural Wetland YES If yes, Category 3.

Cuestion 4. Significant bird habitat YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 5. Category 1 Wetlands YES If yes, Category 1.

Question 6. Bogs YES If yes, Category 3.

Cuestion 7. Fens YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 8a. Old Growth Forest YES

=
]

If yes, Category 3.

Question 8b. Mature Forested Wetland YES

=
=]

If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1aor2

Question 9b. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES If yes, evaluate for

Restricted Category 3; may also be
1or2

Cuestion 9d. Lake Erie Wetlands — YES If yes, Category 3

Unrestricted with native plants

Question 9e. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES If yes, evaluate for

Unrestricted with invasive plants Category 3; may also be
1or2

If yes, Category 3

Cuestion 10. Cak Openings YES

68 66 G 6EEEEEQEEE

Cuestion 11. Relict Wet Prairies YES If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1aor2.
Quantitative Metric 1. Size 0
Fating
Metric 2. Buffers and sumounding land use 13
Metric 3. Hydrology 10
Metric 4. Habitat g
Metric 5. Special Welland Communities 0
Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, 3
microtopagraphy B
TOTAL SCORE Categu:ury based on score
20 breakpoints

1

Complete Wetland Categorization Worksheet.
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WETLAND B

Wetland Categorization Worksheet

Choices Circle one Evaluation of Categorization Result of ORAM
Did you answer "res"toany | YES CHO |5 quantitative rating score less than the Category 2 scoring
of the following questions: threshold [exciuding gray zone)? If yes, reevaluate the
Wetland is category of the wetland using the namrative criteria in OAC
Marrative Rating Mos. 2, 3, cateqonzed as a Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biclogical andior functional
4,8.7. 8a, 8d, 10 Category 3 wetland assessments to determine if the wetland has been over-
categorized by the ORAM
Did you answer "res"toany | TES :@ Evaluate the weilland using the 1) narrative critera in OAC
of the following questions: Rule 3745-1-54(C) and 2} the guantitative rating score. I
Wetland should be the wetland is determined fo be a Category 3 wetland using
Marrative Rating Mos. 1, 8b, evaluated for either of these, it should be categorized as a Category 3
b, Be, 11 possible Category wetland. Detailed biclogical and'or functional assessments
3 status may also be used to detemnine the wetland's categony.
Did you answer "res" to YES :—E Is gquantitative rating score greafer tham the Category 2
scoring threshold (including any gray zone)? I yes,
Marrative Rating Mo. & Wetland is reevaluate the category of the wetland using the namative
cateqonzed as a criteria in (AC Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biclogical and/or
Category 1 wetland functional assessments to determine if the wetland has
. been under-categorized by the ORAM
Does the quantitative score | (YES) NO If the score of the wetland is located within the scoring
fall withim the scoring range range for a particular category, the wetland should be
of a Category 1, 2, 0r 3 Wetland is assigned o that category. In all instances however, the
wetland? assigned to the narative criteria describead in OAC Fule 3745-1-54(C) can
appropriate be used to clarify or change a categorization based on a
categony based on quantitative scone.
the scoring rangs I
Does the quantitalive score YES KNO D Rater has the option of assigning the wetland to the higher
fall with the “gray zone"for of the two categonies or to assign a category based on the
Category 1 or 2 or Category Wetland is results of a nonrapid wetland assessment method, e.g.
2 or 3 wetlands? assigned to the functional assessment, biclogical assessment, etc, and a
higher of the two consideration of the nammative crtena in OAC rule 3745-1-
categones ar C)
assigned to a
categony based on
detailed
assessments and
the namative
criteria
Does the wetland ctherwise YES = Awelland may be undercategonzed using this method, but
exhibit moderate OF supenor still exhibit one or more superior functions, e.g. awetland's
ydrologic OR habitat, OR Wetland was Wetland is biotic communities may be degraded by human activities,
recreational functions AMD undercategorized assigned to | but the wetland may still exhibit superior hydrologic
the welland was nof by this method. A category as | functions because of its type, landscape position, size, local
categorized as a Category 2 written justification determined | or regional significance, etc. In this circumstance, the
wetland (in the case of for recategorization | by the namrative criteria in OAC Rule 3745-1-84CH2) and (3) are
miderate functions) or a should be provided | ORAM. controlling, and the under-categonization should be
Category 3 wetland (in the on Background comected. A written justification with supporting reasons or
case of supenor functions) by | Information Form information fior this determination should be provided.
this method?

Final Category

Choose one

(Category 1)

Category 2

Category 3

End of Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands.
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Background Information

Mame:
Jim Palus, Jenna Odegard

Date:
12/5/2018

Affiliation:
MAD Scientist Associates

Address:
253 North State Street, Suite 101 Westerville, Chio 43081

Phone Number:
(614) 818-0156

e-mail address:
jenna@madscientistassociates.net

Name of Wetland:
WETLAND C

Vegetation Commumnit{ies):
Palustrine emergent

HGM Class{es):
Depressional (surface water)

Location of Wetland: include map, address, north arrow, landmarks, distances, roads, etc.

Latl ong or UTM Coordinate

WGS B4: 409745727 -82 467346°°
USGS Quad Mame Olivesburg
County Richland
Township Butler
Section and Subsection
Hydrologic Unit Code 041000120101
e Viet 11/19/2018

Mational Wetland Inventory Map

o Wetland Imventory Map

Saoil Survey

Delineation report/map

Condit silt loam

N Fowler Woods
T;heNature @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Conservancy &% Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)
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lame of Wetland: WETLAND C

Wetland Size [acres, hectares): | 0.0055 acres
Sketch: Include north arrow, relationship with other surface waters, vegetation zones, etc.

Google Earth

Comments, Narrative Discussion, Justification of Category Changes:

Wetland C is a small {:iﬂj acre} palustrine emergent wetland in the center reginn of
the Site near the eastern Site border. It is surrounded b‘l_," wide buffers and low to high
iﬂT.EﬂSit}’ of surmunding land use due to the nature preserve on one side and
agricultural farming on the other. It has less than 0.4 m maximum water depth and is
SE&]SGHB”}" saturated in the upper 30 cm. It lacks connection any surface waters, and
its CIFI|‘_y’ obwvious source of water is from precipitatic:n_ There was indication of habitat
disturbance from farrning on the site {indicated b}" aerial imager‘_-,f from 1994}, but no
recent hydmlogic disturbances were observed. It dppears to have a recovered
substrate and hydrﬂlﬂgic regime. Wetland C diSplﬂ‘;‘S poor habitat development and
lacks horizontal interspersion and micmtﬂpﬂgraphy; however, ORAM-listed invasive
plants were absent from the wetland. These characteristics led this wetland to receive
a score of 29 and be categorized ds d CﬁtE‘ng}f 1 wetland.

Final score : 7g Category: |4
72 | Page
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WETLAND C

Scoring Boundaryv Worksheet

INSTRUCTIONS. The initial step in completing the OF.AM is to identify the “sconng boundaries™ of the wetland
being rated. In mamy instances this determination will be relatively easy and the scoring boundanes will coincide
with the “junisdictional boundanes.”™ For example, the scoring bovmdary of an isolated cattail marsh located in the
middle of a farm field will likely be the same as that wetland’s junsdictional boundaries. In other instances.
however, the scormg boundary will not be as easily determuned. Wetlands that are small or isclated from other
surface waters often form large confignous areas or heterogeneous complexes of wetland and upland In separating
wetlands for sconng purposes, the hydrologic regime of the wetland 15 the main enterion that should be used.
Boundaries between contignous or comnected wetlands should be established where the volume, flow, or velocity of
water moving through the wetland changes sigmificantly. Areas with a high degree of hvdrologic interaction should
be scored as a single wetland. In determuning a wetland’s sconng boundanes, use the gudelines in the OFAW
Mammual Section 5.0. In certain instances, it may be difficult to establish the sconing boundary for the wetland being
rated These problem sitnations include wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, wetlands divided by
artificial boundaries like property fences, roads, or railroad embankments, wetlands that are contiguous with
streams. lakes, or mvers, and estuanne or coastal wetlands. These sitmations are discussed below, however, it is
reconumended that Fater contact Oloo EPA, Division of Surface Water, 401/ Wetlands Section 1f there are addibional
questions or a need for further clanification of the appropriate scoring boundaries of a particular wetland.

# Steps in properly establishing scoring boundaries done? niot applicable
Step 1 Identify the welland area of interest. This may be the site of a
proposed impact, a reference site, consendation site, et ‘{

Step 2 Identify the locations where there is physical evidence that hydrology
changes rapidly. Suwch evidence includes both natural and human-
induced changes including, constrictions caused by berms or dikes,
points where the water velocity changes rapidly at rapids or falls, ‘i(
points where significant inflows ocour at the confluence of rvers, or

other factors that may restrict hydrologic interaction betwesan the
wetlands or parts of a single wetland.

Step 3 Delineate the boundary of the wetland to be rated swch that all areas
af interest that are contiguous to and within the areas where the

hydrology does not change significantly, i.e. areas that have a high '{l
degree of hydrologic interaction are included within the sconng
boundary.

Step 4 Determine if artificial boundanes, such as property lines, state lines,

mads, railread embankments, etc., are present. These should not be
used to establish scoring boundares unless they coincide with areas ‘/
where the hydrologic regime changes.

Step & In all instances, the Rater may enlarge the minimum sconing
boundanies discussed here to score together wetlands that could be
scored separately. V(

Step & Consult ORAM Manual Section 5.0 for how to establish scoring
boundanies for wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape,

divided by artificial boundaries, contiguous to streams, lakes or rivers, \{

or for dual dassifications.

End of Scoring Boundary Determination. Begin Narrative Rating on next page.

73 | Page

N Fowler Woods
TheNature @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
COI]SGI'VEI]’ICY e Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



WETLAND C

Narrative Rating

INSTREUCTIONS. Answer each of the following questions. Questions 1, 2, 3 and 4 should be answered based on
information obtained from the site visit or the literature and by submitting a Data Services Request to the Ohio
Department of Natural Eesources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves, Natural Henitage Data Services, 1889
Fountain Square Court, Building F-1. Columbus, Ohio 43224, 614-263-6453 (phone), 614-263-3096 (fax),
hitp:/www.dnr state oh us/dnap . The remaining questions are designed to be answered primarnly by the results of

the site visit. Fefer to the User's Manual for descriptions of these wetland types. Note: "Critical habitat” is legally
defined in the Endangered Species Act and is the geographic area containing physical or biological features essential
to the conservation of a listed species or as an area that may require special management considerations or
protection. The Rater should contact the Eegion 3 Headguarters or the Columbus Ecological Services Office for
updates as to whether critical habitat has been designated for other federally listed threatened or endangered species.
“Documented” means the wetland is listed in the appropriate State of Ohio database.

= Cluestion Circle one
1 Critical Habitat. |5 the wetland in a township, section, or subsectionof | YES L
a United States Geological Survey 7.5 minute Quadrangle that has
been designated by the LS. Fish and Wildlife Service as “crtical Wetland should be Go to Question 2
habitat" for any threatened or endangered plant or animal species? evaluated for possible
Mote: a5 of January 1, 2001, of the federally listed endangered or Category 3 status
threatened species which can be found in Ohig, the Indiana Bat has
had eritical habitat designated (50 CFR 17.85(a)) and the piping plower Go to Question 2
has had critical habitat proposed (85 FR 41812 July &, 2000).
2 Threatened or Endangered Species. |s the wetland known to contain | YES CHO D
an individual of, or documented occumences of federal or state-listed
threatened or endangered plant or animal species? Wetland is a Category | o to Question 3
3 wetland.
5o to Question 3 J—
3 Documented High Quality Wetland. |s the wetland on record in YES ot
Matural Heritage Database as a high quality wetland?
Wetland is a Category | 3o to Question 4
3 wetland
5o to Question 4 —
4 Significant Breeding or Concentration Area. Does the wetland YES L
contain docurmented regionally significant breeding or nonbreeding
waterfowd, meotropical songbird, or shorebird concentration areas? Wetland is a Category o to Question 5
3 wetland
Go o Question 5
5 Category 1 Wetlands. |s the wetland less than 0.5 hectares (1 acre) | YES D
in size and hydrologically isclated and either 1) comprised of
vegetation that is dominated (greater than eighty per cent areal cover) Wetland is a Category o to Question G
by Phalans arundinacea, Lythrum salicana, or Phragmites susfraliz, or 1 wetland
2) an acidic pond created or excavated on mined lands that has little or
no vegetation? Go o Question &
[ Bogs. s the wetland a peat-accumulating wetland that 1) has no YES O
significant inflows or outflows, 2) supports acidophilic mosses,
particulary Sphagnum spp., 3) the acidophilic mosses have »30% Wetland is a Category o to Question T
cowver, 4) at least one species from Table 1 is present, and ) the 3 wetland
cover of imvasive species (see Table 1) is <25%7
Go o Question 7
7 Fens. s the wetland a carbon accumulating (peat, muck) wetland that | YES (=]
is saturated during most of the year, primarily by a discharge of free
flowing. mineral rich, ground water with a circumneutral ph (5.5-2.0) Wetland is a Category o to Question Ba
and with ome or more plant species listed in Table 1 and the cover of 3 wetland
invasive species listed im Table 1 is <25%7
ot Question Ba I
8a "01d Growth Forest.™ |s the wetland a forested wetland and is the YES =
forest characterized by, but not limited to, the following characteristics:
owerstory canopy trees of great age (exceeding at least 50% of a Wetland is a Category o to Question Bb

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

projected maximum atainable age for a species); litle or no evidence
of human-caused understory disturbance during the past 80 to 100
years; an all-aged structure and multilayered canopies; aggregations of
canopy trees interspersed with canopy gaps; and significant numbers
of standing dead snags and downed logs?

Fowler Woods

3 wetland.

Go to Question Bb

In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)

74 | Page



WETLAND C

&b Mature forested wetlands. |s the wetland a forested wetland with YES =
50% or more of the cover of upper forest canopy consisting of
deciducus trees with large diameters at breast height (dbh), generally Wetland should be G0 to Cuestion Ba
diameters greater than 45cm (17.7in} doh? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status.
G0 to Question Ba .
S3a Lake Erie coastal and tributary wetlands.  |Is the wetland located at YES ]
an elevation less than 575 fest on the USGES map, adjacent to this
elevation, or along a tributary to Lake Erne that is accessible to fish? Go o Question 8b o to Question 10
% Dioes the wetland's hydrology result from measures designed to YES NC
prevent emsion and the loss of aquatic plants, i.e. the wetland is
partially hydrologically restricted from Lake Ere due to lakeward or Wetland should be G0 to Cluestion Bo
landward dikes or other hydrological controls? evaluated for possible
Categary 3 status
Go o Question 10
S Are Lake Erie water levels the wetland's primary hydrological influence, YES N
i.e. the wetland is hydrologically unrestricted (no lakeward or upland
border alterations), or the wetland can be characterized as an Go to Question 8d Go to Question 10
“estuanine” wetland with lake and rver influenced hydrology. These
include sandbar deposition wetlands, estuarine wetlands, river mouwth
wetlands, or those dominated by submersed aguatic vegetation.
ad Does the wetland have a predominance of native species within its YES NC
vegetation communities, although non-native or disturbance tolerant
native species can also be present? Wetland is a Category G0 to Cluestion Be
3 wetland
Go o Question 10
Se Coes the wetland have a predominance of non-native or disturbance YES N
tolerant native plant species within its vegetation communities?
Weiland should be Go to Question 10
evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
Go o Question 10 —
10 Lake Plain Sand Prairies (Dak Openings) |s the wetland locatad in YES (ﬂp_}
Lucas, Fulton, Henry, or Wood Counties and can the wetland be
characterized by the following description: the wetland has a sandy Wetland is a Category G0 to Question 11
substrate with interspersed organic matter, a water table often within 3 wetland.
saeveral inches of the surface, and often with a dominance of the
gramineous vegetalon listed in Table 1 (woody species may also be Go to Question 11
present]. The Chic Department of Matural Resources Division of
Matural Areas and Preserves can provide assistance in confiming this
type of welland and its quality.
1" Relict Wet Prairies. |5 the wetland a relict wet praire community YES [LNCD
dominated by some or all of the species in Table 1. Extensive prairies
were formerly located in the Darby Plains (Madison and Union Wetland should be Complete
Counties), Sandusky Plains (Wyandot, Crawford, and Marion evaluated for possible Quantitative
Counties), northwest Ohio (e.g. Ene, Huron, Lucas, Wood Counties), Catagory 3 status Ratimg
and portions of western Ohio Counties (e.q. Darke, Mercer, Miammi,
Montgomery, Van Wert efc.). Complete Quantitative
Rating

TheNature @
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Table 1. Characteristic plant species.

invasivelexotic spp fen species bog species Dak Opening species wet prairie species

Lytirum salicaria Zypadens elegans var. glucus Caila palusiris Carex cryprolapis Calamagrostis canaaensis
Mymopiyllum spicarum Cacalis planiasinea Carery eniemtica var. copiilocea Carex lasiocamrpa Calamograsiis soica
Ngjas minor Carex, flenva Crrex echimata Carex sricta Carex atherodes
FPhaiaris arnndinacea Carex sterilis Crrex oligosparmg Cladhium marizcoides Carex Bruocbauonii
FPlragmites ausralis Carex dricia Crrex risperma Calamagrostis sricia Care: pellita
FPoiamogeron crisps Deschampsia coespiiosa Chamaedapime calulara Calamagrostis canadensis Carex sartwellil
Rerwmends ffoaria Eleochariz rostellain Decodon verticillanis Cuieraus palusins Cmmticma adrewsii
Rhmms franeula Ertophiorum viridicarinanm Eriophorum Vvirginicum Hiliamihis grosseserrans
Tvpha aneustifplia (Rmianopsis 5o Lartx lavicima Lieiris spicata
Typha xgilauca Labelia kalmii N Dl mucroran Lysimachia quadriflora

Parnassia glauca Schechzeria palusirz Lytiwum alanom

Poteniila fruticosa Splurgmum spp. Pycanih VIFgTi

Rz alnjfolia Faccimilim macrocmmon Silphium terebinthmaceum

Rinnchospora capillacea Facciniim carymbasim Sarghasirum mutas

Salkx camdida Faccimiim oxyeoceos Soariing pecringia

Saiitc myricoides Foodwardia virgmica Solidage riddelli

Salix sarisimg Xz difformeis

Solidage ohioensiz

Tafieldia glutmosa

Triglockin mariimum

Triglochin palusire

End of Narrative Rating. Begin Quantitative Rating on next page.
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ORAM w. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

[ Site: Fowier Woods Wetiand ¢ | Rater(s): Jp and Jo [ Date: 12152018
0 0 Metric 1. Wetland Area (size).
maxEpt skl Salect one size cdlass and assign score.
[ |>50 acres (>20.2ha) (8 pis) WETLAND C
[ 125 to <50 acres (10.1 to <20.2ha) (5 pts)
[ 110 to <25 acres {4 to <10.1ha) (4 pis)
[ |3to =10 acres (1.2 to <4ha) (3 pts)
| |03 to <3 acres (0.12 to <1.Zha) (2pts)
[ 101 to <0.2 acres (0.04 to <0.12ha) {1 pt)
<0.1 acres (0.04ha) (0 pts)
10 10 Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use.
mag idps. bt 33 Caleulste average buffer width. Select only one and assign score. Do not double check
| « |WIDE. Buffers average 50m (164t) or more around wetland perimeter (T)
| |MEDIUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m (32 to <164ft) amund wetland perimeter (4)
| |MARROW. Buffers average 10m to <25m (32# to <82%t) around welland perimeter (1)
| | VERY NARRCW. Buffers average <10m (<32ft) around wetland perimeter (0}
2b. Intensity of sumounding land use. Select one or double check and average.
WERY LOW. 2nd growth or older forest, prairie, savannah, wildiife area, etc. (7)
¢ |LOW. Oid field (=10 years), shrub land, young second growth forest. (5)
| |MODERATELY HIGH. Residential, fenced pasture, park, conservation fillage, new fallow field. (3)
| « [HIGH. Urban, industrial, open pasture, row cropping. mining, construction. (1)
10 |20 Metric 3. Hydrology.
max30pss.  sbtoll 35 Sowrces of Water. Score all that apply. 3b. Connectivity. Score all that apply.
| |High pH groundwater (5) | | 100 year floodplain (1)
| | Other groundwater (3) | |Between stream/lake and other human use (1)
| « |Precipitation (1) | | Partof wetlandiupland (e.g. forest), complex (1)
| | Seasonallntermittent surface water (3) Part of riparian or upland comidor (1)
| |Perennial surface water (lake or stream) (5) 3d. Dwration inundation/saturation. Score one or dbl check.
3c. Maximum water depth. Select only one and assign score. | [ Semi- to permanently inundated’saturated (4)
| =07 (27.Gin) (3} | | Regulary inundated'saturated (3)
| |04 to D.Fm (15.7 to 27.6in) (2) | | Seasonally inundated (2)
| « |=0.4m (<15.7im) (1) | < |Seasonally saturated in upper 30cm (12in) (1)
3e. Meodifications to natural hydrologic regime. Score ane or double check and average.
| | Mome or none apparsnt (12)|| Check all disturbances chserved
| « |Recoverad (T) ditch | | point source (nonstommaster)
| |Recowering (3) tile | [fillingigrading
| [Recent or mo recowvery (1) dike | |rcad bedRR track
weir | [dredging
stommaater input ¥ | other famingfing of e
7 27 Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development.
maxIipts. st 43 Substrate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.
| | Mome or none apparent (4)
| « |Recovered (3)
| |Recowering (2)
| | Recent or mo recovery (1)
4b. Habitat development Select only one and assign score.
| | Excellent (7)
| |Wery good (8]
| | Good (5)
| | Moderately good (4)
| |Fair (3}
| |Poorto fair (2)
| « [Poor(f)
4c. Habitat alteration. Score one or double check and average.
: Mone or none apparent (8} || Check all disturbances chsereed
| | Recoversd (&) miowing [ | shrubvsapling remeval
| ¢ |Recovering (3) grazing [ | herbaceous/agquatic bed remaval
|| Recent or no recovery (1) clearcutting || sedimentation
selective cutting [ |dredging
2? woody debris removal farming
tosdc pollutants * nutrient enrchment
suttcesl tiz page *possible, not confirmed through review of chemical data

last revised 1 Febnuary 2001 jjm
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowier Woods Wetiand C | Rater(s): /7 and Jo | Date: 1252018
27
subtotl Trss page:
0 o7 |Metric 5. Special Wetlands. WETLAND C
mar i0pt. subkll Check all that apply and score as indicated.
Bog (10)
| |Fen (10}
| | Old growth forest (10}
[ |Mature forested wetland (5)
| | Lake Erie coastalitributary wetland-unrestricied hydrology (10}
|| Lake Erie coastaltributary wetland-restricted hydrology (5)
| |Lake Plain Sand Prairies (Cak Cpenings) (10)
Relict Wet Prairies (10)
Krmonem cccumence statefederal threatened or endangered species (10)
] Significant migratory songbirdwater fowd habitat or usage (10)
| |category 1 Wetland. See Question 1 Qualitative Rating (-10)
2 29 Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, microtopography.
max Mpks. zubbolal fz  Wetland Vegetation Communities. Vegetation Community Cover Scale
Score all present using 0'to 3 scale. o Absent or comprises <0l 1ha (0.2471 acres) contiguous area
Aguatic bed 1 Present and either comprises small part of wetland's
7 |Emergent vegetation and is of moderate quality, or comprises a
] Shirub significant part bt is of low quality
| |Forest 2 Present and either comprises significant part of wetland's
Mudflats wegetation and is of moderate guality or comprises a small
| |Open water part and is of high quality
: Orther 3 Present and comprises significant part, or more, of wetland's
Gb. horzontal (plan view) Interspersion. wegetation and is of high quality
Select only one.
[ | High (5) Marrative Description of Vegetation GQuality
: Moderately highi4) o Low spp diversity andfor predominance of nonnative or
Moderate (3) disturbance tolerant native species
] Maoderately low (2) mod Mative spp are dominant component of the vegetation,
[ [Low (1) although nonnative andlor disturbance tolerant native spp
v |Mone (0) can also be present, and species diversity moderate o
Be. mrme of invasive plants. Refer moderately high, but generally wic presence of rare
to Table 1 ORAM long form for list. Add threatened or endangered spp
or deduct points for coverage high A predominance of native species, with nonnative spp
|| Extensive >T5% cover (-5) andior disturbance tolerant native spp absent or virtually
| |Moderate 25-75% cover (-3) ahsent, and high spp diversity and often, but nat always,
] Sparse 5-25% cover (-1} the presence of rare, threatenad, or endangered spp
: Mearty absent <5% cover ()
¥ |Absent (1) Mudflat and Open Water Class Quality
6d. Microtopography. 0 Absent =0.1ha (0.247 acres)
Score all present using 0'to 3 scale. 1 Low 0.1 to <1ha (0.247 to 2.47 acres)
o |Vegetated hummucksftussucks 2 Moderate 1 to <4ha (2.47 to 9.88 acres)
o |Coarse woody debns =15cm (Gin) 3 High 4ha (9.88 acres) or mare
o |Standing dead =25cm (10in) dbh
@ |Amphibian breeding pocls Microtopography Cover Scale
0 Absent
1 Present very small amounts or if more comman
of marginal quality
2 Present in moderate amounts, but not of highest
quality or in small amounts of highest quality
3 Fresent in moderate or greater amounts
29 and of highest quality

TheNature
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End of Quantitative Rating. Complete

.
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Categorization Worksheets.
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WETLAND C ORAM Summary Worksheet

circle
answer or
insert Result
score
Marrative Rating | Question 1 Critical Habitat YES (O} If yes, Category 3.
Question 2. Threatened or Endangered YES If yes, Category 3.

Species
Question 3. High Quality Natural Wetland YES

If yes, Category 3.

Question 4. Significant bird habitat YES If yes, Category 3.

Cuestion 5. Category 1 Wellands YES If yes, Category 1.

Question 6. Bogs YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 7. Fens YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 8a. Old Growth Forest YES If yes, Category 3.

Question 8b. Mature Forested Wetland YES

=

CEEEREEEEEEE

If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1or2.

Question 9b. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES If yes, evaluate for

Resiricted Category 3; may also be
Tor2

Question 9d. Lake Erie Wetlands — YES If yes, Category 3

Unrestricted with native plants

Question 92. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES
Unrestricted with invasive plants

If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1or2.

If yes, Category 3

Question 10. Cak Openings YES

Question 11. Relict Wet Prainies YES If yes, evaluate for

Category 3; may also be

1or2

Cuantitative Metric 1. Size 0
Rating

Metric 2. Buffers and sumounding land use 10

Metric 3. Hydrology 10

Metric 4. Habitat 7

Metric 5. Special Wetland Communities: 0

Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, 2

microtopography

TOTAL SCORE Category based on score

20 breakpoints

.1

Complete Wetland Categorization Worksheet.

79 | Page

_ N Fowler Woods
tthature @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
COUS@I"V ancy L Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



WETLAND C

Wetland Categorization Worksheet

Choices Circle one Evaluation of Categorization Result of ORAM

Did you answer "Yes"toany | YES =] Is gquantitative rating score less than the Category 2 scoring

of the following questions: threshold (excluding gray zone|? If yes, reevaluate the
Wetland is category of the wetland using the namative criteria im OAC

Marrative Rating Mos. 2, 3. cateqonzed as a Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biological and/or functional

4,8, 7. Ba, 8d, 10 Category 3 wetland assessments to determine if the wetland has been over-

categorzed by the ORAM

Did you answer "Yes"to any | YES :@ Evaluate the wetland using the 1) namrative criteria in OAC

of the following guestions: Rule 3745-1-54(C) and 2) the guantitative rating score. If
Wetland should be the wetland is determined io be a Category 3 wetland using

Marrative Rating Mos. 1, &b, evaluated for either of these, it should be categorized as a Category 3

S, B, 11 possible Categony wetland. Detailed biological andior functional assessments
3 status may also be used fo detemmine the wetland's categony.

Diid you answer "ves" to YES {:@ Is quantitative rating score greafer than the Category 2

sconing threshold {including any gray zone)? If ves,

Marrative Rating No. 5 Wetland is reevaluate the category of the wetland using the namative
cateqonzed as a critenia in QAC Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biclogical and/or
Category 1 wetland functional assessments to determine if the welland has
. been under-categorized by the ORAM

Does the guantitative score {EB) ] If the score of the wetland is located within the scoring

fall within the scoring range range for a particular category, the wetland should be

of a Category 1, 2, or 3 Wetland is assigned to that category. In all instances however, the

welland? assigned to the namrative criteria described in QAC Rule 3745-1-54(C) can
appropriate be used to clarfy or change a categorization based on a
category based on quantitative score.
the scoring range .

Does the quantitative score YES oD Rater has the option of assigning the wetland to the higher

fall with the "gray zone" for

of the two categories or to assign a category based on the

Category 1 or 2 or Categony Wetland is results of a nonrapid wetland assessment method, eg.

2 or 3 wetlands? assigned to the functional assessment, biclogical assessment, etc, and a
higher of the two consideration of the namative crtena in OAC rule 3745-1-
categones ar S4C)
assigned to a
category based on
detailed
assessments and
the namative
criteria

Does the wetland otherwise YES WO Awelland may be undemategonzed using this method, but

exhibit moderate OR supenor still exhibit one or more supenor functions, e.g. awetland's

hydrologic OR habitat, OR Wetland was Wetland is biotic communities may be degraded by human activities,
recreational functions AND undercategorized assigned to | but the wetland may still exhibit supenior hydrologic

the wetland was nof by this method. A category as | functions because of its type, landscape position, size, local

categonzed as a Category 2 written justification determined | orregional significance, etc. In this circumstance, the

weiland (in the case of for recategorization | by the namrative criteria in QAC Rule 3745-1-54(C)(2) and (3) are
moderate functions) or a should be provided | ORAM. controlling, and the under-categorization should be

Category 3 wetland (im the
case of supernor functions) by
this method?

on Background
Infiormation Form

comected. A written justification with supporting reasons or
infomnation for this determination should be provided.

TheNature
Conservancy

Final Category

Choose one

{Category 1J

Category 2

End of Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands.

N
N
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Background Information

Mame:
Jim Palus, Jenna Odegard

Diate:
1252018

Affiliation:
MAD Scientist Associates

Address:
253 North State Street, Suite 101 Westerville, Ohio 43081

Phone Number:
(614) 818-91586

e-mail address:
jenna@madscientistassociates net

Name of Wetland:
WETLAND D

Vegetation Communit{ies):
FPalustrine scrub-shrub

HGM Class{es):
Depressional (surface and ground water)

Location of Wetland: include map, address, morth arrow, landmarks, distances, roads, etc.

LatLong or UTM Coordinate

WGS 84: 40.9756867-82 468495°
HSES Cuad Name Olivesburg
County Richland
Township Butler

Section and Subsection

Fydrologic Unit Cods 041000120101
Si= st 11/19/2018

Mational Wetland Imeentory Map

Chiio Wetland Inventory Map

Soil Survey

Delineation report/map

Pewarno sity clay loam

N Fowler Woods
T;heNature @ In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Conservancy &% Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)
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Hame of efland: WETLAND D

Wetland Size (acres, hectares): | 0.0739 acres

Sketch: Include north arrow, relationship with other surface waters, vegetation zones, etc.

Google Earth

Comments, Narrative Discussion, Justification of Category Changes:

Wetland D is a small (<0.1 acre) palustrine scrub-shrub wetland on the northem end of
the Site. It is surrounded by medium buffers and low to high intensity of surrounding
land use due to Fowler Woods State Nature Preserve on one side and agricultural
fields on the other. It has less than 0.4 m maximum water depth and is seasonally
saturated in the upper 30 cm. It has connectivity between stream lake and other
human use, which is represented by a tiled stream that connects to Clear Creek.
Hydrologic disturbances were present in the form of a road-side ditch adjacent to the
wetland and collapsed drain tile from historic farming. The wetland receives water from
precipitation and perennial surface water from the stream. Modifications to the natural
hydrologic regime have recent to no recovery because the tiles appear to be eroding
and have become daylighted in five separate sections. Wetland D displays fair habitat
development, however it also was observed to have moderate coverage of
ORAM-listed invasive plants, low horizontal interspersion, and a lack of
microtopography. These characteristics led this wetland to receive a score of 22 and
be categorized as a Category 1 wetland.

Final score : 59 Category: |4
82 | Page
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WETLAND D

Scoring Boundary Worksheet

INSTEUCTIONS. The initial step in completing the OFAM is to identify the “scoring boundaries™ of the wetland
being rated. In many instances this determination will be relatively easy and the scoring boundaries will coincide
with the “junsdictional boundanes.™ For example, the sconng boundary of an 1solated cattail marsh located n the
middle of a farm field will likely be the same as that wetland’s junsdictional boundaries. In other instances,
however, the scormg boumdary will not be as easily determined. Wetlands that are small or iselated from other
surface waters often form large contignons areas or heterogeneous complexes of wetland and upland. In separating
wetlands for scoring purpeses. the hydrologic regime of the wetland is the main criterion that should be used.
Boundaries between contiguous or connected wetlands should be established where the volume. flow, or velocity of
water moving through the ‘wetland changes significantly. dreas with a high degree of }ndmiagiﬁ interaction should
be scored as a .:.'mﬂrEe weiland. In determiming a wetland’s scorng boumdanes, use the gmdelines i the OF.AM
Mamual Section 3.0. In certain mstances, it may be difficult to establish the sconng hnu.udarj. for the wetland bemg
rated. These problem situations include wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, wetlands divided by
artificial boundaries like property fences, roads, or railroad embankments, wetlands that are contiguous with
streams, lakes, or nvers, and estuarine or coastal wetlands. These sitnations are discussed below, however, 1t 13
recommended that Fater contact Ohuo EPA. Division of Surface Water, 401/ Wetlands Section if there are additional
guestions or a need for further clanfication of the appropnate sconng boundaries of a particular wetland.

# Steps in properly establishing scoring boundaries done? miot applicable
Step 1 Identify the wetland area of interest. This may be the site of a
proposed impact, a reference site, consensation site, ate. ‘f

Step 2 Identify the locations where there is physical evidence that hydrology
changes rapidly. Such evidence includes both natural and hurman-
induced changes including, constrictions caused by berms or dikes,
points where the water velocity changes rapidly at rapids or falls, V(
points where significant inflows ocour at the conflusnce of fivers, or

other factors that may restrict hydrologic interaction betwesn the
wetlands or parts of a single wetland.

Step 3 Delineate the boundary of the wetland to be rated such that all areas
of imterest that are contiguous to and within the areas where the

hydrology does mot change significantly, i.e. areas that have a high "(
degree of hydrologic interaction are included within the scorng
boundary.

Step 4 Determine if artificial boundanes, such as property lines, state lines,

reads, railmad embankments, ete., are present. These should not be
used fo establish scoring boundaries unless they coincide with areas ‘If
whiere the hydrologic regime changes.

Step & Im &l instances, the Fiater may enlarge the minimum sconing
boundanes discussed here to score together wetlands that could be
soored separately. (

Step & Consult ORAM Manual Section 5.0 for how to establish scoring
boundarnies for wetlands that formn a patchwork on the landscape, ‘I’(

divided by artificial boundaries, contiguous to streams, lakes or rivers,

or fior dual dassifications.

End of Scoring Boundary Determination. Begin Narrative Rating on next page.
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WETLAND D

Narrative Rating

INSTEUCTIONS. Answer each of the following questions. Questions 1, 2. 3 and 4 should be answered based on
information obtained from the site visit or the literature and by submithing a Data Services Fequest to the Ohdo
Department of Natural Besources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves, Natural Hentage Data Services, 1889
Fountain Square Court, Building F-1. Columbus, Olio 43224, 614-265-6453 (phone), 614-263-3096 (fax),
hitp:'www.dnr state oh us'dnap . The remaining questions are designed to be answered primarily by the results of

the site visit. Befer to the User’s Manual for descriptions of these wetland types. MNote: "Critical habitat” is legally
defined in the Endangered Species Act and is the geographic area containing physical or biologieal features essential

to the conservation of a listed species or as an area that may require special management considerations or
protection. The Rater should contact the Fegion 3 Headeuarters or the Columbus Ecological Services Office for

updates as to whether eritical habitat has been designated for other federally listed threatened or endangerad species.
“Deocumented” means the wetland is listed in the appropriate State of Ohio database.

= Chuestion Circle one
Critical Habitat. 1s the wetland in a township, section, or subsectionof | ¥ES ]
a United States Geological Survey 7.5 minute Guadrangle that has
been designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as "critical VWetland should be o to Question 2
habitat" fior any threatened or endangered plant or animal species? evaluated for possible
Mote: as of January 1, 2001, of the federally listed endangered or Category 3 status
threatened species which can be found in Ohio, the Indiana Bat has
had eritical habitat designated (50 CFR 17.85(a)) and the piping plover Go to Question 2
has had critical habitat proposed (85 FR 41812 July &, 2000).
2 Threatened or Endangered Species. |s the watland known to contain | YES KO
an individual of, or documented occumences of federal or state-fisted
threatened or endangered plant or animal species? Wetland is a Category | Go to Question 3
3 wetland.
Go i Question 3 J—
3 Documented High Guality Wetland. |s the wetland on record in YES o)
Matural Heritage Database as a high guality wetland?
Wedland is a Category | Go to Question 4
3 wetland
Go i Question 4 I
4 Significant Breeding or Concentration Area. Does the wetland YES L)
contain documented regionally significant breeding or nonbreading
waterfowd, nectropical songbird, or shorebird concentration areas? Wetland is a Categony o to Question 5
3 wetland
Go to Question 5
[ Category 1 Wetlands. |5 the wetland less than 0.5 hectares (1 acre) YES MO
in size and hydrologically isolated and either 1) comprised of
vegetation that is dominated (greater than eighty per cent areal cover) Wedland is a Categony Go to Question &
by Phalaris arundinacea, Lythrum zalicana, or Phragmites susfraliz, or 1 wetland
2} an acidic pond created or excavated on mined lands that has little or
no vegetation? Go i Question &
[ Bogs. |s the wetland a peat-accumulating wetland that 1) has ne YES D
significant inflows or outflows, 2) supports acidophilic mosses,
particularly Sphagnum spp., 3) the acidophilic mosses have >30% Wedland is a Category o to Question 7
cover, 4) at least one species from Table 1 is present, and 5) the 3 wetland
cowver of invasive species (see Table 1) is <25%7
Go to Question 7
i Fens. Is the wetland a carbon accumulating (peat, muck) wetland that | YES [T
is saturated during most of the year, pimarily by a discharge of free
flowing, mineral rich, ground water with a circumneutral ph (5.5-8.0) Wedland is a Category Go to Question 8a
and with cne or more plant species listed in Table 1 and the cower of 3 wetland
invasive species listed in Table 1 is <25%7
Go i Question 8a I
8a "0ld Growth Forest.” |s the wetland a forested wetland and is the YES KMo 2
forest characterized by, but not limited to, the following characteristics:
overstory canopy trees of great age (exceeding at least 50% of a Wedland is a Category Go to Question 8b

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

projected maximum attainable age for a species; lithe or no evidence
af human-caused understory disturbance during the past B0 to 100
years; an all-aged structure and multilayered canopies; aggregations of
canopy trees interspersed with canopy gaps; and significant numbers
of standing dead snags and downed logs?

Fowler Woods

3 wetland.

Go o Question 8b
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WETLAND D

—

b Mature forested wetlands. |s the wetland a forested wetland with YES =Y
50% or more of the cover of upper forest canecpy consisting of
deciducus trees with large diameters at breast height (dbh), generally Wetland should be &0 to Question Ba
diameters greater than 45cm (17.7in) dbh? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status.
Go o Question Ba I
Sa Lake Erie coastal and tributary wetlands.  |s the wetland located at YES N )
an elevation less than 575 feet on the USGES map, adjacent to this
elewvation, or along a tributary to Lake Ene that is sccessible to fish? Go o Question Sb o to Question 10
b Dioes the wetland's hydrology result from measures designed o YES e
prevent emssion and the loss of aquatic plants, i.e. the wetland is
partially hydrologically restricted from Lake Ene due to lakeward or Wetland should be G0 to Question Bc
landward dikes or other hydrological controls? evalugted for possible
Category 3 status
Go o Question 10
S Are Lake Ene water levels the wetland's primary hydrological influence, | YES M
i.e, the wetland is hydrologically unrestricted (no lakeward or upland
border alterations), or the wetland can be characterized as an Go o Question Bd o to Question 10
"estuanine” wetland with lake and river influenced hydrology. These
include sandbar deposition wetlands, estuarne wetlands, river mouth
wetlands, or those dominated by submersed aquatic vegetation.
5d Does the wetland have a predominance of native spedies within its YES M
vegefation communities, although non-native or disturbance tolerant
native species can also be present? Wetland is a Category Z0 to Cluestion Be
3 wetland
Go o Question 10
Se Does the wetland have a predominance of non-native or disturbance YES M
tolerant native plant species within its vegetation communities?
Wetland should be 30 to Question 10
evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
Go o Question 10 J—
10 Lake Plain Sand Prairies (Oak Openings) Is the wetland located in YES (_‘I‘_:.Ip_,,}
Lucas, Fulton, Henry, or Wood Counties and can the wetland be
characterized by the following description: the wetland has a sandy Wetland is a Category &0 to Cluestion 11
substrate with interspersed crganic matter, a water table often withim 3 weetlamd.
several inches of the surface, and often with a dominance of the
gramineous vegetation listed in Table 1 (woody species may also be Go to Question 11
present). The Ohio Department of Natural Resounces Division of
Matural Areas and Preserves can provide assistance in confiming this
type of wetland and its quality.
1M Relict Wet Prairies. |s the wetland a relict wet praire community YES ‘\«@
dominated by some or all of the species in Table 1. BEdensive praines
were formerty located in the Darby Plains (Madiscn and Union Witland should be Complete
Counties), Sandusky Plains Wyandot, Crawford, and Marion evaluated for possible Quantitative
Counties), northwest Chio (e.g. Ene, Huron, Lucas, Weod Counties), Category 3 status Rating
and portions of westem Ohio Counties (e.q. Darke, Mercer, Miami,
Maontgomery, Wan Wert efc.). Complete Quantitative
Rating
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Table 1. Characteristic plant species.

invasivelexotic spp fen species biog species Oak Opening species wet prairie species

Iytheum salicaria Zypadems elegans var. glaucws Calla palusiris Carex cryprolepis Calamagrostis canadensis
Mpropiyllum spieanom . Cacalia plantaginea Carey miamidca var. capillacea Carex lasiocarpa Calamograsiis soicta
Negas minor Carex flanva Carey echinata Carex soricta Carex arherodes
Phalaris arundinacea Carex sterilis Carey oligospama Cladhum mariscoides Carex baoebaumali
Phragmites australis Carex stricta Carey rispama Calanmagrostis soricha Care: peilita
Potamogeton crispus Deschampsia coespitosa Chamaedapime calyculana Calanagrostis canadensis Carex sartwellii
Renmeuius foaria Elgocharis rostellatn Decodon verticillanis Creraus palusiis it ardrewsit
Rharons frameula Ertoprhorum viridicainanm Eriopharum virginician Helignihus grossesarmans
Tipha anenstiflia GenTianopsis soD. Lartx laricing Lietriz spicata
Tipha xglauca Labelia kaimii N pDamils Mucronas Lysimachia quadriflora

Parmassia glmica Schechzaria palusiris Iytheum alanm

Potentilla fruticosa Sphagnum ipp. Pycumzhemion virgmiamm

Rz alnjfolia Faccinim macrocmpon Siphium terebinthimnaceum

Ripmchospona capillacea Faccinam corymbosim Sarghastrom mutms

Saltx candida Faccimim oyeoceos Soariing pecringia

Saite myricoides Foodwardia virgmica Solidago riddelii

Saifr serizsima iz diffornus

Solidago ohioensiz

Tofieldia glutmosa

Triglockin maritinuen

Triglochin palustre

End of Marrative Rating. Begin Quantitative Rating on next page.
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Qluantitative Rating

[ Site: Fowler Woods Wetiand E [ Rater(s): JFand J0 [Date: 1252018

0 0 Metric 1. Wetland Area (size).

marE g sl Celest one size dass and assign score.

[ |>50 acres (>20.2ha) (8 pts) WETLAND D
[ |25 to <50 acres (10.1 to <20.2ha) (5 pts)

[ 110 to <25 acres {4 to <10.1ha) (4 pis)

[ 13 to=10 acres (1.2 to <4ha) (3 pis)

[ |0.3 to <3 acres (0.12 to <1 Zha) (Zpts)

[ |01 to <0.3 acres (0.04 to =0.12ha) (1 pt)

<0.1 acres (0.04ha} {0 pts)

7 7 Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use.

mag i4ptz. subintd 33 Caloylate average bufer width. Select only one and assign score. Do not double check
WIDE. Buffers average S0m (184ft) or more around wetland perimeter (T)
4+ |MEDMUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m (22 fo <184f) around wetland permeter (4)
MARRCW. Buffers average 10m to <25m (32ft to <82%) around wetland perimeter (1)
WVERY MARROW. Buffers average <10m (<32ft) around wetland perimeter (00
2b. Intensity of sumounding land use. Select one or double check and average.
WVERY LOW. 2nd growth or clder forest, prairie, savannah, wildiife area, efc. (7)
¢ |LOWY. Oid field (=10 years), shrub land, young second growth forest. (5)
MODERATELY HIGH. Residential, fenced pasture, park, conservation tillage, new fallow fild. (3)
¢ |HIGH. Urban, induwstrial, open pasture, now cropping. mining, construction. (1)

10 17 Metric 3. Hydrology.

max30ps.  sabioll 3 Sources of Water, Score all that apply. 3b. Connectivity. Score all that apply.
| |High pH groundwater (5) 100 year floodplain (1)
| | ©Other groundwater (3} + | Betwesn stream/lake and other human uss (1)
| « |Precipitation (1} | |Partof wetlandiupland (e.g. forest), complex (1}
| | Seascnal/lntermittent surface water (3) | | Partof riparian or upland comidor (1)
|+ |Perennial surface water (lake or stream) (5) 3d. Dwration inundation/saturation. Score one or dbl check.
3. Maximum water depth. Select only one and assign score. | | Semi- to permanently inundated’saturated (4)
| |=0.7 (27.8in} (3} | |Regulary inundated/saturated (3)
| |04 1o 0.Fm (15.7 to 27.6in) (2) Seasonally inundated (2)
|+ |<D.4m (<15.7in) (1) #_| Seasonally saturated i upper 20cm (12in) (1)
3e. Modifications to natural hydrologic regime.  Score one or double check and average.
| |Mone or none apparent (12)|| Check all disturbances chserved
| |Recoversd (T) ditch point source (nonstormmaster)
Recovering (3) tile < _|filling/grading
| < |Recent or norecovery (1) |[ [ | dike | |road bedRR track
[ |weir [ |dredging
|| stormwater input | [cther

7 24 Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development.

max0pes. st 43 Subsirate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.
Mone or none apparent (4)

Recoverad (3)

Recovering (2)

B
HEll

Recent or no recovery (1)
itat development.  Select only one and assign score.

| |Excellent (7)

| |Very good (5)

| | Good (5)

| |Moderately good (4)

| « |Fair(3)

| |Poorto fair (2)

[___[Foor(l)

4c. Habitat alteration. Score one or double check and average.

: Mone or none apparent (8) || Check all disturbances cbsensed

| |Recoversd () mowing [ | shrub/sapling remaoval

[+ |Recoverng (3) grazing | | herbacecusiaquatic bed removal

| |Recentor no recovery (1) clearcutting [ | sedimentation
selective cutting [ |dredging

24 woody debris removal farming
tovdc pollutants [ | nutrient enrichment
sublceal this page

last revised 1 February 2001 jjm
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Form Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowler Woods Wetiand E | Rater(s): /7 and Jo | Date: 122012
24
sublotl Trst page
0 o4 |Metric 5. Special Wetlands. WETLAND D
max I0pE. subll@l Check all that apply and score as indicated.
[ |Begim
| |Fen(im)
Old growth forest (10)
| | Mature forested wetland (5)
| |Lake Erie coastalftributary wetland-unrestricted hydrology (10)
| |Lake Erie coastalitributary wesland-restricted hydrology (5)
| |Lake Plain Sand Frairies {Oak Openings) (10)
| | Relict Wet Prairies (10)
Emoem oocurmence statefederal threatened or endangered species (10)
| Significant migratory songbird'water fowd habitat or usage (10)
| |category 1 Wetland. Se= Question 1 Qualitative Rating (-10)
2 29 Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, microtopography.
max Mpk.  subkell §3  Wetland Vegetation Communities. Vegetation Community Cover Scale
Score all present using 0 to 3 scale. o Absent or comprises <0.1ha (0.2471 acres) contiguous area
[ | Aquatic bad 1 Present and either comprises small part of wetland's
] Emergent wvegetation and is of mederate quality, or comprises a
1 Shinub significant part but is of low quality
: Farest 2 Present and either comprises significant part of wetland's
Mudflats wvegetation and is of moderate quality or comprises a small
| |Open water part and is of high quality
| |other 3 Present and comprises significant part, or more, of wetland's
Gb. horzontal (plan view) Interspersion. wvegetation and is of high quality
Select only cne.
[ | High (%) Narrative Description of Vegetation Quality
] Meoderately highi4) = Low spp diversity andior predominance of nonnative or
| |Moderate (3 disturbance tolerant native species
: Maoderately low (2) mod Mative spp are dominant component of the vegetation,
Liowaw (1) although nonnative andior disturbance tolerant native spp
|« |Maone (0) can also be present, and species diversity moderate to
Be. C-Tl.'erage of invasive plants. Refer moderately high, but generally wio presence of rare
to Table 1 ORAM long form for list. Add threatened or endangered spp
or deduct points for coverage high A predominance of native species, with monnative spp
[ | Extensive =75% cover (-5} andior disturbance tolerant native spp absent or virtually
| ¥ |Moderate 25-T5% cover (-3) absent, and high spp diversity and often, but not ahways,
Sparse 5-25% cover (-1} the presence of rare, threatened, or endangersd spp
: Mearty absent <5% cover (0)
Absent (1) Mudflat and Open Water Class Guality
6d. Microtopography. 0 Absent <0.1ha (0.247 acres)
Score all present using 0 to 3 scale. 1 Low 0.1 to <1ha (0.247 to 2.47 acres)
o |Vegetated hummuckstussucks 2 Moderate 1to <4ha (2.47 to 0.88 acres)
|0 |Coarse woody debris =15cm (Gin) 3 High 4ha {8.88 acres) or more
0 |Standing dead =25cm (10in) dbh
o |Amphibian breeding pools Microtopography Cover Scale
0 Absent
1 Present very small amounts or if more common
of marginal quality
2 Present in moderate amounts, but mot of highest
quality or in small amounts of highest quality
3 Present in moderate or greater amounts
22 and of highest quality

End of Quantitative Rating. Complete Categorization Worksheets.

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

88 | Page
Fowler Woods
In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)



WETLAND D ORAM Summary Worksheet

circle
danswer or
insert Result
score
Marrative Rating | Question 1 Critical Habitat YES (o2 If yes, Category 3.
Ouestion 2. Threatened or Endangered YES (MO If yes, Category 3.
Species
Cuestion 3. High Quality Matural Wetland | YES (_NQY If yes, Category 3.
Question 4. Significant bind habitat YES (oD If yes, Category 3.
Question 5. Category 1 Wetlands YES CND) If yes, Category 1.
Cuestion 6. Bogs VES (NOD If yes, Category 3.
Ouestion 7. Fens YES @ If yes, Category 3.
Cuestion Sa. Old Growth Forest YES (NOD If yes, Category 3.
Question 8b. Mature Forested Wetland YES ChOD If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1or2
Cuestion 9b. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES (NO) If yes, evaluate for
Resiricted Category 3; may also be
1or2
Cluestion 9d. Lake Erie Wetlands — YES @ If yes, Category 3
Unrestricted with native plants
Cuestion 9. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES (NOD If yes, evaluate for
Unrestricted with invasive plants Category 3; may also be
1or2
Question 10. Oak Openings YES (NOD If yes, Category 3
Qwestion 11. Relict Wet Prairies YES (MO If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1or2
Cuantitative Metric 1. Size 0
Rating
Metric 2. Buffers and sumounding land use
Metric 3. Hydrology 10
Metric 4. Habitat
Metric 5. Special Wetland Communities
Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, 9
microtopography E
TOTAL SCORE Category based on score
22 breakpoints
1
Complete Wetland Categorization Worksheet.
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WETLAND D

Wetland Categorization Worksheet

Choices Circle one Evaluation of Categorization Result of ORAM

Did you answer "res"toany | YES (MO 3 Is quantitative rating score less than the Category 2 scoring

of the following questions: threshold (excluding gray zonel? If ves, reevaluate the
Wetland is category of the wetland using the namative criteria in OAC

Marmative Rating MNos. 2, 3, cateqonzed as a Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biological andfor functional

4.8,7. 8a, 8d 10 Category 3 wetland assessments to determine if the wetland has been over-

categonzed by the ORAM

Did you answer "fes"toany | YES :@ Evaluate the wetland using the 1) narative criteria in OAC

of the following questions: Rule 3745-1-54(C) and 2} the quantitative rating score. I
Wetland should be the wetland is determined io be a Category 3 wetland using

Marrative Rating Mos. 1, &b, evaluated for either of these, it should be categorized as a Category 3

B, Be, 11 possible Categony wetland. Detailed biological andlor functional assessments
3 status may also be used fo detemmine the wetland's categony.

Did you answer "fes” to YES :@ s quantitative rating score greafer than the Category 2

scoring threshold (including any gray zone)? If yes,

MNarmative Rating Mo. 5 Wetland is resvaluate the category of the wetland using the namative
cateqonzed as a criteria in DAC Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biclogical andfor
Category 1 wetland fumctional assessments to determine if the wetland has
I been under-categorized by the ORAM

Does the quantitaiive score | (YES) MO If the score of the weiland is located within the scoring

fall within the scoring range range for a particular category, the wetland should be

of a Category 1, 2, or 3 Wetland is assigned to that category. In all instances howewer, the

wetland? assigned to the narrative criteria described in (QAC Fule 3745-1-84C) can
appropriate be used to clarify or change a categorization based on a
category based on quantitative score.
the sconing range .

Does the guantitative score YES @ Rater has the option of assigning the wetland to the higher

fall with the “gray zone" for of the two categories or to assign a category based on the

Category 1 or 2 or Categony Wetland is results of a nonrapid wetland assessment method, e.g.

2 or 3 wetlands? assigned to the fumctional assessment, biclogical assessment, etc, and a
higher of the two consideration of the narrative criteria in OAC rule 3745-1-
categones or B4
assignedto a
categony based on
detailed
assessments and
the namathe
criteria

Does the wetland otherwise YES =) Awetland may be undercategonized using this method, but

exhibit moderate OF supenor still exhibit one or more supernor functions, e.g. a wetland's

ydrologic OR habitat, OR! ‘Wetland was Wetland is bigtic communities may be degraded by human activities,
recreational functions AND undercategorized assigned to | but the welland may still exhibit supenior hydrologic

the wetland was nof by this method. A category as | functions because of its type, landscape position, size, local

categorized as a Category 2 written justification determined | orregional significance, etc. In this circumstance, the

weiland (in the case of for recategorization | by the narrative criteria in OAC Rule 3745-1-54(CH2) and (3) are
moderate functions) or a should be provided | ORAM. controllimg, and the under-categonzation should be

Category 3 wetland (in the on Backgroumnd comected. A written justification with supporting reasons or

case of supenor functions) by | Information Form information for this determination should be provided.

this method?

Final Category

Choose one

(Category 1)

Category 2

Category 3
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Background Information

Hame:

Jim Palus, Jenna Odegard

Date:

12/5/2018

Affiliation:

MAD Scientist Associates

Address:

253 Morth State Street, Suite 101 Westerville, Ohio 43081
Phone Number:

(614) 818-9156

e-mail address:

jenna@madscientistassociates net

Name of Wetland:

WETLAND E

Vegetation Communit{ies):

Emergent

HGM Class{es):

Depression (surface water)

Location of Welland: include map, address, north arrow, landmarks, distances, roads, etc.

Lat/Lox UTM Coordi
ng or Coordinate WGES 84 409725667 -2 468779°

USGES Quad Name

Olivesburg
County Richland
Township Butler
Section and Subsection
Hydrologic Uinit Code 041000120101
Site Vist 11/19/2018

Mational Wetland Imsentory Map

Ohiio Wetland Imventory Map

e
Sl Survey . ;
Bennington silt loam

Delineation report/map

Yes
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Hame of Wetlandt: WETLAND E

Wetland Size [acres, hectares): | 0.0586 acres
Shetch: Include niorth arrow, relationship with other surface waters, vegetation zones, etc.

Comments, Mamrative Discussion, Justification of Category Changes:

Wetland E is a small (<0.1 acre) palustrine emergent wetland on the southern end of
the Site. It is surrounded by medium buffers and very low to low intensity of
surrounding land use due to the nature preserve and mature forest on two sides, albeit
a road situated between them. It has less than 0.4 m maximum water depth and is
seasonally saturated in the upper 30 cm. It lacks any surface water connection and its
only source of water is from precipitation. There was indication of habitat disturbance
from farming on the site (indicated by aerial imagery from 1994), but no hydrologic was
observed. It appears to have a recovered substrate and hydrologic regime, yet
recovering habitat alteration due to the adjusting vegetation community. Wetland E
displays poor to fair habitat development, extensive coverage of ORAM listed invasive
species, and lacks significant microtopography. The there were some shrubs and trees
scattered throughout, horizontal interspersion still scored moderately low. These
characteristics led this wetland to receive a score of 26 and be categorized as a
Category 1 wetland.

Final score : 95 Category: |4
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WETLAND E

Scoring Boundary Worksheet

INSTRUCTIONS. The nitial step in completing the OFAM is to identify the “sconng boundanes™ of the wetland
being rated. In mamny instances this determination will be relatively easy and the scoring boundanes will coincide
with the “junisdictional boundanes™ For example, the scoring boundary of an isolated cattail marsh located in the
middle of a farm field will likely be the same as that wetland s jurisdictional boundaries. In other instances.
however, the scorng boundary will not be as easily determined. Wetlands that are small or 1solated from other
surface waters often forml:mze contiguous areas m’]]ftmsenfﬂus complexes of wetland and upland In separating
wetlands for scoring purposes, the hydrologic regime of the wetland is the main criterion that should be used.
Boundarnes between contiguons or connected wetlands should be established where the volume, flow, or velocity of
water moving through the wetland changes significantly. Areas with a high degree of hydrologic interaction should
be scored as a single weitland. In determining a wetland’s scoring boundaries, use the gundelines in the OFAM
Manual Section 5.0. In certain instances, it may be difficult to establish the scoring boundary for the wetland being
rated. These problem situations include wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, wetlands divided by
artificial boundaries like property fences, roads, or railroad embankments, wetlands that are contiguous with
streams, lakes, or rivers, and estuarne or coastal wetlands. These simiations are discussed below, however, it i3
recommended that Eater contact Oluo EPA, Division of Surface Water, 401/ Wetlands Section if there are additional
guestions or a need for firther clanfication of the appropriate sconng boundaries of a particular wetland.

# Steps in properly establishing scoring boundanies. done? niot applicable
Step 1 ldentify the wetland area of interest. This may be the site of 3
proposed impact, a reference site, conservation site, etc. ‘/

Step 2 Identify the locations whers there is physical evidence that hydrology
changes rapidly. Such evidence includes both natural and human-
induced changes incleding, constrictions caused by berms or dikes,
points where the water velocity changes rapidly at rapids or falls,

points where significant inflows. cccur at the conflusnce of rivers, or ‘f(
ather factors that may restrict hydrologic interaction betwesn the
wetlands or pans of a single wetland.

Step 3 Delineate the boundary of the wetland to be rated swch that all areas
of interest that are configuous to and within the areas where the

hydrology does mot change significantly, i.e. areas that have a high "(
degree of hydrologic interaction are included within the scoring
boundary.

Step 4 Dietermine if artificial boundanes, such as property lines, state lines,

reads, railroad embankments, ete., are present. These should not be
used to establish scoring boundanies unless they coincide with arsas ‘f
where the hydrodogic regime changes.

Step 5 Im all instances, the Rater may enlarge the minimunm scoring
bowndaries discussed here to score together wetlands that could be
scored separatehy. y{

Step & Consult ORAM Manual Section 5.0 for how o establish scoring
bowndaries for wetlands that form a patchwork on the landscape, ‘(

divided by artificial boundaries, contiguous to streams, lakes or fvers,

ar for dual dassifications.

End of Scoring Boundary Determination. Begin Narrative Rating on next page.
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WETLAND E

Narrative Rating

INSTREUCTIONS. Answer each of the following questions. Questions 1, 2, 3 and 4 should be answered based on
mformation obtained from the site visit or the literature and by submithing a Data Services Pequest to the Ohio
Department of Natural Fesources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves, Natural Henitage Data Services, 1889
Fountain Square Court, Building F-1, Columbus, Oluo 43224, 614-265-6433 (phone), 614-265-3096 (fax),
hitp:/www.dnr state ohus/dnap . The remaiming questions are designed to be answered primanly by the results of

the site visit. Fefer to the User's Manual for descriptions of these wetland types. Note: "Cntical habitat” 1z legally
defined in the Endangered Species Act and is the geographic area contaiming physical or biological features essential
to the conservation of a listed species or as an area that may require special management considerations or
protection. The Rater should contact the Region 3 Headguarters or the Columbus Ecological Services Office for
updates as to whether crifical habatat has been designated for other federally listed threatened or endangered species.
“Documented” means the wetland 1s listed in the appropriate State of Ohio database.

= Cuestion Circle ane
1 Critical Habitat. |s the wetland in a township, section, or subsection of | YES N
a United States Geological Survey 7.5 minute Quadrangle that has
been designated by the LS. Fish and Wildlife Service as "critical Wetland should be Go to Question 2
habitat" for any threatened or endangered plant or animal species? evaluated for possible
Mote: as of January 1, 2001, of the federally listed endangered or Category 3 status
threatened species which can be found in Ohio, the Indiana Bat has
had critical habitat designated (50 CFR 17.95(a)) and the piping plowver Go i Question 2
has had critical habitat proposed (85 FR 41812 July &, 2000
2 Threatened or Endangered Species. |s the wetland known to contain | YES N
an individual of, or documented occumences of federal or state-listed
threatened or endangered plant or animal species? Wetland is a Category | Goto Question 3
3 wetland.
o i Question 3 —
3 Documented High Quality Wetland. |s the wetland on record in YES b DS
Matural Heritage Database as a high quality wetland?
Wetland is a Category | Go to Question 4
3 wetland
Go i Question 4 P
4 Significant Breeding or Concentration Area. Does the wetland YES L)
contain documented regionally significant breeding or nonbreeding
waterfowd, neoctropical sengbird, or shorebird concentration areas? Wetland is a Category o to Question 5
3 wetland
Go to Question 5
[3 Category 1 Wetlands. |s the wetland less than 0.5 hectares (1 acre) YES (RO
in size and hydrologically isolated and either 1) comprised of
vegetation that is dominated (greater than eighty per cent areal cowver) Wetland is a Category o to Cuestion &
by Phalans arundinacea, Lythrum zalicana, or Phragmites susfraliz, or 1 wetland
2} an acidic pond created or excavated on mined lands that has little or
no vegetation? Go o Question &
[ Bogs. |s the wetland a peat-accumulating wetland that 1) has no YES MO
significant inflows or cutflows, 2} supports acidophilic masses,
particulary Sphagnum spp., 3) the acidophilic mosses hawve =30% Wetland is a Category o to Question 7
cover, 4) at least one species from Table 1 is present, and §) the 3 wetland
cover of invasive species (see Table 1) is <25%7
Go to Question 7
T Fens. I= the wetland a carbon accumulating (peat, muck) wetland that | YES (=]
is saturated during most of the year, primarily by a discharge of free
flowing. mineral rnich, ground water with a circumneutral ph (5.5-9.0) Wetland is a Category o to Question Ba
and with one or more plant species listed im Table 1 and the cover of 3 wetland
invasive species listed in Table 1 is <25%7
Go to Question Ba P
8a "0ld Growth Forest." | the wetland a forested wetland and is the YES KNO D
forest characterized by, but not limited to, the following characteristics:
ouerstory canopy trees of great age (excesding at least 50% of a Wetland is a Category o to Question 8b

TheNature @
Conservancy _,

projected maximum attainable age for a species); litle or no evidence
of human-caused understory disturbance during the past B0 to 100
years; an all-aged structure and multilayered canopies; aggregations of
canopy trees interspersed with canopy gaps; and significant numbers
of standing dead snags and downed logs?

Fowler Woods

3 wetland.

Go o Question Bb

In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Project
Huron-Vermilion (HUC 04100012)
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WETLAND E

—

&b Mature forested wetlands. s the wetland a foresied wetland with YES [ NO)
50% or more of the cover of upper forest canopy consisting of
deciducus trees with large diameters at breast height (dbh), generally Wetland should be (3o to Question 8a
diameters greater than 45cm (17.7in) dbh? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status.
Gt Question Ba .
Sa Lake Erie coastal and tributary wetlands.  |s the wetland located at YES KD )
an elevation less than 575 feet on the USGES map. adjacent to this
elevation, or along a tributary to Lake Erie that is accessible to fish? Go fo Question Bb o to Question 10
9 Does the wetland's hydrology result from measures designed to YES [y L]
prevent emsion and the loss of aguatic plants, i.e. the wetland is
partially hydrologically restricted from Lake Ere due to lakeward or Wetland should be o to Question Bc
landward dikes or other hydrological controls? evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
Go fo Question 10
S Are Lake Ene water levels the wetland's primary hydrological influence, | YES MO
i.e. the wetland is hydrologically unrestricted (no lakeward or upland
border alterations), or the wetland can be characterized as an Go to Question Bd o to Question 10
“estuanine” wetland with lake and river influenced hydrology. These
include sandbar deposition wellands, estuarine wetlands, river mouth
wetlands, or those dominated by submersed aguatic vegetation.
Od Does the wetland have a predominance of native species within its YES MO
wegetation communities, altthough non-native or disturbance tolerant
native species can also be present? Wetland is a Category (3o to Question Be
3 wetland
Go fo Question 10
Se Does the wetland have a predominance of non-native or disturbance YES MO
tolerant native plant species within its vegetation communities?
Wetland should be G0 to Question 10
evaluated for possible
Category 3 status
Go fo Question 10 —
10 Lake Plain 5and Prairies (Oak Openings) s the wetland located in YES ';ﬁg_,,}
Lucas, Fulton, Henry, or Woed Counties and can the wetland be
characterized by the following description: the wetland has a sandy Wetland is a Category (3o to Question 11
substrate with interspersed organic matter, a water table often within 3 wetland.
several inches of the surface, and often with 3 dominance of the
gramineous vegetaton listed in Table 1 (woody species may also be o to Question 11
present). The Chie Department of Matural Resources Division of
Matural Areas and Preserves can provide assistance in confiming this
type of wetland and its quality.
1 Relict Wet Praines. |s the wetland a relict wet praine community YES @
dominated by some or all of the species in Table 1. Exensive praires
were formery located in the Darby Plains (Madison and Union Wetland should be Complete
Counties), Sandusky Plains (Wyandot, Crawford, and Marion evaluated for possible Quantitative
Counties), northwest Thio (e.g. Ere, Huron, Lucas, Weood Counties), Category 3 status Rating

and portions of westemn Ohio Counties (e.q. Darke, Mercer, Miami,
Montgomery, \Van Wert etz

Complete Guantitative
Rating

TheNature @
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Fowler Woods
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Table 1. Characteristic plant species.

invasivelexotic spp fen species bog species Dak Opening species wet prairie species

Lytirum saiicaria Zypadems elegans var. gloucus Ol pafustrs Carex crypiolepis Calamagrostis camadensis
Miyriophyllum spicanm Cocalia plantaginea Carex atiamitca var. capillacea Carex lnsiocarpa Calamogrosiis 5ol
N minor Carex flava Carex echinaia Carex soricta Carex arherodes
Phaiaris arundimaces Carex sterilis Ciarex oligasparmg Cladium marizcoides Carer buocbaummii
FPlhragmites ausmalis Carex stricaa Carex origperma Calamagrostis sricta Carex peilita
FPotamogeton crips Derchampsia caespitosa Chamaedapime calulara Calamagrostis canadensis Carex sartwellil
Rermincuius foaria Elgochariz rostellana Dcodon verticillans Cuerais palusiris (nmitemn adrewsil
R framgula Ertophorum virdicarinanm Eriophorum virginicum Hliantfus grossesarmans
Tipha aneusiiblia (RmITaODSs SPD. Larox lavicima Limiris spicaia
Tipha xglouca Lobelia kalmii Nemopamihlis mucronas Iysimachia guadriflora

Parmassia glmica Schechzeria pafustriz Lytiorum alatum

FPorenilla fruticosa Sphuagrm pp. Pyonmthemiom ViIrgmimmm

Rivmnus alnjiblia Faccmiom macrocmpon Silphium terebmithinocem

Ripmchospora capillacea Faccmaum carymbosim Sarghastrum nutas

Saltx candida Faccmiumm oxyeoceos Soariing pecringia

Saitx myricoides Foodwardia virgmica Solidago riddellii

Saltx sariszima Xz difformus

Solidago ohipensis

Taffeldia glurnosa

Trigiockin mariiimum

Trigiockin paiusire

End of Marrative Rating. Begin Quantitative Rating on next page.
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ORAM . 5.0 Field Form Qluantitative Rating

[ Site: Fowler Woods Wetland E | Rater(s): JFand o [ Date: 1252018
0 0 Metric 1. Wetland Area (size).
max & pés. subfoial o i i
50 seres 20.5n) (5 ) WETLAND E

10 (10

max 14 ps. subfotal

10 |20

max 30 ps. subfotal

max 210 pls. subfotal

28

tubtotal this page

| 125 to <50 acres (10.1 to <20.2ha) (5 pts)
[ 110t <25 acres {4 to <10.1ha) (4 pis)
| |3to <10 acres (1.2 to <4ha) (2 pts)

|| 0.2 to <3 acres (0.12 to <1.2ha) (2pts)
[ 101 to =0.3 acres (0.04 to <0.12ha) (1 pt)
<0.1 acres (0.04ha) (0 pts)

Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use.

Za.

[LLLE

B
i

- |

a,

Metric 3. Hydrology.

i
0

. Souwrces of Water. Score all that apply.
| |High pH groundwater (5)
Cthver groundwater (3)
Precipitation (1)
Seasonallnemittent suface water (3]
Perennial surface water (lake or stream) (5)
mum water depth. Select only one and assign score.
=0.7 (27.Gin) (3)
0.4 to 0.7m (15.7 to 27.6in) (2)
<0.4m (<15.7in) (1)

)
el

#
g

g
=
=

Calcylate average buffer width. Select only one and assign score. Do not double check

WIDE. Buffers average S0m (1864ft) or more around wetland perimeter (7)

MEDIUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m (22 to <184ft) around wetland perimeter (4)

MARRCW. Buffers average 10m to <25m (32ft to <B2%) around wetland perimeter (1)

VERY MARROW. Buffers average <10m (<32ft) around wetland perimeter (0)

sity of sumounding land use. Select one or double check and average.

WVERY LOW. 2nd growth or clder forest, prairie, savannah, wildlife area, etc. (7)

LOW. Oid field (=10 years), shrub land, young second growth forest. (5)

| |MODERATELY HIGH. Residential, fenced pasture, park, conservation fillage, new fallow field. (3)
HIGH. Urinan, industrial, open pasture, now cropping, mining, construction. (1)

ectivity. Score all that apply.

100 year flocdplain (1)

Betwesn stream/lake and other human uss (1)
Part of wetlandiupland (e.g. forest), complex (1)
Part of ripariam or upland comidor (1)

on inundation/saturation.  Score one or dbl check.
Semi- to permanently inundated’saturated (4)
Regularty inundated'saturated (3)

Seasonally inundated (2)

Seasonally saturated in upper 30cm (12in) (1)

A
;.-,

ifications o natural hydrologic regime.  Score one or double check and average.

| « |Recovered (7) ditch

| |Recowvering (3} tile

| | Recent or no recovery (1) dike
weir

stommaater imput

Mone or none apparent (12)(| Check all disturbances cbserved

point source (nonstommwater)
filling/grading

road bedRR track

dredging

'; cther lermingfing of faid

Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development.

4a. Substrate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.

| | Mone or none apparent (4)
| « |Recovered (3)
|  |Recowvering (2}
| |Recent or mo recovery (1)
4b. Habitat development Select only one and assign score.
| |Excellent (T)
| |Wery good (8]
| | Good (5)
| |Moderately good (4)
| |Fair (3}
| « |Poorto fair (2)
[__[Poor(f)
4c. Habitat alteration. Score one or double check and average.
: Mone or none apparent (8) || Check all disturbances cbserved
| |Recoverad (G) miowing
| « |Recowering (3) grazing
|| Recent or mo recovery (1) clearcutting
selective cutting
woody debris removal

tosic pollutants

| | shrubisapling remonval

|| herbaceousiaquatic bed removal
[ | sedimentation

[ |dredging

farming

| | nutrient enrichment

last revised 1 February 2001 jjm
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ORAM v. 5.0 Field Fomn Quantitative Rating

| Site: Fowier Woods Wetiand E | Rater(s): /7 and Jo | Date: 1252018
28
subtotal first page
0 »g |Metric 5. Special Wetlands. WETLAND E
max 0pE. bl Check all that apply and score as indicated.
Bog (10}
| |Fen (i)
[ | Oid growth forest (100
| | Mature forested wetland (5)
| | Lake Erie coastalftributary wetland-unrestricted hydrology (10)
| | Lake Erie coastalitributary wetland-restricted hydrology (5)
| |Lake Plain Sand Prairies (Qak Cpenings) (10)
Relict Wet Prairies (10)
Knoem occurmence stateffederal threatensd or endangered species (10)
| Significant migratory songbirdhwater fiowd habitat or usage (10)
| |category 1 Wetland See Question 1 Qualitative Rating (-10)
2 26 Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, microtopography.
max2pts.  sublell 83 Wetland Vegetation Communities. Vegetation Community Cowver Scale
Score all present using 0to 3 scale. o Absent or comprises <0_1ha (02471 acres) contiguous area
Aguatic bed 1 Present and either comprises small part of wetland's
7 | Emengent vegetation and is of moderate quality, or comprises a
o | Shrub significant part but is of low quality
|0 |Forest 2 Present and either comprises significant part of wetland's
Mudflats vegetation and is of moderate quality or comprises a small
| | Open water part and is of high quality
| | other 3 Present and comprises significant part, or more, of wetland's
Gb. horizontal (plan view) Interspersion. vegetation and is of high guality
Select only one.
[ | High (5) Harrative Description of Vegetation Guality
| Moderately high(4) s Low spp diversity and'or predominance of nonnative or
| |Modemte (3 disturbance tolerant native species
v | Moderately low (2) mod Mative spp are dominant component of the vegetation,
[ |Low i1} althowgh nonnative andior disturbance tolerant native spp
[ | Mone (0) can alsa be present, and species diversity moderate o
Beo. Coverage of invasive plants. Refer moderately high, but generally wie presence of rare
to Table 1 ORAM long form for list. Add threatened or endangered spp
or deduct points for coverage high A predominance of native species, with nonnative spp
4 | Extensive =T5% cover [-5) andfor disturbance tolerant native spp absent or virtually
| | Moderate 25-75% cover (-3) absent. and high spp diversity and often. but not ahways.
| Sparse 5-25% cover (-1) the presence of rare, threatened, or endangered spp
] Mearty absent <5% cover (07
[ | Absent (1) Mudflat and Open Water Class Quality
6d. Microtopography. [ Absent <0.1ha (0.247 acres)
Score all present using 0to 3 scale. 1 Low 0.1 to <1ha (0.247 to 2.47 acres)
1 |Vegetated hummucksitussucks 2 Moderate 1 to <4ha (2.47 to 9.88 acres)
o |Coarse woody debris =15cm (Gin) 3 High 4ha (.88 acres) or maore
0 |Standing dead =25cm (10in) dbh
o |Amphibian breeding pools Microtopography Cover Scale
o 0 Absent
1 Present very small amounts or f more comman
of marginal quality
2 Present in moderate amounts, but not of highest
quality ar in small amounts of highest quality
3 Present im moderate or greater amounts
26 and of highest quality
End of Quantitative Rating. Complete Categorization Worksheets.
8
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WETLAND E ORAM Summary Worksheet

circle
answer or
insert Result
score
Marrative Rating | Question 1 Critical Habitat YES 02 If yes, Category 3.
Question 2. Threatened or Endangered YES If yes, Category 3.

Species
Question 3. High Quality Natural Wetland YES

If yes, Category 3.

Unrestricted with invasive plants Category 3; may also be

1or2

Qoo
(HQY
Question 4. Significant bird habitat YES (MO If yes, Category 3.
Cuestion 5. Category 1 Wetlands YES (NO If yes, Category 1.
Question 6. Bogs YES (NOD If yes, Category 3.
Cuestion 7. Fens YES (NOD If yes, Category 3.
Cuestion 8a. Old Growth Forest YES (NO If yes, Category 3.
Question Bb. Mature Forested Wetland YES (HOD If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1or2.
CQuestion 9b. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES @ If yes, evaluate for
Resiricted Category 2; may also be
1or2.
Cuestion 9d. Lake Erie Wetlands — YES @ If yes, Category 3
Unrestricted with native plants
Cuestion 9e. Lake Erie Wetlands - YES @ If yes, evaluate for
By
No)

Question 10. Cak Openings YES If yes, Category 3
Question 11. Relict Wet Prairies YES If yes, evaluate for
Category 3; may also be
1aor2
Quantitative Metric 1. Size 0
Rating
Metric 2. Buffers and sumounding land use 10
Metric 3. Hydrology 10
Metric 4. Habitat a
Metric 5. Special Wetland Communities 0
Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, 2
microtopographny -
TOTAL SCORE Category based on score
26 breakpoints
,1
Complete Wetland Categorization Worksheet.
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WETLAND E

Wetland Categorization Worksheet

Choices Circle one Evaluation of Categorization Result of ORLAM

Dhd you answer "Yes"toany | YES (D Y Is quantitative rating score less than the Category 2 scoring

of the following questions: threshold (exciuding gray zone|? If yes, reevaluate the
Wetland is category of the wetland using the namative criteria in OAC

Narrative Rating Mos. 2, 3, cateqgorized as a Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biological andior functional

4,8.7. 8a, 8d, 10 Category 3 wetland assessments to determine if the wetland has been over-

categorized by the ORAM

Did you answer "res"toany | TES :@ Evaluate the welland using the 1} namrative criteria in OAC

of the following questions: Rule 3745-1-54{C) and 2) the quantitative rating score. I
Wetland should be the wetland is determined to be a Category 3 wetland using

Mammative Rating Mos. 1, b, evaluated for either of these, it should be categorized as a Category 3

B, Be, 11 possible Category welland. Detailed biclogical andlor functional assessments
3 status may also be used fo detemine the wetland's categony.

Did you answer "fes" to YES :@ Is gquantitative rating score greafer tham the Category 2

scoring threshold (including any gray zone)? If ves,

Narrative Rating No. 5 Wetland is reevaluate the category of the wetland using the namative
categonzed as a criteria in OAC Rule 3745-1-54(C) and biological and/or
Category 1 wetland functional assessments to determine if the wetland has
. been under-categorized by the ORAM

Does the guantitsiive score | (YES) NO If the score of the wedland is located within the scoring

fall within the scoring range range for a particular category, the wetland should be

of a Category 1, 2, or 3 Watland is assigned to that category. In all instances however, the

wetand? assigned to the namrative criteria described in QAC Rule 3745-1-54C) can
appropriate be used to clanfy or change a categorization based on a
category based on quantitative score.
the scoring range .

Does the guantitative score YES K No D Rater has the option of assigning the wetland to the higher

fall with the “gray zone"for of the two categonies or to assign a category based on the

Category 1 or 2 or Category Wetland is results of a nonrapid wetland assessment method, e.g.

2 or 3 wetlands? assigned to the functional assessment, biclogical assessment, etc, and a
higier of the two consideration of the narmative critenia in OAC rule 3745-1-
categories or BC)
assigned to &
category based on
detailed
assessments and
the narrative
criteria

Does the wetland otherwise YES ) Awetland may be undenrcategonzed using this method, but

exhibit moderate OF supenor still exhibit one or more supenor functions, e.g. awetland's

hydrologic OR habitat, OR Wetland was Wetland is bigtic communities may be degraded by human activities,
recreational functions AMND undercategorized assigned to | but the wetland may still exhibit superior hydrologic

the wetland was nod by this method. A category as | functions becawse of its type, landscape position, size, local

categorized as a Category 2 written justification determined | orregional significance, etc. Im this circumstance, the

wetland (in the case of for recategorization | by the namrative criteria in OAC Rule 3745-1-84(CH2) and (3) are
miderate functions ) or a should be provided | ORAM. controlling, and the under-categonzation should be

Category 3 wetland (in the on Background comected. A written justification with supporting reasons or

case of supenor functions) by | Information Fom information fior this detemmination should be provided.

this method?

Final Category

Choose one

CCategory 1

Category 2

Category 2

End of Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands.
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APPENDIXE

Jurisdictional Waters of the US Field Forms
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
w'_gﬂ"’ (’J“"’ CityiCounty: ZJLLIM'\-’ Samgiing Date "l'qhg

appicawowne: Jhe Netvn Cw\scrv% State, O Sampling Point _A-WET
ivestigaior(s) Jian Falus 3 Jenna Od n,.-ﬂ‘ Section, Township, Range: __ 312 T23N Rigw

Landform (nlisiope terrace. elc ) W Local relief (concave. cowex, none) €

Sope %D~ = _40,97 4011 Long_- 82969075 Ovet Paluchrine

data in Remarks o on a separale sheet) |
__ Problemanc Hydropnytc Vegetation' (Explain)

Soil Mag Unit Name: Euﬂ,-m)b« s:lf lsaws Ot 2 purcent shpes NWI classdication ervb- shryl
Are chimatic /| hydrologic conditions on the sile typical for this ime of year? Yes _X  No (If no, explain in Remarks »
Are Vegelation , Seil _&.uﬂyﬂrﬂmy significantly disturbed? I\]  Are “Normal Circumstances’ oresent? Yes _ X No
Are Vegetation Soil ﬂ , ©f Hydrology IQ naturally problematic? N (f needed. explain any answers n Remarks )
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes E No
Hydnc Sod Present? Yes No_____ | !stheSampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yos No | within a Wetland? 'fu_L No
Remarks
Sm” J(p(csia‘am, Hc‘“MJ
Photos' b3ol- 314
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
R & Absolute Dominant Indcalor | Dominance Test worksheet:
Iree Stratum (Plot size - ) St Cover Species? SWus | u,.mber of Dominant Species
1 vstri = N _FACWY | ThatAre OBL FACW. or FAC 4 (A)
: Total Number of Dominant
3 Sp Across Al Strata 4 (B)
‘ Percent of Dominant Species
8 - That Are OBL. FACW, o FAC. _V1C© @)
V'S =Total Cover
Sapng/Shrud Stratum  (Plot size: IS‘E* ) Prevalence Index worksheet.
'_&.mu_snlv:.'ﬁ.lf 30 Y FAM | mscoverot  _ Mutowor
2 _Quercus palvsfcss as 9 TAQW | 08L species x1e
3 FACW x2=
4 FAC speces xi=
& FACU spacies rd=
F" S5 = Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Statym  (Plot size 5 SRR | Column Totals A B)
1 _Phalacs acuadinaces as Y AW
2 _Selidage alfissima 1o _— ¥ACW Prevalence index =BA=
3 " Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
4 __ 1-Rapid Test for Hydraphytic Vegetation
s LR ~ 2- Domnance Test is >50%
[ __ 3-Prevalence Index & 53.0'
5 —_ 4 - Morphalogical Adaptations ' (Prowde supporting |
o .
©

"indicators of hydric sail and wetiand hydrology must |

. . T Ty : -LOF _ = Total Cover be present urless drsturbed or problematic 1
1. Hycrophytic |
2. ’_/'—" Vegetation . x e

= Total Cover “— D

Remarks (Include photo numbers here of on & separste sheet )

US Amy Corps of Engineers Migwest Region = Version 20
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soiL samping Pont A-WET
Pfullnmmm' m-mumm-mm»mmlmmormmamdmmn

_.5_ % _Type _Jexure Remarks
'“‘“"‘ '«’“"”- $ _¢ AL _diclk

6” 10 YR 4l sls ; c AaAwm _SC
u-zot 38R 4l 10 s ve ult M SiC

'Type CsConcentration DeDepletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. ‘Loeation  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soll Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils':
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___ Mistic Eppedon (A2} __ Sandy Redex (S5) ___ Dark Surtace (S7)

_ Biack Histic (AJ) __ Stripped Matrix (S5) __ lron-Manganese Masses (F12)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Leamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
— Stratified Layers (AS) . Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . Other (Explain in Remarks)

— 2.om Muck (A10) % Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Depleted Balow Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surtace (FT7) ‘Incicators of hydrophylic vegetation and
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Redox Depressions (F8) wetand bydrology must be present
___ 5 em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) uniess disturbed or problematic
Restrictive (if observed):

Type _ N A
Depth (inches) Hydric Soil Present? Yes ﬂ No
: = — B

HYDROLOGY
" Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Pnmary Indicaters (minimum of gne is required. check all that apply] Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Surface Scil Cracks (B886)

X High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (810)

X Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Tabile (C2)

__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Sadiment Deposts (BZ) X Owdized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturaton Visible on Asrial imagery (C8)
___ Deitt Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) . Stuntac or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tiled Soils (C8) X Geomorphic Position (D2)

__ lron Deposits (BS5) — Thin Muck Surface (CT7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B87) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D)

__ Sparsely Vegelated Concave Surface (BB) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Field Observations:

Surtace Water Present? Yes____ No X _ Depthfinches)

Water Table Present? Yes X No____ Depth(inches) __ D

Saturation Present? Yeoz No____ Depth (inches) ___2 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ % No
(inciudes cap

y fringe)
Dalmunmmnmmn-mgmp mondoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections),  avallable:

Remarks

L-‘,LJ rneu/&Mw Jﬁ? ‘P J“WPI'A?

US Army Corps of Engineors Midwest Region - Version 2 0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site Fowler Weads Cay'County Pidlan d s..-.-.pmgn..m_
AgplicanyOwmer. « Naturc State _OW  Samping Poimt _3- WET

investigator(s) Section, Township. Range: __ 5|2 T23n Kifw

Landtom (hilsiope temace etc Local reef (concave, convex, none) _[loncene _
sopeowy O~ | L 40.979412 tong _-BL. 62452  omwn_wG> 34 Palusinne
Soil Map Unit Name ﬁm&ﬂ: ;‘.L} hsm Ok \ F““é& g\ng;; NWI classification: ___No ¥ m.ﬁ’.gi f"‘"?‘”
Are cimatic | hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ % No _____ (if no, explan in Remarks )

Ave Vegetation Tl Soi _IN_ or Hydrology significantly disturbed? [N} Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __ X No

Are Vegetston TN soi T or Hyarotogy TV naturally proviematic? [N] (1 needad, xpiain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No

Hydnic Soil Present? Yes _x  No Is the Sampled Area

Wetland Hydrology Presant? Yes _x  No within a Wetland? Yes X Mo
Remarks.

Dnnall c’cpc casriona) v-‘""\‘"‘“ dovninakd 7 YRSy o "‘E ccd owier Agj.....d_:
Phekes LRS- L322
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

—_— 4

Agsolute Dominant Incicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Trpg Statum Wmﬂ.i St Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1 // That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: 2 A)
2
——— i R
4,
e That m%m:-c'w, or FAC 100 %a_ (AB)
= Total Cover

saping/Sno Stratvm (Plotsze \S-Ek ) Prevalence index worksheet.
1 3 Serieed v 1 TACW | tomwCoverot  _ Mutphoy
2 i \sealor 3o v FACW | OBL spacies x1im .
3 e ru\nruw\ S [V Fﬂg FACW species x2=
4 \ 2 M Pl | FACspecies x3=
5 FACU species x4= .

Cover UPL species x5 '

Column Totals: Al (B)

Prevalence Index = BIA =
Hyorophytic Vegetation indicators:

— 1- Rapid Test lor Hydrophylic Vegetation
v 2- Dominance Test is >50% |
__ 3- Prevalence Index is s3.0' i

___ 4 - Maorphological Adaptations' (Prowsde supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

FFER

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
MO} = Total Cover nw.m-&m«m‘
Hydrophytic
Vegetation x
= Totel Cover Present? Yes _ A  No____
“Remarks [Inciude photo numbers here o on & separate sheat |
US Army Corps of Enginesrs Midwest Region - Verson 20
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SOIL Samgling Point

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

inchen) —% i Semen.
FYA ala_ a3 ﬁﬁ: 2 ¢ P _sSoL
-1z lIoyR /2 (T 36 O .M S
\b _L_L_ W
12-nt pyedla | 26 M S

'Type. C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Malrx, MS=Masked Sand Grains. “Location; PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

. Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers [AS)

— 2¢cm Muck (A10)

__ Daplated Balow Dark Surface (A11)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

— S cm Mucky Peat or Peat (53)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) . Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
. Husbe Eppeadon (A2) . Sandy Redox (S5) __ Dark Surface (ST)
__ Black Histic (AJ) __ Stripped Matrx (S6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12)

_ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
X Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Redox Dark Surtace (FB)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) "Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
— Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
urless cishurbed or problematc

__ Dther (Explan in Remarks)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Rastrictive Layer (if observed):

__ Inuncation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Sparse'y Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

e 1A s prnenr v X o
Remarks
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrolagy Indicators:
Primary Ind cators (minimum of one 1s requred check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (Minimum of twa required)
___ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Surface Soil Cracks (BS)
A ragh Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Paterns (810)
A Saturaton (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Wator Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C&)
__ Sedimen! Deposts (B2) _—_ Oxxized Rnurospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturahon Visibie on Aenal Imagery (CH)
__ Deif Deposits (83) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Ted Sois (C6) )X Geomarphic Position (D2)
__ Iron Deposis (BS) __ Thin Muck Surtace (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (05)

— Gauge or Well Data (D)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Id Observations:
Surface Water Present?  Yes____ No_X__ Depth (inches)
VWater Table Present? Yes X__ No____ Depthiinches) >
Saturation Present? R I . W
includes capdiary finge)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes A No

Describe Recorded Data (siream gauge, mondoring wel, aerial phatos. previous inspections), 1 available:

Remarks
US Army Corps of Engneers Midweast Region — Version 2.0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Projecvsite _ Fousler Woo ds CayCounty __ Kicflan d Sampling Date __ /{7 19/ 48
AppicantOwne: __Thy Nature (Ons'!rvum:‘\.r sute O sampling Point __( - WET
Investigator(s): Y I Od Section, Township, Range: __ 512 T13ny RIJw
Lanatarm (hillslope. terrace efc | Local resef (concave, convex, none)
swpe) O~V e _ 4o, 979597 Long - 82 4g#34? Dastwm __ WGES 2y W\is‘h"
Scil Map UntName: __ (ondit St joam , O 4o | perccat Sloges NWI classification: ___ Ng ¢ Dh...-(l Qﬂf?(/ﬁ*
mmahm:muuumm*mbr:rmmofm Yes No (I no, explain in Remarks )
Mvmﬁw significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X Ne
orHytnbgy naturally problematic? N (If needed, explain any s in Remarks )
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _*  mo
Hydnc Soil Present? Yes A No__ | Is the Sampled Arca
Wetiand Hycrology Presant? Yes A No__ | withina Wetiand? Yes X N
Remarks
. . ! o . S - I
VEGETATION - Use scientific namas of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Plot size _ jQ_EJ’ ) 2 Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Spacies
1 That Are OBL. FACW. or FAC: . 5 A)
» —— - Total Number of Domsnant Y
3 / Sp Across All Strata: (8)
4
Percent of Do nt Species
5 ,4_/ That Are ou.":r:cwo- FAC 57 (am
= Total Cover
Saping/Shrud Suatum (Plotsize: | 5 - §¢ ) Prevalence Index worksheet.
t.__Carnes sericen 20 Y  rAcw Total % Cover of Muliply by
2 OBL species X1=
3 FACW species x2=
4 FAC species x3=
5. FACU sp x4 =
20 = Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Potsize D - £1 Coturmn Totse: - ®
1. Junces o $Cucus 1o Y OFfL
2 5§|:;F¢S Cuf.rero'rm( 40 f O8L mm'"""f’”‘___
a__ Sel; 3 rep # FAC V| Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
TR 26 Y QIR 1- Ry Tost b Hydrupht vegomson
8 __Daucus C(arota B S _{ 2 - Domnance Test is >50%
6 _Eythamia 3,_-..3.'.-:,{,(,-. 5 Fagw | — 3-Prevalence Index s <30'
7. — 4 - Morphologecal Adaptations” (Prowvide supporting
a data n Remarks o on a separaie sheet)
s — Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explamn)
10
IMMMMMNMMHMM
. . A o-Fb 90 __ = Total Cover be presant. unless disturbed or problematic
i Hydrophytic
,‘_,_,-"_-__ . : A
/ = Total € Present? Yes No
ks (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet ) :
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Version 2 0
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soiL Samptng Pt L = (1) 0 F
Prolile Description. (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth _Matrix__ RedoxFeatures

(inches) _ Color{mosst) %  _ Colrimowst) %  Twoe _loc _Texture Remarks

010 10YR 41 49 __10YR S5/é . < M Sicl

10-13 1.5{Ryin 11 i YR 5/8 . C M e

12:28 _ioyR 5.y P _loyRse o & M s C

10 YR &/ 3 0 M
'Type. CsConcentration. D=De . RM=Reduced Matrx, MS=Masked Sand Grans “Location. PL=Pore , M=Matrix

_X High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)

__ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
__ True Aquatic Plants (B14)

__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

__ Sadiment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhvzospheres on Living R
___ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced kron (C4)
___ Augal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent iron Reduction in Tilled Soil
___ lron Deposits (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface (CT)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) __ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsey Vegetated Concave Surface (B3) __ Other (Expiain in Remarks)

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils":
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___ Hastic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Dark Surface (S7)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Stratiied Layers (A5) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 2 omMuck (A10) & Depleted Matrx (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Trvick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ‘Indicators of hydrophytc vegetation and
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) __ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydralogy must be present.
__ 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or oroblematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
e NA Hydric Soll Present?  Yes _%__ Mo
Depth (inches): | 24 il e
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minitum of one is requred. check all that apply] Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
__ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stamed Leaves (B9) ___ Surtace Sol Cracks (B6)

__ Drainage Patierns (810)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible o Asrial Imagery (C9)
__ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

oots (C3)

s (C6)

" Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No __A_ Depth (inches)
Water Table Present? Yes X No_____ Depth (inches) 4 —
Saturation Presant? Yes % No____ Depthiinches) ! | Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ A No
_(includes capilary fringe) ] - _—
Descrioe Recorded Data (sifeam gauge. monitonng well. aenal photos. previous inspectons|, f avalable
Remarks
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Regon - Version 2 0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectSite: ___ Fowler (Moo ds CityiCounty: __ K\ chlag d Sampling Date _!/// G //9
ApplicantOwner: __ Thy Alad e (cnn;vnnz’v State. __ Ot/ Sampling Point. __ [ - U P
Inveatigator(sy _J iy Poies, Jeone Odegosd Section, Township, Range: _ 5 (7 T2 inv 210 w

Landform (hillslope. terrace. etc.): _ (/5] 0¢ Local reliaf (concave. convex, none) _ Conye x

Slope (%) _O -7 Lat. *—ic.”HbZis Long. _-§7.4 6830/ Datum. _W(S S

Soil Map Unit Name: _ Fruiome 504y clay loam , lgw corbenade 41 NWI classification: __ Ao ¢ ﬂnﬁxd
mdmefhwwmunh;ﬁr;pcdhrmmﬂm Yes _¥_ No____ (fno.expiain in Remarks )
mw_N_&il_d_,wmuon_ﬁ_igMdimod? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes v No
Are Vegetation 1Y Soil _~J __ or Hydrology _ N/ naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

0-2%e Slopes
v

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No v [
Hydnc Soil Presant? Yes No__ v~ Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes v~ No within a Wetland? Yes nn_L
Remarks
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. R
' Absolute Dominant Indicalor | Dominance Test worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plotsize: _ 30 F ¢ ) 3 Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1, // That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: O (A)
2
/ Total Number of Dominant j‘
3 / Species Across All Strata: o (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species q
5 P ol That Are OBL. FACW. oc FAC. __ () /o (am)
" = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stralum (Plotsize: 15 F+ ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1 Fraxinus ameeicena 10 Y FACY —Jotal % Coverot  __ Multiply by
2 OBL sp G x1=_ QO
a FACW species Q x2=__[)
4 FAC species Q x3=_0
5. FACU species _([ O x4= HYy O
} 19  =Tolal Cover UPL species 0 xs5= O
Harb Stratum  (Plot size: ) Column Totals: |\ O w 440 ®
1 D.‘nsn(v‘. Suilepgynn 5 A ﬂLU
2. __Feaduca arundinacres 50 | FA( U Pravalence index = B/A = -H—
3 ___Saiidags gliiscimg _Yo Y TA(v__ | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 _Geun “yirainsanym il it FACY | — 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 " : | — 2-Dominance Testis >50%
'3 — 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0°
7. — 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
s data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8 — Froblematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10.
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
' -
(Plotoan: __ 30 P¢ ,  —R0 = TowiCovr be present unless disturbed or problematic.
; — — ;‘m
— Tk Present? Yos llo_\é
Remarks. (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet )
US Army Corps of Enginears Miowest Region - Version 2.0
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samping Pont 1) ~ WP

SOIL "
Prolfile Description: (memhwmwmmmwcﬂmmmdmdml
_ Mafrix Redox Features Remart
Depth : .
0-24  _lode 4u _rec _J.ck
20-2%  _10 YR Y/ at ey Sip 3 c " St
: C=Concentration. D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Mask d Sand Grains. “Location. PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix_
J:::nmm indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls™:
Histosal (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
" Histic Epipedon (A2) "~ Sandy Redox {S5) " Dark Surface (S7)
" Black Histic (A3) " Stripped Matrix (S8) " iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
- Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __Lo-nyltlmhyu‘rmd(nl _memﬂsuhuﬁl:ﬂ]
- Stratified Layers (AS) o Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) o Other (Explain n Remarks)
__ 2.cm Muck (A10) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) .
__ Depieted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surface (
Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Incicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
" Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) " Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydroiogy must be present,
_SmMyMthSSI unless cisturbed of problematic
“Restrictive Layer (If obsarved): |
s Hydric Soil Present? Yes uo_\_/_
Depth (inches):
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

__ Surface Water (A1)

_ High Water Table (A2)
__ Sawraton (A3)

__ Water Marks (B1)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2)
__ Drift Deposits (B3)

__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
__ lron Deposis (BS)

. Inuncation Visible on Acrial Imagery (B7)
i Mvawm&mms) ___ Other (Explain n Remarks)

d check ih pply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
__ Aquatic Fauna (B13)

— True Aquatc Plants (B14)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (c1)

Owidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) _ Saturation Visible on Aenal Imagery (C8)

__ Presence of Reduced lron (C4)

__ Recent ron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

__ Thin Muck Surface (CT)
__ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Crayfeh Burrows {C8)

__ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
__ FAC-Neutral Test (DS)

Field Observations:
Surtace \Water Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches)
Water Table Present? ves_“ _ No____ Depihiinches) __d9 y
Saturation Present? Yes_v _ No Depth (inches): 20 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes - No_____
Describe Recorded Dlh)mnlm gauge, monitoring well, arial photos. previous inspections), If available
Remarks

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site Fﬁu\fka'r U-)OU&S City'County: R\ QL\‘O\V\I& mmm
Appicawowne: Tha, Nakuva, Consenyvonn oy sate ) 4| Samping Post D -\ 24
investigator(s) J\ 0 Po\us § JW&OAQC}“C‘MTmmo.w.SL’L T3N  Ri\wW

Landiom (nillsiope, terrace #tc) |\ o oS\ oyene, Loca! reset (concave, convex, none): 1\ O €.

sope) O -2 1w H0-93 65L%G tong ~82 Hb223S osun W &S Q4

Soi Map Unit Name: T20)avne s ¢ lau {oam low Corbonado £l i classmeaton N o+ b Valusteine.
mm:mmmmhmnp:wum-:mdw;? Yes _\/ No_____ (Ifno, expiain in Remarks ) Servb-slyiy
e Vegetation N soil N or Hydrology significantly disturbed? | Are “Normal Crcumstances® present? Yes \/ No

Are Vogetation [ Soil N or Hydrology ™ naturally problematc? .y (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 7 No

Hydnc Sod Presant? Yes No____ ""‘"""‘l"ﬂ“"‘ /
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Na - within a Wetland? Yes No i
Remarks. _ |
¥Coprure Shrram voutod oy subSurfcy tle s been
bolded n  a swaall geomm £ wekland

VEGET - Use scientific names of plants.

) ‘30 £F Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet.
Iree Stratum (Piot size: - ) 2% Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL. FACW. or FAC i IA)
- // Total Number of Domenant 3 |
3 — Species Across Al Strata: (8)
4

Percent of Domi
£ < : mmo&,r%m 35_' 3 (AB)
. ]t’ C—F = Total Cover -
(Plotsize: _ | O ~7 Prevalence index worksheet:
oY 5] ke i v o6 _ N FACW| _ tomw%coverot  _ sumowoy
2 ' OBL species Q x1=__ O
2 FACWspeces | O O x2= 200
4 FAC species _ 1) 3= D (o A
5 FACU species 9 O xa=_ 0O 1.
1 ©C  =Tolal Cover UPL species .!) x5=

Herb Skatum  (Piot size ._i'Q'_i < ‘ Column Totals: | 9 Q) A) S @

2?2 :ﬁ!lﬂﬁl QE!!Qd]DQCEﬂ 50 1 E&LIA Prevalence Index = B/A = Q"'q l

a, Hyarophytic Vegetation indicators:
‘ — 1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
s —_ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

s /3 Prevalence Index is 53.0' .
7. — 4 -Morphalogical Adaptations’ (Provide supporting |
8

]

data in Remarks of on a separate sheet)
— Problematic Hydrepnytic Vegetaton' (Explain)

'mcumarmnuoummmmmm
B 30 £+ ; Q0 _ =Total Cover be present unless disturbed or probiematic
1. z
Hydrophytic
2 yd Vegetation \/
-~ = Total Present? Yos _V _ MNo____

Remarks {Include photo numbers here or on & separate sheet )

US Asmy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2 0
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soiL Samping Pont LD~ W 2A

Profile Description: |Mhuhmmﬁdummm«mmamdm=m1

{nches)  __Color (moisth — % _Twe
0-12 oM %L% ioNe Sy 1‘- GCoPLy Sl
12-2) 10Me 4/, A6 loqei/e H ¢ _m  SiCL
1T\ -2 leiR H[. 34 oye 5[-_-} . C w oL

i ‘LO C M L
2-°-2% \1oNR YY) L3 10 ﬁig a(,, _C mnmoCl

'3 3 c ©M CL
ngasb S D M <L

"Type C=Conceniration, D=Depletion. RiM=Reduced Matrix. MS=Masked Sard Grans “Location PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soll Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Hastosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ Dark Surface (S7)
— Bilack Histic (A3) __ Stripped Matrix (S6) — M {F12)
__ Hyarogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) mmmwmm
__ Stratified Layers [AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Oaher (Expiain in Remarks)
2 em Muck (A10) . Depleted Matrix (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Thick Dark Surtace (A12} __ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) “Indicators of hydrophytic vegetaton and
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydroiogy must be present,
— 5§ cm Mucky Peat or Peal (S3) unless cisturbed or problematc.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type N/ A
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? YesV ___ No____
Remarks. ]
HYDROLOGY
" Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Staned Leaves (ES) __ Surlace Sol Cracks (BS)
e High Water Tabie (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)
L Saturation (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfigh Burrows (C8)
__ Sadment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizcsphares on Living Roats (C3) __ Saturaton Visible on Aenal Imagery (C9)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Stustad or Stressed Plants (01)
__ Aigal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent lron Reduction in Tilled Soiis (C6) __ Geomorphic Position (D2)
__ ron Deposits (BS5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
. |nundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Viegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
["Fieid Observations:
Surtace Water Present? NnAL Depth (nches):
Water Table Present? 7 No _____ Depth (inches)
Saturation Presont? v.._._/_ No__Deo!htindu-t_l_ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \/ _ Neo
(iInchudes caplary fringe) et

mmmwmm,mm.—um previous inspections), I avasabie:

Remarks

Challeww Stanmda: wy adtan r\lE’Vua, Aeec +roul
Pranipitotion +ed

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2 0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectiSite: _ o wlee Wepds CitylCounty __K.c hlaa d Sampling Date _|/ /197201 %
ApplicantOwner. _Ths Naduic (t"‘li-(lﬂ-'lﬂ(;I sae _COH Sampling Point. __E- (/f
Investigator(s) ! a Section, Township, Range: __S/2 1723n Rigw

Landform (hillslope. terrace etc ) Hﬂxf:ad Local relied (concave, convex. none) Copyex

Slope (%) __0-2 Lat Yo, ‘IHSE? long. _-87 . 968815 Datum w(G3S g9

Soil Map Unit Name: _Benningten St loam Oicl perigatr Slcpe s NWI classification: __ A/ 2 ¢

Are ciimatic / hydrologic condiions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes v~ No____ (If no. explain in Remarks. )

Are Vegetation _ N __ Soil _N__ or Hydrology _[N_ significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes v N
Are Vegetation _N__ Soil _\| _, or Hydrology _/\l__ 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 i

Hydnc Soi Present? No £ o e Snmpied Aven

Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes _ < No within a Wetland? Yes Mo _i
Remarks

VEGETATION Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Domenant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plotsize: __ SO £+ ) % Cover Species? _Siaius | \umber of Dominant Species

1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC. — A
g // Total Number of Dominant Y
3 ety Species Across All Strata: (8)
4.

/’ Percent of Dominant Speces
b -~ That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: __ 2 5 7.  (A8)

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plotsze: |5 F & ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
\.—Piaus steohyl 5 Y _FA | _TowwmCowerot  _ Mutohdy
- Pn.‘u. Yerecnyio-des Z Y EAL OBL species D xi= _O
3 FACW species 0 x2=_0O
4 FAC species _} 2 x3= 21k
5 FACUspecies Lo xa=_|84
5 7 = Total Cover UPL species O x5=_0
mm (Piot size: ) CoumnTomls: (IR & 400 @
Sol: ‘('c.n. aHmmn Lo & Acy

2 Feilec ., arundhases F v FdAcy Prevalence Index = B/A = 31

Digsalus Foilonum i " FA{/ | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
; 1 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetaton

3

4

5 g __ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%
& __ 3 - Prevalence Index is £3.0'
7

8

]

__ 4 - Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
__ Problematic Hydrophytic Viegetation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
i = Tatal Cove
S e 28 Fi ; L =Total f be present. unless disturbed or problematic.
by Hydrophytic
2 _’_,_,.,-f""'-— Vegetation /’
F/f = Tﬂ.l CM l l..."“ '.. m_

“Remarks (Inciude photo numbers here or on @ separate sheel,)
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soIL Sampling Point _E - UP

Pmﬂnlhu:ﬂpﬂon (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Matrix RedoxFeatures
Mﬂ_ _Colorimosst) % _ __Color(moist) %  Tvpe' Loc' _ Texture _Remarks
0-1f _joYR &/2 16 :
l(, 18 1p R 5472 90 i0YR 5/¢ 10 4 M

RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains

mlﬂllm:' Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) . Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ Dark Surface [ST)

__ Black Histic (AJ) — Stripped Matrix (S8) __ lron-Manganese Masses (F12)

. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

__ Stratified Layers (AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 2cmMuck (A10) __ Depleted Matrix (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surtace (F6)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depieted Dark Surtace (F7) "Indicators of hydrophytic wegetation and
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
. 5em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed): |
Type /
Depth (inches) Hydric Soil Present? Yes __ No '/ _
Remarks:

&rhqum(A‘ll . Water-Stained Leaves (B9) . Surface Sdcrll*l ('Nl

_y_ High Water Table (A2) __ Aguatic Fauna (813) _ Drainage Patterns (B10)

" Saturation (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season \Water T abie (C2)

— Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfidge Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Sedment Deposits (B2) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible ors Aerial Imagery (C9)
. Drift Depesits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

— Aigal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

__ lron Deposits (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (DS)

— |nuncation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7] __ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Fieid Observations |

Surface Water Present? Yes ____ No_ ¥ Dapmunam:__,!

Water Table Present? Yes_V" No____ Depth (inches) '

Saturation Present? Yes v~ No____ Depth (inches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes .~ MNo_____
(incudes capillary frings)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitorng well asnal photos previous inspections), f available

——

Remarks:
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Version 2 0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectiSite ___ | 0le ¢ \Algod 5 CiyCounty _ K. chlap d Sampling Date: __|///4/701%
Applicant/Owner. Th‘-”ula'{(un:lt“&n(:‘ State: __OH Sampling Point _E- WE T
Investigator(sx __m o lvs  benoe Odecard Section, Township, Range: SiZ T23N KiSw

Landform (hillsiope, terrace, eic. ) Tc¢‘>|o‘ue A Local relief (conzave, convex, none) __ ( enrave

Slope (%) __0 -7 et 4o . q3Clo Long _~ 32 465827 Detum: _W(S 24

Soil Map Unit Name: E{nn.'lbl.-u st feam Otc T peqeat gloges NWI classification: P £ /1

Are chmatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ ¥~ No______ (If no, explain in Remarks. )

Are Vegetation _(\ MLUW N significantly disturbed? N Ase "Normal Crcumstances” p 1?7 Yes '/ Neo

Are Vegetation _1__ Soil_n]  or Hydrology " naturally problematic? [\ (If needad, explain any answers in Remarks. )
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, impartant features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes v No

Hydric Soil Present? Yes_Y __ Ne Is the Sampled Area

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yea_ V" No______ within a Wetland? Yes___ ¥ No_____
Remarks

VEGETATION - Use mnhﬁc names of phnlﬁ.

B i Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Iree Statum (Plotsize: 20 €F ) 3 Cover Species? SIS | pymper of Dominant Species y
‘. Poguivs brenyloides is ! FAC | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC. —
a Total Number of Dominant Y
& Species Across All Strata (B)
4
Percent of Dominant 2
2 That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC. ___ 1 00 /2 (amB)
35 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plotsize: 15 § ¢ ) Prevalence Index worksheet.
% Cpenvs Serigea 10 y FAcw Tatal % Cover of: Muttiply by
2. Salix diseolpr 5 Y FAr W OBL sp x1=
3 FACW species x2=
4 FAC sp x3=
S FACU speci xd=
P — = Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plotsize ___J £f ) s - ®
, Phaolaris arvadinarsn q5 Y FALW
2 Aacr,'.num canpnabiauan 2 o) FAc Prevalence Index = BVA =
it Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
4 __ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetason
5 Ry e /"2 Dominance Test is >50%
6. —_ 3- Prevalence Index is 33.0°
¥ . 4 - Morphological Adaptations ' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
" — Problematc Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Exglain)
10
"Indicators of hydrie soil and wetland hydrology must
7 __ =Total Cover ‘
Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size 30 “ ) —-3— be present unless disturbed or problematic.
Hydrophytic
- e iy Vegetation /
R - Towl G Present? Yes No

Remarks (Inciude photo numbers here or on a separate sheat )
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SOIL Sampling Point _E - W T

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

Depth __Matrix _RedoxFestures

(nches) _ Color(moist)  _ % _ Color(moish) %  Twpe Le<”  Texture Remarks

014 [0YR@ 5/( _9©  _jovye six o ¢ ape _s5iCl

y-1¢ inye Y4 1eo S.CL

‘Type. C=Concentration, D=Depietion, RM=Reduced Matrix. MS=Masked Sand Grans “Location: PL=Pore Lining. M=Malrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: - indicators for Problamatic Hydric Soils™:
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A18)

___ Histic Epipedon (AZ) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ Dark Surface (57)

__ Black Histic (A3) __ Stnpped Matrix (S8) __ lron-Manganese Masses (F12)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Very Shakiow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Stratified Layers (AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Dther (Explam in Remarks)

__ 2.cmMuck (A10) / Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)

___ Thick Dark Surtace (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surtace (F7) ‘Indhcators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present.
__ 5om Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: ~/
0 0 " jl-lwlrir.soillmnl'm' Yes Y No

Remarks.
HYDROLOGY

Surface (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Sol Cracks (B6)

7 High Water Table (A2) "~ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Patierns (810)

. Saturation (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Tabie (C2)

__ Water Marks (B1) __ Fydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (CS)
___ Drift Deposits (83) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunied or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Agal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Recent iron Reauction in Tilled Solls (C8) __ Geomorphic Positeon (D2)

__ lron Deposts (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface (CT7) __ FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

__ Inuncation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

__ Sparsely Vegetaled Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Expiain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes ____ No_v"_ Depth(inches)

Water Table Present? Yes_ Y No____ Depth (inches) 2 Ve
Saturation Present? Yes " No____ Depth (inches): 2 Watland Hydrology P 7 Yes No
includee capillary fri

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aenal photos. previous inspections), f avaiable

Remarks
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