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H.1 INTRODUCTION

The Council’s Structural Standard, OAR 345-022-0020 requires that the Applicant
adequately characterize seismic and non-seismic geologic and soil hazards of the Project,
and that the Applicant design, engineer and construct the Project to avoid danger to
human safety from these hazards. Specifically OAR 345-022-0020 states:

In addition OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h) requires that information be provided to meet the
standard, specifically:

The Project will be located on private land in an unincorporated area of Sherman County.
It will consist of up to 267 wind turbines. The Project will interconnect with the BPA
transmission system at two locations — one near Klondike Schoolhouse Substation (200
MW) and one at the John Day Substation (200 MW). Overhead transmission lines (one
approximately 4 miles and one approximately 11 miles) will be built from the project
substations to the BPA interconnection points.

Power generation facilities will include wind turbines that have an aggregate nominal
nameplate generating capacity of up to 400 MW. The turbines will most likely consist of
either a 1.65 MW turbine with hub height of 78 meters and rotor diameter of 82 meters or
a 2.5 MW turbine with a hub height of 80 meters and rotor diameter of 96 meters. The
turbines will be sited within 900-foot corridors; their precise locations within each
corridor will be determined by the Applicant, based on the wind turbine model selected
and the various siting criteria.

The Project will also include approximately 50 miles of newly constructed 16- to 20-foot
wide access roads and turnaround areas (temporary accessways will be widened to about
36 feet for construction), up to six permanent meteorological towers up to 85 meters in
height, a 62 mile long 34.5-kilovolt (kV) power collection system (possibly all
underground) linking each turbine to the next and to the project substations, two project
substations including a 4 and an 11-mile long overhead transmission line will be
constructed to the points of interconnection with BPA, an O&M facility including an
approximately 5,000 square foot building and groundwater supply well, and a fully
integrated SCADA system. There will also be several principal, temporary laydown
areas for the staging of construction equipment, wind turbines and their components,
towers, and other parts, facilities, and equipment.

Figure H-1 shows the approximate locations of the wind turbine corridors, new access
roads, power collection system corridors, substations, overhead transmission lines, and
the temporary laydown areas. Existing state and county roads designated for
improvements are also shown.

A detailed geologic study of the project area was performed to fulfill the requirements of
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h). The findings of the geologic and soil stability study (i.e., this
Exhibit) demonstrate that the above standards can be met. Characterization of seismic,
geologic, and soil hazards of the Project indicate a low potential for risk. The facilities
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H.2

H.2.1

H.2.2

will be designed and constructed to standards that adequately protect the proposed
facilities and the public from seismic, geologic and soil hazards.

GEOLOGICAL AND TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(A) A geologic report meeting the guidance in Oregon
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries open file report 00-04 *““Guidelines for
Engineering Geologic reports and Site-Specific Seismic Hazard Reports.”

Response: Topographic and geologic conditions/hazards within the Project were
evaluated by reviewing available reference materials (including publications and State
logs of water wells), reviewing topographic and geologic maps, and aerial photos, and
conducting a field reconnaissance of the proposed project area. The findings are
described in the following sections. Prior to construction, explorations, testing, and
engineering analysis will be conducted for final design purposes.

Topography

The Project is located in Sherman County near the towns of Wasco and Moro, Oregon.
Sherman County, located in north-central Oregon. The County is bordered to the north by
the Columbia River, the Deschutes River to the west and the John Day River to the east.
Much of the south boundary is defined by Buck Hollow Creek, a tributary of the
Deschutes River.

The open rolling hills and steeper narrow canyons within the Project range in surface
elevation from about 1,100 feet on the northern edge to about 1,900 feet on the rolling
hills near the southern edge of the project area. Regionally, the ground surface generally
slopes down the north.

Much of the project area ground surface gradient is very flat with a typical range of about
1 to 5 percent in the open rolling hills and near the crest of ridges. There are areas where
the slopes approach 10 percent. The gradient with the side slopes of the rolling hills and
narrower ridges is generally controlled by near-surface geology (i.e., loess or basalt) and
typically ranges from 5 to 10 percent, with some areas approaching 20 to 25 percent and
isolated steeper areas (especially where basalt bedrock is exposed at the ground surface).

Existing cut and fill slopes are uncommon within the project area and typically are less
than 10 feet high. During the reconnaissance of the project area, some isolated cuts were
up to about 30 feet in height.

Much of the rolling hills and wider ridgelines above the drainageways and gulleys are
cultivated for wheat and other crops.

Geologic Features

All of Sherman County is located within the Deschutes-Columbia River Plateau in north-
central Oregon. The project area is located in the Columbia Plateau physiographic

province. The province is predominantly a volcanic plateau covering over 63,000 square
miles in Oregon, Washington and Idaho. Mountains surround the plateau on all sides; the
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Okanogan Highlands are located to the north, the Cascade Range to the west, and the
Blue Mountains in Oregon to the south and east. In Oregon, the province surface gently
descends northerly towards the Columbia River.

The bedrock that underlies much of the region began erupting approximately 24 million
years ago as immense outpourings of basalt. During this time, the voluminous flows of
the Columbia River Basalt Group erupted from volcanic vents located in central and
northeast Oregon, southeast Washington and Idaho. These eruptions created a massive
“flood basalt” province.

The Grande Ronde Basalt and Frenchman Springs and Priest Rapids members, of the
Wanapum Basalt, are all part of the Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG) that
comprises the volcanic bedrock in most of the area. The Grande Ronde Basalt is the
oldest of the three basalt types and also has the most extensive surface exposure in this
study area. The Grande Ronde Basalt consists of fine-grained basalt with a total
thickness up to several thousand feet. Quaternary loess (i.e., wind blown silt) deposits
cover most of the bedrock in the Project. In general, basalt bedrock is only exposed at
the ground surface in valley walls, road cuts, and rock pits.

Near the end of the last major Ice Age about 15,000 years ago, large lakes formed behind
massive ice dams in western Montana. When these dams repeatedly failed (on the order

of about 40 times), the torrential “Missoula Floods” repeatedly poured massive amounts

of water and debris down the Columbia Plateau. These floods continued for about 2,000
years.

Flood elevations likely reached as high as about 1,100 feet above mean sea level (amsl)
in the vicinity of the Project. Where side canyons or tributaries enter the Columbia
River, the flood waters flowed back into them. Just north of the Project, the lower
elevations of the canyons show topographic evidence suggesting scouring by the ebb and
flood of the “Missoula Floods™.

The massive outpourings scoured the surface of the Columbia Plateau bedrock and also
deposited silt, sand, gravel, and cobbles/boulders. After the Missoula Floods, stream and
some wind-related depositional and erosive processes continued to dominate the geology
of the Columbia Plateau. Alluvium, alluvial fans, and landslides have formed in incised
valleys while deposits of wind blown sand and silt (i.e., loess) have formed on top of the
basalt bedrock.

Based on the results of this study, the loess covers the underlying basalt bedrock
throughout much of the project area. Topographic maps, geologic maps, logs of water
wells, and the site reconnaissance indicates that the loess deposit ranges up to about 40
feet thick (averaging about 15 feet). This deposit overlies the basalt bedock and appears
to thin or not exist within the steeper areas along the sides of relatively narrow ridges and
within drainageways found throughout the project area (i.e., where basalt bedrock is
exposed).

Logs of water wells, native exposures of basalt bedrock, and basalt quarry exposures
indicate that the basalt generally is variably fractured, is fresh to slightly weathered,
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possesses very close to wide joint spacing, and has a variable hardness (generally ranging
from medium hard to hard). Where observed, the contacts between layers of basalt show
limited or no signs of a distinct weathered soil horizon.

H.2.3 Soils

A relatively thin veneer of soil exists throughout most of the project study area. The soil
principally consists of silty loam formed from weathering of loess (i.e., wind-blown silt
and fine sand). Where the loess deposit thins, there are variable amounts of weathered
rock fragments derived from basalt bedrock that underlies the loess. Where basalt
bedrock is exposed at the ground surface, the soil consists of a very gravelly/cobbly
loamy sand with boulders.

Refer to other sections of this Exhibit for additional information pertinent to preparation
of a geologic report in accordance with State guidance.

H.3 SITE-SPECIFIC GEOLOGIC AND GEOTECHNICAL WORK

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(B) A description and schedule of site-specific geotechnical
work that will be performed before construction for inclusion in the site certificate as
conditions.

Response:

H.3.1 Future Work Planned

A detailed design geotechnical investigation will be conducted prior to the start of
construction. This design study will include exploratory test drilling at key locations
where site improvements are proposed. Where needed to enhance understanding of
subsurface soil/rock conditions in some areas and provide details on bulk shear wave
velocity and other properties, down-hole and surface geophysical studies will be
conducted. As needed, field resistivity and other non-destructive geophysical testing will
be conducted to evaluate bulk properties.

Soil and rock samples obtained during explorations will be utilized to evaluate soil and
rock characteristics in a laboratory. Such testing will include an array of tests including
some or all of the following: index tests to identify general characteristics, shear and
compressive tests, soil modulus tests for pavement design, thermal conductivity, and a
series of tests to evaluate corrosion potential.

Geotechnical engineering analysis of the field and laboratory data will be conducted.
Design recommendations will be prepared to address a myriad of design and construction
considerations including geotechnical aspects related to foundations, site grading,
utilities, roadways, and improvements to existing infrastructure (e.g., roads, culverts,
bridges).

It is anticipated that this design study will be conducted during the third quarter of 2007.
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H.3.2 Work Performed to Prepare This Exhibit

To prepare this Exhibit, GeoEngineers conducted a detailed office study and geologic
field reconnaissance along the proposed wind turbine corridors, underground connector
corridors, equipment lay down areas, transmission line alignments, project substations,
crane paths, and new permanent access roads. Areas of proposed improvements to
existing County road improvements were also included in the combined office/field
effort.

The findings of this work were used to preliminarily evaluate seismic and non-seismic
related hazards. The nature and extent of the work to date is presented in the following
paragraphs.

Review of Soils/Geologic and Other Publications

Topographic maps, aerial photos, geologic maps, professional publications, and soil
surveys were reviewed to identify potential subsurface soil and bedrock conditions,
bedrock depth and lithology, and structural attitude of faults within the Project. A list of
publications is presented in Section H.3.2.

Field Reconnaissance

A field reconnaissance of the Project was completed along the proposed wind turbine
corridors, new access road alignments, power collection system corridors, substations,
overhead transmission lines, temporary laydown areas, and existing state and county
roads designated for improvements. The field reconnaissance concentrated on
identifying geologic hazards, particularly in areas of concern identified during the review
of geologic literature.

The site reconnaissance focused on identifying and mapping features associated with
slope stability and landslides and other hazards including hummocky topography, ground
cracks, scarps, and vegetative indicators of instability. In addition, subsurface conditions
along the alignments were interpreted by observing exposures in road cuts, stream
channels and borrow pits. The information collected during the reconnaissance was used
to qualitatively assess the stability of slopes and landslides where these features were
found to be mapped during the geologic literature review, and for use in the seismic
hazards assessment of the Project.

Seismic Hazard Analyses

The Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC), 2007 Edition will be used to design
equipment shelters and structures included in the proposed project. The OSSC uses the
International Building Code (IBC), 2006 edition, with current amendments by the state of
Oregon and local agencies. These standards are appropriate protection measures for
human safety of the proposed facilities.

A detailed seismic hazard analysis was conducted to establish earthquake ground motion
parameters suitable for use in design of the proposed facilities. Amplification factors at
the Project were based on a review of existing geologic information and information
collected during the site reconnaissance. Refer to Section H.7 of this Exhibit.
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Project Personnel

Exhibit H was prepared for the Applicant by GeoEngineers. The table below summarizes
GeoEngineers’ professional employees who had primary involvement during this study
and these individuals will be engaged in the site-specific work required for final design
before construction. A bio sketch for each of the primary investigators is also provided.

Employee Title Project Role

Principal in Charge

David K. Rankin, RG, CEG Principal Engineering Geologic and
Geotechnical Reconnaissance

Exhibit H Composition

Geologic Reconnaissance

Andrew P. Bauer Staff Geologist
Exhibit H Composition
Staff Seismic Analysis
Brent Nielsen, EIT Geotechnical y
Engineer Exhibit H Composition
Catalena Cabrera GIS Analyst GIS and GPS Data Analysis

Cartography

David K. Rankin, RG, CEG, LEG, LHG, Principal. David has served as a Principal
and Project Manager, providing management and technical support, on numerous
regional and site-specific engineering geologic, geotechnical, and environmental projects,
including those related to energy facility siting/design/construction, commercial
development, government infrastructure, ports, industrial sites, and waterfront properties.
His geotechnical experience includes preliminary design/feasibility, hazard mitigation
planning for the State of Oregon and municipal agencies in Oregon (per FEMA
requirements), seismic risk evaluations (for FERC relicensing), landslide
evaluation/mitigation, deep and shallow foundations, excavation support, large
embankments, bridges, forensic evaluations of foundation/roadway damage, and most
other aspects of geotechnical exploration, analysis and design. David has over 27 years
of consulting experience principally in the Pacific Northwest, especially Oregon and
southwest Washington. He has a Master’s Degree in Geology with all applicable
geologic licenses in the states of Washington and Oregon. He is a Certified Engineering
Geologist and Registered Geologist in Oregon. He also has similar licenses in
Washington.
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H.4

Andrew P. Bauer, Staff Geologist. Andy has seven years professional experience
providing consulting services to public and private clients. He Graduated from Western
Oregon University in 2000 with a Bachelors degree in Geology. His geologic and
geotechnical experience includes numerous geotechnical design investigations,
construction materials testing, and special inspection of construction. His experience
includes field inspection and/or laboratory testing of reinforced concrete, structural
masonry, structural steel and welding, proprietary anchors, soils and aggregates, and
asphaltic concrete. Andy is highly knowledgeable of special inspection requirements
including communicating with the owner, contractor, engineer, architect, and building
official to assure that relevant codes, specifications, and recommendations are being
observed. Andy has worked on large diameter pipelines, roadways, healthcare facilities,
and commercial, industrial, and residential developments.

Brent Nielsen, EIT, Staff Geotechnical Engineer. Brent is an Engineer-in-Training
(EIT) working towards Professional Engineering Registration. While at Montana State
University, Brent studied civil engineering. He was graduate fellow teachers assistant for
several courses. Brent has performed geotechnical work in the following fields of
geotechnical engineering: subsurface investigations, shallow and deep foundations,
retaining walls, forensic evaluations, slope stability, seismic ground response, laboratory
soil testing, and construction monitoring.

Catalena Cabrera, GIS Analyst. Catalena has six years experience in the field of GIS.
Her experience includes designing, creating, maintaining, and analyzing client data. She
has extensive GIS analysis and local government planning and permitting software
integration. Catalena has conducted GIS training for public agencies and at state
conferences. She has comprehensive working experience with ESRI software products
including ArcView, Arcinfo Workstation and ArcGIS, and she is well versed with GPS
Trimble products.

EVIDENCE OF CONSULTATION

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(C) Evidence of consultation with the Oregon Department of
Geology and Mineral Industries regarding the appropriate site-specific geotechnical
work that must be performed before submitting the application for the Department to
determine that the application is complete.

Response:

While preparing this Exhibit, GeoEngineers consulted Oregon Department of Geology
and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) publications and other publications/guidance.

A summary of the site-specific work planned for the Project is presented in Section
H.3.1. During the next phase of the Project, GeoEngineers will consult with DOGAMI
regarding the details for the site-specific geotechnical work needed for design in advance
of construction.
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H.5

H.6

TRANSMISSION LINES

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(h)(D) For all transmission lines, a description of locations along
the proposed route where the applicant proposes to perform site specific geotechnical
work, including but not limited to railroad crossings, major road crossings, river
crossings, dead ends, corners, and portions of the proposed route where geologic
reconnaissance and other site specific studies provide evidence of existing landslides or
marginally stable slopes that could be made unstable by the planned construction.

Response:

The results of work conducted to date suggest that cuts in the loess soils exceeding about
50% slope are potentially unstable. Steeper cuts into basalt bedrock are subject to rock
falls and potentially larger scale mass instability, especially if bedrock joint geometry is
not conducive to maintaining cut stability.

The work conducted to date suggests that project transmission lines do not cross (nor are
near) areas that show gross indicators of landslide (recent, historic, and ancient) activity
or marginal stability.

The power collectors for the Project follow existing roads in some areas and most likely
will be placed underground. During the geologic and soils study, these existing roads
were observed to cross dry creek beds. At these culvert crossings, some stream erosion
(including over-steepened banks) was observed, principally near the culvert crossings.

Native soil and bedrock stability concerns at cuts, fills and culvert crossings will be
addressed during future, site-specific geotechnical studies planned during the design
phase of the Project. This future work will include development of design and
construction recommendations that minimize the potential for destabilizing marginally
stable slopes and minimize the potential for stream erosion at stream crossings.

Future detailed site-specific geotechnical investigation of the proposed transmission line
and power collection alignments will likely be conducted in the third quarter of 2007
(prior to the planned start of construction in 2008).

PIPELINES

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(h)(E) For all pipelines that would carry explosive, flammable or
hazardous materials, a description of locations along the proposed route where the
applicant proposes to perform site specific geotechnical work, including but not limited
to railroad crossings, major road crossings, river crossings, and portions of the proposed
alignment where geologic reconnaissance and other site specific studies provide evidence
of existing landslides or marginally stable slopes that could be made unstable by the
planned construction.
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Response:

No pipelines carrying explosive, flammable or hazardous materials are planned for the
Project.

H.7 SEISMIC HAZARD ASSESSMENT

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(F) An assessment of seismic hazards. For the purposes of this
assessment, the maximum probable earthquake (MPE) is the maximum earthquake that
could occur under the known tectonic framework with a 10 percent chance of being
exceeded in a 50 year period. If seismic sources are not mapped sufficiently to identify
the ground motions above, the applicant shall provide a probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis to identify the peak ground accelerations expected at the site for a 500 year
recurrence interval and a 5000 year recurrence interval. In the assessment, the
applicant shall include:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

Identification of the Maximum Considered Earthquake Ground Motion shown at
International Building Code (2003 edition) Section 1615 for the site.

Identification and characterization of all earthquake sources capable of
generating median peak ground accelerations greater than 0.05g on rock at the
site. For each earthquake source, the applicant shall assess the magnitude and
minimum epicentral distance of the maximum credible earthquake (MCE);

A description of any recorded earthquakes within 50 miles of the site and of
recorded earthquakes greater than 50 miles from the site that caused ground
shaking at the site more intense than the Modified Mercalli Il intensity. The
applicant shall include the date of occurrence and a description of the earthquake
that includes its magnitude and highest intensity and its epicenter location of
region or highest intensity.

Assessment of the median ground response spectrum from the MCE and the MPE
and identification of the spectral accelerations greater that the design spectrum
provided in the Oregon Structural Specialty Code (2004 edition). The applicant
shall include a description of the probable behavior of the subsurface materials
and amplification by subsurface materials and any topographic or subsurface
conditions that could result in expected ground motions greater than those
characteristic of the Maximum Considered Earthquake Ground Motion identified
above

An assessment of seismic hazards expected to result from reasonably probable
seismic events. As used in this rule “seismic hazard” includes ground shaking,
ground failure, landslide, lateral spreading, liquefaction, tsunami inundation,
fault displacement and subsidence.
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H.7.1

Response:

The findings of this assessment are detailed in this Section. Conclusions about seismic
hazard mitigation are presented in Section H.9 of this Exhibit.

Oregon recognizes the 2006 International Building Code, with Oregon Structural
Specialty Code addenda. The site soil is classified per IBC and OSSC guidelines as site
class B.

The site soils generally consist of a relatively thin skin of wind-blown loess silt overlying
Columbia River basalt bedrock. The bedrock depth ranges from at the ground surface to
about 40 feet below ground surface, with an average soil depth of about 15 feet.
Consequently, a soil profile of class C is appropriate for the design of the wind turbine
towers and equipment within the project boundaries. The following table presents the
design parameters provided by IBC for the project soil profile.

Seismic Design Parameters (2006 IBC)

Site Class B
Spectral Response Acceleration (Short Period), Ss 0.469
Spectral Response Acceleration (1-Second Period), Si 0.169
Site Coefficient, F, 1.0
Site Coefficient, Fy 1.0
Damped Response Acceleration (Short Period), Sps 0.31g
Damped Response Acceleration (1-Second Period), Sp; 0.11g

Earthquake Sources

The current understanding of seismicity in Oregon considers three main seismic sources.
Two of the possible earthquake sources are associated with the Cascadia subduction zone
(CSZ), and the third source is comprised of shallow earthquakes that occur within the
North American crust. Since these possible seismic events are anticipated to have
different ground shaking effects on the Project, each earthquake scenario should be
considered individually as the maximum credible earthquake (MCE). The three
earthquake scenarios are discussed in the following paragraphs.

The CSZ is the region where the Juan de Fuca Plate is being subducted beneath the North
American Plate. The present body of evidence suggests that this subduction zone has
generated eight large earthquakes in the last 4,000 years, with the most recent event
occurring about 300 years ago. Two MCE subduction zone earthquake scenarios were
considered in this study: (1) an earthquake on the seismogenic part of the interface
between the Juan de Fuca Plate and the North American Plate on the CSZ with a moment
magnitude (Mw) of 9.0 (interplate event), and (2) a deep earthquake with a Mw of 7.5 on
the seismogenic part of the subducting plate of the CSZ (intraplate event). These
magnitudes are the generally accepted maximum credible events for the CSZ, given the
current level of information regarding subduction zone earthquakes in the Pacific
Northwest.
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Local crustal faults near the Project generally include small thrust faults located just
beyond the southwest corner of the Project. There are also several thrust faults located
many tens of kilometers away from the project area as schematically shown MPE
deaggregation maps (Figures H-5 and H-7).

The thrust fault near the southwest corner of the Project is defined as a non-Quaternary
fault (i.e., shown no signs of disturbing geologic units less than about 1.8 million years
old). The loess that mantles the basalt is about 13,000 to 15,000 years old. The basalt is
between about 15 and 35 million years old.

None of the nearby faults have well-defined slip rates, and one fault near the Project has a
recorded earthquake of unknown magnitude.

It is difficult to select a deterministic model of crustal seismicity without making
unsupportable assumptions regarding fault activity, slip rate, and fracture length. We
represent local crustal seismicity by modeling a magnitude 5 earthquake located 2 miles
from the center of the Project. The selected magnitude of this event exceeds the
magnitude of recorded earthquakes for the nearby faults.

The maximum probable event (MPE) is defined by EFSC as the maximum earthquake
that could occur under the known tectonic framework with a 10 percent chance of being
exceeded in a 50-year period (475-year event). The USGS National Seismic Mapping
Project (2002) reports that the MPE is equivalent to an earthquake that has a magnitude,
Mw of 6.4 and an epicentral distance of 46 miles from the Project.

The maximum credible event (MCE) is defined by EFSC as the maximum earthquake
that could occur under the known tectonic framework with a 2 percent chance of being
exceeded in a 50-year period (2475-year event). The USGS National Seismic Mapping
Project (2002) reports that the MCE is equivalent to an earthquake that has a magnitude,
Mw of 6.2 and an epicentral distance of 22 miles from the Project.

The USGS’s National Seismic Mapping Project also provides probabilistic response
spectra for the 500- and 2500-year return period events based on latitude and longitude.
Figures H-5 through H-8 show the probabilistic and geographic seismic hazard
deaggregations for the 500-year and 2500-year return period earthquake events.

The table below summarizes the computed horizontal peak ground accelerations (PGA)
for the three design earthquakes and the maximum probable earthquake (MPE). The
attenuation equation of Crouse (1991) was used to compute the site response for the two
postulated CSZ events. We used the attenuation equation of Boore (1997) to compute the
site response for the local crustal event.
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Calculated PGA Values

Earthquake Event | Moment Magnitude | Focal Depth (miles) Eplcen(tr:]ai\:elis))lstance PGA(Q)
CSZ Interplate 9.0 15 175 0.12
CSZ Intraplate 75 30 120 0.08

MCE 6.2 -- 22 0.19
MPE 6.4 -- 46 0.09

H.7.2

H.7.3

H.7.4

Notes:
PGA=peak ground acceleration
g=equals acceleration of gravity=32.2 ft/sec?

Recorded Earthquakes

Tables H-1 and H-2 provide a list of recorded earthquakes within 50 miles of the Project
and greater than 50 miles from the Project that caused ground shaking at the Project,
respectively, more intense than the Modified Mercalli (MM) 111 intensity. Table H-1
shows that recorded earthquakes within 50 miles of the Project generally consist of small
events with no apparent pattern or regular recurrence interval.

Median Ground Response Spectrum

Figure H-9 shows a plot of the response spectra for the earthquakes from each of the
three mechanisms capable of causing ground shaking at the Project. The response spectra
were computed for the ground surface and include the effects of amplification from the
project soils. Figure H-9 shows that the IBC design response spectra for a Class B soil
profile envelopes the spectra for the MPE, local crust fault earthquake, and deep Cascadia
subduction earthquake. At response periods longer than about 0.5 seconds, the response
spectra for the magnitude 9 shallow Cascadia subduction earthquake exceeds the IBC
response spectra. We recommend that the proposed wind turbine facilities be designed
for the response spectra shown in Figure H-9.

Seismic Hazards Expected to Result from Seismic Events

The Project is categorized as IBC Seismic Design Category “B” for a type B soil profile
with respect to the design spectral response. Structures designed for this seismic load
coefficient should experience only minor damage, and pose a minimal risk to human
safety, in the event of a 2,500-year return period earthquake.

An earthquake exceeding the 2,500-year event may cause ground shaking accelerations
exceeding the structures’ resisting capacity. In this case, the structures may experience
significant damage and could lead to enhanced risk to human safety. If the structures are
expected to experience only minor damage in the event of an earthquake exceeding the
2,500-year return period should be designed for the maximum ground motion response
spectra resulting from the IBC design spectra for short periods, and CSZ earthquake
spectra for longer periods, shown in Figure H-9.
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H.8

The site topography generally consists of rolling hills, with shallow bedrock depths and a
deep groundwater table. Therefore, the risks of landslides, lateral spreading, liquefaction
settlement, and subsidence at the Project are relatively low. The site is located well
above the nearby Columbia River, so there is essentially no risk for damage from
flooding or tsunami.

NON-SEISMIC GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(G) An assessment of soil-related hazards such as landslides,
flooding and erosion which could, in the absence of a seismic event, adversely affect or
be aggravated by the construction or operation of the facility.

Response:

The assessment of the potential for non-seismic geologic hazards at the Project was based
on review of geologic maps and literature, aerial photos, and a detailed site
reconnaissance, as described in Section H.3.2.

Based on work conducted to date, no gross indicators of significant existing, historic, and
ancient geologic or /soil stability hazards were observed during the review and site
reconnaissance of the project area.

Most slopes within the Project boundaries are gentle rolling hills consisting of basalt with
a relatively thin veneer of wind blown silts, which are generally not susceptible slope
stability failures at native slope angles. Steeper and near vertical slopes within the
project area are basalt outcrops that show no signs of instability other than rock falls.
Road cuts in the surficial loess deposits show signs of minor erosion at slopes greater
than about 50% and minor sloughing at slopes greater than about 100%. Cuts in basalt
bedrock were normally very steep (i.e., near or greater than about 100%) and only show
minor to moderate rock falls.

With thick basalt bedrock at very shallow depths throughout the Project, the likelihood of
deep seated slope failures is also very low.

The proposed wind turbine sites are not located on or near unstable slopes that would
pose a significant risk of ground movement or other geologic hazards. In addition the
wind turbine corridors and major structures will be constructed with sufficient setbacks
from all steeper slopes to minimize the potential for creating marginally stable
conditions.

Based on the work conducted to date, the proposed Project can be constructed without
adversely affecting slope stability provided that the geotechnical design study addresses
site grading, cut/fill slope stability, surface water drainage, erosion control, and other
measures that mitigate potential impacts derived from development of the Project. The
geotechnical design study will occur prior to final design and construction.

The project site is situated above regional flood elevation for the area. Consequently,
flooding is not considered a potential hazard. However, localized flooding and erosion,
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derived from flash floods during extreme rainfall events, may be an isolated hazard in
drainageways.

H.9 SEISMIC HAZARD MITIGATION

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(H) An explanation of how the applicant will design, engineer
and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety from the seismic hazards
identified in paragraph (F). The applicant shall include proposed design and
engineering features, applicable construction codes, and any monitoring for seismic
hazards.

Response:

The OSSC uses the 2006 IBC, with current amendments by the state of Oregon and local
agencies. Pertinent design codes as they relate to geology, seismicity, and near-surface
soil are contained in IBC Section 1613, with slight modifications by the current
amendments of the state of Oregon and local agencies. The Project will be designed to
meet or exceed these minimum standards. Additionally, a detailed geologic hazard
assessment has been performed for the Project. Although there are no known active,
historic, or ancient landslides within the project area, the proposed wind turbines and
other major project improvements appear to have been sited to avoid potential geologic
hazard areas that could become destabilized by a seismic event. Additionally, the
information collected during the geotechnical design investigation (including
explorations) of the Project will be used to design and construct proposed project
improvements to mitigate potential hazards that could be created during a seismic event.

H.10 NON-SEISMIC HAZARD MITIGATION

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(h)(I) An explanation of how the applicant will design, engineer
and construct the facility to adequately avoid dangers to human safety presented by the
hazards identified in paragraph (G).

Response:

A detailed geologic hazards evaluation has been performed. Although there are no
known active, historic, or ancient landslides within the project area, the proposed wind
turbines and other major project improvements appear to have been sited to avoid
potential geologic hazard areas. In addition, most of the turbine corridors, transmission
line alignment, and major structures will be located atop ridges where no significant site
grading will be required. Also, the results of the geotechnical design investigation will
include recommendations for properly engineered temporary and permanent fill and cut
slopes.

The Project will be subject to a Stormwater General Permit 1200-C, issued by the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality, and its Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.
Surface water drainage provisions, including gravel-lined drainage ditches, culverts, and
waterbars will also be included for short- and long-term surface water control.
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Erosion control measures to be employed during construction include:

e Installing sediment fence/straw bale barriers at downslope sides of excavations and
disturbed areas.

e Straw mulching and discing at locations adjacent to roads that could be affected.
e Providing temporary sediment traps downstream of intermittent stream crossings.

e Planting designated seed mixes at affected areas adjacent to roads.

Avreas that are affected by construction will be seeded when there is adequate soil
moisture. They will be reseeded in the spring if a healthy cover crop does not grow. The
sediment fences and check dams will remain in place until the affected areas are well
vegetated.

Whenever feasible, roadways will be constructed so that surface drainage coincides with
natural drainage patterns, so diversions through ditches and culverts are minimized.
Surface water will be diverted into natural drainage paths via drainage ditches. Regular
maintenance of drainage facilities will ensure continued proper operation.

Project facilities will be located to avoid potential landslide hazards, and new slopes will
be designed with adequate safety factors against failure. All structures will be
constructed with sufficient setbacks from slopes to mitigate any landslide hazards related
to their construction.
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
1872 12 15 47.90 -120.30 7 4
1873 11 23 42.00 -124.00 6.7 4
1891 3 8 47.50 -121.50 5 4
1892 2 4 45,50 -122.70 5 4
1893 3 7 45.90 -119.30 4.7 4
1896 4 2 45.20 -123.20 5 4
1906 4 23 41.00 -124.00 6.4 4
1909 1 11 49.00 -122.70 6 4
1915 8 18 48.50 -121.40 5.6 4
1932 7 18 47.75 -121.83 5.2 4
1936 7 16 45,97 -118.21 5.7 4
1939 11 13 47.50 -122.50 5.7 4
1944 7 12 44.41 -115.06 6.1 4
1945 4 29 47.40 -121.70 55 4
1946 6 23 49.76 -125.34 7.3 4
1946 2 15 47.40 -122.67 5.7 4
1949 4 13 47.17 -122.62 6.9 4
1953 12 16 45,50 -122.70 5 4
1954 12 21 40.78 -124.17 6.5 4
1959 11 23 46.67 -121.75 4.8 4
1959 8 4 45.68 -122.27 4.7 4
1961 9 16 46.01 -122.13 4.8 4
1961 9 17 46.02 -122.12 51 4
1961 11 7 45.70 -122.40 4.5 4
1962 11 6 45.64 -122.59 5.2 4
1965 4 29 47.40 -122.30 6.7 4
1973 12 20 46.94 -119.25 4.8 4
1974 4 20 46.76 -121.52 4.9 4
1974 4 20 46.76 -121.52 4.9 4
1974 12 13 45.26 -121.60 4.1 4
1975 7 1 45.63 -120.00 35 4
1976 4 13 45,22 -120.77 4.8 4
1976 4 13 45,22 -120.77 4.8 4
1976 4 17 45.08 -120.80 4.2 4
1980 11 8 41.12 -124.25 7.2 4
1980 11 8 41.12 -124.25 7.2 4
1981 2 2 46.28 -120.88 4 4
1981 5 28 46.53 -121.42 4.3 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.25 4.6 4
1981 5 28 46.53 -121.41 4.8 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.24 55 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.24 55 4
1981 6 14 45,95 -120.49 3.1 4
1983 10 28 44,06 -113.86 7.3 4
1983 10 28 43.97 -113.92 7.3 4
1985 2 10 45,86 -119.64 3.7 4
1987 12 2 46.68 -120.67 4.3 4
1988 9 29 45,85 -120.26 3.5 4
1989 3 27 45,82 -120.26 3.1 4
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
1989 12 24 46.65 -122.12 5.1 4
1989 12 24 46.65 -122.12 5.1 4
1989 9 15 45.37 -121.71 3.5 4
1990 10 19 45.34 -121.69 3.5 4
1991 4 20 45.35 -120.14 2.8 4
1991 7 13 42.18 -125.64 6.9 4
1991 8 17 41.82 -125.40 7.1 4
1992 8 7 45.86 -119.59 3.9 4
1993 12 18 45.25 -120.11 3.1 4
1993 3 25 45.03 -122.61 5.7 4
1993 9 21 42.36 -122.04 6 4
1993 9 21 42.31 -122.01 6 4
1994 11 17 45.70 -120.18 2.7 4
1994 9 22 45.69 -120.16 2.9 4
1994 4 13 45.14 -120.85 2.8 4
1995 1 29 47.39 -122.36 5.1 4
1996 5 3 47.76 -121.88 5.5 4
1997 9 10 45.65 -120.20 2.7 4
1997 8 17 45.65 -120.19 2.8 4
1997 11 11 45.85 -120.57 2.8 4
1997 10 13 46.10 -120.36 3.3 4
1997 11 18 46.14 -120.46 3.3 4
1997 3 23 45.20 -120.07 3.4 4
1997 11 18 46.14 -120.47 3.8 4
1997 3 22 45.19 -120.07 3.9 4
1997 4 17 45.19 -120.08 3.2 4
1998 4 28 45.26 -120.28 2.7 4
1998 2 3 45.81 -120.20 3.1 4
1998 10 9 46.20 -120.71 4 4
1998 11 1 45.10 -120.83 2.9 4
1999 7 3 47.08 -123.46 5.8 4
1999 8 31 45.19 -120.09 3.2 4
2000 8 17 45.31 -120.04 3.2 4
2000 1 30 45.19 -120.10 3.4 4
2000 2 1 45.19 -120.11 3.6 4
2000 1 30 45.20 -120.12 4.1 4
2000 1 20 43.65 -127.26 6.4 4
2001 2 28 47.15 -122.73 6.8 4
2002 1 31 45.69 -120.17 2.7 4
2002 6 29 45.34 -121.68 3.8 4
2002 6 29 45.33 -121.69 4.5 4
2006 10 8 46.85 -121.60 4.7 4
2007 1 4 45.12 -120.94 3 4
2007 1 20 45.12 -120.94 3 4
2007 4 8 45.13 -120.94 3.1 4
2007 3 1 45.12 -120.93 3.6 4
2007 2 13 45,12 -120.94 2.9 4
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
Earthquakes Associated with Mount St. Helens
1980 5 16 46.21 -122.18 4.3 4
1980 3 22 46.21 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 11 46.21 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 13 46.22 -122.17 4.3 4
1980 5 2 46.22 -122.17 4.3 4
1980 5 8 46.22 -122.17 4.3 4
1980 3 28 46.22 -122.18 4.3 4
1980 4 12 46.22 -122.18 4.3 4
1980 4 12 46.22 -122.18 4.3 4
1980 4 16 46.22 -122.18 4.3 4
1980 3 26 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 3 30 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 6 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 17 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 18 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 29 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 5 1 46.22 -122.19 4.3 4
1980 4 5 46.23 -122.17 4.3 4
1980 4 19 46.23 -122.17 4.3 4
1980 4 4 46.13 -122.03 4.4 4
1980 4 8 46.21 -122.17 4.4 4
1980 5 5 46.21 -122.18 4.4 4
1980 4 8 46.21 -122.19 4.4 4
1980 4 10 46.22 -122.17 4.4 4
1980 4 14 46.22 -122.17 4.4 4
1980 5 5 46.22 -122.17 4.4 4
1980 4 5 46.22 -122.18 4.4 4
1980 4 21 46.22 -122.18 4.4 4
1980 5 16 46.22 -122.18 4.4 4
1980 3 30 46.22 -122.19 4.4 4
1980 3 31 46.22 -122.19 4.4 4
1980 3 31 46.22 -122.19 4.4 4
1980 4 4 46.22 -122.21 4.4 4
1980 5 10 46.35 -122.03 4.4 4
1980 4 21 46.11 -122.17 4.5 4
1980 4 21 46.11 -122.17 4.5 4
1980 3 31 46.19 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 4 4 46.21 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 5 3 46.21 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 4 4 46.21 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 5 3 46.21 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 3 30 46.22 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 4 1 46.22 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 4 18 46.22 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 4 15 46.22 -122.2 4.5 4
1980 4 1 46.22 -122.18 4.5 4
1980 5 3 46.23 -122.19 4.5 4
1980 4 3 46.23 -122.2 4.5 4
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
1980 4 1 46.21 -122.19 4.6 4
1980 3 30 46.21 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 18 46.21 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 3 31 46.21 -122.19 4.6 4
1980 4 1 46.21 -122.19 4.6 4
1980 5 5 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 5 6 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 5 9 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 5 14 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 4 7 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 22 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 27 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 28 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 3 31 46.22 -122.19 4.6 4
1980 3 27 46.22 -122.2 4.6 4
1980 5 5 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 5 9 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 5 14 46.22 -122.17 4.6 4
1980 4 7 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 22 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 27 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 4 28 46.22 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 3 27 46.22 -122.2 4.6 4
1980 5 4 46.23 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 5 2 46.23 -122.2 4.6 4
1980 5 4 46.23 -122.18 4.6 4
1980 5 2 46.23 -122.2 4.6 4
1980 5 12 46.25 -122.31 4.6 4
1980 5 12 46.25 -122.31 4.6 4
1980 4 18 46.21 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 15 46.21 -122.2 4.7 4
1980 4 29 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 5 11 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 5 16 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 4 10 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 13 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 17 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 18 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 8 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 14 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 5 7 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 29 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 5 11 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 5 16 46.22 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 4 10 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 13 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 17 46.22 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 8 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 14 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
1980 5 7 46.22 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 11 46.23 -122.17 4.7 4
1980 4 10 46.23 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 19 46.23 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 6 46.23 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 29 46.23 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 10 46.23 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 19 46.23 -122.18 4.7 4
1980 4 6 46.23 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 29 46.23 -122.19 4.7 4
1980 4 23 46.26 -122.01 4.7 4
1980 4 23 46.26 -122.01 4.7 4
1980 5 6 46.36 -122.08 4.7 4
1980 5 6 46.36 -122.08 4.7 4
1980 4 9 46.2 -122.2 4.8 4
1980 4 3 46.21 -122.19 4.8 4
1980 4 11 46.22 -122.16 4.8 4
1980 4 16 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 4 30 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 5 9 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 4 1 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 2 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 18 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 20 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 24 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 11 46.22 -122.16 4.8 4
1980 4 16 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 4 30 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 5 9 46.22 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 4 2 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 18 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 20 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 24 46.22 -122.18 4.8 4
1980 4 3 46.23 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 4 3 46.23 -122.17 4.8 4
1980 5 15 46.21 -122.19 4.9 4
1980 4 1 46.21 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 5 15 46.21 -122.19 4.9 4
1980 4 9 46.22 -122.15 4.9 4
1980 4 15 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 4 16 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 5 12 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 4 9 46.22 -122.15 4.9 4
1980 4 15 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 4 16 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 5 12 46.22 -122.18 4.9 4
1980 4 5 46.23 -122.19 4.9 4
1980 4 7 46.23 -122.21 4.9 4
1980 4 5 46.23 -122.19 4.9 4
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TABLE H-1
NEIC EARTHQUAKE SEARCH RESULTS

Estimated MM
Intensity at
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude Site
1980 4 7 46.23 -122.21 4.9 4
1980 4 1 46.22 -122.18 5 4
1980 4 1 46.22 -122.18 5 4
1980 5 8 46.23 -122.17 5 4
1980 4 3 46.23 -122.22 5 4
1980 5 8 46.23 -122.17 5 4
1980 4 3 46.23 -122.22 5 4
1980 4 25 46.26 -122.18 5 4
1980 4 25 46.26 -122.18 5 4
1980 5 18 46.21 -122.19 5.2 4
1980 5 18 46.21 -122.19 5.2 4
1980 4 14 46.21 -122.19 5.3 4
1980 4 14 46.21 -122.19 5.3 4
1980 5 1 46.21 -122.18 4.3 4
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Table H-2: Earthquakes Greater than 50 Miles Causing Ground Shaking >MM-III

Estimated
MM Intensity

Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude at Site
1872 12 15 47.9 -120.3 7

1873 11 23 42 -124 6.7 4
1891 3 47.5 -121.5 4
1892 2 455 -122.7 4
1893 3 45.9 -119.3 4.7 4
1896 4 45.2 -123.2 5 4
1906 4 23 41 -124 6.4 4
1909 1 11 49 -122.7 6 4
1915 8 18 48.5 -121.4 5.6 4
1932 7 18 47.75 -121.83 5.2 4
1936 7 16 45.97 -118.21 5.7 4
1939 11 13 47.5 -122.5 5.7 4
1944 7 12 44.41 -115.06 6.1 4
1945 4 29 47.4 -121.7 5.5 4
1946 6 23 49.76 -125.34 7.3 4
1946 2 15 47.4 -122.67 5.7 4
1949 4 13 47.17 -122.62 6.9 4
1953 12 16 45.5 -122.7 5 4
1954 12 21 40.78 -124.17 6.5 4
1959 11 23 46.67 -121.75 4.8 4
1959 4 45.68 -122.27 4.7 4
1961 16 46.01 -122.13 4.8 4
1961 17 46.02 -122.12 5.1 4
1961 11 45.7 -122.4 4.5 4
1962 11 6 45.64 -122.59 5.2 4
1965 4 29 47.4 -122.3 6.7 4
1973 12 20 46.94 -119.25 4.8 4
1974 20 46.76 -121.52 4.9 4
1974 20 46.76 -121.52 4.9 4
1974 12 13 45.26 -121.6 4.1 4
1975 7 1 45.63 -120 35 4
1976 4 13 45.22 -120.77 4.8 4
1976 4 13 45.22 -120.77 4.8 4
1976 4 17 45.08 -120.8 4.2 4




Estimated

MM Intensity
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude at Site
1980 11 41.12 -124.25 7.2 4
1980 11 41.12 -124.25 7.2 4
1981 2 46.28 -120.88 4 4
1981 5 28 46.53 -121.42 4.3 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.25 4.6 4
1981 5 28 46.53 -121.41 4.8 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.24 55 4
1981 2 14 46.35 -122.24 55 4
1981 6 14 45.95 -120.49 3.1 4
1983 10 28 44.06 -113.86 7.3 4
1983 10 28 43.97 -113.92 7.3 4
1985 2 10 45.86 -119.64 3.7 4
1987 12 2 46.68 -120.67 4.3 4
1988 29 45.85 -120.26 35 4
1989 27 45.82 -120.26 3.1 4
1989 12 24 46.65 -122.12 5.1 4
1989 12 24 46.65 -122.12 5.1 4
1989 9 15 45.37 -121.71 35 4
1990 10 19 45.34 -121.69 35 4
1991 4 20 45.35 -120.14 2.8 4
1991 13 42.18 -125.64 6.9 4
1991 17 41.82 -125.4 7.1 4
1992 7 45.86 -119.59 3.9 4
1993 12 18 45.25 -120.11 3.1 4
1993 25 45.03 -122.61 5.7 4
1993 21 42.36 -122.04 4
1993 9 21 42.31 -122.01 4
1994 11 17 45.7 -120.18 2.7 4
1994 9 22 45.69 -120.16 2.9 4
1994 4 13 45.14 -120.85 2.8 4
1995 1 29 47.39 -122.36 5.1 4
1996 5 3 47.76 -121.88 55 4
1997 9 10 45.65 -120.2 2.7 4
1997 8 17 45.65 -120.19 2.8 4
1997 11 11 45.85 -120.57 2.8 4




Estimated

MM Intensity
Year Month Day Latitude Longitude Magnitude at Site
1997 10 13 46.1 -120.36 3.3 4
1997 11 18 46.14 -120.46 3.3 4
1997 3 23 45.2 -120.07 3.4 4
1997 11 18 46.14 -120.47 3.8 4
1997 22 45.19 -120.07 3.9 4
1997 17 45.19 -120.08 3.2 4
1998 28 45.26 -120.28 2.7 4
1998 3 45.81 -120.2 3.1 4
1998 10 9 46.2 -120.71 4 4
1998 11 1 45.1 -120.83 2.9 4
1999 7 3 47.08 -123.46 5.8 4
1999 8 31 45.19 -120.09 3.2 4
2000 8 17 45.31 -120.04 3.2 4
2000 1 30 45.19 -120.1 3.4 4
2000 2 1 45.19 -120.11 3.6 4
2000 1 30 45.2 -120.12 4.1 4
2000 1 20 43.65 -127.26 6.4 4
2001 2 28 47.15 -122.73 6.8 4
2002 1 31 45.69 -120.17 2.7 4
2002 6 29 45.34 -121.68 3.8 4
2002 6 29 45.33 -121.69 4.5 4
2006 10 8 46.85 -121.6 4.7 4
2007 1 45.12 -120.94 4
2007 1 20 45.12 -120.94 4
2007 4 8 45.13 -120.94 3.1 4
2007 3 45.12 -120.93 3.6 4
2007 2 13 45.12 -120.94 2.9 4

Note: Earthquakes associated with the 1980 Mount Saint Helens eruption have been removed from this table.
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I.2

INTRODUCTION

OAR 345-021-0010(1) (i) Information from reasonably available sources regarding soil
conditions and uses in the analysis area, providing evidence to support findings by the Council as
required by OAR 345-022-0022, including:

IDENTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SOIL TYPES

OAR-345-021-0010(1) (i) (A) Identification and description of the major soil types in the analysis
areq.

Response: The near surface soils at the project site and in its vicinity were identified
using the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey of Sherman
County, Oregon (NRCS, 1999). The soils in the project area are grouped into five
General Soil Units(GSU) - Walla Walla-Anderly, Wato Anders, Wrentham-Lickskillet-
Rock Outcrop, Lickskillet-Nansene, and Mikkalo-Ritzville. Each of these general soil
units is comprised of several soil series units, which are mapped at a greater level of
detail but share relatively similar spatial coverage and engineering properties as the
more General Soil Unit. Figure J-5 of Exhibit ] shows the soil series map and Table I-1
provides a list of soil series within the project site and vicinity.

The Walla Walla-Anderly series soils are extensive on mesas in the north-central part of
Sherman County in mostly flat and gently sloping areas. They have formed from loess
over basalt in a 12- to 13-inch precipitation zone. This GSU is approximately 73 percent
Walla Walla soils and 22 percent Anderly soils. The rest is soils of minor extent. Walla
Walla soils are very deep or deep and are well drained. The surface layer is very dark
brown silt loam. The subsoil is dark brown silt loam. Anderly soils are moderately
deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish brown silt loam. The
subsoil is dark brown silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are very deep Endersby
soils on terraces, very deep Hermiston soils on flood plains, and shallow Kuhl soils on
north-facing canyonsides. The soils in this unit are used mainly for wheat, barley, alfalfa
hay, and as pasture. Areas too steep for cultivation are used for livestock grazing and as
wildlife habitat (NRCS, 1999).

The Wato Anders series soil are extensive on mesas in the northwestern part of Sherman
County in gently sloping and steep areas. They have formed from loess over basalt in a
12- to 13- inch precipitation zone. This GSU is approximately 82 percent Wato soils and
10 percent Anders soils. The rest is soils of minor extent. Wato soils are very deep and
well drained. The surface layer is very dark brown very fine sandy loam. The subsoil is
dark brown very fine sandy loam. Anders soils are moderately deep and well drained.
The surface layer is very dark grayish brown very fine sandy loam. The subsoil is dark
brown very fine sandy loam, silt loam, or gravelly silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit
are very deep Quincy soils on dunes and terraces adjacent to the Columbia River and its
tributaries. The soils in this unit are used mainly for wheat and barley grown in a grain-
summer fallow system and for alfalfa hay. Areas too steep for cultivation are used for
livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat (NRCS, 1999).
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Wrentham-Lickskillet-Rock Outcrop series soils are moderately deep to shallow, well
drained silt loam and very stony loam that formed over basalt and in residuum derived
from basalt in an 11- to 12-inch precipitation zone. They occur mainly in canyons. This
map unit is adjacent to the Deschutes and John Day Rivers, in the southern part of the
county. This map unit consists of about 30 percent Wrentham soils, 30 percent
Lickskillet soils, and 26 percent Rock outcrop. Wrentham soils are moderately deep and
well drained. The surface layer is very dark brown silt loam. The subsoil is dark brown
extremely cobbly silt loam. Lickskillet soils are shallow and well drained. The surface
layer is very dark grayish brown very stony loam. The upper part of the subsoil is dark
brown very gravelly loam, and the lower part is dark brown very gravelly clay loam,
very gravelly loam, or very cobbly loam. Rock outcrop consists of areas of exposed
bedrock on the shoulders and convex side slopes of very steep canyons. The soils in this
unit are used mainly for livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat (NRCS, 1999).

Lickskillet-Nansene series soils are composed of shallow to deep, well drained, very
stony loam and silt loam that have formed in residuum derived from basalt and in loess
over basalt in a 12- to 13-inch precipitation zone. This map unit is located in the
northern part of Sherman County. It is about 45 percent Lickskillet soils and 12 percent
Nansene soils. The rest consists of soils of minor extent. Lickskillet soils are shallow
and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish brown very stony loam. The
upper part of the subsoil is dark brown very gravelly loam, and the lower part is dark
brown very gravelly clay loam, very gravelly loam, or very cobbly loam. Nansene soils
are deep and well drained. The surface layer and subsoil are very dark brown silt loam.
The substratum is dark brown silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are very shallow
Bakeoven soils on ridgetops and benches of canyons, very deep Sagemoor soils on
dissected terraces, and moderately deep Wrentham soils on north-facing canyonsides.
The soils in this unit are used mainly for livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat
(NRCS, 1999).

The Mikkalo-Ritzville GSU consists of moderately deep and deep, well-drained silt loam
that has formed in loess over basalt in a 9- to 11-inch precipitation zone, typically on
mesas. This map unit is in the northeastern corner of the survey area. It is about 56
percent Mikkalo soils and 38 percent Ritzville soils. The rest is soils of minor extent.
Mikkalo soils are moderately deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark
grayish brown silt loam. The subsoil is dark brown, calcareous silt loam. Ritzville soils
are deep and well drained. The surface layer is dark brown silt loam. The subsoil is dark
yellowish brown, calcareous silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are shallow
Lickskillet Soils. The soils in this unit are used mainly for wheat and barley grown in a

grain-summer fallow system. Areas too steep for cultivation are used for livestock
grazing and as wildlife habitat (NRCS, 1999).

IDENTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF LAND USES

OAR-345-021-0010(1) (i) (B) Identification and description of current land uses in the analysis
area, such as growing crops, that require or depend on productive soils.

Response: Land uses within and surrounding the site consist of private agricultural land
generally used for dryland wheat production. Permanent project facilities will occupy

Page 1-2
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approximately 96 acres of agricultural land and 8 acres of non-agricultural land.
Temporary impacts from construction will disturb an additional 709 acres of agricultural
land and 334 acres of non-agricultural land.

IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS TO SOILS

OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(i)(C) Identification and assessment of significant potential adverse
impact to soils from construction, operation, and retirement of the facility, including, but not
limited to, erosion and chemical factors such as salt deposition from cooling towers, land
application of liquid effluent, and chemical spills.

Response: Unavoidable impacts to soils within the site boundary will result from
placement of permanent project facilities such as gravel roads and concrete pads on
approximately 104 acres. Additionally, facility construction will temporarily disturb
soils on up to 1040 acres. These soil impacts will be limited according to the same
methods identified in the ASC. Where temporary impacts would occur in cultivated
areas, the approximately three feet of top soil would be salvaged and stockpiled in
windrows. The windrows would be protected with plastic sheeting or mulch. Upon
removal of temporary features, subsoils would be cultivated to a depth of at least 12
inches (except where bedrock prohibits archiving this depth), then salvaged topsoil
would be redistributed to match adjacent grades. There are no cooling towers or land
application of effluent. Because the quantities of chemical use will be minimal, the risk
of spills is minor; appropriate measures will be taken to clean up and restore the area if
any spill should occur.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

OAR 345-021-0010(1) (i) (D) A description of any measures the Applicant proposes to avoid or
mitigate adverse impact to soils.

Response: Direct permanent impacts to soils due to construction of access roads, turbine
foundations, laydown areas, underground collectors and other features will be
unavoidable. Construction of all features of the Project will be in compliance with an
amended NPDES 1200-C construction permit (see Attachment I-1 for the Application).
Measures outlined in the existing Erosion Control Plan submitted with the ASC will be
implemented to minimize soil impacts and erosion. During retirement activities,
turbines and turbine pads and unwanted roads will be removed, and the soils restored
to farmable condition or habitat. This may require the import of appropriate topsoil as it
is not practical to stockpile topsoil for the duration of the facilities operation.

MONITORING PROGRAM

OAR 345-021-0010(1) (i) (E) The Applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for adverse
impact to soils during construction and operation.

Response: Monitoring of soil-disturbing activities during construction will be in
accordance with the 1200-C permit; during operations, the Applicant will visually
inspect project facilities periodically.
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DEQ NPDES #1200-C Permit Application Form

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
APPLICATION FOR NEW NPDES GENERAL PERMIT #1200-C
For stormwater discharges to surface waters from construction activities disturbing 1 acre or more.
Please answer all questions. No line may be left blank. An incomplete application will not be processed and will be
returned. If the information requested is not applicable or not yet available, please indicate as such.
A. PROJECT INFORMATION
1. BP Alternative Energy North America Inc. 2. If fee invoicing is different than Applicant, provide contact info:
Applicant (Owner, Developer, or General Contractor) BP Alternative Energy North America Inc.
Kelly O'Brien Attn Scannina Dent.
Invoice Name
Contact Name
700 Louisiana St. Suite 3300 P. O. Box 22024
Address Address
Houston Texas 77002 Tulsa OK 74121
City State Zip City State Zip
(713) 354-2157
Telephone E-Mail Address Telephone E-Mail Address
3 David Evans and Associates, Inc 4. the inspector will be selected by the contractor
Architect/Engineering Firm (Erosion & Sediment Control Plan) Applicant's Designated Erosion and Sediment Control Inspector
Dana Siegfried
Project Manager Contact Name
(503) 499-0369 dns@deainc.com
Telephone E-Mail Address Telephone E-Mail Address
5 Golden Hills Wind Project 6. Nature of the Construction Activity
Name of Project [ Single Family (SIC Code 1521)
[ Multi-Family Residential (SIC Code 1522)
Address or Cross Street [J Commercial (SIC Code 1542)
wase R i o ot 1
City State Zip ighway (SIC Code 1611)
[ utilities (SIC Code 1623):
Sherman County [ Other:
County
7. Site Location by Latitude and Longitude: 8. Project Size:
Latitude: 45 / 58 / 0.98N Total Site Acreage (acres): approximately 30,100
Degrees Minutes Seconds . . 1147
Longitude: 120 / 56 / 1.46W Total Construction Area (acres): acres
Degrees Minutes Seconds Disturbed Area for this phase, if multiple phases: ]_'_147 acres _
Total Number of Lots:
DEQ USE ONLY
App. #: File #: LLID #: River Mile:
Date Received: Amount: Check Name: Check #:
Deposit #: Receipt #: Legal Name Confirmed: []

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Page 1
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9. Runoff from proposed construction activities goes to:
[ Creek/Stream: [ Ditch:

[] Municipal Storm Sewer or Drainage System [ Other:
] Infiltration device

10. [ Proposed site runoff discharges directly to, or into a storm sewer or drainage system that discharges to, a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
or 303(d) listed water body for turbidity or sedimentation (if applicable).

Attach the ariginal and complete Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS) signed by the locel land use authority. The application will not be
processed unless the local land use authority approves it and it meets statewide planning goals. (See Attachment C for the LUCS statement)

The legally authorized representative must sign the application. The following are autherized to sign the document:

4 Corporation — president, secretary, treasurer, vice-president, or any person who performs principal business fanctions; or 2 manager of one or
more facilities employing more thar 250 persons ot having gross annual sales or expenditures exceeding $25 million that is assigned or delegated
in accordance to cerporate procedure to sign such documents

# Partnership — General partner

¢ Sole Proprietorship — Owner. If more than one person is the sole proprietor, each person must sign the form.
4 City, County, State, Federal, or other Public Facility — Principal executive officer or ranking elected official

¢ Limited Liability Company — Member

¢ Trusts— Acting trustee
Pleasc see 40 CFR 122,22 for more detail, if needed.

1 hereby certify that the information contained in this application is trae and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. In addition, I agree to pay
all permit fees required by Oregon Administrative Rules 340-045, This includes a renewal application fee to renew the permit and a compliance
determination fee invoiced annually by DEQ to maintain the permit.

Robert L. buliefuby Preoidet

ame of Legall Rgpresentative (Type or Print) Title
Q}gk&. July \u. 2001
\ \

Signature of Legally Autho ed Representative Date

In ovder to authorize permit registration, t\lle following must be completed and submitted to DEQ office listed below or to a DEQ Agent (see
Attachment A for list of Agents):

[ Signed Application form.

[] Land Use Compatibility Statement with signature of the local land use authority

[ Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Narrative

{_] Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Controt Plan Drawings

[ %670 fee to the appropriate DEQ regional office and make the cheek payable to DEQ of Envirommental Quality. If you are sending your
application to a DEQ Agent, check with the DEQ Agent for the appropriate fees and make check payable to the DEQ Agent.

DEQ Northwest Region DEQ Western Region DEQ Eastern Region
2020 SW 4" Ave., Suite 400 750 Front St. NE, Suite 120 700 SE Emigrant, Suite 330
Portland, OR 97201-4987 ) Salem, OR 973061-1039 Pendleton, OR 97801
503-229-5263 or 1-800-452-4011 503-378-8240 or 1-800-349-7677 541-276-4063 or 1-800-452-4011
DEQ AGENT

{Note: See Table A-2 for appropriate local Agent contact information.}

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Page 2
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DEQ] NPDES General Permit 1200-C Application Instructions For Construction Activities

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Al

A2

A3

A4

A5

A6

A7

A8

A9

Al0

Enter the legal name of the applicant. Permit coverage will be issued to this entity. This is the person, business, public organization,
or other entity responsible for assuring that erosion and sediment controls are in place and in working order through the life of the
project. This must be the legal Oregon name (i.e., Acme Products, Inc.) or the legal representative of the company if it operates under
an assumed business name (i.e., John Smith, dba Acme Products). The name must be a legal, active name registered with the Oregon
Department of Commerce, Corporation Division in Salem at 503-378-4752 or
http://egov.sos.state.or.us/br/pkg_web_name_srch_ing.login, unless otherwise exempted by their rules. If the name of the applicant is
not registered with the Corporation Division and the applicant is a partnership or doing business as a corporate entity, attach legal
documents that verify the entity’s existence with the application. The applicant may not an assumed business name.

To streamline administration and provide continuous permit coverage, the permit may be transferred from one party to another. For
example, if a contractor feels that they will not be able to get a permit before the projected start date, the developer may apply for a permit
and then transfer the permit over to the contractor. The transfer fee is $60. Transfer forms are available from DEQ or at
http://www.deq.state.or.us/wag/wgpermit/PmtTfrAppl.pdf.

Enter invoicing information for annual fee billing if different from the Applicant in Al (e.g., "Invoice To: Business Office — Accounts
Payable™). Provide permanent address or P.O. Box, if applicable.

Provide the contact information for the Architect or Consulting Engineer who designed the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP)
so that they may be contacted should questions concerning the ESCP Drawings or Narrative arise.

Provide information on the Erosion and Sediment Control Inspector. This is a person that works for the applicant and not a government
employee. If the inspector has not been selected yet, please provide the name of consultant who prepared the Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP). Upon designating an inspector(s), submit to the DEQ or the Agent an Action Plan, which is an addendum to the
ESCP, that identifies their name(s), contact information and training and experience as required in Schedule A, condition 6(b) of the
permit.

Provide the common name of the site. What is it to be called? Provide the location of the site with respect to cross roads in the area or
a street address if appropriate.

Place a check mark in the box that best describes the use for which the site is being constructed. If other is selected, describe the use.

Enter the latitude and longitude of the approximate center of the facility or site in degrees/minutes/seconds to the nearest 15 seconds.
Latitude and longitude can be obtained from United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle topographic maps by calling toll-
free at 1-888-ASK-USGS (1-888-275-8747) or by using DEQ’s location finder web site at_http://deq12.deq.state.or.us/website/
findLoc/data.asp. In using DEQ’s location finder web site, if you do not know your address, go to “locate place” on the left side of the
page and click on “latitude and longitude” and then click on “map it.” To get the longitude and latitude to appear you may have to
zoom in and re-center until you find the area. You may want to turn off DEQ interests to eliminate the yellow dots and you may want
to turn on the Aerial Photos to help you locate the site. The latitude and longitude will be indicated on the left side of the page.
Instructions for obtaining latitude and longitude from topographic maps may be obtained at

http://www.deq.state.or.us/wg/wgpermit/L atL onglnstr.pdf.

Provide property size information. What is the total acreage of the site? Provide an estimate, in the case of a multi-phased project, or
if all of the property has not yet been purchased.

Indicate where the runoff goes after leaving the site during construction. If it goes in to the City storm drain system, provide best
estimate of the receiving stream in addition to checking the Municipal Storm Sewer box.

Indicate whether stormwater runoff will be discharging directly to, or into a storm sewer or drainage system that discharges to
“impaired” waters listed on the 303(d) list or are covered by a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for sediment or turbidity. A map
and table identifying “impaired” water bodies and affected river miles for sediment or turbidity is available on DEQ’s web site at:
http://www.deqg.state.or.us/wa/stormwater/docs/tmdl303dsedturblist.pdf.
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B. LAND USE COMPATIBILITY STATEMENT

Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS) must be signed by local planning department. If there are any conditions placed on the land use approval,
the findings must be included. The LUCS form may be obtained from DEQ at http://www.deg.state.or.us/pubs/permithandbook/lucs.htm.

C. SIGNATURE
The legally authorized representative for the applicant must sign the application. The following are authorized to sign the document

¢ Corporation — president, secretary, treasurer, vice-president, or any person who performs principal business functions; or a manager of one
or more facilities employing more than 250 persons or having gross annual sales or expenditures exceeding $25 million that is assigned or
delegated in accordance to corporate procedure to sign such documents.

¢ Partnership — General partner.

¢ Sole Proprietorship — Owner. If more than one person is the sole proprietor, each person must sign the form.
¢ City, County, State, Federal, or other Public Facility — Principal executive officer or ranking elected official.
+ Limited Liability Company — Member

¢ Trusts— Acting trustee

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL AND FEES

If you have a DEQ Agent in the area where your project is located, send the application to the DEQ Agent (See the DEQ Agent list in Attachment
A). Otherwise, send the application to the DEQ office in your area (See DEQ office locations in Attachment B).

The permit application fee is $670, which includes a $60 filing fee, $280 application processing fee, and $330 annual fee. The permittee will also be
billed an annual fee for every year the permit is in effect. If you have a DEQ Agent in the area, where your project is located contact them and verify
fees. (See Attachment A for list of Agents)

In order to authorize permit registration, the following must be completed and submitted to DEQ office or a DEQ Agent (see Attachment A for list
of Agents):

Application form with original signature

Land Use Compatibility Statement with original signature of the local land use authority
Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Narrative

Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Drawings

$670 fee to the appropriate DEQ regional office and make the check payable to the Department of Environmental Quality. If you are
sending your application to a DEQ Agent, check with the Agent for the appropriate fees.

ooooo
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Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Worksheet

Project Name: Golden Hills Wind Farm

Prepared By: Sean P. Sullivan, L.A. (Oregon No. 412)

Company Name: David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Telephone: 503-223-6663

Please answer the following questions as indicated. If needed, additional space is provided for you at the end of this
form. You may also attach any information you feel is pertinent to the project.

1. s your Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for an activity that covers 20 acres or more of disturbed land?

X YES [ 1 NO

If yes, the plan must be prepared by an Oregon Registered Professional Engineer, Oregon Registered Landscape Architect, or
Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (Soil and Water Conservation Society). Please complete question #4.

2. Does your Erosion and Sediment Control Plan require engineered facilities such as settling basins and/or diversion
structures?

[] YES X NO

If yes, the plan must be prepared by an Oregon Registered Professional Engineer.

3. Ifyouanswered "YES" to question #1 or 2, please provide the following information and use the space provided to
imprint your seal.

Name: Sean P. Sullivan, L.A. (Oregon No. 412)

Address:  David Evans and Associates, Inc.

2100 SW River Parkway

Portland, OR 97201

Telephone: 503.223.6663 Imprint Seal Above

4. Describe the nature of the construction activity: The Applicant proposes to construct a wind generation project in
Sherman County, Oregon. The proposed project will involve construction of up to 267 turbines and generate up to 400
MW of power.
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5. Describe in detail the phases of construction and the erosion control measures to be implemented during each phase.
Also complete the table on the next page to assist with the narrative description.

See Attached.

Fill in the year(s) and the month(s) at the top of the chart during which the project will occur, and check the appropriate boxes
to indicate when the items in the left column will be performed and/or installed. You may photocopy the chart if your project

will last longer than 12 months.

YEAR: 2008

2008

MONTH: 1

10

11

12

CLEARING

EXCAVATION

GRADING

CONSTRUCTION

X | X [ X [X ]

EROSION CONTROLS:

Vegetative Buffer Strips

x

Mulching

Netting/Mats/Blankets

Temporary Seeding

Permanent Seeding

Sod Stabilization

Other: Graveling

SEDIMENT CONTROLS:

Silt Fencing

Straw Bales

Sediment Traps

Sediment Basins

Storm Inlet Protection

Drainage Swales

Check Dams

Contour Furrows

Terracing

Pipe Slope Drains

Rock Outlet Protection

Other: Sediment moat

Golden Hills Wind Farm 1200C Application.doc
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6. Describe the origin and nature of fill material to be used:

Native soils will be excavated for construction of the concrete turbine pads and temporary staging areas. These soils will be
stockpiled until after construction when they will be redistributed over the temporarily disturbed areas.

7. Describe the soils present on the site and erosion potential of the soils.

Soil type(s): The near surface soils at the project area were identified using the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil
Survey of Sherman County, Oregon. The near surface soils in the project area are grouped into five General Soil Units:
Walla Walla-Anderly, Wato Anders, Wrentham-Lickskillet-Rock Outcrop, Lickskillet-Nansene, and Mikkalo-Ritzville.

The Walla Walla-Anderly series soils are extensive on mesas in the north-central part of Sherman County in mostly smooth
and gently sloping areas. They have formed from loess over basalt in a 12- to 13-inch precipitation zone. This General
Soil Unit is approximately 73 percent Walla Walla soils and 22 percent Anderly soils. The rest is soils of minor extent.
Walla Walla soils are very deep or deep and are well drained. The surface layer is very dark brown silt loam. The subsoil
is dark brown silt loam. Anderly soils are moderately deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish brown
silt loam. The subsoil is dark brown silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are very deep Endersby soils on terraces, very
deep Hermiston soils on flood plains, and shallow Kuhl soils on north-facing canyonsides. The soils in this unit are used
mainly for wheat and barley grown in a grain-summer fallow system, for alfalfa hay, and as pasture. Areas too steep for
cultivation are used for livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat.

The Wato Anders series soil are extensive on mesas in the northwester part of Sherman county in gently sloping and steep
areas. They have formed from loess over basalt in a 12- to 13- inch precipitation zone. This General Soil Unit is
approximately 82 percent Wato soils and 10 percent Anders soils. The rest is soils of minor extent. Wato soils are very
deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark brown very fine sandy loam. The subsoil is dark brown very fine
sandy loam. Anders soils are moderately deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish brown very fine
sandy loam. The subsoil is dark brown very fine sandy loam, silt loam, or gravelly silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit
are very deep Quincy soils on dunes and terraces adjacent to the Columbia River and its tributaries. The soils in this unit
are used mainly for wheat and barley grown in a grain-summer fallow system and for alfalfa hay. Areas too steep for
cultivation are used for livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat.

Wrentham-Lickskillet-Rock Outcrop series soils are moderately deep and shallow, well drained silt loam and very stony
loam that formed in loess over basalt and in residuum derived from basalt in an 11- to 12-inch precipitation zone. They
occur mainly in canyons. This map unit is adjacent to the Deschutes and John Day Rivers, in the southern part of the
county. This map unit consists of about 30 percent Wrentham soils, 30 percent Lickskillet soils, and 26 percent Rock
outcrop. Wrentham soils are moderately deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark brown silt loam. The
subsoil is dark brown extremely cobbly silt loam. Lickskillet soils are shallow and well drained. The surface layer is very
dark grayish brown very stony loam. The upper part of the subsoil is dark brown very gravelly loam, and the lower part is
dark brown very gravelly clay loam, very gravelly loam, or very cobbly loam. Rock outcrop consists of areas of exposed
bedrock on the shoulders and convex side slopes of very steep canyons. The soils in this unit are used mainly for livestock
grazing and as wildlife habitat.

Lickskillet-Nansene series soils are composed of shallow and deep, well drained very stony loam and silt loam that have
formed in residuum derived from basalt and in loess over basalt in a 12- to 13-inch precipitation zone. This map unit is
located in the northern part of Sherman County. It is about 45 percent Lickskillet soils and 12 percent Nansene soils. The
rest consists of soils of minor extent. Lickskillet soils are shallow and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish
brown very stony loam. The upper part of the subsoil is dark brown very gravelly loam, and the lower part is dark brown
very gravelly clay loam, very gravelly loam, or very cobbly loam. Nansene soils are deep and well drained. The surface
layer and subsoil are very dark brown silt loam. The substratum is dark brown silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are
very shallow Bakeoven soils on ridgetops and benches of canyons, very deep Sagemoor soils on dissected terraces, and
moderately deep Wrentham soils on north-facing canyonsides. This soil unit is used mainly for livestock grazing and as
wildlife habitat.

The Mikkalo-Ritzville General Soil Unit consists of moderately deep and deep, well drained silt loam that has formed in
loess over basalt in a 9- to 11-inch precipitation zone, typically on mesas. This map unit is in the northeastern corner of the
survey area. It is about 56 percent Mikkalo soils and 38 percent Ritzville soils. The rest is soils of minor extent. Mikkalo
soils are moderately deep and well drained. The surface layer is very dark grayish brown silt loam. The subsoil is dark
brown, calcareous silt loam. Ritzville soils are deep and well drained. The surface layer is dark brown silt loam. The
subsoil is dark yellowish brown, calcareous silt loam. Of minor extent in this unit are shallow Lickskillet Soils. The soils
in this unit are used mainly for wheat and barley grown in a grain-summer fallow system. Areas too steep for cultivation
are used for livestock grazing and as wildlife habitat.
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b) Erosion Potential: Based on the soil types present, soil erosion potential at the facility site varies, being high in
some areas and not high in others (USDA 1964; Table 2).

Table 2. Detailed soil map units present on project site and their properties.

Soil Series Drainage Class Erosion Potential
Anderly silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes Well drained Highly
Anderly silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes Well drained Highly
Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes Well drained Highly
Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes Well drained Highly
Anders very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent slopes  Well drained Highly
Endersby fine sandy loam, O to 3 percent slopes Somewhat excessively drained Not highly
Endersby-Hermiston complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Well drained Not highly
Kuhl very stony very fine sandy loam, 3 to 20 percent  Well drained Highly
slopes

Kuhl-Rock outcrop complex, 20 to 40 percent north Well drained Highly
slopes

Lickskillet-Rock outcrop complex, 40 to 70 percent Well drained Not highly
south slopes

Lickskillet very stony loam, 7 to 40 percent south Well drained Not highly
slopes

Lickskillet-Bakeoven complex, 2 to 20 percent slopes  Well drained Not highly
Mikkalo silt loam, 2 to 7 percent slopes Well drained Highly
Mikkalo silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes Well drained Highly
Nansene-Rock outcrop complex, 35 to 70 percent Well drained Not highly
north slopes

Rock outcrop-Rubble land-Lickskillet complex, 50 to Well drained Not highly
80 percent south slopes

Walla Walla silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes Well drained Not highly
Walla Walla silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes Well drained Not highly
Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes Well drained Not highly
Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes Well drained Not highly
Wato very fine sandy loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes Well drained Not highly
Wato very fine sandy loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes Well drained Not highly
Wato very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent north Well drained Not highly

slopes

Riverwash*
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8. Submit two copies of site maps and constructions plans. The following checklist is provided for your convenience:

IS THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION PROVIDED AND DETAILED ON THE MAPS SUBMITTED TO NoT EXHIBIT
YES No
THE DEQ? APP.
The complete development, including any phases. X Figure C-2
b. The areas of soil disturbance on the site, including areas that will be cleared, X Figure C-2
graded or excavated.
The areas of cut and fill. X Figure C-2
d. The drainage patterns and slopes of the land both before and after major grading X Figure C-2
activities.
e. The location of existing and proposed storm drains and outfalls. X
f.  The receiving water body for drainage from the site. X Figure C-2
g. The areas used for storage of soils or wastes. (laydown areas) X Figure C-2
h. The location of all erosion and sediment control facilities and/or structures. X
i. The areas on the site where vegetative practices will be used. X
j-  The location of existing and future impervious structures and areas. X Figure C-2
k. The location and name of all springs, wetlands, and surface waterbodies near the X Figure C-2
project.
I.  The boundaries of the 100 year flood plain if known. X
m. The location of graveled access entrance and exit drives and graveled parking X Figure C-2
areas to be used by construction vehicles. (at each turbine string entrance)
n. The locations of graveled roads traveled by more than 25 vehicles per day. X Figure C-2
0. Installation details of vegetative and other erosion control practices (vegetative X
buffer strips, seeding, mulching, erosion blankets, etc.).
p. Installation details of sediment control practices (silt fences, straw bale dikes, X
storm drain inlet protection, etc.).
(per DEQ BMP for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
guide)
g. Listthe temporary and permanent vegetative seed in the seed mix. * X
r. If concrete work is done on site, then note the concrete truck washout procedure X
used and locate any sump, if used, on the drawing.

* No temporary seeding is proposed because of arid conditions during construction period.

Permanent seeding will be completed in Fall 2008.

Mulch will be used instead.

9. Describe the truck drippage precautions you will take to prevent discharge of water from trucks hauling wet soils or stone

excavated from the site: See Attached.

10. Describe the procedures you will use to assure prompt maintenance and repair of graded surfaces and erosion and

sediment control measures: See Attached.
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Attachments

5. Describe in detail the phases of construction and the erosion control measures to be implemented during each phase. Also
complete the table on the next page to assist with the narrative description.

Response: Construction activities for the project are anticipated to begin in the second quarter of 2008 and conclude in the
fourth quarter of 2008. Phases of construction and the erosion control measures (best management practices or “BMPs”) to be
implemented during each phase are generally as follows:

Mobilization, Staging, and Laydown

It is anticipated that one or more general contractors would mobilize to the project area and would require staging areas for
temporary construction offices, temporary laydown facilities, and materials staging (Figure C-2). These staging areas would be
used to park construction vehicles, construction employees’ personal vehicles, and other construction equipment.

Laydown areas will be required during tower construction and turbine installation. Tower sections, nacelles, blades, and
appurtenances would be temporarily stored in laydown facilities as each turbine is constructed. Fueling and chemical/solvent
storage will occur at staging areas at each turbine string. At the end of the turbine string, an area approximately 300 feet in
diameter (1.6 acres) would be needed to allow construction equipment to turn around.

BMPs anticipated for use during this phase include silt fences placed on the down slope side of the staging areas, gravel
construction entrances, gravel laydown facilities, and container and waste storage bins/dumpsters. Additionally, the following
BMPs would also be developed to prevent or minimize the mixing of runoff with pollutants such as hydraulic fluid, fuel, and
lubricants: written spill prevention and response procedures, employee training on spill prevention and proper disposal,
emergency spill kits, and regular maintenance schedule for vehicles and equipment.

After completion of construction within the expanded site boundary, these temporary staging/laydown areas would be restored
to their pre-construction conditions. Disturbed areas would be re-seeded to wheat or native grasses as appropriate to establish
permanent vegetation. Silt fences and other BMPs would be removed once vegetation provides soil stabilization.

Road Construction

To the extent possible, existing roads would be used to minimize the need to construct new roads. New roads would be
constructed to provide access to the turbine locations (Figure C-2). All unpaved roads used for construction purposes would be
graveled or paved as appropriate, or effective BMPs would be placed on the road or down slope of the road to prevent the
discharge of fugitive sediment in lieu of graveling.

A variety of BMPs would be used during road construction to control erosion and sedimentation. These BMPs may be used
individually or in concert as site conditions and levels of disturbance warrant. BMPs for road construction include graveling,
watering or applying other dust palliatives, preserving existing vegetation, silt fence, mulching, and reestablishing permanent
vegetation. Silt fences would be removed once vegetation stabilized soils.

Underground Utility Construction

Underground electrical and communications cables would be placed in a trench approximately 2 feet wide and at least 3 feet
deep, generally along the length of the proposed turbine access roads and County roads linking turbine strings to two collector
substations within the Project. Topsoil would be stripped and stockpiled adjacent to the work area. The remaining trench
excavation would be sidecast adjacent to the trench and later used as backfill. Upon the installation of electrical cables, and
communications cables, the trench would be backfilled with native material and then top-dressed with the salvaged topsoil. The
trench excavation would be reseeded with wheat or native seed as appropriate.

BMPs for underground utility construction include phasing the work as practical to minimize disturbance at any given time,
preserving existing vegetation, and reestablishing permanent vegetation. If construction persists in the wet season, additional
BMPs such as covering the sidecast and topsoil stockpiles would be considered.

Turbine Foundation Construction

It is anticipated that up to 267 turbine foundations would be designed by conventional methods including: (1) spread
foundations below the loess (i.e., wind-formed soils), (2) drilled shaft foundations that support in the materials below the loess,
(3) removal of the loess and replacement with compacted fill, and/or (4) in situ improvements of the loess soils. One or more of
these approaches have been used in the design and construction of the foundations at nearby projects and will be used to design
the foundations for the project.
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Construction would likely require excavation approximately nine to ten feet deep and approximately 50 feet in diameter.
Excavated material would be stockpiled for use as backfill adjacent to the turbine pad for approximately 14 to 28 days while the
concrete cures. Silt fences or sediment moats would be installed on the downslope side of stockpiles. Sediment moats are
ditches dug around the perimeter of the stockpile with the excavation sidecast to the outboard side of the ditch to form a
temporary dike. The temporary dike provides a physical barrier that traps sediment “in the moat” and prevents its discharge.
Once the concrete cures, the stockpiled materials would be used for backfilling. The contractor would be responsible for
locating a disposal site, which may include placing and cultivating the excess material on upland agricultural lands within the
lease boundary for excess materials if saturated soils are encountered and must be hauled away from the site, loads would be
drained on-site until dripping is reduced to minimize spillage on roads. Disturbed areas resulting from foundation and crane pad
construction would be seeded to establish crops or native species as appropriate.

BMPs used as part of turbine foundation construction would include phasing the work as practical to minimize disturbance at
any given time, preserving existing vegetation, graveled access road, draining saturated soils on site, silt fences, sediment
moats, and reestablishing permanent vegetation. If construction persisted in the wet season, additional BMPs such as covering
the stockpiles and heavy mulching would be considered. Silt fences would be removed once the stockpile has been removed
and the disturbed areas stabilized with vegetation.

Tower and Rotor Assembly

Turbine tower pieces, nacelle, hub, blades and appurtenances would be transported by trucks to each turbine location and
erected using a construction crane. The base tower section would be bolted to the foundation pedestal, the middle section would
then be bolted to the base section, and the top section would then be bolted to the middle section. The nacelle is then lifted to
the top of the tower and bolted in place. The rotor (hub and three blades) is assembled on the ground and then the rotor
assembly is hoisted and attached to the turbine nacelle.

No additional BMPs would be required for this phase of construction. BMPs previously installed as part of road construction
and/or turbine foundation construction should provide adequate erosion and sedimentation control.

Mitigation Site
Portions of the mitigation site may be plowed in preparation of habitat mitigation. A 100-foot wide vegetated filter strip will be
left on the downslope side of the mitigation site, to prevent exposed soils from eroding.

Stormwater Management

Stormwater management will be ongoing through the life of the project. The use of water for construction practices (e.g., dust
suppression, road compaction) is not anticipated to generate runoff. Wastewater would not be discharged into wetlands or other
adjacent resources. The area receives approximately 12 inches of precipitation annually, most of which occurs between
October 1 and March 31. Stormwater runoff resulting from precipitation is anticipated to be minimal and would infiltrate
onsite.

Demobilization

Demobilization would include final road grading, site cleanup, and decommissioning the erosion and sedimentation BMPs
among other activities. The Applicant will remove all silt fences and other BMPs as appropriate and would end 1200-C permit
coverage once all soil disturbance activities have been completed and final stabilization of exposed soils has occurred.

Table 1 lists construction equipment typically used during wind project construction.

Table 1.- Equipment Typically Used for Wind Facility Construction
Equipment Use

Bulldozer Road and pad
construction

Grader Road and pad
construction

Water trucks Compaction, erosion
and dust control
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Table 1.- Equipment Typically Used for Wind Facility Construction

Roller/compactor

Backhoe/trenchin
g machine

Excavator

Heavy duty rock
trencher

Truck-mounted
drilling rig

Concrete
trucks/concrete
pumps

Cranes

Dump trucks

Flatbed & Low-
bed trucks

Pickup trucks

Small hydraulic
cranes/forklifts

Four-wheel-drive
all-terrain
vehicles

Rough-terrain
cranes / forklifts

Road and pad
compaction

Digging trenches for
underground utilities

Foundation excavation

Underground trenching

Drilling power pole
holes

Pouring tower and other
structure foundations

Tower/turbine erection

Hauling road and pad
material

Hauling towers, turbines
and components, and
construction equipment

General use and hauling
minor equipment

Loading and unloading
equipment

Rough grade access and
underground cable
installation

Lifting equipment and
pre-erection assembly

Additional Information

A revegetation plan describing revegetation methods and seedmixes is attached. Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)
BMPs will be installed according to the guidance provided in NPDES Storm Water Regulations for Construction Projects,
December 2002.

In addition to the NPDES guidance, practices that can be used to control erosion of loess soils include seeding early in the
spring, stubble-mulch tillage, and construction of terraces, diversions, and grassed waterways. Leaving crop residue near
the surface helps conserve moisture, maintain tilth, and control erosion.

9. Describe the truck drippage precautions you will take to prevent discharge of water from trucks hauling wet
soils or stone excavated from the site:

Because of the climate and soil types in the area, excessively wet soils and/or stone excavation are not anticipated.
Therefore, truck drippage is not expected to be an issue. In the unlikely event of hauling wet soils or stone, trucks would
be allowed to drain on-site before entering public right-of-way (i.e., county road system). If draining on-site is determined
to be inadequate, the ESC Lead would coordinate additional BMPs to minimize truck drippage.
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10. Describe the procedures you will use to assure prompt maintenance and repair of graded surfaces and erosion
and sediment control measures.

Response: A copy of the ESC Plan (Plan) and all inspection reports (described below) for the Project would be retained on-site
and made available to the Department of Environmental Quality, its agent, or the local municipality upon request. The
contractor would designate an ESC Lead who would be responsible for implementing the ESC Plan and following through on
all maintenance requirements. The ESC Lead would be a person with knowledge and experience in construction stormwater
controls and management practices. The ESC Lead’s contact information, including an emergency contact number, would be
provided as part of the ESC Plan.

All roads, pads, trenched areas, stockpiles and disturbed areas resulting from facility construction would be inspected
regularly and maintained to minimize erosion and sedimentation. For active sites, inspections would occur daily during
stormwater runoff or snowmelt runoff and at least once every seven calendar days and within 24 hours after any storm
event greater than 0.5 inches of rain in a 24-hour period. For inactive periods greater than seven days, inspections would
occur once every two weeks. If a site is inaccessible due to adverse weather conditions, inspections would not occur, but
the adverse weather conditions would be noted on the inspection report.

The inspections would document the following:

o Inspection date, inspector’s name, weather conditions, and rainfall amount in the last 24 hours.

e  List observations of all BMPs.

e At representative discharge point(s), document the quality of discharge for any turbidity, color, sheen, or floating
materials.

e Recommended corrective actions required, if any.
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The applicant would implement the following maintenance activities and guidelines:

o Significant amounts of sediment that leave the site would be cleaned up within 24 hours and placed back on the site or
disposed of in a legal manner.

e Under no circumstances would sediment be intentionally washed into storm sewers or drainages unless it was to be
captured by a BMP (e.g., basin insert) before entering receiving waters.

e Forssilt fences, the trapped sediment would be removed before it reaches one third of the above ground height of the
fence.

e All erosion and sedimentation control BMPs not directly in the path of work would be installed before any land
disturbance.

o All disturbed areas that would be revegetated with native species would be reseeded at appropriate intervals until a
performance standard of 70 percent cover is met.

o  Fertilizers would not be used when seeding native species, and would only be used in such a way to minimize nutrient-
laden runoff when seeding wheat.

o If construction activities cease for 45 days or more, all disturbed areas would be stabilized using vegetation, heavy
mulch, or other appropriate BMPs as necessary.

e All temporary erosion and sediment control measures will be removed within 30 days after final stabilization of the
site. Final stabilization is deemed to have occurred when the impacted areas demonstrate 70% cover and the risk of erosion
has been minimized.

e Adequate stockpiles of silt fences, straw bales, spill kits, and other measures as appropriate will be maintained on site
for emergency situations and to allow for the prompt response for repairs.

Golden Hills Wind Farm 1200C Application.doc Page 10 of 10
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J.1

J.2

J.2.1

INTRODUCTION

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j) Information based on literature and field study, as appropriate, about
waters of the United States, including:

Response: A wetland delineation was conducted that included a review of background
resources as well as an on-site investigation (Attachment J-1). The wetland delineation
covered the area occupied by the 900-foot turbine corridors, a 200-foot corridor for crane
paths, underground collectors and transmission lines, and the substation, laydown and
O&M facility locations. This area constitutes the wetland analysis area. Wetlands and
other waters of the state identified within the wetland analysis area were overlain with
proposed Project features to determine the potential for Project impacts. Results of this
analysis are provided below.

DESCRIPTION OF ALL WETLANDS, STREAMS AND RIPARIAN AREAS

OAR-345-021-0010(1) (j)(A) A description of all areas within the site boundary that might be
waters of the state or waters of the United States and a map showing the location of these
features.

Response: Twelve wetlands were identified during the field investigation associated
with the drainage features of Mud Hollow, Spanish Hollow, China Hollow, and Grass
Valley Canyon. These drainage features are tributaries to the Columbia River and are
likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Oregon Removal
Fill Law. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE and the Department
of State Lands.

The wetlands are fully detailed in the wetland delineation in Attachment J-1. The report
includes data sheets and maps of wetlands and other waters of the state within the
wetland analysis area (Figure J-1, sheets 1-5), and summarized as follows.

Wetlands

Wetland A is located at the north extremity of the Project along China Hollow. It is six
feet wide with a vegetated stream channel and has been determined to be a palustrine
emergent wetland.

Wetland B is located about three miles northeast of the City of Moro, associated with
Goose Creek, a tributary of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is an irregular complex of
associated rivulets. Wetland B is determined to be palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland C is located about three miles northwest of the City of Wasco adjacent to
Highway 97 in a steep drainage feature of Spanish Hollow. Wetland C is determined to
be a palustrine emergent wetland.
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J.2.2

Wetland D is located about four miles northwest of the City of Wasco adjacent to
Highway 97. The wetland is about six feet wide with a vegetated stream channel of
Spanish Hollow. Wetland D is determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland E is located about three miles northeast of the City of Moro southeast of
Wetland B and is associated with another fork of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland
about ten feet wide and is determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland F is located about three miles northwest of the City of Wasco and is associated
with a spring of Mud Hollow. Wetland F is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland.

Wetland G is located about four miles northeast of the City of Moro, downstream and
north of Wetland E along the same tributary of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is
about ten-feet wide and determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland H is located about two miles south of the City of Wasco, a drainage feature of
Spanish Hollow along the west side of Highway 97. The wetland is in a low area near a
culvert. Wetland H is determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland I is located between Highway 97 and Highway 206. It is located downstream
and northeast from wetlands B, C, and G in Grass Valley Canyon. Wetland I is
determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland K is located between Highway 97 and Highway 206, about one half mile west
of where Highway 206 crosses Grass Valley Canyon, along unnamed tributary of Grass
Valley Canyon. It is in a drainage feature with a spring and determined to be a
palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland M is located two miles northeast of the City of Moro, near Monkland Road. The
wetland is associated with the creek and open water of Grass Valley Canyon. Wetland
M is determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland.

Wetland N is located nearly six miles southeast of the City of Wasco, along the creek of
Grass Valley Canyon east side of Highway 206. Wetland N is determined to be a
palustrine emergent wetland.

Other Waters of the State

The major drainage features (water of the state) identified within the wetland analysis
area include Locust Grove Canyon, China Hollow, Mud Hollow, Spanish Hollow, and
Grass Valley Canyon. These major drainage features are all tributaries of the Columbia
River and considered jurisdictional waters. Mud Hollow joins Spanish Hollow and
heads north out of the wetland analysis area to the Columbia River as does Locust
Grove Canyon. The Grass Valley Canyon heads eastward and continues out of the
wetland analysis area to join the John Day River north to the Columbia River.

Page J-2
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J.3

During June site visits, water was observed within the wetland analysis area in the
drainage features of China Hollow, Mud Hollow, and Grass Valley Canyon. The Locust
Grove drainage feature within the wetland analysis area either flows intermittently (i.e.
for only a portion of the year) or ephemerally (i.e. only once every several years). No
water was observed in this feature within the wetland analysis area. Spanish Hollow
had water observed only at the north extent by Wetland C; none was observed upstream
within the wetland analysis area, but there were indicators that it flows either
intermittently or ephemerally.

EFFECT ON WATERS OF THE STATE AND WETLANDS

OAR-345-021-0010(1) (j) (B) An analysis of whether construction or operation of the proposed
facility would adversely affect any waters of the state, as defined under OAR 141-085-0010, or
waters of the United States, as defined under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Response: Based on the wetland delineation results, no impacts to wetlands and other
waters of the state are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

Four potential impact locations occur where the connection corridor has aboveground
transmission lines and crosses the drainage channel and/or an associated wetland.
These are at wetlands A, C, D, and N. Impacts to these wetlands will be avoided by
siting the transmission line towers outside of the drainage channel and wetland.

One of the potential impact locations occurs where the road improvement and a new
road will be constructed near wetland F. Impacts will be avoided by siting the roadway
outside of the wetland.

One of the potential impact locations occurs at wetland H where a laydown area is
adjacent to the drainage channel. Impacts will be avoided by reducing the size of the
laydown area.

Four potential impact locations occur where the collector system will cross drainage
channels. Impacts at these wetlands - E, G, I, and K - will be temporary and total

approximately 0.05 acres. Impacts will be restored by re-establishing the channel to
preconstruction contours and re-vegetating with native wetland shrubs and grasses.
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Table J-1

Wetland Project Feature(s) Impact

A Overhead Transmission Line Avoid by proper pole placement

B Underground transmission Line Avoid by boring under state highway

and wetland

C Overhead Transmission Line Avoid by proper pole placement

D None None

E Underground Collector 0.01 acres of temporary impact

F Underground Collector, new Avoid wetland by routing road and

access road collector around it

G Underground Collector 0.01 acres of temporary impact

H None None

I Underground Collector 0.01 acres of temporary impact

K Underground Collector 0.01 acres of temporary impact

M None None

N Overhead Transmission Line Avoid by proper pole placement

J4 SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO WETLANDS
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j)(C) A description of the significance of potential adverse impacts to
each feature identified in (A), including the nature and amount of material the Applicant would
remove from or place in the waters analyzed in (B).
Response: A total of approximately 0.05 acres of palustrine emergent wetland will be
temporarily impacted by construction activities when installing the underground
collector system at five locations. Less than 350 cubic yards of native soil material will
be removed from the wetlands, and replaced at the same location when collector system
installation is complete. This does not represent a significant impact because these
wetlands are relatively common, degraded by surrounding activities, and will be
restored to their preconstruction condition or better. Therefore, the same amount and
type of wetlands as currently exists will be maintained after construction.
J.5 EVIDENCE THAT FILL AND REMOVAL PERMIT NEED NOT BE ISSUED

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j)(D) If the proposed facility would not need a removal-fill authorization
as described under OAR 141-085-0018, an explanation of why no such authorization is required
for the construction and operation of the proposed facility.
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J.6

1.7

J.8

Response: An application for the removal and filling activities in the wetlands will be
submitted. See Section J.6

EVIDENCE THAT FILL AND REMOVAL PERMITS CAN BE ISSUED

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j)(E) If the proposed facility would need a removal-fill authorization,
information to support a determination by the Council that the Oregon Department of State
Lands should issue a removal-fill permit, including information in the form required by the
Department of State Lands under OAR Chapter 141 division 85.

Response: A joint permit application for temporary impacts to wetlands is included as
Attachment J-2. The application demonstrates compliance with the criteria of the
Removal-Fill Law. Impacts have been minimized, and restoration of the temporary
impacts in wetlands will be accomplished by returning the areas to their preconstruction
contours and replanting with native grasses and shrubs.

MONITORING PROGRAM, IF ANY, FOR IMPACTS TO WETLANDS

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j)(F) A description of proposed actions to mitigate adverse impacts to the
features identified in (A) and the Applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for such
impacts.

Response: Monitoring will be conducted for three years to ensure that restoration of
temporary impacts results in equal or better wetlands conditions at those sites. The
detailed monitoring program is included in the joint permit application.

REFERENCES

References utilized in the preparation of Exhibit ] are listed as part of the wetland
delineation in Attachment J-1.

July 2007 Page J-5






ATTACHMENT J-1

Wetland Delineation Report






Wetland Delineation Report
Golden Hills Wind Farm Project

Prepared for:

BP Alternative Energy, Inc.

Prepared by:

David Evans and Associates, Inc.

June 2007



Wetland Delineation Report
Golden Hills Wind Farm Project

Prepared for:

BP Alternative Energy, Inc.
700 Louisiana St, 33 FI
Houston, TX 77002

Prepared by:

David Evans and Associates, Inc.
2100 SW River Parkway
Portland, Oregon 97201

June 2007



Wetland Delineation

Golden Hills Wind Farm

PREFACE

David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) prepared this wetland delineation report for
BP Alternative Energy. The findings of this report are based upon information
gathered during the field investigation and upon DEA’s understanding of state and
federal law relating to the regulation of wetland areas. DEA staff used the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental
Laboratory 1987) and Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Environmental Laboratory, 2006) in
completing the wetland delineation.

The wetland boundaries and classifications described in this document represent the
best professional judgment of DEA staff. The decisions were based on the
circumstances and site conditions at the time of the field investigation. Final
verification of this wetland delineation is to be made as part of the Oregon Energy
Facility Siting Council process.

This report documents the investigation, best professional judgment, and conclusions
of the investigator. It should be considered a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination
until it has been reviewed and approved by the Oregon Energy Facility Siting
Council as part of the energy facility siting process.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

David Evans and Associates Inc. (DEA) conducted a wetland delineation on June 11,
12, 13, and 14, 2007 for the Golden Hills Wind Farm. The Project site is located in
rural north Sherman County (Figure 1). It is roughly three miles south of the
Columbia River, six miles west of the John Day River, and four miles east of the
Deschutes River. The project site is a roughly triangular-shaped area beginning near
Thornberry, Oregon, extending south to Moro, Oregon, then bordered six miles to the
east on a diagonal by Highway 206.

Wetland delineation results found that, in general, the wetland analysis area consists
almost entirely of upland areas under agricultural production, and to a lesser extent,
upland plant communities. The main drainage features include Locust Grove Canyon,
Mud Hollow, Spanish Hollow, China Hollow, Hay Canyon, and Grass Valley. These
features include intermittent unnamed tributaries. Mud Hollow joins Spanish Hollow
and heads north out of the wetland analysis area to the Columbia River, as does
Locust Grove Canyon. Grass Valley Canyon heads eastward, joins Hay Canyon, and
continues out of the wetland analysis area to join the John Day River north to the
Columbia River.

Topography within the project vicinity is typified by gently rolling to level ground
located along a high plateau. Areas of steep slopes are confined to the major drainage
features. These areas drop rapidly from the high and relatively level plateau down to
the hollows and canyon areas. Elevations range between approximately 1,000 to
2,100 feet.

The vast majority of the project site is under dry land wheat production. Very little
acreage of native plant communities remains within the project site, occurring
predominantly along the plateau margins and steep side slopes. These communities
consist of sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) and rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus sp.),
dominated shrublands and native bunchgrass grasslands, each with varying degrees
of invasive species present. Agricultural areas that are enrolled under the
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) are located throughout the project site,
occurring as narrow strips in previously plowed drainageways, and as large blocks in
other areas. CRP areas have been planted with a mix of native and non-native bunch
grasses with the primary intent of increasing wildlife habitat in the area. Wetland
areas are associated with the major drainage features.

A Level 2 Routine On-Site Method was used to delineate wetland areas according to
the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Arid West Region herein referred to as the Arid West Supplement. This
manual is designed as a supplement to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987). This method requires an area
to possess a prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
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hydrology. Under normal circumstances, positive indicators of each of these three
parameters must be present for an area to satisfy the criteria for jurisdictional
wetlands. Areas of relatively low disturbance, such as CRP areas, were considered to
have normal circumstances. In instances where a site has been substantially disturbed
and one or more parameters were not measurable, then the wetland delineation may
rely solely on the remaining measurable parameter(s). Such circumstances are
referred to as atypical situations. For this Project, areas within the wetland analysis
area consisting of cultivated wheat were considered atypical situations with “normal
circumstance.” In these instances, only soil conditions and wetland hydrology
indicators were used to determine if an area should be classified as a jurisdictional
wetland.

Twelve wetlands were identified during the field investigation associated with the
drainage features of Mud Hollow, Spanish Hollow, China Hollow, and Grass Valley
Canyon. Wetlands or other waters of the U.S. are under the jurisdiction of either the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or the Oregon Department of State Lands
(DSL). These agencies authorize permits involving removal and fill activities in
jurisdictional wetlands. DSL requires a Removal/Fill Permit when the total removal
or fill in a water of the state, including wetlands, is equal to or exceeds 50 cubic
yards. In essential salmonid habitat (ESH), a permit is required for any fill amount.
No areas within the wetland analysis area are mapped as essential salmonid habitat by
DSL.

USACE administers Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which regulates the
discharge of fill materials into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. USACE issues
Nationwide or Individual permits depending on the amount of impact to wetland
resources and the purpose for which the discharge of fill materials is proposed.
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1 INTRODUCTION

David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) conducted a wetland delineation on
June 1, 12, 13, and 14, 2007 for the Golden Hills Wind Farm (Applicant). The project
site is located in rural, north Sherman County (Figure 1). It is roughly three miles
south of the Columbia River, six miles west of the John Day River, and four miles
east of the Deschutes River. The project site is triangular shaped area beginning near
Thornberry, Oregon, extending south to Moro, Oregon, roughly six miles east, then
bordered on the east diagonal by Highway 206. The project site is located in the
following Township, Range, and Sections:

. Township 2 North, Range 16 East, Sections 7,12,13,14, 23,24, 25, 26, 27, 34, 35
and 36

« Township 2 North, Range 17 East, Sections 29, 30, 31, and 32
. Township 1 North, Range 16 East, Sections 1, 2, 3, 13, 24, 25, and 36

. Township 1 North, Range 17 East, Sections 5 through 8, Sections 15 through 23,
and Sections 27 through 36

« Township 1 North, Range 18 East, Sections 30 and 31
« Township 1 South, Range 17 East, Sections 1 through 5, 6 through 14,16, and
« Township 1 South, Range 18 East, Section 5 and 6

The purpose of this delineation is to determine the current presence, location, and size
of federal and state jurisdictional wetlands and other “waters of the U.S.” Once
verified by the appropriate agencies, this wetland delineation will allow BP
Alternative Energy to accurately understand specific impacts to waters of the U.S.
and/or waters of the state, including wetlands associated with the proposed project.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Golden Hills proposes to construct an approximately 400 megawatt (MW) wind
generation project in Sherman County, Oregon (Figure 2). The proposed project is
located on lands adjacent to the Klondike I, Il, and Il projects. The Project is
expected to provide approximately 133 average megawatts (aMW) of energy. The
Project will interconnect with the Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA)
transmission system at two locations — one near Klondike Schoolhouse Substation
(200 MW) and one at John Day Substation (200 MW).

All project facilities will be located on private agricultural land; BPAE has negotiated
long-term wind energy leases with the landowners to construct and operate the
facility on those lands. The leases allow landowners to continue their farming
operations in and around the project facilities where farming activities would not
impact the operation and maintenance of the wind generation equipment.
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Project construction is targeted to begin in spring of 2008 with a completion of
construction by the end of 2008, when commercial operations will begin.
Substations, access roads, and O&M building will also be constructed as part of the
Project.

3 SITE BOUNDARY AND WETLAND ANALYSIS AREA

The *“site boundary” for the proposed Project includes all areas of proposed
permanent and temporary construction and other ground disturbing activities that
would result from the Project (Figure 2). The site boundary was derived using the
following protocols:

e 100 feet on each side of the centerline for the following project elements:
proposed new roads, underground collector system (within road prism and not
within road prism).

e 900 feet from the centerline of the turbine strings.

e Actual footprint (i.e. no buffer) of all proposed laydown areas, new substations,
and habitat mitigation areas and existing roads.

The wetland analysis area is within this site boundary.

4 SITE DESCRIPTION

Located on the eastern side of the Cascade Mountains, the project site predominantly
exhibits the continental climate of the Intermountain Region — extreme temperatures
and low rainfall (Orr, et al., 1992). However, the Columbia River Gorge provides a
passageway for the normal eastward migration of ocean-conditioned air masses from
the Pacific. These currents usually lead to shorter hot or cool periods than those
typical of the Intermountain Region. For the period 1971 to 2000, mean minimum
and maximum temperatures for the month of January, the coldest month of the year,
were 24.7°F and 38.3°F, respectively (Oregon Climate Center 2007). For the month
of August, the warmest month of the year, mean minimum and maximum
temperatures were 52.6°F and 81.8°F, respectively. However, temperature extremes
are known to range from -16°F to 106°F. Most of the annual rainfall in Sherman
County occurs between November and February, reflecting the strong influence of
marine air masses entering from the Pacific Ocean. Mean monthly rainfall (measured
1971 — 2000 at Moro, Oregon) ranges from 0.31 inches in July to 1.57 inches in
January. Between 1910 and 1995, mean total annual precipitation was 11.76 inches
in Wasco, Oregon.

Sherman County is on the Deschutes-Columbia Plateau, a lava-floored plain that has
experienced uplifting. This is predominantly a volcanic province sloping gently
northward to the Columbia River. Topography within the project site is typified by
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gently rolling to level ground located along the high plateau. Areas of steep slopes are
confined to the major drainage features of Locust Grove Canyon, China Hollow, Mud
Hollow, Spanish Hollow, Hay Canyon, and Grass Valley. In these areas, elevations
drop rapidly from the high and relatively level plateau of approximately 1,300 feet to
2,100 feet to the hollows and canyon areas with 1,000- to 1,200-foot elevation.

These major drainage features are tributaries of the Columbia River. Mud Hollow
joins Spanish Hollow and heads north out of the wetland analysis area to the
Columbia River as does Locust Grove Canyon. The Grass Valley Canyon heads
eastward, joins Hay Canyon, and continues out of the wetland analysis area to join
the John Day River north to the Columbia River.

The vast majority of the project site is under dry land wheat production. Very little
acreage of native plant communities remains, occurring predominantly along the
plateau margins and steep side slopes. These communities consist of sagebrush
(Artemisia tridentata) and rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus sp.), dominated shrublands
and native bunchgrass grasslands, each with varying degrees of invasive species
present. Agricultural areas that are enrolled under the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP) are located throughout the project site, occurring as narrow strips in previously
plowed drainageways, and as large blocks in other areas. CRP areas have been
planted with a mix of native and non-native bunch grasses with the primary intent of
increasing wildlife habitat in the area. Hybrid Lombardy poplar (Populus X niger)
and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) have been introduced along some drainage
features and farmsteads.

5 METHODS
5.1 PRELIMINARY RESOURCE REVIEW

Reference materials were reviewed prior to the field investigation to provide
information regarding the possible presence of wetlands, water features, hydric soils,
wetland hydrology, and site topography. The materials reviewed included:

e Precipitation data for Pendleton, Oregon (Oregon Climate Service, 2007)
e Wasco, Oregon, 7.5 minute Quadrangle, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 1987)
e Sherman, Oregon, 7.5 minute Quadrangle, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 1971)

e Wasco, Oregon, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 7.5 minute quadrangle
maps, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1981)

e Sherman, Oregon, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 7.5 minute quadrangle
maps, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1981)

e On-line Soil Survey of Sherman County Area, Oregon, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), (USDA 2005)
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Wetland Delineation

Golden Hills Wind Farm

6 FIELD METHODS

6.1.1

Wetland areas were delineated according to the Level 2 Routine On-Site Method
described in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps
of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Environmental
Laboratory 2006). The project site is located within the Columbia/ Snake River
Plateau of Land Resource Region (LRR B) as described in the Arid West Supplement,
applicable to significant portions of Oregon that are dominated mainly by grasslands,
shrublands, hardwood savannas, deciduous woodlands, and pinyon/juniper
woodlands (Environmental Laboratory, 2006).

This method requires an area to possess a prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation,
hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. Under normal circumstances, positive indicators
of each of these three parameters must be present for an area to satisfy the criteria for
jurisdictional wetlands. For this Project, areas of relatively low disturbance, such as
CRP areas, were considered to have normal circumstances. In instances where a site
has been substantially disturbed and one or more parameters are not measurable, then
the wetland delineation may rely solely on the remaining measurable parameter(s).
Such circumstances are referred to as atypical situations. Areas consisting of
cultivated wheat were considered atypical situations. Although vegetative cover data
was recorded for these areas, only soil conditions and wetland hydrology indicators
were used to determine if an area should be classified as a jurisdictional wetland.

Hydrology

When delineating wetlands, an area is considered to possess wetland hydrology when
the soil is saturated to the surface for a sufficient period of time during the growing
season to develop anaerobic conditions. The USDA Natural Resource Conservation
Service WETS Table database for Sherman County (USDA 2005) identifies the
growing season for Moro, Oregon as occurring from April 19 to October 15 with a
50% probability.

Field indicators of wetland hydrology are divided into two categories: primary and
secondary. Primary indicators include surface water, high water table, saturation,
non-riverine watermarks, non-riverine sediment deposits, non-riverine drift deposits,
surface soil cracks, inundation visible on aerial imagery, water-stained leaves, salt
crust, biotic crust, aquatic vertebrates, hydrogen sulfide odor, oxidizes rhizospheres,
or presence of reduced iron. Two secondary field indicators are required; they include
riverine watermarks, riverine sediment deposits, riverine drift deposits, drainage
patterns, dry season water table, thin muck surface, crayfish burrows, saturation
visible on aerial imagery, shallow aquitard, or a FAC-neutral test. At each sample
plot, the surrounding area was examined for the presence of primary and secondary
indicators of wetland hydrology. Data on hydrology is best collected during the early
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growing season because primary field indicators can be used. Later in the season a
combination of primary and secondary indicators can be used as is the case for this
delineation,.

6.1.2 Soils

The project site was examined for the presence of hydric soils. Hydric soils are soils
which are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough (usually a week or more) during
the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part (Environmental
Laboratory 1987). Soil pits were dug and profiled. The Munsell Soil Color Chart
(Munsell Color 1990) was used for color analysis based on hue, value, and chroma.
All mineral layers above any of the indicators must have a dominant chroma of 2 or
less, or the layers with dominant chroma of more than 2 must be less than six inches
thick to meet any hydric soil indicator. There are 17 hydric soil indicators, plus
several that are region specific. Generally, they include hystic soils, depletion, muck,
redox, and gleying. Low soil chroma and redox are indicators of reduced soil
conditions caused by anaerobic, wet environments. Redox indicates a fluctuating
water table. The Soil Survey of Umatilla County Area, Oregon (USDA 1988) was
consulted prior to fieldwork to determine if hydric soils were mapped in the analysis
area.

6.1.3 Vegetation

USFWS has classified vegetation according to its frequency of occurrence in
wetlands (USFWS 1988). Many plant species have been given wetland indicator
status of either obligate wetland (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), facultative
(FAC), facultative upland (FACU), or upland (UPL) based on their probabilities for
occurring in wetlands. Table 1 provides the definitions of plant indicators used to
determine wetland status. Many species are not listed (NL) in regional or national
lists.
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Table 1. Plant Indicators Used to Determine Wetland Status

Indicator Indicator I
Definition
Symbol Status
OBL Obligate Species that occur almost always (estimated probability >99%) in wetlands
under natural conditions.
Facultative Species that occur in wetlands (estimated probability 67 to 99%), but
FACW ; A
wetland occasionally are found in non-wetlands.
Facultative Species that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated
FAC -
probability 34-66%).
FACU Facultative Species that usually occur in non-wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%), but
upland occasionally are found in wetlands.
UPL Upland Species that occur almost always in non-wetlands under normal conditions
(estimated probability >99%).
NI No indicator Species for which insufficient information was available to determine an

indicator status.

Source: National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands: Northwest (Region 9) (USFWS 1988).

6.1.4

In accordance with the USACE 1987 Manual and Arid West Supplement, vegetation
plots were established in areas supporting a single plant community. Plant species
observed were identified using The Flora of the Pacific Northwest (Hitchcock and
Cronquist 1973) and assigned their indicator status using the National List of Plant
Species that Occur in Wetlands, Northwest - Region 9 (USFWS 1988) and the 1993
supplement (USACE 1993). Percent cover of each plant species was visually
estimated. Plots with a 5-foot radius were used to estimate percent cover of
herbaceous vegetation. The same plot was enlarged to a 30-foot radius to estimate
percent cover of shrubs, saplings, vines, and trees. Plot sizes were adjusted in size
and shape, as necessary, to encompass only one plant community.

Dominant species were determined for each of the three vegetative strata found on
site (herb, sapling/shrub, and tree) using percent area cover. There were no woody
vine strata present. The dominant species in each of the three strata are determined
separately. The species within each stratum are ranked in descending order of
estimated percent cover. The species that provide the most cover are totaled until
50% of the total coverage is exceeded; these are considered dominant species. If any
additional species comprise at least 20% of the total coverage in each stratum, they
are also considered dominant species. When more than 50% of the dominant species
have wetland indicators of OBL, FACW, or FAC, the area is considered to support
hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation.

Plot Location, Boundary Determination, and Mapping Accuracy

Due to the arid and well-drained nature of the site, few areas would be expected to
contain wetlands or other waters of the state and/or U.S. Although the entire wetland
analysis area was reviewed for the presence of these features, this delineation took a
focused approach when determining sample plot locations. Ravine bottoms,
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depressions, and other areas that could potentially collect water were purposely
investigated, as these areas would have the highest probability of containing waters of
the state or wetlands. This included areas mapped as wetlands by the NWI and areas
mapped as intermittent or perennial drainages by the USGS. These areas had the
highest probability of containing wetlands or other waters of the state, and U.S.
Sample data plots were conducted and data sheets were completed at each sample
plot, which document the vegetation, soils, and hydrology.

Areas in which wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation were all
present were considered wetlands. In areas experiencing atypical situations, only the
combined presence of hydric soils and hydrology were required to delineate an area
as jurisdictional wetland. Areas where a defined channel was present, regardless of
presence of flowing water, were considered to be other waters of the state and/or U.S.
Areas where such features may have existed in the past but have since been plowed
through and no channel exists, were not delineated as other waters of the state and/or
U.S. Photographs were taken to document field conditions.

Wetland data plot locations, wetland boundaries, and potential crossings of
jurisdictional waters were collected using a Trimble GeoExplorer Global Positioning
System (GPS) receiver. Wetland boundaries were delineated at the demarcation of
hydrophytic vegetation. Post processing of GPS data was used to increase the
accuracy of collected data. Accuracy of the GPS collected data is estimated at plus or
minus three feet.

7 RESULTS

Preliminary research results are graphically displayed on Figures 3 through 5. Text
description of the delineation results follows thereafter.
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Figure J-5 (Sheet 1 of 3)
Soil Survey

Soil Series

1B Anderly silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes
1C Anderly silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
2D Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
3D Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes
5D Anders very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent slopes
11A Endersby fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
12A Endersby-Hermiston complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes
14C Kuhl very stony very fine sandy loam, 3 to 20 percent slopes
15D Kuhl-Rock outcrop complex, 20 to 40 percent north slopes
16D Lickskillet very stony loam, 7 to 40 percent south slopes
17C Lickskillet-Bakeoven complex, 2 to 20 percent slopes
18E Lickskillet-Rock outcrop complex, 40 to 70 percent south slopes
21E Nansene-Rock outcrop complex, 35 to 70 percent north slopes
25A Riverwash
27E Rock outcrop-Rubble land-Lickskillet complex,
50 to 80 percent south slopes
31B Walla Walla silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes
31C Walla Walla silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
32D Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
33D Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes
34B Wato very fine sandy loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes
34C Wato very fine sandy loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
35D Wato very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
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Figure J-5 (Sheet 2 of 3)
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Anderly silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes
Anderly silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
3D Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes
5D Anders very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent slopes
11A Endersby fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
12A Endersby-Hermiston complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes
14C Kuhl very stony very fine sandy loam, 3 to 20 percent slopes
15D Kuhl-Rock outcrop complex, 20 to 40 percent north slopes
16D Lickskillet very stony loam, 7 to 40 percent south slopes
17C Lickskillet-Bakeoven complex, 2 to 20 percent slopes
18E Lickskillet-Rock outcrop complex, 40 to 70 percent south slopes
21E Nansene-Rock outcrop complex, 35 to 70 percent north slopes
25A Riverwash
27E Rock outcrop-Rubble land-Lickskillet complex,
50 to 80 percent south slopes
31B Walla Walla silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes
31C Walla Walla silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
32D Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
33D Walla Walla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes
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34C Wato very fine sandy loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes
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Figure J-5 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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Wetland Delineation

Golden Hills Wind Farm

PRELIMINARY RESOURCE REVIEW

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

Precipitation Record

Historic average daily precipitation data for the days of the site visits June 11, 12, 13,
and 14, 2007, as well as the 14 days prior to each visit is 0.03 based on historic data
from 1928 through 2005. Historic average total precipitation recorded for the month
of June is 0.78 inches based on historic data from 1971 through 2000 (Oregon
Climate Center, 2007).

Wetland Inventory Maps

The NWI shows several wetland types within the wetland analysis area, the most
common are palustrine emergent, persistent, seasonal wetlands (PEM1C) and
palustrine emergent, seasonal wetlands (PEMC). Also listed were riverine,
intermittent, streambed seasonably flooded wetland (R4SBC); palustrine open water,
semi- permanently, diked/impounded flooded wetlands (POWFh); and palustrine,
open water, permanently flooded, diked/impounded wetlands (POWHh). Most
wetlands are associated with a drainage feature as indicated on the USGS quadrangle
map. The USGS drainage features of the wetland analysis area include Locust Grove
Canyon, China Hollow, Mud Hollow, Spanish Hollow, Hay Canyon, and Grass
Valley.

Soils

Figure 5 shows soil types within the project area, as mapped by the County soil
survey. Table 3 provides a list of soils mapped by the Soil Survey of Sherman
County Area (USDA 1988) that occurs within the wetland analysis area and overall
project area. There are no hydric soils mapped within the wetland analysis area or the
greater project area.

Table 3. Soils mapped by Soil Survey of Sherman County Area that occur within the wetland

analysis area.

Soil Series Hydric Status Hydric Inclusions
1B - Anderly silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes Non-hydric None

1C - Anderly silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes Non-hydric None

2D - Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes Non-hydric None

3D — Anderly silt loam, 15 to 35 percent south slopes Non-hydric None

5D — Anderly very fine sandy loam, 0-3 percent slopes Non-hydric None

11A - Endersby fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes Non-hydric Riverwash

12A - Endersby-Hermiston complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Non-hydric Riverwash

14C - Kuhl very stony very fine sandy loam, 3 to 20 percent slopes Non-hydric None

15D — Kuhl-Rock outcrop complex, 20 to 40 pecent north slopes Non-hydric None
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Soil Series

Hydric Status

Hydric Inclusions

16D - Lickskillet very stony loam, 7 to 40 percent south slopes
17C - Lickskillet-Bakeoven complex, 2 to 20 percent slopes

18E- Lickskillet-Rock outcrop complex, 40 to 70 percent south
slopes

21E - Nansene-Rock outcrop complex, 35 to 70 percent north slopes
25A - Riverwash

27E - Rock outcrop-Rubble land-Lickskillet complex, 50 to 80
percent south slopes

31B - Walla Walla silt loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes

31C - Walla Walla silt loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes

32D - Walla Wallla silt loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes
33D — Walla Walla silt loam 15 to 35 percent south slopes
34B - Wato very fine sandy loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes
34C - Wato very fine sandy loam, 7 to 15 percent slopes

35D - Wato very fine sandy loam, 15 to 35 percent north slopes

7.2 FIELD RESULTS

Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric

Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric

Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric
Non-hydric

None
None

None

None
Riverwash

None

None
None
None
None
None
None

None

Site visits were conducted on June 11, 12, 13, and 14, 2007. Drainage features,
depressions, and other areas that could potentially collect water were purposely
investigated, as these areas would have the highest probability of containing waters of
the state or wetlands. According to protocol, a total of 51 sample plots were
conducted. Data forms are contained in Appendix 1; photographs of the wetland data

plots are contained in Appendix 2.

7.2.1 Vegetation

Five general plant communities were identified within the wetland analysis area.

Plant communities were as follows:

e Cultivated Wheat (Triticum aestivum) Community

e CRP Community
e Upland Grass and CRP Community
e Upland Shrub (non-CRP) Community

e Emergent Wetland Community

All communities, with the exception of the emergent wetland community, were
considered to be non-hydrophytic plant communities. As would be expected, the
Cultivated Wheat Community was dominated by cultivated wheat. These areas were
considered to fall under the atypical situation category and so the plant community
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parameter was not factored in when determining wetland status for these areas. Only
soils and hydrology were used. Nonetheless, no area containing the cultivated wheat
community was delineated as wetland.

7.2.1.1 CRP Community

The CRP community consisted of planted bunch grasses, as well as more weedy
species. Sage and rabbitbrush were occasionally found within this community, but
not at high enough percentages to be considered dominant species. Table 4 provides a
listing of dominant plant species found within the CRP community. This community
was considered to be non-hydrophytic.

Table 2. CRP Community

Common Name Scientific Name Indicator Status
Intermediate wheatgrass Agropyron intermedium NL
Sandberg bluegrass Poa secunda NL
Bulbous bluegrass Poa bulbosa FAC

Upland Grass and CRP Community

The upland grass community was primarily found in uncultivated areas. This
community was comprised of native and non-native upland species. Table 5 provides
a listing of dominant plant species found within the upland grass community. This
community was considered to be non-hydrophytic.

Table 3. Upland Grass and CRP Community

Common Name Scientific Name Indicator Status
Bulbous bluegrass Poa bulbosa FAC
Redstem stork’s bill Erodium cicutarium NL
Basin wildrye Elymus cinereus FAC
Cheat grass Bromus tectorum NL
Carey’s balsamroot Balsamorhiza careyana NL
Dusty maidens Chaenactis douglassii NL
Cultivated wheat Triticum aestivum NL

7.2.1.2 Upland Shrub (Non-CRP) Community

The upland shrub community was identified in a few small patches primarily along
the banks of the drainage that runs in close proximity to Klondike Lane. This
community was comprised of a mix of native and non-native shrub and herbaceous
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Table 4. Upland Shrub (Non-CRP) Community

Common Name

Scientific Name

species. Table 6 provides a listing of dominant plant species found within the upland
shrub community. This community was considered to be non-hydrophytic.

Indicator Status

Big sagebrush
Lupine sp.

Russian thistle
Russian olive

Tall tumblemustard
Black locust
Sandberg bluegrass
Bulbous bluegrass
Cheat grass

Basin wildrye
Prickly lettuce
Cultivated wheat

Bedstraw

Artemisia tridentata
Lupinus sp.

Salsola kali

Elaeagnus angustifolia
Sisymbrium altissimum
Robinia pseudoacacia
Poa secunda

Poa bulbosa

Bromus tectorum
Elymus cinereus
Lactuca serriola
Triticum aestivum

Galium aparine

NL
UPL
UPL
FAC
FACU
FACU
NL
FAC
NL
FAC
FACU
NL
FAC

7.2.1.3 Emergent Wetland Community

Emergent wetland communities were identified at most wetland locations. These
were comprised of both hydrophytic and non-hydrophytic herbaceous species with
hydrophytic species dominating. Table 6 provides a listing of dominant plant species
found within the emergent wetland community. This community was considered to

be hydrophytic.

Table 5. Emergent Wetland Community

Common Name

Spikerush

Intermediate wheatgrass

Hybrid Lombardy poplar

Black locust

Reed canarygrass

Cattail

Stinging nettle

Curly dock

Rabbitfoot grass

Dense silkybent

Scientific Name
Eleocharis palustris
Agropyron intermedium
Populus X niger
Robinia pseudoacacia
Phalaris arundinadea
Typha latifolia
Urtica dioica
Rumex crispus
Polypogon mospeliensis

Agrostis(Apera) interrupta

Indicator Status

OBL
NL

NL
FACU
FACW
OBL
FAC
FAC
FACW
NL

July 2007

Page 16



Wetland Delineation

Golden Hills Wind Farm

Common Name Scientific Name Indicator Status

Meadow horsetail Equisetem pratensis FACW

Rush Juncus sp. FAC

Baltic rush Juncus balticus FACW

Canada thistle Circium arvense FAC

Thistle Cirsium sp. NL

Wavy-leaved thistle Cirsium undulatum FACU

Willow sp. Salix sp. FAC

American speedwell Veronica americana OBL

7.2.2 Soils

7.2.3

Soils were relatively homogeneous throughout the project site area. The typical soil
profile consisted of light brown (10YR 3/2) loams from 0 to 16 inches depth, with no
primary or secondary indicators of hydric soils present. This profile was observed
throughout the project site. These soils have no appearance of having been formed
under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough to develop
anaerobic conditions. These soils were determined to be non-hydric.

In areas where hydric soils were identified, these soils consisted generally of 10 YR
2/1 or 10 YR 3/2 silt loams with redox features. Hydric soil indicators were typically
Depleted Matrix (F3) and Hydrogen Sulfide (A4).

Hydrology

With the exception of the major drainage features of China Hollow, Locust Grove,
Spanish Hollow, Mud Hollow, and Grass Valley Canyon, field observations of
wetland hydrology were absent from the wetland analysis area. Most drainage
features mapped on the USGS quadrangle maps within the wetland analysis area
either have been plowed through or have no channel; wetland hydrology indicators
such as surface water, the water table, or saturation was not observed.

7.3 WETLAND DETERMINATIONS

Wetland determinations were typically based on the presence of hydrophytic
vegetation, hydric soils, and positive indicators of wetland hydrology. In atypical
situations, wetland determinations were based on positive indicators of hydric soils
and wetland hydrology.

Twelve wetlands were identified during the field investigation. All the wetlands
identified within the project area are described and summarized below. The data
forms of wetland plots are located in Appendix 1. Prospective wetland areas that were
determined to be upland sites are also included. Photographs of the wetlands are
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7.3.1

7.3.2

located in Appendix 2. Two NWI wetland sites that were determined to be upland
sites are also included along with typical photographs of prospective wetlands that
were determined to be upland sites.

Wetland A

Wetland A is located at the north extremity of the Project along China Hollow,
southwest of the John Day substation and one mile east of Highway 97. The wetland
extends about six feet wide with a vegetated stream channel. Two data plots were set
up: DP Al at the north edge of the wetland and DP A2 located about fifteen feet
north, upland from the edge of the wetland.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland A, DP Al, includes big sagebrush,
stinging nettle, and curly dock. Seventy-five percent of dominant species are FAC or
wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation (greater than 50%).

Soils. Soils at DP Al include a 10YR 3/1 silt loam at a depth of 0 to 6 inches and a
restrictive layer at six inches. This soil has hydric indicators of Hydrogen Sulfide
(A4) and Thick Dark Surface (A12). It meets the criteria of hydric soils.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland A is associated with the stream and overland
flow from surrounding areas. DP Al was located about two feet from the water
channel. Surface water was at a depth of zero inches. The water table was located at a
depth of four inches. These indicators meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland A is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The NWI has classified this as a
PEMIC wetland.

DP A2, the upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush, cheatgrass, and Sandberg
bluegrass. None of these species are FAC or wetter vegetation. Soils were 10YR 5/3
sandy loam at 0-10 inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP A2 had a dry soil pit
and no indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a
wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland A is adjacent to China Hollow, it
is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final
jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

Wetland B

Wetland B is located about three miles northeast of the City of Moro, east of
Highway 97. Located north of DeMoss Park, it is associated with Goose Creek, a
tributary of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is an irregular complex of associated
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rivulets. Two data plots were set up, DP B1 at the south edge of the wetland and DP
B2 located west of the wetland.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland B, DP B1, includes hybrid Lombardy
poplar, black locust, and reed canarygrass. Sixty-six percent of dominant species are
FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soils at DP B1 include a 10YR 3/1 silt clay loam at a depth of 0 to 11 inches.
This soil has hydric indicators of Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) and Depleted Matrix (F3). It
meets the criteria of hydric soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for this area is
Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A) where floodplains may meet hydric criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland B is associated with the streams and overland
flow from surrounding areas. DP B1 was located about two feet from the water
channel. Saturation was at a depth of six inches. Indicators also included Water-
stained Leaves (B9), Hydrogen sulfide Odor (C1), and Oxidized Rhizospheres (C3).
These indicators meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland B is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The NWI has classified this as a
PEMIC wetland.

DP B2, the upland site located west of Highway 97, was dominated by wild caraway.
This species is not listed as a wetland plant. Soils were 10YR 4/3 sandy loam at 0 to7
inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP A2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of
wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland. Incidentally,
the location of this data plot was shown as a PEMIC wetland according to the NWI,
but the field investigation did not verify wetland vegetation, soils, or hydrology. It
likely was a historical floodplain but no longer has hydrolic connection. A
photograph is included in Appendix 2.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland B is adjacent to Goose Creek, a
tributary of Grass Valley Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.3 Wetland C

Wetland C is located about three miles northwest of the City of Wasco along and
west of Highway 97. It is associated with Spanish Hollow, located in a steep drainage
feature. Two data plots were set up, DP C1 within the wetland and DP C2 located
upland of the wetland about six feet from the creek.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland C, DP C1, includes poison hemlock
(Conum maculatum), Wood’s rose, and eighty percent reed canarygrass. Sixty-six
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percent of the dominant species were FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for
hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soils at DP C1 include a 10YR 2/1 loam with redox at a depth of O to
14 inches and a 10YR 2/1 loamy sand with redox at a depth of 14 to 18 inches. This
soil has hydric indicators of a Depleted Matrix (F3). It meets the criteria of hydric
soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex
(12A) where floodplains may meet hydric criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland C is associated with the stream of Spanish
Hollow and overland flow from surrounding areas. DP C1 had saturation at a depth
of three inches and the water table was present at 12 inches. Indicators also included
Water Marks (B1), Sediment deposits (B2), and Drift Deposits (B3). These indicators
meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland C is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The NWI has classified this as a
PEMIC wetland.

DP C2, the upland site, was dominated by black locust, Wood’s rose, cheatgrass, and
Canada thistle. It did not meet the criteria of FAC or wetter for wetland vegetation.
Soils were 10YR 3/3 loam at 0 to 5 inches and 10YR 3/4 sandy loam at 5 to 15
inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP C2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of
wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland C is adjacent to Spanish Hollow, a
tributary of the Columbia River, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.4 Wetland D

Wetland D is located about four miles northwest of the City of Wasco along the west
side of Highway 97. It is associated with Spanish Hollow. The wetland extends about
six feet wide with a vegetated stream channel. Two data plots were set up, DP D2
within the wetland and DP D1 located upland from the edge of the wetland.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland D, DP D2, includes reed canary grass,
cattails, curly dock, and Canada thistle. One hundred percent of dominant species are
FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soils at DP D2 include a 10YR 2/1 loamy sand with redox at a depth of 0 to 6
inches and a 10YR 2/1 sandy gravely muck, at 6 to 9 inches, and a restrictive layer of
rocks at nine inches. This soil has hydric indicators of Hydrogen Sulfide (A4), Thick
Dark Surface (A12), and Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1). It meets the criteria of hydric
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soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex
(12A) where floodplains may meet hydric criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland D is associated with the stream of Spanish
Hollow and overland flow from surrounding areas. Surface water was observed
nearby. The water table was located at a depth of seven inches, and saturation was at
three inches. These indicators meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland D is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils.

DP D1, the upland site, was dominated by reed canary grass and willow. One
hundred percent of dominant species are FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for
hydrophytic vegetation. Soils were 10YR 3/2 silty sandy loam at 0-10 inches. Hydric
soil indicators were not present. DP A2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of wetland
hydrology. Therefore, although it has hydrophytic vegetation, it did not meet the
criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland D is adjacent to Spanish Hollow, a
tributary of the Columbia River, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.5 Wetland E

Wetland E is located about three miles northeast of the City of Moro along and about
one half mile east of Highway 97. It is southeast of Wetland B and is associated with
another fork of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is linear, ten feet wide along both
sides of the 5 foot wide creek. Two data plots were set up.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland E, DP E1, includes Baltic rush, meadow
horsetail, and small-flowered rush. One hundred percent of dominant species are
FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soils at DP E1 include a 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam with dark and abundant
mottles at a depth of 0 to 14 inches. This soil has hydric indicators of Redox Dark
Surface (F6). It meets the criteria of hydric soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for
this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A) where floodplains may meet hydric
criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland E is associated with the stream and overland
flow from surrounding areas. DP E1 had saturation was at a depth of three inches.
Indicators also included Drift Deposits (B3). These indicators meet the criteria for
wetland hydrology.
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7.3.6

Wetland Classification. Wetland E is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The NWI has classified this as a
PEMIC wetland.

DP E2, the upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush and intermediate wheatgrass.
These species are not listed as a wetland plants. Soils were 10YR 3/2 sandy loam at
0-7 inches and a rock restrictive layer at seven inches. A hydric soil was not present.
DP E2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not
meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland E is adjacent to a tributary of Grass
Valley Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

Wetland F

Wetland F is located about three miles northwest of the City of Wasco and is
associated with Mud Hollow. Two data plots were set up, DP F1 within the wetland,
and DP F2 located three feet upslope.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland B, DP F1, includes reed canarygrass and
Baltic rush. One hundred percent of dominant species are FAC or wetter, meeting the
criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soils at DP F1 include a 10YR 2/1 sandy muck at a depth of 0 to 10 inches
with redox. This soil has hydric indicators of Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) and Sandy muck
mineral (S1). It meets the criteria of hydric soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for
this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A) where floodplains may meet hydric
criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland F is associated with a spring located to the
southwest by the tree line and overland flow from surrounding areas. Surface water
was present nearby, saturation was at the surface, and the water table was present at
four inches. Indicators also included Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1). These indicators
meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland F is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils.

DP F2, the upland site, was dominated by cheatgrass. This species is not listed as a
wetland plant. Soils were 10YR 3/3 loam at 0 to 12 inches. A hydric soil was not
present. DP A2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore,
it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.
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Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland F is adjacent to Mud Hollow, a
tributary of Spanish Hollow, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.7 Wetland G

Wetland G is located about four miles northeast of the City of Moro, one mile east of
Highway 97. It is located downstream and north of Wetland E along the same
tributary of Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is linear, averaging ten feet wide
along both sides of the five foot wide creek. Two data plots were set up, DP G1 at the
west edge of the wetland and DP G2 located fourty feet west of the wetland.

Vegetation. The dominant species in Wetland G, DP G1, is reed canarygrass. One
hundred percent of dominant species are FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for
hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP G1 includes a 10YR 2/1 silt at a depth of 0 to 16 inches. This soil
has hydric indicator of Depleted Matrix (F3). It meets the criteria of hydric soils.
Additionally, the soil map unit for this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A)
where floodplains may meet hydric criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland G is associated with the stream and overland
flow from surrounding areas. DP G1 was located about two feet from the water
channel. Saturation was at a depth of three inches. Indicators also included Drift
Deposits (B3) and Drainage Patterns (B10). These indicators meet the criteria for
wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland G is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils.

DP G2, the upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush and cheatgrass. These
species are not listed as a wetland plant. Soils were 10YR 3/2 silt loam at 0-11
inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP G2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of
wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland G is adjacent to a tributary of Grass
Valley Canyon it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.8 Wetland H

Wetland H is located about two miles south of the City of Wasco, along the west side
of Highway 97. The wetland is in a low area of Spanish Hollow. Two data plots were
set up, DP H1 within the wetland and DP H2 located upslope of DP H1.
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Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland H, DP H1, includes rabbitfoot grass and
toad rush. One hundred percent of dominant species are FAC or wetter, meeting the
criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP H1 includes a 10YR 3/2 clay loam at a depth of 0 to 1 inches; a
10YR3/2 sand ant 2 to 4 inches: a 10YR 3/2 clay loam with redox features at 4-8
inches, and a restrictive rock layer at eight inches. This soil has a hydric indicator of
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2). It meets the criteria of hydric soils.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland H is associated with low spot ponding, overland
flow from surrounding areas, and a drainage feature of a nearby culvert. Indicators
include Drift Deposits (B3), Oxidized Rhizospheres (C3), and Drainage Patterns
(B10).These indicators meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland H is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils.

DP H2, the upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush, cheatgrass, Sandbergs
bluegrass, and intermediate wheatgrass. These species are not listed as wetland
plants. Soils were 10YR 3/2 sandy loam at O to 6 inches, with a restrictive rock layer
at six inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP H2 had a dry soil pit and no
indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland H is adjacent to Spanish Hollow, a
tributary of the Columbia River, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The final jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.9 Wetland |

Wetland | is located northeast of the City of Moro, between Highway 97 and
Highway 206. It is located downstream and northeast from wetlands B, C, and G in
Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is linear along both sides of the creek. Two data
plots were set up east of the creek, DP I1 within the wetland and DP 12 located
upslope of DP 11 about fifteen feet.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland I, DP 11, includes spike rush, American
speedwell, and another unidentified rush species. One hundred percent of dominant
species are FAC or wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP 11 includes a 10YR 2/1 silt at a depth of O to 8 inches with a
restrictive layer at eight inches. This soil has a hydric indicator of Depleted Matrix
(F3). It meets the criteria of hydric soils. Additionally, the soil map unit for this area
is Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A) where floodplains may meet hydric criteria.
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Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland 1 is associated with the creek and overland flow
from surrounding areas. Saturation occurred at surface level. Indicators also included
Drift Deposits (B3) and Drainage Patterns (B10).These indicators meet the criteria
for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland I is determined to be a palustrine emergent wetland
following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets the
criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils.

DP 12, the upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush, cheatgrass, and intermediate
wheatgrass. These species are not listed as a wetland plants. Soils were 10YR 3/2 silt
at 0 to 10+ inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP H2 had a dry soil pit and no
indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland | is adjacent to Grass Valley
Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final
jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.10 Wetland K

Wetland K is located between Highway 97 and Highway 206, five miles southeast of
the City of Wasco. It is about one-half mile west of where Highway 206 crosses
Grass Valley Canyon. It is located along another unnamed tributary of Grass Valley
Canyon. The wetland is on both sides of a narrow unimproved road. Four data plots
were set up DP K2 and K3 were within the wetland and DP K1 and K 4 were upland.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland K, DP K2 includes cattails and reed
canarygrass: in DP K3, they include American speedwell, Canada thistle, and cattails.
Both data plots had one hundred percent of dominant species FAC or wetter, meeting
the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP K2 includes a 10YR 2/1 muck at 0 to 12 inches with a restrictive
layer at 12 inches. This soil has a hydric indicator of Hydrogen Sulfide (A2). Soil at
DP K3 includes a 10 YR 2/1 at 0 to 16 inches with indicators of Hydrogen Sulfide
(A4) and Depleted Matrix (F3). Both data plots meet the criteria of hydric soils.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland K is associated with the drainage feature and a
spring originating at the southeast end of the wetland. DP K2 had surface water, the
water table at 1 inch, and surface saturation. DP K3 had surface water at a depth of
one inch and saturation to the surface. These indicators meet the criteria for wetland
hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland K is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The NWI classified a POWHh
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and a R45BC wetland near this location. Field observations did not verify
impoundments or riverine conditions at this delineation site.

DP K1, an upland site, was dominated by cattails and Canada thistle. These species
met the dominance criteria for wetland vegetation. However, soils were 10YR3/2 at 0
to 8 inches but without redox features. A restrictive layer was at eight inches. A
hydric soil was not present. DP K1 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of wetland
hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.

DP K4, another upland site, was dominated by big sagebrush, cheatgrass, and
intermediate wheatgrass. These species are not listed as a wetland plants. Soils were
10YR 3/2 silt at 0 to 18 inches. A hydric soil was not present. DP H2 had a dry soil
pit and no indicators of wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a
wetland

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland K is adjacent to Grass Valley
Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final
jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.11 Wetland M

Wetland M is located two miles northeast of the City of Moro, near Monkland Road.
The wetland is associated with the drainage feature of Grass Valley Canyon. Two
data plots were set up east of the creek, DP M1 within the wetland and DP M2
located upslope and south.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland M at DP M1 includes Wood’s rose, reed
canarygrass, and cattails. Seventy-five percent of dominant species are FAC or
wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP M1 includes a 10YR 3/1 silty muck at a depth of 0 to 14 inches with
a restrictive layer of gravel at 14 inches. Gravel may be fill material from the bridge.
This soil has a hydric indicator of Depleted Matrix (F3). It meets the criteria of hydric
soils.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland M is associated with open water, the creek, and
overland flow from surrounding areas. At DP M1, saturation occurred at surface
level. Surface water was observed nearby. Indicators also included Water Marks
(B1). These indicators meet the criteria for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland M is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. NWI classified this wetland as
PEMC.
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DP M2, the upland site, was dominated by reed canary grass and intermediate
wheatgrass. Soils were 10YR 3/3 loam at 0 to 14 inches. A hydric soil was not
present. DP M2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of wetland hydrology. Although
nearly 50 percent of the vegetation was FAC or wetter, the prevalence index was not
utilized as hydric soils and wetland hydrology was not present. Therefore, it did not
meet the criteria as a wetland.

Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland M is adjacent to Grass Valley
Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final
jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

7.3.12 Wetland N

Wetland N is located nearly six miles southeast of the City of Wasco, along the east
side of Highway 206 in Grass Valley Canyon. The wetland is linear along both sides
of the creek. Two data plots were set up east of the creek, DP N1 within the wetland
and DP N2 located upslope and west.

Vegetation. Dominant species in Wetland N at DP N1 includes reed canarygrass,
cattails, and intermediate wheatgrass. Sixty-six percent of dominant species are FAC
or wetter, meeting the criteria for hydrophytic vegetation.

Soils. Soil at DP N1 includes a 10YR 4/2 loam at a depth of 0 to 8 inches and a 10YR
4/2 loam with depleted features at 8 to 18 inches. This soil has a hydric indicator of
Depleted Matrix (F3). It meets the criteria of hydric soils. Additionally, the soil map
unit for this area is Endersby-Hermiston complex (12A) where floodplains may meet
hydric criteria.

Hydrology. Hydrology for Wetland N is associated with the creek, and overland flow
from surrounding areas. At DP M1, saturation occurred at 16 inches. Indicators also
included Sediment (B2) and Drift Deposits (B3). These indicators meet the criteria
for wetland hydrology.

Wetland Classification. Wetland N is determined to be a palustrine emergent
wetland following the USFWS classification system (Cowardin et. al., 1979). It meets
the criteria through vegetation, hydrology, and soils. NWI classified this wetland as
PEMIC.

DP N2, the upland site, was dominated by intermediate wheatgrass. This species is
not listed as a wetland plant. Soils were 10YR loam at 0 to 16 inches. Redox
concretions were present at 10 to 16 inches. There were no hydric indicators;
therefore, hydric soil was not present. DP N2 had a dry soil pit and no indicators of
wetland hydrology. Therefore, it did not meet the criteria as a wetland.
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Jurisdictional Determination. Because Wetland N is adjacent to Grass Valley
Canyon, it is likely jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final
jurisdictional determination is up to the ACOE.

8 DISCUSSION

The wetland analysis area is almost entirely under agricultural production except
areas associated with the major drainage features. Twelve wetlands were identified
during the field investigation associated with the drainage features of Mud Hollow,
Spanish Hollow, China Hollow, and Grass Valley Canyon.

No other wetlands were delineated within the wetland analysis area. Other wetlands
mapped by the NWI fell outside of the wetland analysis area with the exception of a
mapped POWFh wetland in Section 33 TO1N, R17E. This location of the NWI unit
did not meet the criteria of a wetland, as detailed in data plot 2J in Appendix 1 of this
report. A photograph of the site is contained in has been plowed through and no
channel exists (see photograph in Appendix 2.)

No other waterways were identified, with the exception of the drainage features
discussed in the above report. Other drainage features mapped on the USGS
quadrangle maps that occur within the wetland analysis area were lacking in positive
indicators to meet the criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. These features were often
plowed through, lacking a channel, or wetland hydrology indicators. Photographs
depicting these circumstances are also included in Appendix 2.

9 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND IMPLICATIONS

Federal, state, and local governmental regulations control activities in and near
wetlands and other water bodies. Therefore, the wetland analysis was undertaken to
determine the location and extent of wetlands within the proposed project site
(wetland analysis area specifically) that may be regulated. This analysis is intended to
facilitate review of project plans by the applicant and the appropriate regulatory
authorities in conjunction with any applicable permit applications.

This report documents the investigation, best professional judgment, and conclusions
of the investigator. It should be considered a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination
until it has been reviewed and approved by the Oregon Energy Facility Siting
Council as part of the energy facility siting process.
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) WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region wetland

Project/Site: (:7(‘) lde HW“S Citleounty:% ‘I\D I AAYe A Sampling Date: (3,.”_.07
Applicant/Owner: E) P State: Cj R Sampling Point: Dr ﬂ
Investigator(s): A ”, "!Sf[,'S !ggiggc:\f}-\g;\\ <, kigdction, Township, Range: ,?Dq‘{\cl 'I"I TOQ\[\] R

Landform (hillslope, terrace, sty fver II"[ € Local relief (concave, convex, none): _ ¢ ﬂ cAvE, Slope (%): 5
Subregion (LRR): % Lat: Long: _ Datum:

Soit Map Unit Name: _hi cksdillet hemé Ston y loavn 7-407.-160) NWI dlassification: _ T, 0N \C

Are dlimatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes \/ No____ ({Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

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

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

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes );. No Is the Sampled Area \/
e ”
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wefland? Yos No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No
Remarks: .z o w—d’]nwf sheam OE\,nng( o wﬂ’&gemeﬂm\d 6 wide, Ue,ae'\‘c[‘\ed
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratunj {Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Nurnber of Dominant Species 3
1._Sali?d 5 pp <% That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A
z LA % - Total Number of Dominant L
3. Species Across Al Strata: Z (B)
4.
" Percent of Dominant Species —
- Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: / (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. ﬂf ct Rivasi e ‘\" i dl“‘h& o Yo M \/ N L- Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
4 3. OBL species Xx1=
: A4, FACW species Xx2=
o5 FAC species x3=
3 Total Cover: _‘ﬂ FACUspecies __ x4 =
Herb Stratum UPL species x5=
Cesmia S0p & f”uuah\ Firn™ /0 .\ M :
. 1 Colurmnn Totals: (A) (B}
2. MIC i Rasin WilA €yt 5 . EACG
3. g‘f o d §Jr{na\ figs_ve Rle UIDL A5 A= I Prevalence Index = BfA =
4.~ NMEN ﬂaS (Dp Qmﬂﬂm‘\;\;\- WP | VO ARL z?!rophytic Vegetation Indicators:
. ol R 20 v EAG Dominance Test is >50%
i R
6. SCAISET bultusl, o 10 V'] f3L | — Prevatence Index s .0'
7. Dug\gueb (] - )ewh 10 }CV-\ (OBL | __ Morphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
\J‘J % . ¥ B data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8.1 W"CFU’"’K/L Probl tic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explai
Total Cover- /E;r' ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1, "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
: Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum O % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes \
"1\ : Remarks:
|
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SOIL . Sampling Point; PP A

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color {moist) % Color (moist) A Type' _Loc’ Texture Remarks
0-(, _/0R3/ Silfy fotny
T
L+ roc ke

1Type: C=Conceniration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. 2| ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox {85) _ 1cm Muck {A9) (LRRC)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Stripped Matrix (56} ) _ 2om Muck (A10) (LRR B}

___ Black Histic (A3} __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) _ Reduced Vertic (F18)
X Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other {(Explain in Remarks)
— 1cm Muck (A9} (LRR D) ... Redox Dark Surface (F6) '
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_2X Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressicns (F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Minerat (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: be Al (o< ' x
Depth (inches): (Oh Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrelogy Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more reguired)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1)} (Riverine}
A Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust{B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
__ High Water Table {A2) ___ Biotic Crust {B12} ___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3} __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonrivering)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

__ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonrivering) ___ Presence of Reduced fron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows {C8)
____ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent [ron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} ___ Other {(Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3}
__ Water-Stained Leaves (BS) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes _& No___ Depth {inches). é%

Water Table Present? Yes __ﬁ_ No__ Depth {inches}:

Saturation Present? Yes _f._ No Depth {inches): 0 Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No
{includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring welt, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: VW& SW

‘WC‘HR-\X 6f e &g

China Hallow :
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- WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region U‘F’[% Aol

, Project/Site: ("?Old)@h N’\ [l S City/County: S‘(‘O)\W\O\,lﬂ Sampling Date: —X
Applicant/Owner: AP state: W) A Sampling Point: (az £l gOFL

Investigator(s): ALl IVS\‘, S\S@g_ ,g% , !Q«ﬁ\ ;SLDN\ Section, Township, Range [Baxd | L] TQ;)\M RIES

Landform (hillslope, eic.): Local relief{{concave Jconvex, none): Slope (%): > o-5
Subregion {LRR): L R B Lat: Long: Datum:
Soit Map Unit Name: __L { i ¢ naw = (6D |, 7-484  Nwidassification: __no Ao

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes k No

(if no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation ND ., s0il NO_ or Hydrology W% significantly disturbed? [\@ Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _/ No

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

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 5 Is the Sampled Area /
. . 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION 50
Absolute Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
- A .
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.} % Cover _Species? _Status Nurmber of Dominant Species .
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: { 2 (A
2 Total Number of Dominant 3
3. Species Across All Strata: (B}
4
Percent of Dominant Species O
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: {A/B)
Salm/Shrub Stratum
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species x2=
_ FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACU species x4=
Herb Stratum UPL species x5=
t_R056 40 v NV | coumnTos (A) ®
2 @V TE ugh v/, NL
? AN dE S i FA Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. a o — Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 L/a (ro wS / ,%C/M T ) } K __ Dominance Test is >50%
6 v . ! Prevalence Indexis <3.0"
7 ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Total Cover:
Woody Vine Stratum
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present. .
2.
Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic
Vegetation \/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No .
Remarks:
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SOIL ; Sampling Point; l)E ”%

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

Depth Matrix ~ Redox Features
_(inches) Color (moist) , % . Color {moist) % Type' _Loc® Texture Remarks

O-10 (oYR 53 Saudy loam,  Dry

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  “Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Malrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
__ Histosocl (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5} _ 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ 2 cm Muck {A10) {LRR B}
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Gteyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material {TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S51) ___ Vernal Pools {F9) *ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: \/
Depth {inches): Hydric Scil Present? Yes No
Remarks: b?
/
_’\’Q\,é"i
HYDROLOGY
Woetland Hydrology Indicators: = o 0\, Secondary Indicators (2 or more required
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1} (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust{B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3} __ Aquatic Inveriebrates {B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonrivering) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1} ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) __ Ouxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface {C7)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) ' ___ Presence of Reduced ron {C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (CB)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent ron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9}
__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other {(Explain in Remarks) ___ Shalfow Aquitard {D3)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9} __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes__ No_V¥  Depth(inches): /
Saturation Present? Yes . No _\L Depth {inches}. Wetland Hydrology Present?  Yes No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

CHINA Woliow
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site; (‘TKD{/'{ on /’Il) / / 5 City/County: 5[/‘-(’17'/?6(,1!’1 . / &) Sampling Date: _| /0
Applicant/Owner: P)p State: @ﬁ. Sampling Point: 6 - I
Investigator(s): <. (?ﬂt“H'? N é\ﬁ. Mﬂ//é\‘.’vf Section, Township, Range: 25 TO 2 N. RiG Z.v -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _illslo % r Local relief {ceri€ave)convex, n;)ne; ’ Slope (%) _> >
Subregion (LRR): Lat; Long; Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: M{,&MQ =it loam 23 D NWI classification: __ A<

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes 7 __ No_____ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

significantly disturbed?[\b Are “Nomnal Circumstances” present? Yes ’x___ No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?JUo {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Veggtation Present? Yes No )( Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No )<
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No '
Remarks:

c\mj WOSIA o Sheed BULI «@muma Slepl

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species . )
1. N\ s That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: () A)
2 < / Total Number of Dominant f)
3. - Species Across All Strata: (B)
4. )
7 v ] Percent of Dominant Species
‘ Total Cover: __ () That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _( 2 (AVB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. / Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 \\ / Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 \)( OBLspecies _________ x1=
/ ™, . -
4 i FACW species x2=
5 // B FACspecies _ = x3=
f , Total Cover: _Cl FACU species x4 =
Herb|Stratu’rr}§ [,; e ﬂ( UPL species x5= —
| LRy, 71 h .
1, _a e i )IG L0 Py QAK F‘%O v Column Totals: A B)
2._(Goou M%r\ " Seneciosp, 20 v ME
3. 10 ‘o0 Lo ce JASS 5 FACU Prevalence Index =B/A =
a ﬁlﬁ\ A Q, s REs 4 .Y NE Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 244 !,\-L\f.f s Am ' | FACL) i . Dominance Test is >50%
6. Lo Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7 __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ : Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
: Totat Cover: .2 (D s — yeropny g fon” (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum ; h B
1 o "Indicators of hydric seil and wetland hydrology must
/_ be present.
2.
7 ]
7 Total Cover: _CZ Hydrophytic
Vegetation “><
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 50 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No/ N
Remarks: I

Us Army Corps of Engineers : Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL . Sampling Point: ]B\

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

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  ZLocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Depth Mafrix Redox Features :
{inches) Color (moist) % Color {mgist} % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks ™
. Y L
O- 11 i V02/3 =bpng = l—HommE lowerr s
C v ”

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to alt LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosol (A1) ____ Sandy Redox (55) __ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Mafrix (S6) _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

_ _ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1) ___ Reduced Vertic {F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)} __ Red Parent Material (TF2})
__ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other {(Explain in Remarks)
__ 1 cmMuck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F&)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions {F8)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vemal Pools {F9) . ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: (ol .
Depth (inches): I 1 nches Hydric Soil Present?  Yes No/}(
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: iOT&L - Secondary Indicators (2 or more reguired)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) ____ SaltCrust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
.. Saturation {A3) __Aguatic Invertebrates {B13) ___ Drainage Patterns {B10)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine} ___ Hydrogen Suifide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ____ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonrivering) ___ Presence of Reduced lron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows {C8)
___ Surface Soit Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerlal Imagery {C8)
_._ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shaltow Aquitard {D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves {B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations: :
Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No _K Depth{inches). _
Water Table Present? Yes_ Depth {inches): ) >/
Saturation Present? Yes_ No K\/ Depth {inches): Wetland Hydrology Present‘-‘ Yes N? \
{includes capillary fringe) / .

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monltonng well, aerial photos, previous mspectlons) if available:

Remarks:

Dok Pof Jocoled] n g i

4_391“\8\«\ %-‘mﬁm@@ .
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: éOf/{ﬂw :H{?ﬁg City/County: Sthfma-ﬂ ( Q, Sampling Date:
ApplicantOwner: P\p State: OV Sampling Point:
Investigator(s): $ ?@"H\r\SO‘('\ éi‘ S '5\.)0 /(-'?H Section, Township, Range: 35 N

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _Kotfom JF S}‘fQﬁD cﬁVdJWA&a Local relief {concave, convex, none): CONC O Slope (%) __ 1D

Subregion {LRR): r% : Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: 5 . ' ' LS. NWI classification: _ Y= MV C

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions o the site typical for this time of year? Yes ,__ No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.}

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? /Uo Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes ﬁX_ No_
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? fUD (If needed, explain any ansWers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes \:{{ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes )g No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tre(? Stratum  (Use scienj;iﬁc names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species .
1, R That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 A
2 i Total_Number of Dominant 3
3. Species Across All Strata: B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: __ (O That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: &6/ ()
Saglmg/Shrub Stratum ,
1T T e i Cam A 10 \/ EAQ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2.7 i"Y?r ,(1["‘3 rfs‘“: Tl (QOUQ?? K Vv Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 N - OBLspecies ___ ___ x1=
FACW species xX2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: L FACUspecies ___ x4=
Herb Stratum .. UPL species x5=
1. _Cureludoddl RUCR ~Z.- - FAC ColumF; Totals: (A) ®)
2. _teed' cavion™ OHAL oo v FAcW)
3 L ot T\j 1 A :,f,}«g‘, R Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. 1 mpd g APy CIUN -, ‘f}rf., _Em_ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 Lok (e B, RODA = ORL ﬁommance Testis >50%
6. d\i(‘\t’d\eod : ‘ Li Iy [ ()R] | — Prevalence Indexis 3.0
7. e —?-;.-u,,qf‘;;'%.\ Lo furT M@L,}- 17 oL | Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8. N o :\'\'\,p_ ] [., \ RD ‘ 5 E 9: datain -Remarks or 'on a sepa@t? sheet).
r Total Cover: 15 ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Vabodv Vine Stratum -
47 T g e e SO Vi v FAC | Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
G Pl‘filb _:’ FA‘Q he present.
e Total Cover: _f £ Hydrophytic
o Vegetation |/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ﬁ 2 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers _ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: [ !P l £ ‘\

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features .
{inches) Color {moist) % Color (mmst) % Type' Loct Texture Remarks
2 s ﬁéf A e A - o )
C = M S OL{Q ~~f9ﬂ:) Looa im

ey o £ 80Ty # A :

FEPLS el o5 1040 %y 5 ﬁam(?, Sand

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2L ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic {A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) .
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) X
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

" Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox {S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___. Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

__ Vemal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
—. 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR GC)

_ 2cm Muck (A10} {LRR B)

__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

__ Other {Explain in Remarks}

¥Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Saturation (A3)
_,tx Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
X Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine)
_y_ Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
. Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Type: A

Depth {inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes% No
Remarks: —

HYDROLOGY _
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: '\ Secondary Indicators (2 or more required})
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient) __ Water Marks {(B1) (Riverine}
_ "4'Surface Water (A1) . Salt Crust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

__ Drainage Patterns (B10}

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

—_ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(C9)
— Shallow Aquitard {D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes

Yes Z No ..

Yes _ 5 No__

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches): . -

Depth (inches): 2—

Depth (inches):

"/

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes "\ No

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

Remarks:

b,si—‘@m v \fQ»'A

- C“, AR
uﬂw A2 Q

Steep Aronn®

(AN f" ir\‘{-.Q./\L
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G-12-07 WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: (3 c‘{QJf\ H"\ “‘5 City/County: 'S\/\Qﬁf e Sampling Date: Q 12 /o7
Applicant/Owner: %P State: "@Yz- Sampiing Point: -C-2.
Investigator(s): 3. (‘Pﬁ\"\'\'l rSa™ %4, e \LJLM Section, Township, Range: SIS T2 p) R169 and SOW RVZ
Landform (hillslope, temmace, ete.): 2o om S"\ﬂ?ﬁ (ﬁmmaﬁg Local relief (concave, convex, none): CJO(}COLM»Q Slope {%): (@
Subregion (LRR} % 0 Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: ‘7nol~ersbu H'ex\ma%«(‘om@kx 0-343A, dlso 55 2L E Nwi dassification: _ (o e
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes __ __ " (lfno, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Mo Are “Nomnal Circumstances” present? Yes _K_ No______
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? MO {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? Yes______ No l§ :,, is the Sampled Area

ic Soi ?
et v e |vmnaear v o X
Remarks:

v G abowe wlr — 4 T

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientiﬁc_names.) % Cover _Species? Status Number of Dominant Species :
1. Rl Lok ROECS 1007, That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: | (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant L
3. Species Across All Strata: ’ (B)
4
207 Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: ' That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ &5 (A/B)
Sapiing/Shrub Stratum
1. \A}O(‘)& 05 ROLU O 5 0 \/ 'Fﬁ(:{ A Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. LT ' ' Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 Y ) . ., _ | OBL species ] x1=
4, & ' e FACW species x2=
=0 AT 5 ) PS -
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: @0 FACUspecies ______ x4=
Herb Stratum UPL species x5=
- " . - -
1. Pa“‘m hevabiele Comh _10- _ FAC | Cotumn Totals: ®) ®)
2.
3. Fn.mfﬂ, ‘(’Lu;{[‘((, . ~LAR gQ- ]/ EAC. Prevalence Index = B/A =
4 (i Mmstly A1 A FACH | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 bHWW\: AT chond L( 0 Ve N __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. L ey Fln el 8 ' __ Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. Ne¥o 2Dy () £ AC | __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 ' data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ Total Cover: Ei > ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1, "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: __ cydrophytic
egetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum { QQ % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No X
Remarks:

Scippus (sp) Brtdomnl @ tordt s de o wrllad
3

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Versio-n' 11-1-2006
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SOIL N Sampling Point: ] = C‘l

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

{inches} Color (moist} % Color (moist) % Type' Loct Texture Remarks
0-b [04R 373 = - _— — _lrenn '

515 oy 3/4 — T =TT Sudedun

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  “Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Redox {§5) _ 1 emMuck {A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (36) __ 2em Muck {A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)
__.. Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other (Expfain in Remarks)
_ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions {F8)
.. Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vemnal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X
Remaiks: N
Rnclq,{ g ”S:a@
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required
Primary Indicators (any one indicater is sufficient} ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine)
___ High Water Table {(A2) . Biotic Crust (B12) ____ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation {A3) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
—_ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No %7 Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes__ No Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes___ No X Depth {inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No )(
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

6{\)0&\\5\'\ Hollow
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Wetland™

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: G‘ml&.@b’-’"\- té’\'\‘\l\% City/County: CHArRNNON Sampling Date: (ﬂ[ 12fo 1
Applicant/Owner: BP State: L’b ‘ﬁ,, Sampling Point: _| =~ T)' - 2
Investigator(s): 57@4’\ WA SE™ A‘—“Q D\)G\ “QJ«% Section, Townsmp. Range: 2 5 24 35 a6 , I o] Q.M ; R\Qﬁ
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): dr AR A2 botfon Lacal relief (concave, convex, nene): _(Z¢V)0GnM - Slope (%) /&
Subregion (LRR): (Z.u 0 Lat: Long: Datum: --

Yot Camule ¥ O-Rt,, (AN NWI classification:oan ©7.001¢ 2

‘|c condmons on the site typical for this time of year'? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are Vegetatlon : " sail , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed? ¢y Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 2 No

Are Vegeiation . Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? 1)  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important featuﬁqs, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegeta;ion Present? Yes >>(( No Is the Sampled Area |

Hydric Scil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes \/ No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \,7( No

Remarks:
VEGETATION ,

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species [’f

1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2 . Total Number of Dominant

3. Species Across All Strata: _ i B

4

Percent of Dominant Speciess -
. Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: d]e) (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum _
1. _ K 'Ctﬁé Clivanny G =5 PUHAR @ [ } / TAcu) [ Prevalence Index worksheet:
. he T . T

2. (a2, ¢ / : T ALA He L7 ORL Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

3. ) OBL species x1=_

4. FACW species x2=

5. FAC species x3=

) Total Cover: 4 D ’ FACU species X4=: - e

Herb Stratum UPL species ) x5= .

1. \.[I'M [4) ( -l Mf’( b g % A A 1! VLA ~Z 0O O%L pqmmn Totals: " - (&) o 3

2, m..,f* MeAR &5  ORL|7 o —_—

3. Ak twdu @! ICK s L (ORL [+, . Prevalence Index =B/A =

4. Swald bl STrans (-AA P 20 - A~ | Hydpophytic Vegetation Indicators:

5. Cmm o Th<Tle A LAR 50 o/ _FAC | .Y Dominance Testis >50%

B. wh/)f‘qg A/M : COC A a3 : AL i __ Prevalence Indexis <.0° RERE

7. B __ Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting

3 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

) Trotal Cover: (70 , ' ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum : '
1. , "indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: __ . Hydrophytic
’ . Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum L'l O % Cover of Biofic Crust Present? Yes _ M  No
Remarks: .

P B

Aden) Sfalloppd gﬂ%@{ L3 gess Sprogs
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SOIL ‘ Sampling Point: 1D 2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist) % Co!or {moist) _ % Tyg Loc Texture Remarks

0- (0 loyR27) 7)) l0fke/2. 20 [t o,

1’T'ype: ‘C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. 2 ocation: PlL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

‘Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

Histosol (A1} ___ Sandy Redox (55) —. 1om Muck (A9} (LRR G)
Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Stripped Matrix (S6} _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
" Black Histic (A3) ... Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18)
_L/Flydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) {LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) _.. Other (Explain in Remarks)
_ 1om Muck (A2) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
T/I)epleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (FT7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) . Redox Depressions (F8)
_ V' Sandy Mucky Mineral (51} ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Laver (if present):
Type: |orde f?bz&i'
Depth (|ncheg T Hydric Soil Present? Yes_2X___ No

Rem arks

Rock®@ wime chs — Shoyel Hf St

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more reguired)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks {B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
High Water Tabie (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ' __ Dyift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
j/aturatlon (AJ) ___ Aquatic [nvertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Tabte (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine}) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Surface Soll Cracks (B6) _ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) —. Shallow Aquitard (D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves {B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations: ( _ %ﬁ
Surface Water Present? Depth (inches):\ YWter R ]
Water Table Present? ___ Depth {inches}: 2

Saturation Present? Yes f/"_ No Pepth {inches): 3 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes K - No
{includes capillary fringe) 7

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

Remarks:

Spahis\\ B oo s

_ US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: C‘J’O\CW H‘ﬂ%‘; City/County: P R Sampling Date: @H Ql“ /
Applicant‘Owner: %‘P State: C:‘NZ,. Sampling Poin: /'-,] 2‘]

Investigator(s): <. Cothingenn £ \A.)a Lﬂt—& Section, Township, Range: 5.6 ¢ p i

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): l/\\ S\m@&— Local relief g&oncave) convex, none): Slope (%}): ZD
Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Uit Name:  ndrecsloy - Hevaiston QGompley O -3/; -13 A NWI classification: _ Y ONg.

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year’? Yes _\L No__  (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? N 0  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _2(_ No__

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

naturally problematic? }Uo {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes \/ No Is the Sampled Area ‘ ><
- = 7 \ f

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No _ 3¢ within a Wetland? Yes No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remarks: A ran ’1 e ‘({%/ Al gg*pif;?;? o 5‘»\_)-57#7?2{?@;?
¢

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
TreeEStr:atym i (Us:a S‘:Eleln!tlﬁc names.} ' Y% Cc:ver Specigs? _Status Number of Dominant Species Q\
1. _fakii il Sohy <g: L OO ( F&g That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
" ©
2 Total Number of Dominant 9\
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
: 4 P t of Dominant Species
‘ ercent of Domi i
Total Cover: _(0 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 ey
SapilanShrub Stratum .
1. -——*—'—“ e Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 - B Total % Cover of: Multigly by:
3. OBLspecies ____  x1=
4. FACW species X2=
i 5 FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies ____  x4=
___________Herb Stratun \/ UPL specles x5=
. r“x 8 _ _—
‘[_ ]r" ri:}f'n \. ("7\ JK} 1{,\( } f? v ‘\Q PHAQ {'}2’:("} V:A'CLN) CO'Umn TOtaIS: (A) (B)
7 7 - -
2. frEiodie -1 ~§§ (e C\AR 1O FAC
e (0 i, K O M. COWA_ 1D cAC Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. JQ("’ T u’in’“”? £ J '€ AP{Q ]‘-v Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 _V Dominance Test is >50%
6. __ Prevalence Index is 3.0
7. __ Morphological Adaptations1 {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Total Cover: 40 - ydrophyt . 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. "Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum / O % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: I QI

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

Ic jist) %
~7 I E o

fy- V%

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {m Color {moist) % Tvoe' _Loc® Texture Remarks

\ . |
24 Sand loc e
¥ :

¥

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

*Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

___ Histosol (A1)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2)

___ Black Histic {A3)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__. Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C)

__ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR D)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral {S1)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, untess otherwise noted.)

___ Vemal Pools (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
__ 1cmMuck {A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B)

Reduced Vertic (F18}

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sandy Redox {S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

YIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wefland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: '
Depth (inches):

No >’<’

Hydric Soil Present? Yes .

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required}
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1}

___ High Water Table (AZ2)

___ Saturation (A3)

___ Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) {Nonrivering)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6}

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves {B9)

Salt Crust (B11)
Biotic Crust (B12)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

.. Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Presence of Reduced fron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8} __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9}
Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)}

___ FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
{includes capillary fringe}

Yes

Yes No E Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Yes No _ ¥  Depth (inches):

vl

Wettand Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

<CANSH HOLLOwW

Mo Hblf»l@iwhy\ lncheakovs,

US Armmy Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM -~ Arid West Region

City/County: Shevmaen Co,

Project/Site: (’TO l({,ﬂ,lf\ /7%//5
&P

State: 0_ﬁ

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): g @aﬂl&?ﬁf\ 2‘1-' S Wﬁ N(&af Section, Township, Range: - & ’.TO”U’. R\UE

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _{ f)ahi//m

Subregion {LRR):

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ 3~ MNo_

Local relief (concave, convex, noney Slope (%): (’2
% Lat: Long: Datum:
et 707, 16 NWI classification: Dvong,

{If no, explam in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes & No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

No>(

L4

Yes

Are Vegetation . Soil . or Hydrology significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrf)phyt.ic Vegetation Present? Yes No 5; Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland?
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remarks:

Atz ﬁQZmL

Loas locates!

-y (7/7 Ll dbn

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum  (Use sclentific names.) % Cover Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4

- Total Cover:
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1.
2,
3.
4.
5.

Total Cover:

Herb Stratum
1. _girneld ! AcRs. S '\/ FAC
2. l‘ "\ id e bl f‘ fox it O r“E SH’OA ! () ‘AC_M
3. il f,‘x,ﬂﬂ‘;{‘ Sl BR_\-Z - H > \/ N L
4 § SIAL FACU
5. APSP. .
6.
7.
8.

Woody Vine Stratum
1.

Total Cover: ﬁ 0

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

_l 0®»
2 @

50  am

Total Mumber of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species _— x1=
FACW species —— x2=

FAC species 5(} x3= 3(2
FACU species x4=

UPL species H ;2([3(?\%)« 5= QO—O

Column Totals: _—70) @ 290 @
4.

Prevalence Index =B/A =

2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__ Dominance Testis >50%
Prevalence Index is <3.0"

__ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydraphytic Vegetation' (Explain)

!Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ?0

Total Cover:

% Caover of Biotic Crust

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes

NOX

Remarks:

b’L-u{ \HLL WUt mm~. O K/J"lc:'c_.@r), \]gﬁ/gg cﬁw.&,

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL . ) | Sampling Point: 1z 4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist) % Color {moist} % Type' _ Loc Texture Remarks
e ot £, £ i i '

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol {A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___1cm Muck (A9} (LRR C)

___ Histic Epipedon {A2} __ Stripped Matrix {S6) . 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

. Black Histic {A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18}

___ Hydrogen Suliide {A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C)
1 om Muck (A9} (LRR D)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11)

Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral {S1) __ Vemal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type: _ foc \ooug

Depth (inches): CJ" ) Hydric Soil Present? Yes No /><‘
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Rivering)
__ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust{B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ Aquaticnvertebrates (B13) ___ Dbrainage Patterns {B10}
___ Water Marks (Bt) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Dift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7} ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No___ Depth(inches):

Water Table Present? Yes___ No___ Depth(inches):

Saturation Present? Yes_ No__ Depthinches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ 3
{includes capillary fringe) 7

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

Remarks: L
Q< .

Mo \r\u\c\fm\ DC‘\{S—P\ \ nci\ cent

s IV

Mud Holowy

US Ammy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region w‘eﬂcm’d.. -

Project/Site: Ga}c[w H'?//S City/County: _=5Ada e (e Sampling Date: QZ?Q\')OZ
)
Applicant/Owner; %P ‘State: Cf”f‘-m Sampling Point: I = |

Investigator(s): 53) qﬂ#w"%@ﬁ ’iﬁt C: i v:f/i; Section, Township, Range: : ILE - 3 [ 4 E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ({lfdw‘t QOM, bo‘{‘b il Local relief (concave, convex, none): _(es( WA Slope (%) ——

Subregion (LRR): % Lat: Long: - Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Euderek \ : ( e s _ A L NWI classification: Near 2 %m Ic
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site tyl'pical for"{his time of year? Yes L No__ (if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation__ -, Sail , or Hydralogy significantly disturbed? N O Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ; No_
Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? /Uo {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ )( No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ % No o %
within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes >( No
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute  Dominant Indicator: | Dominance Test worksheet:
N o . ;
Tree Stratum (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: g A)
2 Total Number of Dominant ?/
3. - Species Across All Strata: (B)
4
) Percent of Dominant Species
. Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: H D @
Saphing/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total 2% Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species x1=
4. FACW species X2=
5 FAC species X3=
Total Cover: ___ FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum ; -
¥ UPL species x5=___
PHAR —é—f‘i | th cw/ ColumnTotalss (A (8
GAR® 58  _ _ FAC
L S9N S EAcU Prevalence Index =B/A =
AN E > 5 TA | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

RO\ s 5 ' Dominance Test is >50%

. fl WSS, i@ ’k wh d'\f_\B[& _‘ / 5— v FACIA/ __ Prevalence index is 3.0°
; e ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

- Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Total Cover: [OD - ¢ Rycrophyd getation” (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum @ % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes /( No
Rermarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL Sampling Point: | E l

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

'Depth Matrix
(inches) Color (m0|st) %

O -10 JOYE

Redox Features
Color {moist) %

A e f o
oYY /g, 2w

Lk'”ﬁh el F

Type' _ Lo Texture Remarks

} hd
@C‘l{ﬁf:;u_f-. Mol

-

P

'"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ “Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®;

__ Histosol {A1)

__ Histic Epipedon (A2)

Biack Histic (A3}

X Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C}

__ 1 cmMuck (A9) (LRR D)
__ Depleted-Below Dark Surface (A11}
Thlck Dark Surface (A12)

‘*&z{“ Sandy Mucky Minerai (S1)

‘| __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)
___ Stripped Matrix (56}

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

. Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3)
___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface {(F7}

___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vernal Pools (F9)

__1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
Reduced Vertic (F18}

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other {(Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes
ra

Rernarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrolegy Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary Indicators {2 or more reguired)
_._ Water Marks {B1) (Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)
M’éaturatlon (A3)
_"__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
__ Sediment Deposits {(B2) (Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
__ lnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Salt Crust (B11)
___ Bioftic Crust (B12)
___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1}

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6)
____ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Drainage Pattems (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(C9)
Shallow Aquitard (D3}

FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

(includes capiltary fringe)

Field Observations: X@ e g et
Surface Water Present? Yes No_*%  Depth (mches)
\ 7
Water Table Present? Yes .« No Depth (inches): '__
Saturation Present? Yes X No Depth {inches): Sty e &

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks;

MWD Ho Howy

“ ,wj

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: - /—ro‘tc{ir\ _ Hw \\ < City/County: Sharmon (o Sampling Date: &) / 1?_/ &7
Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Paint: I -2

iy
Investigator(s): — -\?a’f%\v&'&»o N ES Wal ‘Lﬂ-ﬂ-/\l Section, Township, Range: L., T"O\ M RIGE and 2L . TO 20, RILE
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): W\\?:LO_?—*Q— Local relief (concave, convex, none); LONJ LA Slope {%): 35

Subregion (LRR): Lat; Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: 5 ndorslo 2N Hevoiston Combplex O-3/ / 12 A NWI classification: _igrn g

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes 2 No

{if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed? !\JO Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes >( No

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling poinf Iocationé, transects, important features, etc.

Rydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No \{/. Is the Sampled Area

. - 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No ) within 2 Wetland? Yes No/(
Wefland Hydrology Present? Yes No

.Remarks?lo+ Py ?)r /’V'aW " gj@yqf)of\ qu;‘ S?’o’ae_-} 'f(??.?m /WF: /
Egg&!( ;ma,rcjcymgﬁ Aoes nt 90 Pt s po S

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species .
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  _( L (A)
2 - Totat Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: z {B)
4 ; P ercent of Dominant Species

Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 5@ E (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum :
1. Prevailence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Muttiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5. FACspecies __ = x3=

Total Cover: __ - | FACUspecies = x4=
Herb Stratum ) _
1. 100 coPOre e &% PHAR & v FACW 22’;;T§§:,S (:f ®)
2 “Bromid s et gaan RRTE _ &L  /  NL '
3. rmnt (et vos% 7% v N Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. /’/DVKLG Lty I £ M L Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. : ) ___ Dominance Test is >50%
6. _cvedeel pihded ovm s § 5 N L | __ Prevatence Indexis <3.0°
7. / ..._ Morphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
8. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Total Cover: ‘“? o ‘ ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

Woody Vine Siratum

1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present,
Total Cover: cydropthytic
egetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum __/ o % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No \/
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers _ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006
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SOIL

Sampling Point: :E Q

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color{moist) . % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
O-12 (PR3 />  jo> = - — = | Joam

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2 pcation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Chann'el, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (35)

Histic Eptpedon (A2} ___ Stripped Matrix (56)

Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Suffide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2)
Stratified Layers (A5} (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 ¢cm Muck {A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} ___. Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface {A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (31) . Vemal Pools {F9}

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (34)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR C})

__ 2 cm Muck (A10}{LRR B)

__. Reduced Vertic (F18)

____ Red Parent Material (TF2}

... Other {(Explain in Remarks}

*|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present}):
Type:
Depth (inches}):

Hydric Soil Present?

NOX

Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {(any one indicator is_sufficient)

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table (A2)

___ Saturation {A3}

__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonrivering)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

_.. Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B8)

___ Salt Crust (B11)

Biofic Crust (B12)

___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3}
___ Presence of Reduced tron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
____ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine}

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2}

__ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Preseni?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes No l/_Depth (inches).
Yes No Depth (inches}):
Yes No Depth {inches):

Wetland Hydrclogy Present? Yes No__|

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

W\\M& Hoﬁ%;

Remarks: ”\)ﬂ_/3 \/LDLQ,, A)O V\Uém\oixu\ w\_é{\aco&‘c}f&

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



v . uF!Q‘f\A
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Reglon ‘

Project/Site: GO\&G.’X\ W \s City/County: herman Sampling Date:._6./1 22{ )7

Applicant/Owner; @P State: OR Sampling Point: H') -4

Investigator(sk ‘E,vlt?&’. S Section, Township, Range: 9\ Tl N R We

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): C\(‘dma ae -@ea—@uno- Local relief (m@none) Slope {%): 5
Subregion (LRR): J Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: ﬁg@_&h&&hﬁ@@&}t OH~31, /l 2 A NWI classification: __yy &t\g

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No (If no, explain in Remarks.) ’

Are Vegetation , Sail , of Hydrology significantly disturbed? N @  Are “Normnal Circumstances” present? Yes No___
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? Na (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Y
i i [
7 ;R
:ygrf)p;yt_llcPVeget?:mn Present? Yes No N Is the Sampled Area /
yeric SottFresents Yes No T within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ffy

Remarks: xeg. yvernonics bvelow

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Strgtum (Use smentlf ic names.) . % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1.t Cewne g N, Salix { That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O (A)
2 Totat Number of Dominant
3. Species Actoss All Strata; e (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species O
) TotalCover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sagllng.’Shrub Stratum
1. A ek Am Yo / N L Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. \ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. ) OBL species x1=
4. FACWspecies _ x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: 20 FACUspecies __~ x4=__
Herb Strafum . RRL: B / 3 UPL species x5=
1. _< ¢ L0 - ! Kiz - N Column Totals: (A) {B)
{ " SR i A e
3. Prevalence Index =B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. . Dominance Testis >50%
6. Prevalence Index is =3.0"
7. __ Morphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
) . Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Totat Cover: __ "4 - aic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1, 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
he present.
2.
Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic
. Vegetation \/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 3!2 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks !
- ,"\' & . - \.W E 5 . =
v ! A ’

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOl Sampling Point: __{— 6 - I

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inthes) Color {moist) % Color {moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  %Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
____Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (85} _ 1 cm Muck (A9} ({LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix {S6) ___ 2cm Muck {A10} (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) . Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ... Reduced Vertic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) ___ Red Parent Material {TF2)
___ Stratified Layers {(AS) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix {F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
1 em Muck {A9) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11} ... Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {$4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth {inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: N &R Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) e Salt Crust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine}
__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ' brift Deposits (B3) (Riverine})

___ Saturation (A3} Agquatic Invertebrates {B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine) . Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

__. Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) _ Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

__. Water-Stained Leaves (B9) . FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes_  No__ Depth(inches):

Water Table Present? Yes . No__ Depth (inches): \/
Saturation Present? Yes____ No__ _ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringg)

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West ~ Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region mg/—\- Q{\d-

Project/Site: GO[C(QJ’\ A E!’S : City/County: %V\Mmm’\ (o. Sampling Date: . frﬁ Lf ) ....?
Applicant/Owner: BP sate: _(E. Sampling Point; __.> "~ #¥v - M
Investigator(s): S abson £E. [Uﬂ”‘iw Section, Township, Range: IOJ.Tﬁ\S‘ RiIE -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, efc.): +ernaca ‘ Local relief @convex, none}): . Slope (%):5 .
Subregion {LRR); Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name L\gkﬁk\ﬂg“‘, (11 § %Sio % ngm / 6 © NWI classification: sz C
= :

Are climatic / hydrologlc condltmns on the site typlca[ for this time of year? Yes__" No (i no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation f ¥, Soll s, or Hydrology _; significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present?  Yes _ ¥ Na
it
Are Vegetation _4~5 Sml Ve or Hydrology

"\ .. naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrfnphyt_ic Vegeta;ion Present? :es ;ﬁ/ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? s - No within a Wetland? Yes ,f! No
Wefland Hydrology Present? Yes _\X No ‘ -~
Remarks:
VEGETATION
- Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: _
Tree Sfratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species ;
1. ' That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: . 3; A)
2. Total Number of Dominant LJ .
3. Species Acrass All Strata: : (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: /r
Sapling/Shrub Stratum . , i
1. _vdnee S rrrh v QO lUO I@ ’ \/ FP\'CU\ Prevalence Index worksheet: O’VL-
2. : Total % _Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species  _ch(D x1=_ 2O
4. FACW species __ 70D x2=_ 140
5. FAC species ) 0 x3= =20
 Total Cover: < ) . ’ FACU species ; x4 = Q\O
Hetb Stratym o UPL species 2 i xs=__ 10
S R . e . _;'
1 _Coaiuleiy o — Column Totals: /0 ,7 (A) QQO (B)
2 = ) i, ! 0y ‘ 2 O
3 - Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. 7Y ¢ __. Dominance Test is »50%
8. : L{ Prevalence Index is 3.0 _
‘1 7. 2 o __ Momphalogical Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet}
Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explai
Total Cover: __ 1.0 — Prob o Hydrophytic Vege (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
Lt e é[\l'.\d\'\qf\ [INAL 10 \/ (")RL 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation Y,
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum / O % Cover of Biofic Crust Present? Yes _ No
Remarks: o ) . o T
_.'f:.‘ L b - 5 “',. PR ‘_i \ !_‘ - e Ty i

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West —-Version 11-1-2006



SOIL . : - Sampling Point: 3—“’\:’

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth nieeded to document the indicator or confirm —thg_ absence of indicators.}

sy

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Co!or [molstl % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks

e, ) g -13 £y b SA L e ! .
e loVE srapeds S Lo el

"Type: C=Cancentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  “Location: PL=Pare Lmtng. RG=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydnc Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (35) . 1om Muck {(A9) {LRR C)

__ Histic Epipedon (A2} ___ Siripped Matrix {(S86) _ 2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) ﬁ;’Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) . ___ Reduced Veriic (F18}

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ ‘Stratified Layers {(A5) (LRR C} __ Depleted Matrix {F3)} - ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6}

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___. Thick Dark Surface (A12}) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools {F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: LQWK LRV Uf.,\ o
Depth (iﬂCheSY! EN Hydric Soil Present?  Yes _ s

Remarks: : g ; '

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: . Secopda Indicators {2 or more required
Prlmarv Indicators (any one jndicator is sufficient) _ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
‘X Surface Water (A‘I)‘e([\]gm(\;ﬁ ___ SaltCrust (B11) : ___ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Riverine)
_ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Dyift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
_>"Saturation (A3} ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
_' Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) _ 'Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1} ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ... Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (CS) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) . Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C8) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other {Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

___ Water-Stained Leaves {B9)
Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?” o _ /X E: Depth (Ib‘?es)

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth {inches):

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

FAC-Neufral Test (D5)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes R No

Remarks:

CRASS Vol
Y

US Armmy Corps of Engineers ' Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WE'-I'LAND. DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Arid West Region

Project/Site: @oldﬂ’\ H7l ,5 City/County: %N‘&’f\ Sampling Date: Q /14 /o7

Applicant/Owner: 1) P State: @‘{L Sampling Point: 3 '{z l '2_

Investigator(s): S 'q\)a Hongon £ 2 Wa Ul.m\ Section, Township, Range: _/ C)u. TGS, RA7E —
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _ RAVEAQL Local relief (@, convex, none); Slope (%) 20
Subregion (LRR): Lat: . Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: L ickakilbel e Tubr&hnta loaw. !lé D ' NWI dlassification: ___———

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typicall for this time of year? Yes ?@ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil . oF Hydrology significantly disturbed? Mo Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 7& No____
Are Vegetation . Soil . or Hydrology naturally problematic? NO {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)’

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? - Yes No ‘\; Is the Sampled Area
. ; "
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No R within a Wetland? Yes No >\/ _
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 1/
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species ]
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A}
2. Total Number of Dominant E }
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4
O Percent of Dominant Species
: Total Cover: __ L/ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
= Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet: Al AT
2. ] Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species Xx1=
4. FACWspecies __ x2=
5. FAC species — x3=
Total Cover: _L FACUspecies _ x4=
Herb Stratum . R \/ . UPLs : . -
—Lé— Ty pecies _ 200~ x5
1- ﬂr/f‘J (ﬂlasﬂr 1Ay GMS ﬂ PH /}R Li‘“.tl Fﬁcuj Column TOtalS (A) (B)
I B S A . :
3 A Apgeuran hﬁ#md@({ S : !—-—L‘Q / NL Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. o] Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ) ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Prevalence Index is <3.0'  f\|
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
) Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: [00 . - : veropy 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. 'Indicators of hydric soif and wetland hydrology must
2 be present.
Total Cover: O Hydrophytic
O O Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

Cille e Yoeta T arter  Trails [ m?q U

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL L Sampling Point: 3' m-;l

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {moist} % Color (moist} . %  _Type' _Lloc® Texture Remarks
0-1¥  _loyrR3/3 T YN

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™
__ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) 1 cm Muck (A8) (LRR C)

Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6} __ 2cm Muck (A‘IO)' {LRR B)

Black Histic (A3} Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Woater Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine)
... Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B8)

Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor {(C1}
Oxidized Rhizospheres atong Living Roots (C3}) Thin Muck Surface (C7}

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4} ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C&) ___ Saturation Visibie on Aerial Imagery {C9)
Cther (Explain in Rémarks) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) __ Red Parent Material {TF2}
___ Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) : ___ Cther (Explain in Remarks) .
_ fcm Muck (AS) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) o
.. Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} ___ Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface {A12) . Redox Depressions (F8}
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (1) ___ Vemal Pools (Fg8) ¥ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
. Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer ?if present): '
Type: ! lf-. - —— |
Depth (inches): )L/ Hydric Soil Present?  Yes No
Remarks:
T Rk Stoul repsl@ 19"
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine}
___ Surface Water (A1} ___ Salt Crust {B11) . Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ' __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Rivering)
___ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates {B13) ___ Drainage Pattemns (B10)

Field Observations: i

Surface Water Present? Yes__ No ﬁepth (inches): > 1H d

Water Table. Present? Yes__ No__ & Depth{inches): ; lt'l“ -
Saturation Present? Yes__ No__{~ Depth (ihches): 7 l Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No el
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

Sod st~ 1t salaslef T 14"

GRESS Valle,
g

US Amny Corps of Engineers : Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region wetlan

)i o7
Project/Site: JA‘T‘O !Céﬂﬂ /7%//3 City/County: Shammm (0 Sampling Date: Cﬂ f

Applican/Owner: > P State: O Sampling Point. _=% "ZQ‘“ /
Investigator(s). - lr%(a“ff@ﬁﬂ £ 8 We lk‘?‘ﬂ’ Section, Township, Range: _ 30 amd 2 Ii TOMJJ. RA\RE "~

t

Landform (hilislope, tetrace, etc.): drainiaa 50% ] Local relief , convex, none); Slope (%) __ D

- [i]
Subregion (LRR): B Lat Long: Datum:
Seil Map Unit Name: ' ) ; NWI classification: ?Z’:m IC—_«
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No {If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology significantty disturbed? NO Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes |/ No
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? NU {If needed, explain any answers In Remarks.)’

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

Hydrf:pgyFicPVegeta;jon Present? . Yes t/ No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soll Present? ves No within 2 Wetland? Yes \\/ No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes '!,/ No 7

Remarks:

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum  ({Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Specles 9\
RN Mo That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ' (A)
J 2 Total Number of Dominant 3

3. Species Across All Strata: . (B)

4
y Percent of Dominant Species 6
: Total Cover: . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: é,- (AB)
. Sapling/Shrub Stratum

1. ]‘\ l T Prevalence Index worksheet:

2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

3. OBLspecies __ _  x1=

4. FACWspecies _~ x2= 7

5. FACspecies _ 7 ~ x3= -

' Total Cover: ' .| FACU species x4= .

Herb Stratum ’ RPN \/ F b\) UPL species x5 =

M  PRAR L fre Column Totals: __: @A -t @

2 Bappeutm (wlidhmd. A 1

3. /{1 “ﬁ ”—0\ _ mediea s N { Prevalence index =B/A= _ ~ -

4. o ' n-"[_,.\ A ‘“K g C\ [\{L ' AR I;Iyzlrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

5. Lt el 2.0 6 A00K fﬁ:, [ V_ Dominance Testis >50%

6. NUOC S o Y Mo YT ke o5 ( F&CA __ Prevalence Index is 3.0

7. \Ca#a,k U A =20 Vo /. | Momphalogical Adaptations® (Provide supporting

8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

' Total Cover: ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' {Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum 7
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wefland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: _ Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers _ . Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: 22 M ‘

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

i

SOE bﬁﬂ/\g/z .

Depth Redox Features
jinshesl - % Color {moist) - % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
F el iR TEaTy, : ) AA j
Santallcy AL 10 G M e
= / OL’//Z 2. ,"’/ { ? % ' C_r fﬁ‘ Y- Tid

1
aTed

"Type:; C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.| _“Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Histosol (A1)

__ Histic Epipedon {A2)

___ Black Histic (A3) '

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers {(A5) (LRR C}

_ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ SBandy Mucky Mineral {(S$1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.}

_._ Sandy Redox (85)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6}

___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___Aoamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_[I;)ep!eted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vernal Pools {FS)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™
__ fcemMuck (A9)(LRRC) ~

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Reduced Vertic {F18)

Red Parent Material {TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks) .

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer {if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

No

Remarks:

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X

Fi

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient)

econdary Indicators (2 or more re: uired
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine}

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table {A2)

___ Saturation {(A3)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soll Cracks (B6)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biofic Crust (B12)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Hydregen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Presence of Reduced Iron {C4)

Other {Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6}

%ediment Deposits (B2} {Riverine)
#Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

____ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8) ~

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C8)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)

'FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes . No
Saturation Preseni? Yes\,“""w

{includes capillary fringe)

No

Depth {inches):
Depth {inches): :
Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

ERracs Uatlw Conn o
(W] (W]

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

City/County: ‘-Shﬂ//mfﬂﬂ é;),

Go[c{em Ml

Project/Site: -

ApplicanyOwner: E) ?

State: @}a.._ Sampling Point: 2

Investigator(s):S;-Pa%\ﬂ&ﬁf\ &2 &)ai!ée.w:f
wlicipe

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.}:
Subregion {(LRR):

Section, Township, Range: Bamd ) lJTO‘U} R Qe
Local relief (concave convex@

—_—

Long: Datum:

Slope (%): AQ

Soil Map Unit Name: _&A&m_ha_\i@m_sﬁ& (‘m«m!% / 12 A

NWI classifi cation:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year‘? Yes X No

Are Vegetation . Solf , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point Iocafioné, transects, important features, etc.

significantly disturbed? NO Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes g No

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

(If no, explain in Remarks )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No__X Is the Sampled Area
. . ”
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No Y within a Wetland? Yes No ){
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No r>{ 7
Remaris: i
VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status

1. P e

2.
3.
4

- : Total Cover: { 2
Sapling/Shrub_Stratum ’

I Sage AR Z/  mL

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species O
That Are OBL., FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

_Z @
Y A S V.Y: )

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

oA wn

Total Cover: 5“
Herb Stratum :

LGP\AHW\ \JG?MQ(M
%ﬂ‘o (‘auulm A Vie™

(\L(f (J—-!JL . '
Maraigave

OBL species x1=
FACW species X2=
FAC species x3=
FACU species __ x4=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N RN

Total Cover: _ EQZ

Woody Vine Sfratum
1.

2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
___ Dominance Test is >50%
Prevalence Index is 3.0

—_ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

_. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
. zo Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No

Rema.rks:

US Ammy Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006

YA



SOIL : o Sampling Point,_ 2 N Q\

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Feafures -
(inches) Color (motst) % Color (mmst) LA Tvpe' - _Loc” Texture Remarks

LOChme~

20 C SN ’ iz tes
¢ "f 4 l{\ﬂ*?'”ﬁm(«f/*‘\ﬂ\/(«f\! g

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Redox (S5} __1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
Histic Epipedon {A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
Black Histic (A3} Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18}
Hydrogen Sulfide {(A4) Loamy Gleyed Mafrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
Stratified Layers {AS) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3) Other {Explain in Remarks)
1 em Muck (A9) (LRR D} Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Thick Dark Surface {A12) Redox Depressions (F8}

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools {F9) : 3lnd_icators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

Depth (inches): ' Hydric Soil Present?  Yes No ¢~

Remarks: C}’I@VCO/ POSSFb " ch\[ I’OQCIS?CC@ »}i;/‘e Dazla ,D(o"f' Fo feean
RAHE h) 'waa('z, Co

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: _ Secondary Indicators (2 or more required
Primary Indicators (any cne indicaior is_ sufficient) . Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
. High Water Table (A2} ____ Biotic Crust (B12} ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)
. Water Marks (B1} (Nonriverine) ___‘Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor (C1) ... Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
__ Sediment Deposits {B2) {(Nonriverine) ___Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3} ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4} ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) . Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} __ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aquitard (D3}
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations: '
Surface Water Present? Yes__ WMo >\\</ Depth (inches):
| water Table Present? Yes_ No i\ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_____ No B’ i Depth'(inches): Weiland Hydrology Present? Yes
(includes capillary fringe) -

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

Remarks:

Crass Valleo Canuma
) 5,

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



1

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — And West Reglon m?\&‘ﬂf&a

Project/Site: ®u’\ H‘\ City/County: ?‘* h@"ﬁfﬁ@f‘ (‘EU f“m Sampling Date: G) ﬂ; /‘ﬁ ¥
Applicant/Qwner; i w‘ A H‘ef no&hw@ j; Ner J«. %) State: U[Q—J Sampling Point: a p \a/"JG
Investigator{s): (;) Q}"N‘ﬁ f! K $mﬁﬁ?}@f\ Sectton Townshlp, Range: ! 2 l D ! M \Q l b L)

Landform {hillsfope, terrace, etc.): S)r DN, \f\) & Local relief {concave, convex, nonej: m\\\\f\c\ h\ ﬂS Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): ', Lat: , Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: G Vo =it pa . /3 NWI dlassification: -

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes __ L~ No______ {Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?Y1la  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _\L No__-
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? I\ (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No / Is the Sampled Area /
Hydric Sail Present? Yes No v within a Wetland?  Yes No
“Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No . : _
Remarks: ] - £ T i et Tk LR _
@(6\ H’\Cifj(‘? O()A’\ an\ N L v W%"@O{é—_ ‘FlE(de - E-!LF’E;;N}'&, R%“ gzj _g@c‘o‘)o}f! a/
A 6
VEGETATION _
i Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species :
1 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O ®
2 Total Number of Dominant d, D )
3. Species Across All Strata: ) B)
4
‘ Percent of Dominant Species -

) Total Cover: ___ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: { ) B
Sapling/Shrub Stratum = .
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:

2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

3. OBL species x1=

4. FACW species X2=

5. FAC species S x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies . x4=_

Herh Stratym : ; -

: — - ) 3 UPL species x5=

1._AY ‘\g& (YO LA @(?5’\!' Jyum  TEAE qgé v VL Column Totals: (VIS B

2.

3. Prevalence Index = B/A =

4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

5. .. Dominance Test.is »50%

6. Prevalence Index is <3.0'

7. _. Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting

8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

) Problemalic Hydrophylic Vegetation' (Explain)

Total Cover:

Woody Vine Stratum )

1. : "indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present.

2.

Total Cover: Hydrophytic
5 & Vegefation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks: i ;}\ R /
Ctraded phed Golff
~

US Army Corps of Engineers _ Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



\

_SOlL - e T ; S Sampling Point: | )E | 1'3_3{

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

Depth Matrix . Redox Features ’
{inches) Color {maist) % Color (moist) % Type' _Lod? Texture Remarks

D-llp " 1098 3 | | <i [Flogen

1-"I"ype:' C=Concentration, D=Depietion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ ’Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:

__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Redox (S5) 1 ém Muck (A9) (LRR G) ‘

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ____ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

__. Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18) .

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ... Red Parent Material (T F2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) " Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Expilain in Remarks)

_ 1 om Muck {A9) {LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} _._ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8} EE

__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ' ___ Vemal Pools {F9) _ *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {(S4) ' ’ ’ wetiand hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present): - '

Type: : i
Depth (inches): - ] 1 Hydric Soil Present?  Yes " No ="

Remarks: '
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: . Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
1 Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient} : ___. Water Marks {(B1) (Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11) —__ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)

__ High Water Table {A2) __... Biotic Crust (B12) : ' __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

__ Saturation {(A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ;’,._»’Dr?linage Pattems (B10)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonrivering) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (c2)y

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced fron (C4) .. Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Surface Soil Cracks (B&) * ___ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Sails (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)

___ inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aquitard (D3}

__ Woater-Stained Leaves (B9) : __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes ____ No_ L~ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes ____ No__ ™ Depth (inches): ' /

Saturation Present? Yes__ No_" Depth(inches}): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe} ) .

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

Remarks:

S, HOU\J C(“(C [4\0\5@ A

'ZGCm‘ST G REM

US Army Corps of Engineers ' ' " Asid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM —

ér)l({ en Q? ”-5

City/County: Slf\e( mn (0.

u?la.m’\- -
Sampling Date: 41/2{09

Arid West Region

" Project/Site:
Applicant’Owner: ; P State: CD(@ Sampling Point: Qé a &
Investigator@s): (LR 'TPSH’ Section, Township, Range: 2 4, 70\ N N RlbE

pﬂ'ﬁu’w’\q 0 €

I

Landform {hillslope, terrace, efc.y:
Subregion (LRR):

Lat:

Local relieff{concave,/convex, none):

Long: Datum:

71 /iR

Soil Map Unit Name: /‘\' \

————

NW1 classification:

Are dlimatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes /No

. Soil
. Sail

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Slope (%) _"w I

{ifno, explain in Remarks.)

/

Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes _ |/ No e

{(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Cl)m('ra PM% \aca{tcd N Surw(ﬁﬁ\mﬂ 4,
el %\\IQ et Freld.

- blue fiae

Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? Yes No 6 Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soit Present? Yes No o I
. — within a Wetland? * Yes No .

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No -

Remarks:

dezingg € wi dhin

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

T
4 ®

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of; Mulfiply bv:-
OBL species x1=
FACW species X2=
FAC spécies x3=
FACU species x4 =
UPLspecies _ == x5=
" Column Totals: Ay - (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

VEGETATION
. _ ~Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status
1, '

2.

3.

4

Total Cover:

Sapling/Shrub Sfratum

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

Herb Strat Totat Cover:

erb Stratum’

1.___ N %‘ QP,CQ( O/JMB a5, AL
2.

3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

Total Cover: 5%:

Wocdy Vine Siratum
1.

2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__ Dominance Test is >50%
Prevalence Index is 3.0'

___ Morphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate shget)

__ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetatico-n1 {Explain}

'indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Total Cover:

9% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum z Zb ~ % Cover of Bictic Crust

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

be present.
w i

Yes

Remarks:

Poliatael whed Hald.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

Sampling Point: DP gL B

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

{inches) Color (moist’ Color (moist} % Type' Log? Texture Remarks
o ] 4

10" JDYRZ/A Sild-loam

'"Type: C=Concentration, B=Depletion, RM=Reduced Malrix.

2| ocation: Pt=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
__ Histosal (A1) ___ Sandy Redox {S5)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Stripped Matrix {S6)
__. Black Histic {A3) __. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1}
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

. Depleted Matrix {F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F5)
... Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vemal Pools (F9)'

___ Strafified Layers (A5) {LRR C)

_ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11)
__. Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)

Indlcators for Problematic Hydrlc Soils™:

_1cm Muck {A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B}
Reduced Vertic (F18) .
Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

*indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: '
Depth {inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

'NOL/—.

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is suffj cuent)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required}
___ Water Marks (B1) {Riverine)

___ Surface Water {A1) ___ SaitCrust (B11)
___ High Water Table (A2) _.... Biotic Crust (B12)
__ Saturation (A3} __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

_ Water Marks (B1) {Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B8)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

__ Water-Stained Leaves {B9)

Presence of Reduced Iron {C4)

. Other {Explain in Remnarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)

_.... Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6}

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
. Dyift Deposits {(B3) (Riverine)
rainage Pattems (B10)
. Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___. Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aguitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No / Depth {inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No - -.Depth {inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No Depth {inches):

(includes capillary fringe)

v

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

| ) } { 4
- . ' v g IKA ’f"/m-" ¢
Remarks ;aum\ﬁ_ ;\F A X V\ . C\f‘\@(/ 0, ddims,

Locust Grove

US Ammy Corps of Engineers

Arid West - Version 1 1-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: @%ef\ Qﬂﬂg . Cltinounty gherm@ﬂ {{)? Sam[;!ing Date: / ﬁ / {j‘?
Applicant/Owner: K() ; . State: ﬁ(’,{m Sampllng Point; (g 22~2" C

. e —
investigator(s): 6 @rméa ’_'i 51’1&\/!/10(\ Section, Township, Range: "’% rf) ﬁj {2} Q’& )
Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): ﬁ? R Tals E\Q _ Local relief (concave, convex, none}): f::“f.o@)h Slope (%) /—
Subregion (LRR): /; Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _ W\Ya Yl mgﬂ a s td IQQ wn (~7%, / NE_ NWI classification: __ —
Are climatic / hydro[og[c conditions on the site typical for this time of year'? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ﬁ 0 Are “Nommal Circumstances” present? Yes | I/No
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? f\n (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetatlon Present" Yes No_ -7 '
| . . / Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? ' Yes No within a Wetland? " Yes
Wetland Hydrofogy Present'? ) :
Remarks: ;* { . E )
J/J;(m() O{Q g[m ( (mﬁw@@ colpng (f‘ﬁ“%‘ ‘W c’ﬁ,} DN EEn
SO0 cwwg 5. JR cod dle, M o dhe yater sm, oo 3y Foacs 5"" Vg Wﬂf-'
Vi G \(f{or Road
VEGETATION
o Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: .
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.): % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species : : @ _
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: {A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant a
3. , | Species Across All Strata: B
4 ' -
Percent of Dominant Species ?/ :
) Total Cover: ___ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O D (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum ]
1. Prevalence Index worksheet: _
2. Total % Cover of; Muitiply by:"
3, OBL spedies x1=
4, FACW species ' x2=
5. 7 FAC species ] x3=
. ) TotalCover: FACUspecies _  x4= .
Herb Stratum . ‘ : >
e I ) Y \ UPL species x5 ="y N
o Cisns . aldi 467, £ . | @
- = : Column Totals: (A} . (B,
2 hoeSdo Rernois Fary «
5.~ Pon s indBin inder predia R Prevalence ndex =B/A= ||
4. / B Guc 37 inG0(, N-L. [ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. _... Dominance Testis >50%
6. ~ . ___ Prevalence Index is 3.0 7
7. tﬁ‘w\r{\(j\(\ _Q\ ()\A\nguﬁ(/ _. Momphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
- data in Remarks or on a separate sheet}
=R Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: 2 N ~{ .__ Problematic Hydropl y_’uc egetation’ (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum -
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
I be present
2.
: Total Cover Hydrophytic
“5; Vegetation (/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ?\,i & 1y % Cover of Bigtic Crust Present? Yes No &~
Remarks: 3o
En()\f\,@«’v\ e aé (it Lin

US Amy Comps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



solL

Sampling Point: { 2 Eg! )

Depth Matrix

Profite Description: (Rescribe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Redox Feafures

Color (moist)

% Type'  Log?

Texture Remarks

%c tles(; x lColorj %f? 'ti

e

‘Type: C=Conceniration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Roait Charninel, M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, uniess otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Problematlc' Hydnc Sonls

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon {A2)

Black Histic {A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad)

Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C}

1 em Muck (A9) (LRR D)

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

Sandy Mucky Mineral (51)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)
—_ Stripped Matrix {S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2)

.. Depleted Matrix (F3})

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

__Vemal Pools (F9)

__1om Muck {(AD) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10} {LRR B)
Reduced Vertic (F18) .
___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wettand hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth {inches):

- Hydric Soif Present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary indicators {2 or more required)
____ Water Marks (B1} (Riverine)}

___ Surface Water {A1)

__ High Water Table {A2)

___ Saturafion (A3) '

__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonrivering)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonrivering)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ SaltCrust (B11)

... Biofic Crust (B12)

__ Agquatic Invertebrates (B13)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine)
;?Depos‘lts (B3) (Riverine}
£&~"Drainage Pattems {B10)

. Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent tron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6)
___ Other {Explain in Remarks)

.. Crayfish Burrows (C8}
___ Saturation visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)
—__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Saturation Present? Yes _ No
{includes capillary fringe} :

Yes No /(’ Depth {inches): .

Water Table Present? Yes No _Blepth {inches):
D

epth {inches):

No L”/

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Describe Recorded Data (slream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus inspections), if available:

Remarks:

O{B o@h%me( &\\

Locust Grove

//W\,/@ &

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Reglon

69'(‘{{% %l

Project/Site:

e

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: < h"@f Wi L.G .

P\O«J\é
Samplmg Date: &/fa }09

6. Rord

Investigator(s):

o V.
2. Shannen

Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.):

Deasroas.

Subregion (LRR):

Lat:

Section, ToWnship, Range:

Local refief (concave, convex, none):

State: O@ Sampllng Pomt \D @ & ”&D
G, Tow, RQI%E
Balliny Slope (%): 575

Long: Datlm:

Soil Map Unit Name:

Walla Walle, <ii+ Lozm TR

NWI| classification:

Are cfimatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes

No

Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes

(If no, éxplain in Remarks.)

e

L}

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

e

No"/'

* Yes

Are Vegetation , Soil » or Hydrology significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation , Sail . or Hydrology _ naturally problematic?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showmg sampling point [ocatlons, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetatlon F'resent’? . _Yes No / Is the Sampi ad Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No /"’:,; e
: 7 within a Wetland?
- Wetland Hydrofogy Present’? Yes No

Remarks:

dod in
GL&CL\ f«mc“

N diad wq%p below SQO
¢ sotvey GreG, f"t"& K""’({agmﬁ LeC

03,

g/k? fm@,g,w@ ;::d—;f dmr’cfﬁ, ’“94‘\({ |
} -

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

fortl

Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4
Total Cover:
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
Herb St . ) Total Cover:
erb Stra um
TS - @,54 . 20t %
2. ?’%‘ur;}wsw\ <o {au ) A FA -
3. {Smcs O% Eum m 5‘%) '
4.
5.
6.
T.
8.
Total Cover:
Woody Vine Stratum
1.
2.
Total Cover:

% Cover of Biotic Crust

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

5

®)

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Total Number of Dominant . ' .
Species Across All Strata: (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL., FACW, or FAC:

O e
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multipiy by:'r

OBL species x1=
FACW species xX2=
. FAC species x3=
FACU species . x4=
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) .- {B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Dominance Test is >50%
___ Prevalence Index is <3.0°

___ Morphological Adaptations’ {Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

__ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrol'(-)gy must
be present.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? .

vo L7

Yes

Remarks:

g&ﬂ\%‘: o G& 60%%\«5{"{"& a{ fg(rt{n’S@ \'{w{g"é iC"flf‘;‘fQ:

L't {\Q‘%}g\u

()@(EGC{’ &

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SolL

.. Sampling Point: DPQ\X )

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

Depth Maitrix Redox Features o

{inches) Color {moist) % Colgr {(moist} % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
T : - ; _

2-b L@%@ﬁdgm ﬂi%ﬁhwﬂ

'Type: G=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2| ocation: PL=Pare Lining, RC=Root Chaninel, M=Matrix.

____ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2}

__. Btack Histic (A3)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide {Ad}

___ Stratified Layers {(A5) (LRR C)

_ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR D)

___ Depleted Betow Dark Surface (A11}
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Soil indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
__ Sandy Redox (S5}

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

__ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix {F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vernal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
__ 16mMuck (A9) (LRRC)

__ 2 i Muck (A10) (LRR B)

. Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2}

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

YIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

wetland hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present):/
Type: '

Depth (inches}):

Hydric Soil Present?

" No (/

Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: .
Primary Irdicators {any one indicator is sufficient)

__ Surface Water (A1)}

__ High Water Table (A2)

—_. Saturation {A3}

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine}
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine}

__ Surface Soil Cracks (BG}

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Salt Crust (B11)

___ Biofic Crust (B12)

__ Aquatic Invertebrates {B13)

__ Hydrogen Suifide Odor (C1)

___ Oxdidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)
__ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6)
Other (Explain in Remarks}

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

__ Water Marks (B1) {Riverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Riverine)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
rainage Patterns (B10}

___ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Satuyration Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)

___ Shallew Aquitard (D3)

___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
{includes capillary fringe)

Yes

Yes

Yes No - Depth (inches): __
No =~ _ Depth (inches):
No " Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

No /

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

Remarks:

E {]U\E«{" e c’E

¢ i 3
chiua v atn
N

Lecask Geque

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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_ WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region
_ Iy
Project/Site: 60\6% By %’}s‘ %i( City/County: % VIR { [ "“5- o Sampllng Date: @ / 2 ‘Ib()
Applicant/Owner; ﬂp State: m@ Sampling Point: @ Q c% 5

investigator(s): {T:,'Qnefn‘%. » T Clseniminmy Section, Township, Range: & { T OIAL 407y

Landform {hillslope, terrace, etc.): Do a® Local relief (concave, convex, none) !{}2@‘“ yﬁ*"ﬁf"&ﬁ{‘ Slope (%) je:‘; .}’)
S.ubregion (LRR): ?,-.:, _Lat: Long: . Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _{A )z l\a Un [lo =i [+ lcmm 1-15 !, /3 i ('\ _ NWI classification: -

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ L& "No____ (Ifno, explainin Remarks.) \‘g_

Are Vegetation , Soil ', or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Uﬂ Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes ___\_/_ No-
Are Vegetation , Soil . . or Hydrology naturally problematic? M 3 (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

:ygrlopgy‘:cPVegetffon Present? :es :o e Is the Sampled Area (/
ydnic softFresen ) ' es © /.,f ’ within a Wetland'? " Yes No :
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
ks
remerte Co c’swfz@’%f?i W ol 6 lang nordh < Mf e oF ) Bacel da. oy
§ i
m"u.( Q‘? V/aa "‘\63 /f@( (-2\\,4 o, W -humﬁu:g ‘@@‘f - j -
VEGETATION
. . Absolute  Dominant indicator | Deminance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.). % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species : .
1. . . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 552 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant . i .
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4 s i
Percent of Dominant Species - o
i Total Cover: That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: (AE)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum -
1. ) Prevalence Index worksheet: 7
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBLspecies _ x1i=
4. FACW species x2=
L . FAC species x3=
. Total Cover: __ FACUspecies __ = x4=
Herb Stratum UPL speci 5=
5 — ) . _ pecies _  x5=__
i .ﬁe&—l, / CAC 80 /{\‘ ML Cotmn Totals: A (B)
2.
3. Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ___ Dominance Testis >50%
6. Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7 __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ Tofal Cover: ___ Probtematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. : ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydroiogy must
be present.
2.
TotatCover: ___ Hydrophytic
o, Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Sfratum DO 9% Cover of Biotic Crust Present? - Yes No |/
Remarks:

Coltriaded i,»\nﬁc‘q ﬂfb

US Amy Corps of Engineers N Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

_ Sampling Point: Op &Q

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features o

(inches) _ Coler (moist) % Color {moist) % Type' _ Loc® Texture Remarks
H o s o fe ' . H

O-de” Nz Sld-fgin

*Type: C=Coricentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

?ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

___ Histosot (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2}

__. Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sufiide (A4}

___ Stfratified Layers (A5) {LRR C)

—— 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface {A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) '

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.}
___ ‘Sandy Redox {55)
___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Minerat (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

... Depleted Dark Surface (FT}I

Redox Depressions (F8}

. Vernal Pools (F9)

lndmators for Problematic Hy&rlc Sons
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

__ 2 cmMuck (A10) (LRR B)

__ Rediced Vertic (F18) .
__. Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Exptain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: '
Depth (inches):

- Hydric Soil Present?

A"

Yes * No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is such:ent)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more requiredy
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table {A2)

___ Saturation (A3)

___Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine)

. Sediment Deposits (B2) {(Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Salt Crust (B11}

Biotic Crust (B12)

__ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Presence of Reduced iron (C4)}
Recent iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)

___ Other {Explain in Remarks)

__ Sediment Deposits {B2} (Riverine}
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
Ainage Patterns (B10}

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3) |
___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Tab_le Present?

Saturation Present?
{includes capiliary fringe)

Yes
Yes

No -~ Depth {inches):

No
Noo”

Depth {inches}:
Depth (inches}):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

No

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

Remarks:

?( A

agR

i 8&5\)€¥r

[ e !
Orpien e

us Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: /)lé{e»(\ . Cltleounty Sl"\ﬁ’ﬂ'\ﬁl\ CD . Sampling Date: [9 // Lf/ O
Applicant/Owner: &?P : State: OQ Sampling Point:
Investigator{s): éfw Y .Q'Wﬂm Section, ToWnship, Range: Df‘{ 5 T0 TIV_; ﬁ?b g
Landform (hillstope, termace, etc.): @%W] éi,fsp Local relief (concave, convex, none): 'ﬁﬂkq Wi Slope (%):__C%
Subregion (LRR): fr<-’ ' Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: U.\mua h‘ig\\u su\Hwesn 7-157, / 2l NWI dlassification:
Are climatic / hydrologic condltlons on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes 55/ No {1 no, explain in Remarks.) o
Are Vegetation E‘} Soit _yy~ , or Hydrology % significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes .-~ No /
Are Vegetation , Soil _nix , or Hydrology E%Q} nataraity problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FlNDINGS Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hyd"Ophyﬂ‘:’F,V‘:'.geta,:1 o Prese-,-nt? Yes - No / Is the Sampled Area | /
Hydric Soi Present ‘ Yes No within a Wetland? * Yes No
_{ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Rermarks:
Db (§1 domogS WNR@&{ K@Qﬂoé R ‘f‘b‘yﬂf’mm o
e sx \hn 6&(0(@( Road. Ve elalion et \\mﬁﬁ\ hudrolo L
%{@‘\,. \\?“fg'\"" ba b 8 tﬁ b Li ]QUJm .‘
VEGETATION _
L . Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Statts . | number of Dominant Species . / .
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: L. A)
2 - Total Number of Dominant [/ .
3. . : Species Across All Strata: 7 {B)
4 .o g
Percent of Dominant Species o . .
_ Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: &5 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum Vs .
1. E Bes  anl. - go / F'@C Prevalence Index worksheet: _
2. ) Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species _ x1=
4, | FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
) ) Total Cover: FACUspecies _ x4 =
Herb Stratum . _o.
- . UPL species xX59=
1.4 9%\3 ' i Cl, el & : L Column, Totals:
2._ oy £ d‘(mk Chm*aim* 1O J {l_/ L- o §§ 35 %
3. Feehsral ] g c\\ (o Bxiai @") e Nl nce de =B/A=
4. @\0\ N\@eé ST\ Q!‘E“ﬁn! \x E\E!{“ ’;?f) =R Hydrophytlc Vegetatlon Indicators:
5. AW e A%, . ... Dominance Test is >50%
6. Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7. .. Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' Problemalic Hydrophytic Vegetation® {Explain
Totat Cover: (EZC) - Problematic Hydrophytic Veg (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum 3 . '
1. : : 'Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic
LE - Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum b % Cover of Bictic Crust Present? . Yes No
Remarks: ﬁ e:t“a.b /
@Q C{ DL L O W&\ 6@7: el ft‘é‘tx f‘)Jf-:\ WW@H"
Crahéx\&tmi. &J\ k(r\ mczﬁf \fmjﬂa@r\a ‘&1 4 Qi Gl éi’ ‘_\u.:f:i up;,ﬂ?ﬁ;im..- !
~ Oande dusdyg B@(ﬁ ‘0 Y mo@m Rose_conded gaide e
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SOIL N i R AT . R Samp!mgPomt

B

Profile Description: (Descrlbe to the depth needed to document the |nd|cator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth ‘Matrix . Redox Features

{inches) Color {mois % Calor {moist} % 'I;\.rpe1 Loc? Texture Remarks N
Delo @?72_39\ Sl -s
=W, 10 PR3] i _ C@- (#Zﬁm’\

"Type: G=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _“Lacation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Chaniel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indlcators for Problematic Hydrlc Soils™
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) 1 ¢m Muck (A9) (LRR c)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ) ___ Stripped Matrix (56) __ 2 cm Muck (A10) {LRR B}
__. Black Histic (A3) . Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic {F18) . .
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} Zgamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material {TF2)
__ Stralified Layers (A5) {LRR C) __. Depleted Matrix (F3) __. Other {(Explain in Remarks)
1. ¢cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ____ Redox Dark Surface (F6}
___ Deptleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ... Depleted Dark Surface {(F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions {(F8) -
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ' ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ¥)ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) ' o wetland hydrology must be present, -
Restrictive Layer (if present): o

Type: )

Depth (inches): Co - Hydric Soit Present? Yes /No
Remarks: ’ :

&\\\ Cf\f.ﬂ\ ‘Q’@jﬁ‘(\ ({Jﬁ\(‘;?‘?ﬁ%
—

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufﬁment) : . Water Marks (B1} (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) © ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) .. Biotic Crust (B12) : ‘ ___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation {A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10}
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nenriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ' ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nenriverine} ___ Oxidized Rhizosphéres along Living Roots {C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Drrift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) | __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) - ©___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6) : '___ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9}
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {87) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aguitard {D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) : . FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No _4 Depth {inches): :
Water Table Present? Yes_____ No § Depth (inches): _ ' /
Saturation Present? Yes_ No_.~ __ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

, S S §
Remarks: g&)(’&\(\ ™ g ,«q(\t\u [ /Z:p «L‘”\;“ i | ﬁ&‘j{\\*‘“&“ v, HMG ra]&m fj@!w
prvdhecl by togdlec ¢ gl & adgac enl i,
Locusx  Grow Hodroay =tp es & byt daam«:he@m

: ‘Jafs*: cha et
us Army Corps of Engineers ' ’ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

. J,i“\‘. : o N ' :
Project/Site: G)ﬁ Lo W | Citleo_Unty: Shnermon lo. sampling Date: _l2/12/80
Applicant/Owner: @P B  State: DQ Sarhpling Point: j} e "a‘"F
Investigator(s): {;\ . i.”‘; 43 M§ £ ':TS., glhmwhbn Section, ToWnship. Range: { ) T{) M {2» l gg | /
Eandform (hilislope, temace, etc.): g ) Local relief (concave, convex, none): __ @_{:’Am Siope (%): (k 21
Subregion {(LRR): f ; Lat : tong: - Datum: _

Soit Map Unit Name: L { _ 1 | NW!I classification: _ -

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions.bn the site typical for this time of year? Yes __ v~ No __ " (Ifno, explain in Remarks.) _

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes '/No;_
Are Vegetation , Sail . orHydrology __ naturally problematic? {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophyf:cPVegetanon Present? :es No = Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? es Ao within a Wetland?- * Yes No. L
| Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No

Remas Do )bc%" ¢ locaded ia szm e ad; a{mﬂ %o Heven Road, aJl'»em
Lol oy (gmﬂ‘wﬁ@ AUn £ St d'i)c,wc( Uf'%‘)

VEGETATION "
) o - ) : Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: ) _ .
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species o o
1. : That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: A {A)
2 , Total Number of Dominant . ) _ .
3. : 4 Species Across All Strata: ’ (B)
4. : )
Percent of Dominant Species ’
i Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: { ) (A/B)
Sapling/Shiub Stratum j } )
1. zi < r\j«()( } 5 h L/ MY _ [Prevalence Index worksheet:
) X £
2, ’ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species xt=
4. FACW species X2=
5. ) FAC species X3= i
. _ Total Cover: IS% FACU species xd=___
_ Herb:Stratum , ) ?/ > UPL species x5=
1. : ~ (m“ﬁqwe( 209 ! " T s
- Column Tofals: (A) . B)
2 By~ s deekocom [0, MEI _
3.3 MV{MCN b {/Y\(k"J‘MGGllG - A JL Prevalence Index =B/A =
4. oLeurey CACVA ) /5% A/ Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
5. ' __ Dominance Testis >50%
5. Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. __ Morphological Adaptatic:ns1 {Provide suppor‘ting
8 ] data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' 1 Problematic Hydraphytic Vegetation® {Explain
Total Cover; két)& - ydrophyt 9 (Expiain)
Woody Vine Stratum .
1, ' : "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
. Total Cover: ____ Hydrophytic
ﬁ"! Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum .'_'-0 i) % Cover of Biofic Crust Present? Yes No ¥

o U“& \f‘(b “?-CG“M%OA ‘Gmw@g‘i "\ar,[ 1% mf[d(‘ermﬂcﬂ Cn‘w wmﬂo\S
L\\WQX M& £ w’h'}& f«c{ Piﬁf\ s %ﬁ{e v&‘wag’ bb{@(if\?d b ML

1&%\\( 10@3\ ("ma{c ide oreatc
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SOIL R o IR . o .. Sampling Point: /Y o~V DP g\\f

Profile Descriptlon {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth : Matrix Redox Features . T
1 finches) _Color {moist),. % Color {moist} % Type' Loc* Texture , Remarks

o-1" IS/ - - Jpany sl

*Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _“Location: PL=Pore Lining. RC=Root Chanriel, M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Iﬂdlcators for Problematlc Hydrlc Smls
__ Histosol (A1) ___ Saridy Redox {S5) __ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ' ___ 2.em Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__. Blagk Histic (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mingral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18) .
___ Hydrogen Suifide (A4). ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Ofther (Explain in Remarks)
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface {F&)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ) . Redox Depressions (F8) L
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51} ' ~ — Vernal Poals (F9) %ndicators of hydrophyfic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54} ' _ wetland hydrology must be present. - |
Restrictive Layer (if presenV ', .
Type: * ’ / _
Depth {inches): : R o Hydric Soil Present? Yes " No '
Remarks: — ’
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:’ Secondary Indicators (2 or more required}
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is suff cnent) : : : __ Water Marks (B1) {Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ’ ) ___ SaltCrust {B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine})
_... High Water Table {A2) ' ___ Biotic Crust (B12) : ’ _/Dp'lfDeposits (B3) (Riverine)
__ Saiuration {A3) " Aquatic Invertebrates (813) : _bDrainage Patterns (B10)
_ Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (BZ) {Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonnvenne) __. Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) - ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
/éurface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7} ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)
__ Woater-Stained Leaves (B9) ' ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes __ WNo____ Depth (inches).
Water Table Present? Yes___ No____ Depth(inches): l/
Saturation Present? Yes __ No_____ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
{includes capillary fringe) i

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

Remarks:

= %\ e ( C({“@!f\ﬁ?ﬂfb

Locnsy G Revl

US Army Corps of Engineers : - ' Arid West — Version 11-1-2006 .



W P‘Un&

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

‘Project/Site: 69(‘)1 (&@‘n H\”i .' City/County: | ‘g 7—\53‘(\ N‘OA f [ | Sampling Date: (F / / < / 09
Applicant’Qwner: £20. State: £ Sampling Point: 522 é (2:
investigator(s): Q,Qm{\(i . 1.3» Slhnaman Section, Township, Range: 14 TOIA, RiIDK

Landform (hilistope, terrace, etc.): ﬁzf\ﬁ'uif‘ﬁ,@ f‘{ Local relief (concave, convex, none): o i/h(j Slope (%}):
Subregion (LRR): 7? ‘Lat: Long: ) Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: (L alla UAa{(a siltlopan 7-15 /31 ¢ - NWI dlassification: —

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time o/ fyear? Yes _L/No- —_____ (ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegefation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? UO " Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes /No R
Are Végetation , Soil , or Hydrelogy naturally problematic? L‘o {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS Attach site map showing samplmg point locations, transects, |mportant features, etc.

. Hydrophy'hc Vegetatlon Present’P Yes No L/ Is the Sampled Area
-Hydric Soil Present? = Yes No irs : . -
o ' } within a.WetIand? " Yes No T :
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes f No : . ) ) ] - o
Remarks: {/ Q =
Damoss orpeeing con e o ONG oz Kamdpedoeon
Sorve n accal Al W\tc(a(/f* <+ V3, '
VEGETATION ‘ .
. 3 SRR Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: _
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species )
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC l 2 (A)
2 : Total Number of Dominant o
3. ‘ . Species Across All Sirata: ®) -
4. : S
Percent of Dominant Species
' Total Cover: _ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: { 2 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum ]
1. Prevalence index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of; Multiply by;
3. OBLspecies _ = x1=
4 FACW species x2=
5. FAC species X3z

) Total Cover: - FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum’ UPL speci =0
pecies x5="
1. :\gfixm VS A“”’}"‘N S M Column Totals: Ay . B)
2.___Lacdoen ceccidlg FAe) )
3 ’A—n oo W\és_f . LT Prevalence Index = B/A=
4. ~ i | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: -
5. ) __ Dominance Test is >50%
6 ' Prevalence Index is <3.0° _
7 ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
SD 5 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Total Cover: 2 - ydrophyt 9 {Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum - _
1. : : "indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2. _
Total Cover: Hydrophytic

S P - Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5 D l_r/{;} % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No _{
Remarks: : i _
EP\\@WWE&\ &("a%nm@:

tJS Army Corps of Engineers . : ) Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



SOlL e : C s G .. - Sampling Point: QE A E‘g

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features . ‘ ‘
{mches; Color (moist:_ % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Te: turﬁe ! Remarks

L _[0YRHYS, ‘ < oo , .
3?” - Kozkl | | _mypencd@hit

"Type: C=Concentration, DﬁDepfetion, RMﬁRedUGéd Matrix. . 2Location: PL—Pore Llnlng RC=Root Channel M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indrcators for Problematic Hydnc Souls
_ Histosol (A1) - __ Sandy Redox {S5) ' __ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) i
__ Histic Epipedon {A2)} . © __ Stripped Matrix (S6) __2 crfh Muck (A10) (LRR B) ' j
__. Black Histic (A3} _ __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Verfic (F18) . -~ "
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (44} __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) - Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stralified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___. Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D} ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ]
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) . Depleted Dark Surface {F7) i
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions {F8} .
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) . ' ___ Vernal Pools {(F9) - ?Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

L __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) . . wetland hydrology must be present. -

- Restrictive Layer (if present}: '

Type: : ' mC((

: Depth {inches): ;ﬁ’ L«f'i(‘ L“%t“ﬁ' £ '_ ‘ Hydric Soil Present? Yes " No [/

_ Remarks: ' ‘ .
HYDROLOGY
Wettand Hydrology Indicators: Secondary ndicators (2 or more fequired )
Primary Indicators {(any gne indicator is suffi uent) N __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) © __ SaltCrust(B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
__ High Water Table (A2) _.._ Biofic Crust (B12}) : ___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) {(Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2} {(Nonriverine} ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) .. ___ Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) © __ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

L~ Surface Soil Cracks (BG)' ' : © ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9}
__. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks} ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3})
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9} : ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

Field Observations:

\

Sutﬁa_ce Water Present? Yes Depth {inches):

Water Table Present? Y ,D Epth (inches): ' 1/
Saturation Present? Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No _

{includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:”

) -, % _ of -4 = ;ej‘
Remarks: E_BF}\JV‘N,C\(&{ {3‘& (gj?’ - &€ AL é _ é) W w‘l@? VL)/ L - h!ﬁ}) @,ﬂ;g

Loeusk Grove

US Army Comps of Engineers : ' ) Arid West— Version 11-1-2008




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: ' @O\&G"f\ H\ \\_Q | '. Cltleounty .S\\ = e C@.M&M Sampling Date: &/é 27(/0'7

ApplicantfOwner: : g P State: 0 (2 Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): fp R& NI 2 - g\*&nr\m\ Section, ToWnship, Range: “D " Tol 'Uy, ‘2 i?é :

Landform {hillslope, terrace, etc.): éQ‘ PNAGL? Local relief {concave, convex, none): __ Jovey Slope (%):
Subregion {LRR): Long: - Datum:

Sail Map Unit Name: Li ke ksl ILQ &:_Lkg M"—“ﬂ C gmtj fualla Walla sild oo v 2/0Wi dassification: PEM

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

Are Vegetation o, Soit __ "™ | or Hydrology Yo significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _\/No;__
Are Vegetation _nd , Soll _aQ __, or Hydrelogy _Vi) __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS Attach 5|te map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes -/ No _ |5 the -_Samp!ed Ar_ea ) /

. . "
Hydric Soil Present? o Yes — No within a Wettan d? - Yes ‘i No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No :

5" _ 1 /'"}--.,, “"-"é
. r*i L g areg® P i"kﬁ

Remarks: ? Jb aL y £ ,L*\MQ 7

Pk (om&ejx o Youd areg b/n n@w ‘\'7 <ro(a( {Jafreme«d‘

VEGETATION .
. Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Statum  (Use scientific names.). % Cover Species? _Status Nurnber of Dominant Species
1. : ‘| That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
2 - ) Total Number of Dominant
3. : Species Across All Strata:
4 . : - _
Percent of Dominant Species A
o Total Cover: ____ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: / Qﬁ ) (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Sfratum .
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total % Cover of:
3. . ) OBL species ]
4. : _ o FACW species
5 ‘ FAC species o x3=

Total Cover = FACUspecies _ =~ x4= i

' _ UPL species : x5=__ .- L 0 Qv
1. v -Eﬁ—aﬁi * Cotumn Totals: (A} .- C®
2. v B T
3, CUTARE Prevalence Index = B/A = .
4 . MZE. | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. % A) T~ | -] Dominance Testis >50%
6. Wl o wa.  CACAk 0h ML | . Prevalence Index s 3.0’
7. Lattoe & s Wi feluece 8 a(f% AT | __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
N 9/ -y data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. LM CBn a’*of'«f\(. Guee . ¥ess 0 BAC s X . o )
=N ‘ ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Expiain)

Total Cover: _i/ :
Woody Vine Stratum T
1, indictors of hydric soil and wetland. hydrology must

be present. )

2.

Total Cover: ____ Hydrophytic

ye Vegetation /

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Bidgtic Crust Present? . Yes No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers ] Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



SOIL_ E ‘ i LTS L o Sampling Point: é”

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

Dept Matrix Redox Features - : .
f{inches) .. Color (moist) . % Color (moist} % Type' Loc” Texture Remarks
oL /0%3/;1 | At m
: gawﬁ
. ﬁ.% Wt S 0 W cfc:ngj bham
\\@U\ '

"Type C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ “Location: PL=Pare Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indlcators for Problematic Hydrlc Soils®
__ Histosol (A1) ’ ___ Sandy Redox (85) 1 cm Muck {A9} (LRR cy
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ 2cim Muck {A10) (LRR B)
- Black Histic (A3) _. Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1} . - Reduced Vertic (F18)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide {Ad) i Toamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
. Stratified Layers {AS) (LRR C) ___ Deplieted Matrix {(F3) __. Other (Explain in Remarks)
___ 1cm Muck (A9) {LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F&}) i
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {411} ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8) -
—_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ’ ._...... Vérnal Pools (F9) - 3Indic_ators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__. Sandy Gleyed Matrix (84) T wetland hydrology must be present. -
Restrictive Layer (if-present): )
Type: T RO j‘ (/
Depth (inches): T e E . Hydric Soil Present?  Yes _ No
Remarks: s R ' '

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: : Secondary Indicators {2 or more required)
Primary Indicators (anv one lndlcator is sufﬁcuent) ) __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ) ___ Salt Crust (B11} ___ Sediment Deposits (B2} {Riverine)
__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12} - . T D ift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3} © ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table {C2}
___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine) L/O)V(ldlzed Rhlzospheres afong Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
_‘E Drift Deposits (B3) (N_ohriverine) Presence’of Reduced Iron (C4) : __ Crayfish. Burrows (CB)
___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6) : " ___ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) .. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery'(ég)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ... Shallow Aquitard (D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) . __ FAC-Neufral Test (D3)
Fietd Observations: / '
Surface Water Present? Yes_ No ¥, Depth(inches):
Water Table Present?. Yes ___ No_Y _ Depth (inches):
Saturafion Present? Yes__ No_L~" Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes W/ No
(includes capiliary fringe) )

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

i U\h{@( QUW&“‘ fva )V\\ f@od Y ( {ninash Nf&iﬁ{ |
N \DD o (i s in O)( [O \Jﬁ& m@@f’bg = v U_‘f“ E’i\"l GOV OL
DS

tallow

US Army Corps of Engineers . ' ’ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region “?"*“‘“‘f"‘g

Project/Site: 69(({' [yah) H\“—( | B City/County: S}\@W {’0- Sampling Date //q/m

ApplicantOwner: 2P : “State: __ (< Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): @, Rﬂml% -y Q%ﬁﬂr}zm - Sectidn, Tov)vnship, Range:; }(o, "fD‘ M ﬂ I?I‘;

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): 'ﬁ)r;a w1 o Local relief {concave, convex, nona): DIDE’_. Slope (%): /JJ 6
Subregion (LRR): S Lat; Long: . - Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: | 5 '3 oo ({e 3le. NWI dlassification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions‘-on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ ¢.~—"No {If no, explain in Remarks.) ;

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes Mo R
Are Vegetation . Soll , or Hydrelogy naturally-problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

:ydropgy‘tlc Vegetatlon Presgnt o Yes No ~ 1s the Sampled Area V
“Hydric Sail Present? ) g Yes No ) within a Wetland? - Yes No. L7
.| Wetland Hydrology Present‘? _
Remarks: , 5‘
U@M @\é&\ %{ i«m’ic;wq) A = J%ﬁzﬂ Eodt N
Z/U@RC“WG, (503 Uf\f:‘c’l(m - M
VEGETATION
) T Absolute  Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: :
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.). % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species =~ 0 ‘ )
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ' A
2 Total Number of Dominant L'L . :
3 Species Across All Strata: B
4 i
Percent of Dominant Species 0
i TotalCover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum ~ e
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Muitipty by:”
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species __x2=
5. 7 FAC species x3=
, Total Cover: FAGU species x4 =
Herb Stratum’ P . ' UPL speci =_

: ! ! . _ . pecies x5
__BRTZ S Cheatarass g 0 7 —& GColumn Totals: w ®)
2. q q\ - dm e e/ S’]ﬂ 8 l/ _N_L
3 OD 7 Bl g O v f./& Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. ' AN 1/ M7, [ Wydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

5. ___ Dominance Test is >50%
B. - ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0" ,
7. __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
- Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation! (Expfain
Total Cover: ﬁC’) — Froblematic Hydrophyt getation” (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum _ : '
1. ) : ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: _ \I-;ydrophytic
: egetation -
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum / DZ; : % Cover of Bigtic Crust Present? . Yes No V
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

_ Sampling Paint: H - 1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features N

{inches) - __ Color (moisf % Color (moist) % Type' Lac® ¢ Texture Remarks
-k 2 v Lzarn

e

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

¥ ocation: PL=Pore Lm:ng RC=Root Channel M=Matrix.

___ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2)

__. Black Hisfic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Strafified Layers (A5} (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D}

. Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11}
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
— Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
___ ‘Sandy Redox {85}

Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

_ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface {F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

__ Vemal Pools (F9)

Indlcators for Problematic Hydnc So:ls
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

Rediced Vertic (F18) .

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other {Explain in Remarks)

3ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must b_e present. -

Restrictive Layer (if prase Q‘
{

Primary Indicators {any one indicator is suffi ment)

Type: C/
Depth (inches): (’ ¢ \(\'\0\\’@5 Hydric Soil Present? Yes " No__~ 7
Remarks: ’
HYDROLOGY .
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more fequired)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine}

___ Surface Water (A1}

___ High Water Table (A2}

. Saturation (A3)

___Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2} {(Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (N_ohriverine)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (BS)

___ Salt Crust (B11)

___ Biotic Crust (B12)

___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13})
___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1)

___ Owidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (G6)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ Drift Deposits (B3} {Riverine)

___ Drainage Pattemns (B10}

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

___ FAGC-Neutral Test {D5) .

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present? Yes . No
Satu ration- Present? Yes No

{includes capillary fringe)

/(Depm {inches):

_ Depth.{inches):

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes ~ No'_

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

Remarks:

Clope CJ\BD\YQ uﬂ‘ﬁﬁﬂ @%

us Army Corps of Engineers

And West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region _ L{?Iﬂ.ﬁég

Project/Site: G?D }ﬂ\”‘f\ (\%K : .Citlec.a_unty: %SIWV‘ (() 7 Sampling Dat gz _5:/42 .

Applicant/Owner: Zp - State: ég Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): fo (’iﬁ\f‘f‘ﬁ { - ié”ﬂﬂﬂbf‘\ Sect:on Township, Range: 261, ToIN, RI1DE

Landform (hillsiope, terrace, etc.): j)raMa, a P Local relief {concave, convex, ncne): m” img Slope (%)

Subregion (LRR): E Lat: Long: Datum:
N ) i

Soil Map Unit Name: _L\ ka\(t “ NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation , Soil . or Hydrology ' significantly disturbed? MG Are “Nommal Circumstances” present? Yes L/No

Are Vegetation _- . Soit -, or Hydrology naturally problematic? NO (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? _ Yes No - Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? : Yes No .
- ‘ 7 within a. Wetland? - - Yes No. 7.7 -
| Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No _ _
Remarks: . . - . )
T Db ot bocaded i d cainage dad-crnsses rddle & Z/Bozccf swvegﬁm
VEGETATION .
o Absolute  Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names. ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species o
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 A
2 i Total Number-of Dominant 5
: 3. _Species Across All Strata: {®).
! 4 _ -V
4 Percent of Dominant Species ’
. Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. ' Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. QBL species _x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5 _ FAC species X3=
Total Cover; __ FACUspecies _ X4 =
Herb Stra!um ) D o UPL species x5= -~
1. “_" ‘ AL s / AT Column Totals: TN (8)
2. _ibassomn gerag @, o pAO) S —
3. Sisa 5\\% 10% v’ A~ J Prevalence Index = B/A =
4 e N Ac(éggom wds . ¥ A1 [Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. Uaéi _(pm&q B b v {JJ | ... Dominance Testis >50%
8, - y g /5 v 4 ?E ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0°
7 ' 20 -F.;@CU . Morphotogical Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 . ok ' data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' ' Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: _~~ Eqb — matic nydrop yt 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. ' "indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2,
TotalCover: _____ Hydrophytic
~ Vegetation M(
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum H % Cover of Bictic Crust Present? Yes No Y
Remarks: : :
@ﬁs c‘cmlmaﬁ ,

US Amy Corps of Engineers T ) Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: ! !E %

Depth Matrix

Redox Features

{inches) - Color (moist) %

Color {moist)

A Type'

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

Loc® Texture Remarks

D-10" IpIR2/2

Q,’N& .L& @m

o L

“Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix,

2| ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

__ Histosol (A1)

__ Histic Epipedon (A2}

__. Black Histic (A3)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} |

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)

_ 1 om Muck (A9} (LRR D)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11})
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

| —_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, uniess otherwise noted.)

___ Sandy Redox {55}
Stripped Matrix-(S6)
Loamy Mucky Minera! (F1)
—__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Mafrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
__. Vemal Pools (F9)

indicators for Problematic Hydric Soits™
__-1comMuck (A9) (LRRC)

__ 2'om Muck (A10) (LRR B)

__ Reduced Vertic (F18) .

___"Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks):

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present): h

Type: g

Depth (inches):

12nches

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes : Nd{//’*

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Woetland Hydrology indicators:

F_‘rimarv Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary [ndicators (2 or more required )
___ Water Marks (B1) (Rivering)

___ Surface Water (A1)

. High Water Table (A2)

___ Saturation {A3)

___ 'Water Marks {B1) {(Nonriverine)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Dxift Deposits (B3) (Nonrivering)
__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

... Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7})

___ SaltCrust (B11)

___ Biotic Crust (B12}

__ Aqguatic Invertebrates (B13)
___ Hydrogen Suifide Odor {C1})

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) {Riverine}
En'age Patterns (B10}
- _~ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)
__._ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent fron Reduction in Plowed Soils {(C6)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

___ Crayfish-Burrows (C8} '

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
___ Shallow Aguitard {D3) '

{includes capillary fringe)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neufral Test (D5)

Field Observations: — o

Surface Water Present? Yes___ No - Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes__ No_7___ Depth(inches): /
Saturati on' Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

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

s s el o

Ssga&x\”\s\\ Hollow

US Army- Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region upland

‘Project/Site: GD l aeeﬂ H) ”_5' ‘ . . C:tleounty WCLJ e /SP:efmﬁﬂ Samplmg Date: 2613 o 7.
Applicant/Owner: ; m . - ~ State: __ &2 ‘P\ Sampling Point; @P" a - T
investigator(s): J, Shﬁﬂﬂoﬂ f)”': 2‘1 ] ﬂ? Section, ToWnship. Range: 32, TOIM N Q JOE -
Landform (hillslope, termrace, etc.): / ‘Qb; lfr\ﬁ_n_ﬁ’ Local reiiefnvex, none). __ Slope (%): 3
Subreglon {L.LRR): 72 Lat: Long: - Datum:

SOIl Map Unit Name: H’\AM\‘J\ 4(“’ \(\G v 7 “-—;l/: / (,Q NWI classiﬁcation: —_—

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the sité typlcal for this time of year? Yes JL No__ - (lfno, explain in Remarks.)

Are'Vegetation 70 Soil_ 7%  or Hydrology _ #9 _ significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ____/_ No_ - -
Are Vegetation _#1¢ , Soil _#?? _ or Hydrology _ 1.0 naturally problematic? - {if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 1 Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? ' Yes No v~ with;aw:ﬂan 42 - Yes CNe VT
Wetland Hydrology Present? - Yes No v~ '

Remarks: dfamadx b }‘ng im Run ':7. OiFed ~ "‘/ wu’-b @ 7‘\5«{ — 67 wide a..f{“' fz;p ﬁ
bank. Bawhs 2/ high Cod Hote f Lolead west side fp 2Fpr, . Ess

Sihe unch/ﬁw—"'t& OHP w &t Jwﬂu‘ﬁmﬂ vz 2 ernﬂfpe af;hl»-e._r -
VEGETATION

i Absolute Dominant- Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species - @ )
1. _ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (AY
2 Total Number of Dominant ég :
3. _ Species Across All Strata: )
4 .
- Percent of Dominant Species i 2
- TotalCover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum : ]
1. . Prevalence Index worksheet: _
2 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species X2=
5. 7 | FAC species x3=
Total Cover: ‘ FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum - _ - '
T e UPL species x5=
K J i H’” m “4s }7'/?@ : ‘51;3\ L i o Y WU Column Totals: (A) .- (B}
2. Cheaf Grass BTy 30 Y N
a_Fi 'j.r/ lene UA AM K\\f | " Prevalence Index = B/A =
4._¢C M/ hu mlr d wh eed TIZ.P((;, ] n Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. _pricitiy Jethice L AS'@; } n __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. leaty Spurct i n __ Prevalence Index is 3.0
7._ as _{ [ & }1 S U"f'&\r’ 7‘7{: s/ 7 e { N __ Morphotogical Adaptations® (Provide supporting
ia : data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: 75 — T foemadc Hydiop yt g (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratym
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
be present.
2,
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
: O Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 25 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? - Yes No
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West —Version 11-1-2006



SOIL-

Sampling Point:

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

Depth : Matrix - Redox Features -
{inches) Color (moist) % Color {moist} % Type' _ Log? Texture Remarks
0~ 10YR 3/2 - ne ' Mn//‘grf- Seil 5’;/7‘11 /o‘m—s

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix_

"2 geation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
Histosol (A1) ___-Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Histic Epipedon {A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6}

__. Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) o
__ Hydrogen Suifide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Sirafified Layers (A5) (LRR C) . Depleted Matrix (F3)

_ 1cemMuck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

____ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8}

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

__ Vernal Pools (F9)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) C B

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Souls
__1ocm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

__ 2cm Muck (A10} {(LRR B)

- Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must he present. -

Restrictive Layer {if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

- Hydric Soil Present?

Yes " No

Remarks:

o h-‘]dn't._. sel 1ad, taders

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufﬁclent)

___ Surface Water {A1) __ SaltCrust (B11)

__ High Water Table {A2} ___ Biofic Crust (B12)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Aguatic Invertebrates {(B13)
___ Water Marks {(B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Suifide Odor {(C1)

Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

+ Surface Soil Cracks {B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Water-Stained Leaves {B9)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

. Recent lson Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6)

__. Other (Explain in Remarks}

___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

__ Diift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

_/ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__.. Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

. Thin Muck Surface (C7}

___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aetlal Imagery {(C9)
___ Shaltow Aguitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

' Field Observations:
No / Depth {(inches):

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No __v*  Depth (inches):

{includes capillary fringe)

Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes

N

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

Remarks:

locss® G cave

' gnh’ sfdh% L\\]dn{aw .'u'j erm&(i ¢ Aerns in Jrf“b&.

US Arrmy Coms of Engineers

Arid West ~ Version 11-1-2006




o,

‘Project/Site:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

n[ J 'Pf/\ H?\

” Hpiﬁmti

ApplicantyOwner:
Investigator(s):
Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.):
Subregion (LRR):

20

City/County: __—ShSfmen (o. - Sampling Date: / 13/67
: ‘State: _ N2 Sampling Point: N 3;3-

T Shovanon. 6. Cod

imMﬂ\ 4R

£

Lat;

Section, Toy\mship, Range:

Local refief {concave, convex, none):

2, TOIA RIDE

Long: Datum:

Soit Map Unit Name: _Walla (dalla st lenwn,., - 1/ /BIR

Are climatic / hydrologic COF‘Id]lIOI’IS on the site typical for this time of year7 Yes uf/ No
Are Vegetation g , Soit _NO | or Hydrology _"Mo
Are Vegelation Dy _, Soil _AD__, or Hydrology _vi _ naturally problematic?

———

NWI classification:

significantly disturbed?

Slope (%) _“——

{{fno, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L—"No..

{if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetaﬁon Present?
. Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes
Yes

Yes _

No

V4

No

V4

Vv

Is the Sampled Area
\wthm a Wetland?

: .Yes No

emars ‘ﬁ(/\& IR ‘)’@\1‘&‘%\\ ijb“a@lﬂt\@m d%C ?W\(ﬁw;( o\ 9 dr& jé;: ‘?S éH’ d@p
" . £
PR e
VEGETATION

1.

Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover Species? _Status

2.
3.
4

1.

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

Total Cover:

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species L
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Number of Dominant .
Species Across Al Strata: {B)
Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

e
‘—L -
D

(AB)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total| % Cover of: Multiply by: -

o o wN

Herb Stratum )
L-aon £e5() o[qf;s

Total Cover:

{0 QADA Crm Mia gt (

’l’Zﬁwm

'Jﬁim,

x1=
X2=
Xx3=
x4 =
x5=
{A} ..

OBL species
FACW species
FAC spe'cies
FACU species
UPL species

Column Totals: (B)

Prevlalence Index =B/A=

O NS WA WN 2

Woody Vine Stratum

1.

Total Cover:

as

2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

___ Domirjance Test is >50%

__ Prevalence index is 3.0'

__ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting -
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

"Indicators of hydri¢ soil and wetland hydrology must'

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

<

Total Cover:

!

% Cover of Bigtic Crust

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

be present.
No L/

Yes

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West - Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

Samplmg Point: !29 ; ‘S

Depth “Matrix

Redox Feaiures

lnches Color (monst’r - %

Color {moist)

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

Remarks

_%%’T%‘%%

% Type' _ Loc’ TEXtEr,%
L\

1‘Trg.!';::oc-:-: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC

=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

___ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2)

__- Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (AS) {LRR C)

_ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR B}

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) -

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

___ Sandy Redox (S5) -

___ Stripped Matrix {S6)

__ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3}

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
. Vemal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___"1cmMuck (A9) (LRRC)

2 cm Muck (A10} (LRR B)

Reduced Vertic (F18)

.. -Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if pres_e_nt):
Type: i

Depth (inches):

- Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

Remarks:

e

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {(any one indicator is suff cnent)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1)

__. HighWater Table (A2)

___ Saturation (A3)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits (83) (Nonriverine)
__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

__ SaltCrust (B11)

__ Biotic Crust (B12)

__ Aguatic Invertebrates (B13)
___ Hydrogen Sulfde Odor (C1)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
inage Patterns (B10})
.. Dry-Season Water Tabte (C2)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres atong Living Roots {C3). __ Thin Muck Surface {C7)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6}
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__.. Crayfish Burrows {C8)
___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3}
__ FAC-Neufral Test (D5)

(includes capillary fringe)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes __ No
Water Table Present? Yes___ No
Saturation Present? Yes No

/Depth (inches): _
Depth {inches):

- Depth {inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

e

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous mspectsons) if available:

Remarks:

Im&?)“ | 5€ Ae {)kw’?“m era\‘)/ dwm egeq

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region “upland

Project/Site: 60 'C{ e gt l Lg _ .' City/County: Sheoman . Sémpling Date: b-13-07
Applicant/Owner: /]2 Q StatE' or Samﬁ;ling Polint :M "9\:‘15
Investigator(s): J. Shenran ; & @4 acl Section, Township, Range: &O TN, Q 125 - -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, ete.: _ Dradaa 68 ' Lacal relief (concave, convex, none); _ - o;c{’ Slope (%) /7(

_ Subregion (LRR): @ Long: - Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Q“ﬂ &L Va i lg S H kﬂﬁ_\ 7 Lg/ i 1»\ ¢ NwI classiﬁcation: —
Are climatic / hydroioglc conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes__ L~ No__  (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes. ’/ No-
Are Vegetation - , Sail ' , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

:eropgyf:cPVeget?:Ion _Presgnt? :es No = Is the Sampled Area
yanic Soll Fresen n s No within a Wetland?  Yes No_
| Wetland Hydrology Present'? . Yes__ v~ No —

Remaks” chamel Iihely cutnies Aot 3) tho For a_gtort pinad 1} Pie
j}\db\h h}d‘ 0071 fl Oklf) Hﬁr‘%’\ Qog,:{WCLa boru\) oy Am(,( ({ralnage ac)nq@ E@_g& {‘mw__

[ (1 J3cn € w E‘cn:(} %wr[ pg-a7
VEGETATION
. ‘ i _ Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names:). % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species : / o
1. _ : That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (AY
2 Total Number of Dominant / o

3. : Species Across All Strata: _ - {B).
4 : -

Percent of Dominant Species /

. TotaiCover. That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAG: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum — T ]
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:

2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. . ] . ) OBL species x1=
4, FACW species  x2=
5. 7 FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ x4 =
Herb Stratum : B ’
e ! UPL species X5=
1.__upid 9 @gs / No m%reffwe\ Trare, ﬂj/: Column Totals: YN ®)
2 H ((l‘rg <trid Tace UL
3 Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. ] ) Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators;
5. ' ... Dominance Testis >50%
8 —_ Prevalence Indexis <3.0"
7 __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
P data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: __ Problematic Hydrophy_tic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum '
1. ’ : 'indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2
Total Cover: __ [ Hydrophytic
Vegetation ‘/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 71 %, Cover of Bictic Crust - Present? Yes No

Remarks: 1o UC?QMW\[‘L b@a d’l ey d‘DM‘fv& \HM] Sh'\"‘” wlof la(fu/ﬂ e OLAN\LQ
o

US Army Corps of Engineers . Arid West —Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

b

Sampling Point: i )P l\L !

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

Gt ek

Depth Matrix Redox Features - S
‘(inches) . Color (moist) . % Color {moist) % _ _Type' _Loc Texture Remarks
0~ /oY ¥z s20 10 c /4:, Joen
-4 vl Fins avel

1Type:: C=Concentration, D=Depleﬁoh, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2Locatlon PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channe! M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {(Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
___ Histosal (A1) __ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stiripped Matrix {S6)
__. Btack Histic {A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) .
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Depleted Matrix(F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vemnal Paals (F9)

__ Stratified Layers (A5} (LRR C)
1 cm Muck (A9) {LRR D}
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11})
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

indicatars for Problematic Hydric Sotls

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR c)

2 cm Muck (A10) {LRR B)
Reduced Vertic (F18)
__ Red Parent Material (TF2})
__ Other {Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wefland hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if preserlt)
Type: rock €

Depth {inches):

v

- Hydric Soil Present?  Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufﬁuent)

Secondary Inidicators (2.or more required
X Water Marks (B1} (Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1} __ SaltCrust{B11)

___ High Water Table {A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12)

K Saturation {A3) .Aquatic Invertebrates (B13}
_ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonrivering)

- Surface Soil Cracks (B6})

_.. Inundation Visitle on Aerial Imagery {B7})
.__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___. Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roofs (CS)
__ Presence of Reduced kron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)

. Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

X Drainage Pattemns (B10) '
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface {C7}

___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9}
___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

{includes capillary fringe)

Field Observations: / .

Surface Water Present? Yes __ No__"__ Depth(inches):

Water Table Present? Yes L Depth {inches):
Saturation Present? Yes L No_ Depth {inches): g "

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes v’ " No

——

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

Remarks:

Q@- A 50‘\&\)(0&1&& N Lf{l;‘fg‘

LocusT GROUE

U5 Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Reglon _ OJ\C&

Project/Site: G()Iff Cr H\ k _ CltylGounty Sher MDA (o Samphng Date: Q// 4/ 07

Applicant/Owner: _ BP ' “State: O Sampling Paint: <L
Investigator(s): . @ . QrM‘\A/ X Sknnmm i Section, ToWnship, Range: &!’, Tblﬂf‘, RJ')E .

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): f’j}@ﬁiﬂﬁ%@ Local relief (coﬁcave, convex, none): __ Q‘id‘ Slope (%): &
Subregion {LRR): '@ Lat: Long: - Datum:

Soii Map Unit Name: [} 1 ' ' NW! dlassification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the sfte typical for thistime of year? Yes ___~ _ No___ ({if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? |Uo Are “Normat Circumstances” present? Yes M:__

Are Vegetation ' . Soil . . or Hydrelogy naturally problematic? NO (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDING_S — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
:ygropgyt:cPVeget?;lon Presento ' Yeé No ‘j;oi Is the Sampled Area - M/ :
Wyeﬂr;d zyd:sfsozr;! Preseni'? ::: NZ P | within a Wetland?- " Yes No _

Remarks: @0\&‘0\ Q\D& ba C{(Alﬂagf‘ qaha(g,& 0 (“/"d WA‘\J&: 0L~ CI? é/lﬁ /7@1'3/% ,

VEGETATION
. - Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names:). % Cover  _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species B L
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: &)
2 : : Total Number of Dominant g .
3. Species Across All Strata: {B)
4 : '
] Percent of Dominant Species
_ Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. : Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of; Multiply by:
3. QOBL species x1=
4. FACW species ' x2=
5. ) FAC species x3=
Total Cover: _ FACUspecies _  x4=
X
Herb Saturn f fﬁﬁw \/ M ? UPL species Xo9=
1% s : Column Totals: @A) .. B)
2 f NF
3. R0 ./ 1 Prevalence Index = B/A =
4, St ) v ({) | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ... Dominance Testis >50%
6. ___ Prevatence index is 3.0"
7. . Morphological Adaptations® {Provide supporting
8 . data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ ) Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: g{ 2 — matic Hydrophyt 9 (Explain}
Woody Vine Stratum :
1. ' ' ' : 'Indicators of hydnc soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Totat Cover: __ Hydrophytic
i Vegetafion
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Bigtic Crust | Present? Yes No .,./»\/

1
i "

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West —Version 11-1-2006



SOlL - S : DR o - ... 7% .. Sampling Point: a )_

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

Depth - -Matrix Redox Features _ )
finches) *__Color (moist) + % Color (moist} % Type' Lod® Texture Remarks

<Sznctu | darvin
\Nﬁ R

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Charinel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) lndlcators for Problematic Hydnc Soils®:
__ Histosol (A1) _ ___ Sandy Redox {(85) ' 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR c)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ‘ ____ Stripped Matrix.(S6) __ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__. Btack Histic (A3} __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) : . Reduced Vertic (F18} .
___ Hydrogen Sufiide {A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2} . Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C) . __ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other {Exptain in Remarks}
__ 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR D} ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Redox Depressions (F8} e
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) ’ ___ Vemal Pools (F9) *|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
. Sandy Gleyed Matrix 84 ) i ' . o wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layﬁif pres?ent): — i -
Type: i) . .
Depth (inches): ﬂiﬂﬁﬁ : - 7 Hydric Soil Present? Yes No L]
Remarks: ‘ ) :
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: ’ Secondary Indicators (2 or more réquired)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is suffi clent) : __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)
__ High Water Table (A2) ' _ Biotic Crust (B12) : ___ Drift Deposits {B3) {Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 4_.rainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine} ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nohriverine) - Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) © __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Surface Scit Cracks {B6) : " __ Recent iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6} ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ nungation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3) '
__. Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations: '
Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes __ . Noi Depth (inches): . o ’ ]
Saturation Present? Yes ___ No_#" Depth (inches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes . ‘No M
{includes capillary fringe)

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

£

I

Remarks:

US Army Corps of'Engineer_s_ ’ ' - ‘ Arid West ~ Version 11-1 -2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: @uﬁ"ﬂ Gl ..‘:f' City/County: Sh B{‘msf\ Co. Sampling_ Date: “
Applicant/Owner: : -~ State: Zj Sampling Point: P :
Investigatoris): - @ami . e Sheanan, Section, Township, Range: ____ M [, TolA), R(DE =
Landform (hillsfope, terrace, etc.): @(\ //'Wﬂaf\e Local relief {concave, convex, none): ‘ ‘HC\QL Slope (%) 23
Subregion {LRR): lz?. Lat: ] Long: : Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: UAR S enpbey /UL NWI classification: —

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

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology _° significantly disturbed? A Ja  Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes ;/No -
Are Vegetation _ , Soif -, or Hydrology naturally problematic? M" (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

. Hygrfipgyfli(;Vegetafon Presgnt? Ygs — :o - Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Sol N resent: ) : Yes © " within a Wetland? - Yes No [/
Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No o
Remarks: ¥
&D@%(Cu‘%m& order G0 2 Qus% ups.qlmﬂ af mf'é)vL- |
VEGETATION .
L ' Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species : . O o
1. . , That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: )
2 - .
. : Total Number of Dominant & :
: 3. Species Across All Strata: , )
: Percent of Dominant Species C }

! Total Cover: ___ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum .
1. ) Prevalence Index worksheet;

2. ' Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1= '
4, FACW species x2=
5. . FAC species x3=
. Total Cover: FACUspecies _ x4 =
Herb Strafum® 3 UPL speci =
. . pecies _ == xb=_~ = @
1__Kpmuc, dardnon 1‘107’ v, NI : § e
= : Columnn Totals: {A) . (B)
2 Hrowaie 01 10/ paC
3 KRed@, Q‘G‘ri - 7 Prevalence Index =B/A= -
4. 'U\r\Y\'\t\.ﬁm N 0% NS | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. (o Bocpemn Cand rwmq ... Dominance Test is >50%
T VTN i 1
6. . Prevalence Index is =3.0 )
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations® {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Total Cover: 1 g - . yarop yt 9 ¢ P )
Woody Vine Stratum . . :
1. ] "Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
{ be present.
2,
Total Cover: i Hydrophytic
- Vegetation l/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks./

US Army Corps of Engineers _ . Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL-

~ Sampling Point: Q\ Lj! \

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features -
{inches) Color (mmst}, % Color (moist) % Type' _Loc® Texture £ Remarks
= 900 - <and

a0 SHYR b

0% & M st foaw,

1Ti_/'pt:e: C=Con¢entréti0n, D=Depietion, RM=Reduced Mafrix.

* ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channe!, M=Matrix,

___ Histosol (A1)
__. Histic Epipedon {A2)
- Black Histic {A3)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide {Ad}
—_ Stratified Layers (AD5) (LRR C)
__ 1om Muck {A9) (LRR D)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11})
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
— -‘Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {(S4)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)
_V saridy Redox (S5),
.. Stripped Matrix (S6)

_' ‘Depleted Malrix (F3)

___Vernal Pools (F8)

Indicators for Problematu.:. Hydric Smls

__1cm Muck {A9) (LRR C)

2 om Muck {A10) (LRR B)
Reduced Vertic (F18) .
___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Loarny Mucky Mingral (F1)
oamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Redox Dark Surface (FG)

___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8) L
®|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present. -

Restrlctwe Layer (if present)
Depth {inches):

/

Hydric Soil Present? Yes - No

Remarks: problinad w] ro,dom s‘ra}‘rhng at 7“ buk will'be accoprd as Rydng

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary indicators {any one indicator is sufficient) _

Secondary indicators (2 or more required)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Rivering)

—_ Surface Water (A1}

__ High Water Table (A2}

__ Saturation (A3)

... Water Marks {B1)} (Nonriverine)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)}
... Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7}
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Salt Crust (B11)

___ Biotic Crust {B12)

__ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

___ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
___ Other {Explain in Remarks}

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine)
___ D posits (B3) (Riverine)
_w(/é:(;e Patterns (B10)
__ Dry-Season Water Table {(C2)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}
___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aenial tmagery (C9)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Field Observations:

{includes capiliary fringe}

Surface Water Present? Yes No - Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No 7 Depth (inches): -
Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes “No o

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

.Remarks: j?(& A/(ﬁi”f\ﬂﬁ:’ 51/3' M@g i@%ﬁ W) W OJWC}“

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




g wpland
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM Arid West Reglf

Project/Site: é(’)’(l’ Ty 'Hl “g . . City/County: %(ﬁ' did /748 (‘0 \ Sampimg Date: é// 4/09
Applicant/Owner: EO _ ' State: O Sampling Polnt: M i

Investigator(s): G, Qmﬂfé - Lhanepny Section, Township, Range: t? (,TO 1 ‘JU\ : L 125

Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): /) FM/’V\/( dﬂ\ﬁ Local relief (concave, convex, none): __ r‘o 'lﬁa‘ Slope (%): "0
Subregion (LRR): E Lat: Long: = - Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: (e a\i’}u\\a P \-‘b \vaw, 7-157, / 21 ¢ NWi dlassification: —

Are climatic / hydrologic cond;tlons on the site typical for this time of year? Yes " No_____ (lfno, explain in Remarks.) :

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology _1 - significanily disturbed? N D Are "Normal Circumstances™ present? Yes -_'-40 R,
Are Vegetation __ , Soil___-_, or Hydrology naturaily problematic? Mo (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ No sl Is the Sampled Are;z '
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No_ ' . l/

. T = within a Wetland? ' Yes No Co
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes N
Remarks: d??\ JA

_D&’t Q‘N&' \Oﬁﬁé‘ﬁg fin A rz;,Lf\q,@e éedween SL)(UE‘Q Aﬂm 19 a ﬂe{ L™
end of corven arear Il Mddle. " Cotdy méeé wheaton bdh cidec
VEGETATION
. Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: _
Tree Stratum  {Use s¢ientific names.). % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species : :
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O (A
2 Total Number of Dominant . g .
3. _ Species Across All Strata: B)
4 : .
} Percent of Dominant Specles .

) Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: § 2 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Strafum .
1. Prevalence Index worksheet: 7
2. Total % Cover of: Mulfiply by:

3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5. - FAC species x3=

Totat Cover: __ FACUspecies _ x4=_
Herb Stratu J \/ 1 UPL species X 5.::
1. ﬁa £ G. P; \U\T\ﬁ& }@ — /U:[ " | Column Totals: A {B)
2 ‘- oI , D NT
3, ab Y U1 Prevalence index = B/A =
4. . Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5, ___ Dominance Test is >50%
8. Prevalence Index is =3.0°
7. __ Momphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate shegt)
) _ Total Cover: A4 i __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ {Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum -
1. ' 'Indicators of hydric sofl and wetland hydrology must

be present. )
2.
. Total Cover; _ Hydrophytic
5’ 5 | Vegetation I/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum __ " ~L. % Cover of Biotic Crust ~ | Present? Yes No
Remarks: h L 6{(
EW Smers M whsh

US Army Corps of Engineers _ Arid West —Version 11-1-2006



SOIL o : o - = - .. Sampling Point: 3\“0

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to docliment the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features -

inches). Cglor) moist % Color {moist) % Type' _Loc? Textire Remarks
- ﬂgiﬁzfié§: . EIT Focrm
D3 _ Kadl .___ - \ | |

“Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _Location: PL=Pore Lining; RC=Root Charinel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™
. Histosal (A1) ' __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1cmMuck (A9) (LRRC)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2} _._ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B}

__. Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) . Reduced Vertic (F18} =~

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Stratified Layers (A5) {LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ____ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 1 cmMuck (A9) (LRR D) ___. Redox Dark Surface (F6) :
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions {F8) e
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1} ' __ Vemal Pools (F9) - indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) B . o B wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if gzient P ‘ '
Type: T -, _ .
Depth (inches): O.W\Z)!/!@(’ R . Hydric Soil Present? Yes : NOV
Remarks: ; :
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: ‘ ) Secondary !ndicators'(z or more tequired)
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufﬁcient) : ) _l/Water Marks (B1) (Riverine}
__ Surface Water (A1) - __ Salt Crust{B11) : ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust {B12) ‘ °___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3} : o Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _w%ege Patterns (B1(}
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits {(B2) {Nonriverine} ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {(C3) ___ 'i'hinﬁMuc_-.k Surface (C7)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ‘ ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) ___. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___lnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) . Shallow Aquitard {D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _ FAC-Neutral Test {D5)
Field Observations: /
Surface Water Present? Yes___ No - ~Depth (inches): __
Water Table Present? Yes____ No_“ _ Depth (inches): ' ' AN
Saturation Present? Yes ___ No_.~" Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes i # No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks: fp A @\/}’)&{Q( p\/ 41 A

| nragt G vine

US Army Corps of Engineers ‘ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



u‘)\at‘\&

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Projed/Site: @h\d P H1 “~C City/County: S}'\ Gy CO-' Sampling Date: é /Z?Zfﬁ
Applicant/Owner: e ' Stafe:r— {2 Sampling Point:_}

Investigator(s): (;) R(?v L ',j Slf\aﬂ‘ﬂ&\ﬂ Secfion, ToWnship. Range: (ﬂ T ’ S R [/? E CSM.:‘T\'M 3>
.Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): ) @(‘ m\f\&@ e Local relief (concave, convex, none) S QQE Slope (%): = a/@
Subregion (LRR): (fZ Lat: Long: Dafum:

Soit Map Unit Name: Il \l\n“a =\t In'amn / 2R ?\ ¢ NWI classification: —

Are climatic / hydrologic cond:hons on the site typical for this hme of year‘?' Yes _ =7 No______ (ifno, explain in Remarks.} i
Are VVegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Nommal Circumstances” present? Yes ___/___ Noe_
Are Vegetation , Soif , or Hydrology naturally problematic? {If needed, explain any answers, in, Remarks )

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 4}9_ Is the Sampled Area -
‘Hydric Soil Present? ~© Yes No within a Wetland? * Yes No. [/
o Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No fl/
Remarks:

Dramage Soucli\ea,aé af (&fa(”\"mmp:on\f: plctc@, Qecen‘i‘ﬂg
l \E(,WW 5U\wefgﬁr*&e\ 3 msc}‘ﬂ &JQ C‘“"tﬁ‘”‘ Qaqc(

VEGETATION
o _ ) Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test workshe_et:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Stafus Number of Dominant Species o N
1. . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ) (A)
2 i Total Number of Dominant o
; 3. : _ Specles Across All Strata: . {B)
4
] Percent of Dominant Species
) TolaiCover: ___ That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum - .
1. ) ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Mulfiply by:
3. ) ) OBL species _x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5, , FAC species x3=
: TotalCover: ___ FACUspecies __ =~ x4=
Herb Stratum’ 7 UPL species x§=
1. Column Totals: @ (8}
2.
3. Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Test is »50%
6. Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
3 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
l Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain
Total Cover: - ydrophyt g (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratumn .
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2. .
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic ) .
Vegetation ‘,/’“/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ~ % CoverofBioticCrust__ Present? Yes No
Remarks:

Nb \J@ @WQG{ (i« ;f\

US Amny Corps of Engineers . Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

~ Sampling Point: S 2 E l \ \

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

geﬁwh 5-

Depth Matrix Redox Features :
finches)  __Color (moist} % Color (moist) % Type' _toc” Texture Remarks
Ma 1Y T o Darm —_ togond] J ,O/f\wﬁg{ .

‘Type:: C=Concentration, DﬁDepfetioh, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC—Root Channel f=Matrix.

___ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2}

__. Btack Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Suifide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (AB) (LRR C)

_ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR D)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Minerai (51)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.}

_ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Vemal Pools (F9)

___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 16m Muck (A9) (LRR C)
Stripped Matvix:(S6) 2 om Muck (A10) (LRR B)
Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18}

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Redox Depressions {F8)

Indrcators for Problematld Hydrlc Sosls

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

“Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present. -

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth {inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

il

Yes

‘Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {(any one indicator is sufﬁcuent)

Secaondary Indicators (2 or more required
__ Water Marks (B1) (Rivérine)

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table (A2)

___ Saturation {A3)

____ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ tnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {BT)
.. Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ SaltCrust (B11)

___ Biofic Crust (B12)

_._. Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

___ Recent fron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Presence of Reduced Iron {C4}

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine}
___ Dyt Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Thin Muck Surface (CT}

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__. Saturation Visible on Aertal Imagery (CS}

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No
Saturation Present? Yes No

{includes capillary fringe)

7‘"

~Depth (inches):
Depth (inches)

/ﬂ

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

woi”

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

Remarks:

MON\ (f e k‘:ﬁr\f;}

US Amy Comps of Engineers
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wetland o
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region .

Project/Site: Go[d QA}‘\-I [ 5 City/County: Shon o Sampling Date: & Z/ /67

Applicant/Owner: %P state: _OR. Sampling Point: PP3- B =
Investigator(s): LX gT Q/LA SASW Section, Township, Range: ) _'_O,_L S_,' R ‘7 = o
Landform {hillslope, terrace, etc.}: —p !Gt")dq P‘ Qi s L\ Local relief (concave, convex, no;e): CONG. R Slope (%): ‘aﬁ
Subregion (LRR): % Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _ 2 : 3 o nm@\e,x (‘)—'\S’/ | 2A NWI dassification: __ €200\

Ara climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _L__ No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

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

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

naturally prob!ematic?”o (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

SUMMARY OF FIND]NG.S — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrf)phytlic Vegeta;ion Present? Yes ll% No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Scil Present? Yes T No within a Wetland? Yes |/ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:ema\\h 06 q“l
_ .\ e T : A
two ghotos
VEGETATION
) Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Use scientific nlames‘.) % Cover Species? _Statu Number of Dominant Species 9\
1. X _HO v [EAQ) | That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: )
2. @\ar\ \olw‘ ROPS 0O 4
ot Total Number of Dommant i
3. OLCJ\.L\L TSI \\G\JJ 30\,\ AR & f.> < | Specles Across All Strata: 2 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species P
Total Gover: /() That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 74 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
E S Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. “ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBLspecies _ x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: __ FACUspecies __ x4=
Herb Stratum UPL species X5=
1. ‘ Column Totals: (A) (B
2. Qoor) Congs (trc:-. s=. . PHAR OV EACW
A NG £ VAC Prevalence Index =B/A =
4. H o Séeo J7 AT o 0O Rl Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5, ' \ ‘ ___ Dominance Testis >50%
6. __ Prevalence Index is 3.0’
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ Total Gover: , ﬂ) __ Problematic Hydrophyfic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Straty
1. ﬂ\ Yindicators of hydric soil and wettand hydrology must
be present.
2 N p
Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic
e Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ,5' : % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes V No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SoIL Sampiing Point: D€ 3°G

“Proiile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches} Color (moist) % Color {moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
o-ll _ toYR 2/ Silfelay loam

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. 2_ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils

__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR C)

. Histic Epipedon {A2} . Stripped Matrix (56) . 2cm Muck {(A10) (LRR B)

i Black Histic (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1} __ Reduced Vertic (F18)

Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5} (LRR C) Depleted Matrix {F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks}

_ 1 cmMuck (A9) (LRR D} ~-.~ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8)

—_ Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) __ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive I:ayer (if present):

Type: _* -, . & ) N I/
Depth {inches}): - S Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks: (8o x =madd %uo,ﬁ\’&\%— gwobmn o\ | buX asao IS Tt voleomc ®rglon
and otren Yo indifeiRo LoGle dh
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators {2 or more reguired)

Primary Indicators {any gne indicator is sufficient) . Water Marks {B1) (Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Riverine)
High Water Table (AZ2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) _-[Arift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
Saturation (A3) __ Agatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __%ogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine) _ ¥ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

__ Dyift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6} __ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ____ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

ﬂ Whater-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes_  No 4\1 Depth {inches). _ -
Water Table Present? Yes No L Depth (inches): y

Saturation Present? Yes Z No__ Depth (inches): l;z" Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l/ No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

F:girekfd -5mq_Q_Q Q‘“‘Q«Lﬂi&:ﬁ *O ‘!{\‘*@4 QJ\\Q.Q-—k;

I TN

Grass Uaﬁ“;‘&}_

US Amy Corps of Engineers And West — Version 11-1-2006



: * WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: Golbelt\\l “5 City/County: Sherman Sampling Date: & [ 12 /477
Applicant/Owner: 6 P : State: OR Sampling Point: DP 3"“ ‘51
Investigator{s): . (XST ond SASW Section, Township, Range: /j%/ \-T—(S I S Pl Q “-7 E. :_‘—
Landform ¢hillslope, terrage, etc.): (old $\o2d (?\Ciux?\' Local relief (concave, convex, &ne)é‘ ' Slope (%): _{ YA
Subregion (LRR): B Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: 7 Qd:ﬂl‘sb‘e - Egnmtgi-mﬂ < i P\.M& 0-32 2; / [2 ﬁ\; : NWI classification: ?Zm\QA

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _l/__ No _\ (If no, explain in Remarks.}

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? No Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes __\_[___ No__
Are Vegetation . Soll , or Hydrology naturally problematic? H ¢ (I needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area
. ] o L
Hydric Scil Present? ves No_/ within a Wetfand? Yes No ¥
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remaf"i # ‘west side of A7
Pheto -
Ll upland £ DRSS _
DN A W ywetlo ‘l'”l“ N DU AYD 4 o =ail feme( tombards, po@\q

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. ,@/ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: § 2 (A)
2 ; Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: Y -
- 4 )
Percent of Dominant Species
Totat Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. @’ 7 Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. ' B Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. .. | OBL species x1=
4. | FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _____ _ x4= _
Herb Stratum . ———e - UPL i 5=_
I e e # . species x5=
11 eat A (Vi T v, NL .
i . At Column Totals: (A) (=}
¥/ 2. _Eddie Neele (AMLN ) 20% ML
S.C,()ﬁ\ﬂ'\(\-i\ ;k\r&‘\t I'\(«‘c\‘t J Prevalence Index =B/A=
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Testis >50%
6. Prevalence Index is =3.0'
7. ___ Morphological Adapt/ations1 {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks’or on a separaie sheef)
’ ' Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: — ydrophytic Veg (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1, ‘é/ 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
[ be present.
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic - )
Vegetation , (
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No V/ |
Remarks: !

Bordwed \0\8 QOQLL\ o~ lorepasd o &a\%}

- US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: DP 3- A

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist) % Color {moist) % Type'  Loc?

Texture Remarks

21" [ofR H[%

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

? ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, u

__ Histosol (A1)

 Histic Epipedon (A2)

___ Bilack Histic (A3)

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C)

__ 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface {A12)

__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4}

___ Vemal Pools {F9)

nless otherwise noted.) indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
Sandy Redox (S5} _ 1 cmMuck (A9)(LRR G)

Stripped Matrix (S6) 2 cm Muck {(A10) {LRR B)

Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1} Reduced Vertic (F18)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other {(Explain in Remarks)

Redox Dark Surface {F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions {F8)

JIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth {inches):

wetland hydrology must be present.

No\/

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient}

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surfage Water (A1)

__ High Water Table (A2)

__ Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonrivering)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Biotic Crust (B12)

__. Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___

. Other (Explain in Remarks)

Salt Crust (B11} Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
Drift Depaosits (B3} (Riverine)
Drainage Pattems (B10)
Dry-Seascn Water Table (C2) -
Thin Muck Surface {(C7)

Crayfish Burrows {C8)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1}

Presence of Reduced Iron {C4)

Recent [ron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
{includes capillary fringe)

Yes No _\  Depth (inches):
Yes No A" Depth (inches):
Yes No _V Depth (inches):

v

Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

Grass Valley
.

US Ammy Corps of Engineers

Arid West -~ Version 11-1-2006



Upland

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: &D /J &\,l’\; [[S _ City/County: %\(\Dj\W\QV-\ Sampling Date: 6 IZ/O-’
ApplicantOwner: P\P State: @R Sampling Point: D'P 3 _
investigaorsy_LX ST _6ad  GASW Section, Township, Range: /| . TOIS, RIVJE i~ =
Hll - - “ <5
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): L Local rellefconvex, none): - Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: ‘ Datum: __
Soit Map Unit Name: ) S\ l ICE A C NWI dlassification: T\ (\Q
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this t|me of year? Yes ’>( No {If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? E Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes 'S/ No
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? M O (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrf:phyfic Vegeta:ion Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Sail Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No )(
Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. 4«%’/ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: l (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant Q\
3. Specles Across All Strata: (B)
i 4
= Percent of Dominant Species
‘ Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. @ - | Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. - Total % Cover of: 'Mult_iplv by:
3. OBL species ‘ x1=
4. FACW species : x2=
5, FAC species L x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ x4=
Herb Stratum i ‘ UPL species L x5 =f
1. Cre.s;fb; U&\Cﬂ-\""ﬂ‘f&SJ (A‘\ c (3 [ 5 PL alumn Totals: T (A) e (B)

2. Boulbas b]ue,m:s‘s £ (Fobe Y 10 v _FAC
Cla P«‘{"{“mqs l r‘%e.\ AD v N L@‘FL\ Prevalence index = B/A=

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__ Dominance Testis >50% ~
__ Prevalence index is 3.0

—_ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

3
4
5.
6.
7
8

Total Cover: __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

Woody Vine Stratum
1. YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

g be present. "(\O'& mef*.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic .
No \/

Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes

CRP Area "’300 K:’\' notte of fM\c‘)‘

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers : Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL Sarnpling Point: pEP3c

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches} Color {moigk % Color (moist} % Type' Loc” Texture Remarks
o-b - /OYE qjs s \ooma -

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ “Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
____ Histosol (A1} __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1 cm Muck {A9) {LRR C}

__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ 2cm Muck {A10) (LRR B}

___ Black Histic {A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) . Reduced Vertic (F18)

—__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material {TF2)

____ Stratified Layers {(A5) {LRR C} ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

_ 1 cm Muck (A8} (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6}

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) - Debleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral {S1) __ Vernal Pools {F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present): =

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X

Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators {2 or more required)

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Maiks (B1) {Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)

___ High Water Table (A2) __ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) {Riverine)

__ Saturation {A3) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10})

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres aiong Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}

__ Duift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced lron {C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8}

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Rernarks) __ Shaltow Aquitard (D3}

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

Field Observations: .

Surface Water Present? Yes__ No i_ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes____ No_JA_ Depth (inches):

Saturation Present? Yes No _X‘_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No x
s(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

loe Vine ~ \:NJV /¥5‘\e['u(6\\ m"t eally K?reser\-f &S
ge\)ar@ ot Aoy oy 1) access reaj pres aat,

Cross Valetn
)

US Amy Corps of Engineers And West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region “?‘“’“d

Project/Site: Gb lc)et\\/dl\ﬁ City/County: f_ﬁ\’\‘e\f maoawn Sampling Date: (o, / Z 07
Applicant/Owner: L-X.ST OLA SASM State: OQ Sampling Point: B_D___
Investigator(s): ____ \ Section, Township, Range: ( 410 lS; Ve ,
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): h\\ S‘O o1 Local relio.e g, convex, none): Slope {%): 3
Subregion {LRR): B ' ) Lat: @ Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: A _. it b 715 NWI classification: __ Y}ov\0,

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No_____ ({lfno, explain in Remarks.}

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? I\/o Are "Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes \/ Noe_

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturaily problematic? /\/o (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No ‘/‘/ Is the Sampled Area /
. . o
Hydric Scil Present? Yes No . within a2 Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. ol . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: B)
4
" Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum o
1. 2 Prevalence Index worksheet:
2, ' Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBlspecies _  x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5. FACspecies ____~~ x3=
Total Cover: ___ FACUspecies __ x4=
Herb Stratum . UPL species x5=
1. p’\. <3 ’ BKTi. SQ \/ { ‘UL— talg: B
: Column Totals: {A) ___(B)
2. Creasted wheatgmss AGCR 70 - NL
3 ool letuce JAm  <£S AL Prevalence index = B/A =
4 toheat —RAF 3O evd NL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Test is »50%
6. __ Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. __. Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
ol N . . . 1 .
Total Cover: ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Straturmn
1. "Indicators of hydric sqil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2,
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic
Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

CRP W&)}Q

\ US Ammy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: D§ 3 D

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist % Color (moist) % Type' _ Loc® Texture Remarks
01 _ _I0¥R §[3

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

?|ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedeon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (56)

Black Histic (A3) __ Lcamy Mucky Mineral {F1}
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) {LRR D} __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions {F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (1) __ Vernal Poals (F9)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®;
. 1com Muck (A8) (LRR C)

__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B}

Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

. Other (Explain in Rernarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wettand hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches);

&

No 2%

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary indicators {2 or more required)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11)

___ High Water Table {A2) __ Biotic Crust (B12)

___ Saturation (A3) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
. Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
—— Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

. Surface Soil Cracks {B6)

. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)}

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) -__

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8)

—_ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Riverine)

X Drainage Pattems (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface (C7}

. Crayiish Burrows {C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9}
___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No_¥ " Depth (inches)
Water Table Present? Yes No V7 Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

{includes capillary fringe)

w

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

‘u\j\—er‘Sec:i', NW  Corner, Cmmr

Remam:?r&:\f\(&ﬁe '@eamwwe—//le“r éﬂuof_)a,g /\OG_C} CU\A ﬂfCJ“e_ fOG'.A

Geas® Vgl
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region weﬁ&’é

Project/Site: GO [é@\ }"\‘f [ ’ < City/County: Sheran Sampling Date: é//3/67
Applicant/Owner: BP state: (D K Sampling Point; T }P 3 E
Investigator(s): LKS 7 OAA SAS W Section, Township, Range: %J TO‘ S, LN \7 E "u .-
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ﬁ\[@‘ ‘l-\{e_ Local relief (concave, convex, none): beach Slope (%): I~z
Subregion (LRR): B Lat; - Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Z ngiex&b%-tiﬂ mistn Cow gl ex 0-37, J12A NWI dlassification: € 2L ¢

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _™  No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? N & Are “Nommal Circumstances” present? Yes '/_ No__
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? NO .(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

Hydrf)phyt.ic Vegeta;ion Present? Yes \')g No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present Yes No within 2 Wetland? ves_X__ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes K No
Remarks:
rR‘nfm.xe P 40%- Creek
Photo ~ firs+ of —-l—oBcLy unader Powter [/ires
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1 L5 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ___ 8 (a)
2 : Total Number of Dominant
3. : Species Across All Strata: 3*5 (B)
4.
. Percent of Dominant Species JO .
Total Cover: ... That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: | /. (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1, o5 Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species x1=
4, FACWspecies _ x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ = x4=
Herb Stratum UPL species x5=
1 St Slowerd  tush 20 v _FAC .
Column Toftals: (A) (B}
2, Smcsa-{’t brome (SR\N 5 EAC
(oo 5 A} L - Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. Tun(,us b@\hm -TU\ GA- 25 FIA-Q(.U _ Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators:
L
5. <c,guf 1 A(,,, r'u S I\ . T Dominance Test is >50%
6 3 \2< /O “ORL [__ pevalence Index s <3.0'
7 ho(‘}e/[—zu,'_ / sode o) § (QPR §,5 v EA¢ W) | _ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
a “data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: 4007, - g _ Pfot?.l%maﬁc Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain}
Woody Vine Siratum : ‘ i _ b
1, .1 indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
- . be present.
2. o, NE
TotalCover ., - Hydrophytic -
: Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum () % Cover of Biotic Crust ¥~ Present? Yes S( No
Remarks: ' R -
US Ammy Corps of Engineers ’ Arid West — Version 11-1-2006

)



SOIL

Sampling Point: OP‘S E

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

Depth Matrix Redox Featyres ‘
(inches) Color (moist) % Color {moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remagks
o4 10YR 3/2 2.5YR z/ 20 {oaps €5 &

"Type: C=Cencentration, D=Depletion, RM=

Reduced Matrix.

?gcation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Roo6t Channel, M=Matrix.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A8) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (51}

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Sail Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

___ Sandy Redox (55}
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (FG)
—_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Vernal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Scils™:
— 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 om Muck {(A10) {LRR B}

Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

__ Other {(Explain in Rernarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrelogy must be present.

dact

Restrictive Layer (if present):

< Saturation (A3)

. Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) {(Nonriverine)
X Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7)

| Aquatic Invértebrates (B13)

" Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

. Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) |
__ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C8)

—. Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type: N,L{ inches YoJ: Ckg — F‘D(’_,LC

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes K No
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required}
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) o Salt Crust (B11) — Sediment Debosits (B2} (Riverine)
___ HighWater Table {A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) <~ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

_ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aertal Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes ﬁ

(includes capiliary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

s bes ik

/

Nocth

\ ( l :‘fln?} ¥

l e ZSI-———————-—%\

Dwm
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region UP /a'\C)

ProjectSite: gi;ggc}e/\ Ll: [{S City/County: She)rmatr\ Sampling Date: 6/!5/91
ApplicanOwner: e state: U Sampling Point_ D F _}
Investigator(s); LXST mé SASW Section, Township, Range: ‘73 TO | %’i R.\7 E : 3
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ‘Verrace,. Local relief {concave, convex, Slope (%): {- L
Subregion {(LRR): Lat: Long: o Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Zn,aletsb% - Hex miston Co mplex -3/, \2 NWI classification: _ P2 Y\ 1 €

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes __\-L No_____ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? 4o  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __l/_‘__ No__
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? ]\Jo (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrf)p;yt'icPVegeta:ion Present? :es No § Is the Sampled Area .
Hydric Soil Present? es No within a Wetland? Yes No K
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks: E - .
/ s
Upland  docton V?ics*' b plad ot DP3E
Second ‘?ln CT‘:D _
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. : : Species Across All Strata: 2 {B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
i Total Cover: ______ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2, } Total % Cover of; Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species Xx2=
5, FAC species Xx3=
Total Cover: FACUspeces __ x4=
Herb Stratum . UPL species x5=
1. j:"+erm (’X!d‘& ﬁ)bébzic 55 A'(’ W Qg H L Column Totals: (A) (B}
2_Biq Sage . ARTR /Z- N
3. x. - AYIRYA] 1Tace N Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. L1 el ST Frare N T | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. C[a Pt orac s LETS. Fmce Al ___ Dominance Test is >50%
6. v Prevalence Index is <3.0’
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet}
' ot Gover ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum .
1, 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No I'/
Remarks:
« imy Corps of Engineers Arid West - Version 11+ 2



SOIL o : Sampling Point: 2\9 3E

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

(mches) Color (mgist __Color (moist) % Type'  _ Loc” Texture Remarks
TorR 37

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  ’Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (35) 1Y om Muck (A9) (LRR C)
. Histic Epipedon {A2) __ Stripped Matrix ($6) _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic {(F18)
_.. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . __ Red:-Parent Matenal (TF2} .
___ Stratified Layers {(A5) {LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explaln in' Remarks)
_ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8)
. Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F2) JIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
____ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {(S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Lavyer (if Eresent): :
Type: O .
Depih (inches). __ ~~ 7 ra C/L\-ef Hydric Soil Present? Yes Nox
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) __ Water Marks (B1) {Riverine}
___ Surface Water (A1)} ___ SaltCrust {B11) . Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Biotic Crust {B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3} (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ Agquatic Invertebrates (B13) ' ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) — Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) - ' __ Dry-Season Water Tab]e (CZ)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (CT !
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ' __ Crayfish Burrows (C8) ~ .
__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6} __ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Scils {CB} ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks} . Shallow Aquitard (D3}
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes_______ No _2(_ Depth {inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No_X_  Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No A Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No >(
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

Craes,  Dadloy
A

- 415 Ammy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006
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wetland |

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Praject/Site: G@)Lé&l\\\\\.\\ S CityiCounty: Shecman ..+ Sampling Date: @ IBZ o7

ApplicantiOwner: ___ 15 state:_ OR "~ sampiiig Fointt_DP 3G |
Investigator(s): L-KS_T’ O.J\A gH&M Section, Township, Range: ac&t\d ?)J. TOlS J R\ 7E -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, efc.): ﬁ\reﬁ:\g, Local relief @ convex, none); _ Slope (%): A
Subregion (LRR): ?b Lat: Long: Datum;

Soil Map Unit Name: M&am C‘_pmglex 6-2Y /lQ.A‘ NWI classification: _pn g 1\

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes __i______ No (If no, explain in Remarks.}

Are Vegetation ,-Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? N ©  Are “Nomnal Circumstances” present? Yes ¥ No__

Are VVegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? M O (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 v‘\'é No Is the Sampled Area \/
. . ,,
Hydric Soil Present? Yes // No within a Wefland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum,- (Use sclientific names.) % Cover Species? _Sfatus Number of Dominant Species
1 @H That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: l (A)

Total Number of Dominant

2,
3. Species Across All Strata: 1 (B)
4.

‘Percent of Dominant Species

Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __ [0 (am)

Sapling/Shrub. Stratum
1. @ Prevalence Index worksheet:

2, Total % Cover of: Multinby by:
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=

Total Cover: FACU species x4 =
Herb Strafum : UPL species x5=

i o
1. Reed) Covatyarn SS Pabl /D PO | ot Tots: ” ®
2. N —_—
3. Prevalence Index =B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ___ Dominance Test is »50%
5 Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7. __ Morphological Adaptations1 {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
’ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explai

Total Cover: — ydrophytic Veg (Explain)
Woody Vine Straturn
1 "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present.

2,

Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic

O Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:
‘\\ JS Amny Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006 R
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SOIL Sampling Point: | }P 363:

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

Depth - Matrix Redox Features .
finches) : _. Color {moisf) % Color {moist) % Type’ Loc® Texture _ Remarks
O~ JoYR 2Z/| — St

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. 2L ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosoi (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1emMuck (A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2} . Stripped Matrix {S6) . 2om Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Biack Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) joamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) _. Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C) o/ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other {Explain in Remarks)
__. 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) . Redox Dark Surface (F8)
__ Depieted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12} __ Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51} ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: ‘RQ)CK _
Depth (inches): __ ™~ 17 vorable Hydric Soil Present? Yes )& No
Remarks: . ‘ ' :
. ! : o . ’ . . o ~lig
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrolegy Indicators: Secondary Indicators {2 or more required}
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient} ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
__. Suriface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine}
__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotfic Crust (B12} _ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
_K Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) . _X_ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {(C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Sediment Deposits (B2) {Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {(C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
_)(_— Drift Deposits (B3) {(Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (G4} ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent fron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other {Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9} __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No L Depth {inches}):
Water Table Present? Yes__ No _L Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes _X__ No Depth (inches): 3” Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:  cfreaom How’mﬁs , reed Canasy §rass S overy Hhick.
M Cd.mf/?mss
N/\ [FISYES!

_ vP3G
crassS Lal
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UP[Q

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

ProjectSite: G@l Ca en hi “ 5 City/County: 6\\9)\\"\ an Sampling Date: &, 1'5[0—(
Applicant/Owner: 6P State: OK Sampli‘ng Point; . DP 3(5 &
Investigator{s): L/X S"T’ 6.1\(‘) SA'S D‘J Section, Township, Range: .Q\ m\d 3 ;TO[ Sl.r R l7 E . —
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): he,n(:\') Local relief (concave, convex, none); _ W O.Q Slope (%) _{ ‘/,,
Subregion {LRR): % Lat: Long: ] Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Z hae‘t&hlé - H@M@m_ﬂ_@uxp‘e ¥ (-2 /, / (2 A NWI classification: _ ho e
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site fypical for thistime of year? Yes ¥  No___ {Ifno, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ﬁ) & Are “Normmal Circumstances” present? Yes __\(__ No__
Are Vegetation , Soll , or Hydrology naturally problematic? /\Ja? {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
:Y;lrfapgyt.:cPVeget?:ion Present? ies :o \[5 Is the Sampled Area ‘/
V\?etlnacnd ci’-liyd:::lsoegny .Present? Y:z Nz V/ within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks: OPJG\AB o; D?%G Py L}O _GE

VEGETATION
Absolufe Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stra}t‘um {Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species @
1. jo That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant 2.
3. Species Across All Strata: _ AL ®
4
Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: ____ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ( 2 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. 1o goﬁ. e 30 v/ ;V L. [Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
. TotalCover: FACUspecies ____  __ x4=___
Herb Stratu UPL species x5=
. Cheadgase pRTs 65 ML | corumn Totais: @ o ®
2, ﬂd'ff'[’]u‘ﬁ_ e Ol £p {£ EAC
3 ~ﬁ30a-P T \/_&-,L C)-\ \VARYA! 5 i/ L Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. d" L .| Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: -
5. ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Prevalence indexis 3.0’
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 {Explain)
Total Cover:
Woody Vine Stratum
1. 'Indicators of hydric soit and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2. :
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic
S Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum ;]\0 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks: B

us Am Corps gf Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL Sampling Point: { QPB G ;

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features :
(inches) ____Color (moist} % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texturg Remarks

o-f{~ [OYR3/2- ST

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  ’Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5} __ 1 cm Muck {A9) {LRR C)
__. Histic Epipedon {A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2 c¢m Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3} ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C}) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other {(Explain in Remarks)
_ 1 om Muck (AS) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface {A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {(S4) wetland hydroiogy must be present.
Resfrictive Layer (if present):
Type: ' /
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators {(any one indicator is sufficient) .. Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust{B11} __ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Rivering)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates {B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1} — Dry-Season'V\.?ater Table {C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) {(Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4} __ Crayfish Burrows (C8}
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shaliow Aquitard (D3}
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes_  No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes_  No Depth {inches):
Saturation Present? Yes___ No_Ll/ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No \/
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

CRASS Valles
)/
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region wetiaad

Project/Site: 65 lo eo\-}\‘l U hY City/County: =ho ¢ than Sampling Date: (9/’3/ ol
Applicant/Owner: . - N state: (O Sampling Point: DP3 T =IL
Investigator(sy: __ L X ST Of\é SASW Section, Township, Range: 35 TH14 . B gﬂ ] & .
Landform (hillsiope, terrace, etc.). 'R.\\l enne Local relief (concave, convex, none): B&-CL\ Slope (%) |
Subregion {LRR): B Lat: Long: Datum:

Sall Map Unit Name: ZA2008 DL ~Neowtietm g;mg;gw o3¢ [12.A NWI classification: '

Are ¢limatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?“o Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No_
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematlc'?l\l (" (I needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showmg sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

. . v
Hydr_ophyfrc Vegeta:on Present? :es = No : Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? es - No within a Wetland? Yes 1/ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
Z photos
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: .
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover, Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species 3 :
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: . (A)
2 : Total Number of Dominant =
3. Species Across All Strata: o (B}
4
Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: / 4o (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. /6/ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species X2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ ___ x4=
Herb Stratum ZLPA UPL Species x5=
1. €'\:hke. ’RUSJ,\ ff% Ch(in'\S Dﬁ\\sﬂﬁs -§Q ) \/ o) PWL Column Totals: (&) (B
2. _Wooly Vetch, VivE  Trace Nl
3. Ga\eu ta ~ , > Al EAC Prevalence Index =B/A =
4 Busy, (SR resh TN 4 W 1) v FEACY; I:?rophy‘tic Vegetation Indicators:
5 Ovel e/ decle RUC 12 ~“tace. E A-Q_ Dominance Test is »50%
6. America~  Specowsell VS AN 6 \/ (ORL | _ Prevalence Index is 3.0°
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet})
* - - a4 .
Total Cover: q- =y . Problematlc Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Wood\( Vine Stratum ]
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
& TotalCover: ___ Hydrophytic
! Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 2 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No.
Remarks: ’
—\_ 5 Amy Comps of Engineers Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Sampling Point: DPgl :L

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {moist) % Color (moist) % Type' _Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 1ovR Z/| il

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

*Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

___ Histosol (A1) ___ S8andy Redox {85}

___ Histic Epipedon {A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (56)

___ Black Histic (A3} ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___, Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers {(A5) (LRR C) —. _V Depleted Matrix (F3)

. T em Muck (A9) (LRR D) ) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A1 __ Depleted Dark Surface {(F7)
y2_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) .. Vernal Pools (F9)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
—— 1emMuck {A9) (LRR G}

2 em Muck (A10) (LRR B)

Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Red Parent Material {TF2)

. Other (Explain in Remarks)

3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

—~ 87

Type: |
Depth {inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes ‘/ No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Waetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary Indicators {2 or more required)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11)

__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12)

i Saturation (A3} __ Agquatic invertebrates (B13)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonrivering)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverineg)
Surface Soil Cracks (B8)

Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

_____ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)

__ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)
* v Drift Deposits (B3) {Riverine)
_\{ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7}
___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Shallow Aquitard (D3}
__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

- Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
{includes capillary fringe)

Yes No_ v/ Depth (inches):

Yes No _v~__ Depth (inches):

Yes V' No Depth {inches): CZ

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes v’ No

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

Remarks:

D‘PBI_, 1§ Near S'Lr‘eO\M c)nnrm.e.‘.

G ross Uo,l(¢>

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Gotde i \s

City/County: S ¥aan

Sampling Date: i//}/ﬂ

Sampling Point: DP3 S-Gl

Pl‘oject/Site:
Apﬁﬁcanthwner: B P \ - state: (OR
Investigator(s): _ LRSS T amd S‘Q\SVJ Section, Township, Range: 5. Tf 7llU RI7TE

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _“BeAch.

Local relief {concave, convexi nong}j>

Stope (%): Tiat~

Datum:

Long:

Subregion (LRR): Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name: Z [y d gﬁ‘r’&b% *.ﬂﬁ&mgm COwn Qigx 0-274 Z lg ﬁ NWI classification:
Are-climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No__

Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

significantly disturbed? /\}0 Are “Nomnal Circumstances” present? Yes " ’/ No

naturally problematic? AJ © ~ (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

Hydrf)phyt.ic Vegetation Present? Yes No L\; is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No — within a Wetland? Yes No e
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
-/
Vpland plet for DPIT is
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: .
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: { ) (A)
2 Total-Number of Dominant 2—
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

Total Cover:

ARTR. YO V. WL

Total Cover:
RRTS 45 v ML
£ ) Wemisosp +race HeL.
Todes mediate wéea%amss 20 Vv L

VAGIA

o N oG kW

Wood_y Vine Stratum
1.

Total Cover: %—

2

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5

Total Cover:

% Cover of Biotic Crust

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: &) (&/B)
Prevalence Index\\lvorksheet:
Total % Cover.\of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species ) X2=
FAC species - Xx3=
FACU species x4=
UPL species Xx5=
Column Totals: (A) B)

Prevalence Index =B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__ Dominance Test is >50%
___ Prevalence Index is =3.0"

Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Praoblematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

i

"Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
he present.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? -

No \/

Yes

Remarks:

.;Arrny Corps of Engineers

Arid West - Version 11-1-2006




SOIL Sampling point: DP I &

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
“{inches)  ___Color (moist) % Color fmolst) % Type' _Loc’ Texture Remarks
o-10+ /ovR 3T st -

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  *Location: PL=Fore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {(Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.} & Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) . Tem Muck (A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix {S6) _ 2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B}
__. Black Histic {A3) _ Loamy Mucky Minerai (F1) __ Reduced Vertic {F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide {Ad) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material {TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) . Other (Explain in Remarks)
___1cm Muck (A2) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) :
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) .. Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9} *Indicators of hydrophyitc vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No T/
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology indicators: & ‘Secondary Indicators (2 or mare required)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) __ Water Marks (B1} (Riverine)
__ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11) . Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table {A2) ___ Biofic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13}) . Drainage Patterns (B10} ..
. Water Marks (B1) {Nonriverine) _ Hydrqggn $ulﬁde Odor (C1)} . __ Dry-Season Water Tablt?, _(C.?_)‘“
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) —. Ovidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
_. - Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(C9})
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) e Shallow Aquitard {D3)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9} ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes _____ No __L/_ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No v Depth (inches): /
Saturation Present? Yes__ No Z Depth {inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ V
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

Grass Oaliey
~

US Armmy Corps of Engineers And West — Version 11-1-2006
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wekow

Sampling Date: _{¢ /! 5/0’7
o 7@ Sampling Point: _M_
-‘——-—.—

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Arid West Region

Project/Site ébld(éw\ H’I Il S Sity/County: _<SIavman (o,

Applicant/Owner: State:

2 ()] Lo ! —
Investigator(s): 5-@4{‘7 W & S Lidal ?‘-ﬂ‘"& Section, Township, Range: R~ 4 ok 26 L VOLA, e
Landform ¢hillslope, terrace, etc.): Flede Local refief {concave, convex, none): Slope (%): —2—0)
Subregion (LRR): o Lat: Long: - Datum:

Sol Map UnitName: b tok € teillet veru s;hm& lepam J16

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _L No
. Soil
. Soil

NWI classification: POLDH:Y\
{If no, explain in Remarks.)
significantly disturbed? No Are “Normmal Circumstances” present? Yes 2£ No

naturally problematic? }UD {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)’

Are Vegetation . or Hydrology '

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point iocationé, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Prasent? Yes X " No Is the Sampled Area
] . o o
Hydric Soil Present? Yes }{ No within a Wetiand? Yes \( No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \:z( No ]
Remarks: _ 7
VEGETATION
‘ _ Absolute Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species .
1 : That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: g\ (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant
3. Spacies Across All Strata: : 2 (B}
4. T
Percent of Dominant Species
- - Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ /(D (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:-
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum UPL speci =
T Faa pecies x5
: Hodd TUA 56/ oeL |
- . Column Totals: (A} (B)
2 Yood rpune grees  PRAR 30 7 EacWl ‘ | |
3. e ¢ ! UTO ) 1l | Prevatence Index = B/A =
4. Counnuels, Ty (& L CIAR _EAC [ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ey £DW0 g FACW | _ Dominance Test is >50%
6. . Prevalence Index is 3.0 7
7. __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
- " - | .
Total Cover- F 5} i — FProblematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
he present.
2.
- TotalCover: __ Hydrophytic
) ) Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum @ % Cover of Biotic Crust f } : Present? Yes No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL ' ' ' : - Sampllng Paint:. 3 K-'D\

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

' | Depth Matrix _ Redox Features
. | {inches) - Color (moisf) % Color{moist) . % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks

oy 2/] — — T " _mude
_Jgs\(@_?_LL,_ i - e T Ceﬂz;:m}r awede.

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Roat Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (55) __ 1 cm Muck {A8) (LRR C})
___ Histic Epipedon (A2). ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ 2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B)
lack Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) . Reduced Vertic (F18)
Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) __. Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) ... Red Parent Material (TF2)
____ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)} _... Depleted Matrix (F3) : ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
_ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)}

_._ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral {51) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4} : wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present): ’
Type: OCN—— [y
- T e X
Depth (inches): . IZ— Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:

Muselt. m&/@[zﬁ s hsue! Hf_{#ﬁaﬂ'

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: ‘ Secondary indicators {2 or more required)
Prirr(arv Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) . Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
_V. Surface Water (A1} ___ SaltCrust (B11} ___ Sediment Deposits (B2} {Riverine)

¢ High Water Table (A2) ... Biotic Crust (B12) ____ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
I Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ____ Drainage Patterns (B10}
___ Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine} ___‘Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Seascn Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits {(B2) (Nonriverine) __ Onxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)}

___ Drift Deposits {83) (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recent fron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87} __ Other (Explain in Rémarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ FAG-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations / :

Surface Water Present? Yes ,«rl( Depth (mches)@ ! Cna,

Water Table Present? Yes _ VY "-f No __ _ Depth (inches): E i M ’ .

Saturation Present? Yes V No__ ____ Depth (inches): { 2 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes >< No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks: | %\L\(’_,\VQ\G%L‘B CAnres ,q{\\,mﬁ\ {: (\r\%‘ \\u@y = e_’*)"* w&f’"\kw\”}\

Covass u\\ﬂf)

"US Army Corps of Engineers Lo Arid West — Version 11-1-2008



%
} %,
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region weﬂano'

Project/Site: GOQAQN\ H’l ‘ IS City/County: %\’\QT 6N _ Sampling Date:
Applicant/Owner: (5'(3 State: (D - Sampling Point: S
Investigator(s): ' X 3‘{' SO& Su) Section, Township, Range: g\bahd BG T61 AJ R Oe e
Landform {hillslope, terrace, etc X G‘Tm A o \Q’a WL Lacal relief (concave, convex, none): _{C\¢7) ngg Slope (%): !{22
Subregion (LRR): {.L 7" Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: _J& k&}m\k‘\r heru, t:\rmm loaws 72-Hal. / D NWI classification: _ 0 L) B W
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typlcal for th|s time of year? Yes __ Z No {If no, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ¥\O Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? O (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 lzf No Is the Sampled Area /
e N
Hydric Soil Present? Yes '/ No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species 3
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 \\ Totai Number of Dominant
3. < Species Across All Strata: 2{2 (B}
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
) Total Cover: _____ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (0D (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: MuHiply by:
3. \ OBL species x1=
4, \ FACW species x2=
N
5. FACspecies __ x3=
Total Cover: ) FACUspecies x4 =
Herb Stratum 0 \/ UPL species Xd= _
1. _Aun Sso0p Al Uoneme e e 50 SOBRL | coumn Totats: (A) (B)
2 Leynibe Crall o v/ FAC
3 Bood Candma PHAR z oty Prevalence Index =B/A =
4 Podidee, £2,70 miguw >t ORL  [Tydrophylic Vggetation Indicators:
5, Fn ""’*&i‘ Y 1LA ﬂ ) </ ORL Test is »50%
E. (\\ I M. Uire QU > F A | — Prevalence Indexis <3.0'
7. @ LLD"Q (RDT - FAC | __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
) Total Cover: __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. "Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrology must
he present.
2.
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic
. Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum (D % Cover of Biotic Crust {ﬁ Present? Ye No
Remarks: /

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West ~ Version 11-1-2006



SOIL Sampling Point; OP 3 kg

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

- {inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) %  _Type' _Loc Texture Remarks

e | m

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Mairix.  *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 1 cm Muck (A8) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic {A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Vertic (F18)
_A Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other {(Exptain in Remarks) -
. 1em Muck (A9) {LRR D)} _- Redox Dark Surface (F&) '
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
J&_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions {F8)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51} ___ Vernal Pools {F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (§4) wettand hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present): —
Type: \
Depth {inches): \ Hydric Soil Present? Yes l/ No
Remarks:

"HYDROLOGY .
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more reguired)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

__‘[ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine}

__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
‘L/;aturation (A3) __Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10})

___ Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine) . Hydrogen Sulfide- Qdor (C1) _ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2} (Nonriverine} ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nenriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Scils (C6) ____ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9}
. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks} ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3}

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __. FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes _V No _____ Depth {inches): |
Water Table Present? No__ 7~ y Depth {inches): __

Saturation Present? 32 No__ Depth{inches) _ { 2 Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes ,V No
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

S ‘U\ QQ& ' e(@ind
o T _//‘;.;ﬁ )

Grase Ua\‘tﬁb
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid_Wéét Region

/erol(ﬁﬂm H?//S Shawvmen (o
D

Applicant/Owner: State:

:

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

b/1%/0™1
K]

Sampling Point;

Ji

Investigator(s): 6@6&:& oy E S Wed fee "If

Landform (hillstope, terrace, efc.): Slez&' 3@\9@
Subregion (LRR): GD

Lat:

Local relief{concava,

ek -

Soil Map Unit Name: _Li

Are climatic / hydrologic conditioﬁs on the site typical for this time of year? Yes

. Sail , er Hydrology ‘

s Sail

Are Vegetation

Are Vegetation . oF Hydrology

Section, Township, Range: 3 5 anek .2 ( ;TO N ’.gl 7€

Slope (%): L)

Datum:

Ao
4

No

NWI classification: b, b% POLQH“ .

{If no, explain in Remarks.)

significantly disturbédg. NO Are “Normat Circumstances” present? Yes \/ No

naturally probiematic? N O (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)’

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point Iodationé, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? . Yes ¥ No — | Is the Sampled Arca

e Y . _
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No | within a Wettand? Yes No >(
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ ¢~

Remarks:

ares o4 veqelmien s
_ o
Wader comss %mm O Lvewt

4 1 " '
; = IR \ :
oniy D Feak onta

-

/
f_{ﬁ’f’?r. Tl 40

. No soils \/exq ﬁmckg

VEGETATION

-

Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)

Absolute . Dominant Indicator
% Cover’ Species? _Status

" Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species

1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC; Q (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: g (B)
4 o
Percent of Dominant Species
: Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 1 { 2 ( 2 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by: -
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species x2=
5, FAC species X3 =
Total Cover: s FACU species xd=
Herb Stratum UPL species Xa=
Fo i e
1. Bedlty” Mich > ORL | cotumn Totais: (A) (B)
2 Gl LA 7./ OBL | .
3. Cuunh, dole RUC (2_ 5 _ =A Prevalence Index = B/A=
4 Lonacdy The-dis COLAR o 0 v _EA-C. | Aydrgphytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ‘ Dominance Test is >50%
6. ___ Prevalence Index is £3.0°
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate shest)
’ Total Cover: POt — Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain})
Woody Vine Stratum
1. unw ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present. :
2. .
Total Cover: ___ Hydrophytic g
: ' _ Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust { 3 : Present? Yes No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

Sampllng Point: 5& |

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of mdncators }

Depth Matrix > Redox Feaftures
{inches) - Color {moist} % Color (moist) % Type' _Loc® Texture Remarks
O~F W0YR3/z |

.JJAM«& rgpn gm[/d zfg,ﬁ OQLFTL

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

*Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Histasol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic {A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide {A4)

Stratified Layers (A5} (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) {LRR D}

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

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix {S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
‘Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
Redaox Depressions (F8)
Vernal Pools {F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
__ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR C)

—_ 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other {Explain in Remarks},

®|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present)

(vang forsed

Type: CL uf ex”
Depth (inches): CED“ Hydric Soil Present? Yes No )<
Remarks: '
RMA] - (ﬁv(ﬂf 1 MC&—{J - & E"G Ui"% FEloo Q{
Mo mottles
HYDROLOGY '

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient}

Secondary Indicators {2 or more required)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table (A2)

___ Saturation (A3}

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Depaosits (B2) (Nohriverine)
___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine)

___ Surface S0oil Cracks (B6)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Salt Crust{B11)

. Biotic Crust {B12}

___ Aquatic Invertebrates {B13)
‘Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1}

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced lron (C4)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Sails (C6)

_,_ﬁediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) &

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9)
___ Shaliow Aquitard {D3)

V' FAC-Neutral Test {D9)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes MNo
Saturation Present? Yes No

{includes capillary fringe}

~Depth (inches):
Depth {inches):

I/Depth {inches):

J

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Mo

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

.
Remarks: i r;(_ - '
§ 5 “h{“.' ri n [»10"’ Q[6 - p J ’xj} P ' Aaf e S i‘(‘:f-“él .
(ovoce, \lot\\g;.-?I Q.um:}m { Gonsy Q“QQ\C\J
tJS Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

ProjectSite: __(n den <

City/County: _SS\oR in e’

up\ma

Sampling Date: G 7

State: O Q-

ApplicantfOwner: E)P _
Investigator(s): S‘ASV\J LXST

Sampling Point: O P 21

Section, Township, Range: a5 amd 3G'TOL'N‘. RIME

Landfoterrace, efc.): Local relief (copcave, convex, noney: Slope (%): é— Qo
Sﬁbregion {LRR}: B Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _|i cill NWI classification: PO [T H“\

Are climatic / hydrolegic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes .No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? /\J o Are “Normal Circurnstances” present? Yes __;____\/No -

. Soil , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation

naturally problematic? A,  (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) - ]

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important feati]res, etc.

No'/

1T —

Yes No

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes Is the Sampled Area
o -

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No L~ within a Wetland?

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No L

Remarks:

Upslope ok DPK B

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.)
1.

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover Species? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

O w

2 Total Number of Dominant .7_
3 -— - Species Across All Strata: (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species
Saplina/Shrb Stat Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: { 2 (A/B)
apling/Shru atum .
1. &'; o L ALT @. 1.0 \/ it | [Prevalence Index worksheet:
2, ¢ ' Total % Cover of. Multiply by;
3. OBL species Xx1=
4. FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
: Total Cover: FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum UPL species x5=
— - .
1L L itarane RETE q45” v ML | cormn Totals: (A) B)
2. o' AGIN 35 .y
3. ' Prevalence Index = B/A =
4, Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ___ Dominance Test is >50%
6. Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations1 {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' e Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Cover: B_’ 3 - ydrophyt 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1, "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
5 be present.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
we Ko Ck Vegetation '
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No \/
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL : Sampling Point: DP & Ll

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features

{(inches) Color (moish) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channei, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all ERRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ Histosol (A1} __ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR G)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2} ____ Stripped Matrix (§6) _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1) __ Reduced Vertic {F18)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide {A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (ERR G) ___ Depleted Matrix {F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
_ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11} ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ S8andy Mucky Mineral (81) . Vernal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: . %
Depth (inches}): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary [ndicators (2 or more required
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient) __~Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ BaltCrust (B11) // _- - Sediment Deposits {(B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2} __ Biotic Crust (B12) - ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3) __ Aguatic nvertebrates (B13) . Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine} ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Tablte (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roofs (C3} __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Dyift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4} ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Surface Soit Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
____ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __. FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes_ No_t _ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_____ No _[é Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No e
{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:

Grass Yalle
?’

US Amny Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region “p'ﬁa“ d

Project/Site: (?3 (&) ‘ dQ; N\“&Q,QQ City/County: S ‘f\@ ‘CW\_Q\ n Sampling Date: &/ /4 jO'?

Applicant/Owner: %P State: ) K Sampling Point: J )E : 5 k w‘
Investigator(s): =43 <. {10 s Section, Township, Range: 30amd 21 TO 1 “‘. RIRE —
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Al S‘rz |\:>e.=,' Local relief (concave, convex, none): CO"(C(‘NQ, Slope (%) _ 20/,
Subregion (LRR): Lat: ~ Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: } 1 Sle .\ Dggk et !E ﬁqu | 6221 Aé D NWI classification: alaue_a  POUIBA
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _'\/_ No_____ (lfno, explain in Remarks.}

Are Viegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ¢  Are “Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes _[L No__
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? Heo (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Preseni? Yes No :; Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No__° Ly
N within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:

dQNW +p oy Line ‘4/ I cfane WA ne, wmteuh Pirected mavmne tW\MJ\CJ(a('LQ f\
olooye old %emﬁyf—e} Z Pho%ﬁ — \00\ h [c)l e Mecea

VEGETATION

\

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) _% Cover SQec:es‘? _Status

Number of Dominant Species '
1. _Lowbaxd oo gar ‘r\u\bj\'d PoM ¥ 207 ue.S £ACW | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _[_ ®)

2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 )]
4
Total Cover: 20 ?ﬁ;‘;ﬂ:égﬁf?%ﬁf%?iﬁso; 20 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
7 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. [?/ . OBLspecies _ -,  x1=
4, ! FACW species 3 E X2= Q
5. FACspecies ___ x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _  x4=

) - = 2J0
wor o UPL species &Q ___ x5=_20d
7 R ues N L Column Totals: _&\%E;& @A L& ®)

‘/a"/ J/ EACW — A ok
. %& VI Prevalence Index =B/A = M

/U_J; Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

%I Adaptations’ (Provide supporting

\lees data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
__ Problematic I-&Psp@tic Vegetation1 {Explain}
Total Cover: _ /() N
Woody Vine Stratum “‘x
1 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present. :
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
Vegetation ) l/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks: Smuan dshieavm Side
— o oo TR on wost  Qoplo, =
Lomoan JhL\bfx\d\ \ed oo TAQW, ¥
P lovnda

US Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006 f
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Y

SOIL - // Sampling Point: { DP 3 M

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needeél to doﬁument the indicator or confirm the absence of indipators.)

Depth Matrix i Redox Features :
(inches) Color (moist) % Color {moist} % Type' Laoc® Texture - Remarks

o—fr@ /0 YR 3% <i [ len
3L YR, 98l _25R3 v .. Qb siltlm

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=R0,<3t Channel, M=Matsix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) “Tndicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___ Histosol (A1} _ —Sandy Redox (Sz)ﬁr/f __ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ) ___ Stripped I\Px_( __ 2cm Muck {A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) o 02 Aticky Mineral (F1) .. Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) oamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
— Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C} " ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Expfain in Remarks}
_ 1 cmMuck (_AQ)"'(LRR D) ) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)

__ Depleted BEIW 1)  __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

. Thick"lﬁa Surtace (A12) - _ . Redox Depressions (F8)

Sé ucky Mineral (51) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
’Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive L_ayer (if present):
Type Yook
Depth (inches): __| 3 r” Hydric Soil Present? Yes No l/

R Teage fedox hefweant 10 :-KS"
may be a@\ob(ﬂ.uv\ihb sl dueto voleamic agh tn araa,

Lot Yang wian s wetlamd U@m o _toetl L %\uéﬁa(’wa

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: noCa_ Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators {any cne indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine}
__ High Water Table (A2} ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Riverine}
__ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates {B13) _ Drainage Pattems {(B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) _+ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) . Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine} _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface {C7)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) {(Nonriverine) _ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) - Crayfish Burmows (C8)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) ___ Recentiron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ____ Saturation Visible cn Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {(B7) ___ Other (Exptain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3} '
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes__ No ? Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_V¥  Depth(inches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_1) O
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Y

-,

Remarks:

3 ve seastnal
G?Qean 5 e

Hasho, \‘n}ﬁ&&é{ 2

\\a% ek aled \mm)*\

US Army Corps of Engineers P Arid West — Version 11-1-2006
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region quqn

Project/Site: @o[de.-h Hills City/County: __SYwusina n Sampling Date: 0/ /41O T
Applicant/Owner: _ 2P state: (DR Sampllng Point: DP?)K A
Investigator(s): __SASA) . £X<T Section, Township, Range: __ Tou =
Landform terrace, etc.): _g’ hi“ﬂ (0 ‘Qﬂ- Local relief {concave, convex, fione); S EO?'&' Slope (%) QO/;
Subregion (LRR): B Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: 1 c <A '\'Oh I/’ (4l ») Nw! classification: _—— G\J\BM @POCUFL
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes \/ No (If no, explain in Remarks.) ‘/
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? )\Jo Are “Normmal Circumstances” present? Yes No
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? MD (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

, , v
_ Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No = Is the Sampled Area B
Hydtic Sl Present? Yes No . l/

l/ within a Wettand? Yes No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks

Above ~ fuctner upstope of DPIXI[~ 30 W

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Use SCIentlﬁC names ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
fOb e W y od PO w &0 s, FACW)| That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ] A
2. ) ) '
Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata; 3 B)
4,
Percent of Dominant Species
] ‘ Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 20 {A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ ==~ x4=_
Herb Stratum : -
= UPL species x5=
CEBloe L: 9 pdA 7S Lf&‘!s mgs P_SSPH O baly LPL Column Totals: (A) (B)
2. C'Jﬂ 2 Y0 G pL
3 aJr y-g__ sl < U =AC Prevalence Index = B/A =
4. ]ied S‘r{‘au} Gﬁrﬁ Péaﬂium abl‘-’h_ge. ";” el £ E Qc Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. (OF o \ A /0 AT Dominance Test is >50%
6. ce Indexis <3.0"
7. ptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks e on a separate sheet)
' Total Cover z E __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present. )
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
_ Vegetation l/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum O % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No
Remarks:

S Amy Corps of Engineers Arid West ~ Version 11-1-2006 / '
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N

SOIL Sampling Point: m

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Color {moist) % Calor {moist) % Type' log? Texture Remarks
O-11. I6YR 3[2 St loam

N

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Mafrix.  *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs‘,\UQIess otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:

Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox {S5) 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR C)
Histic Epipedon (A2) _ Strinaped Matrix {S6} 2 cm Muck {A10) (LRR B}

Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers {(A5) (LRR C

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed-Matrix {F2)

y __ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Reduced Vertic (F18)
Red Parent Material (TF2)

- ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
__ Redox Depressions (F8)
__ Vernal Pools (F9)

1 em Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A1)
Thick Dark Surface {A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer {if present}:
Type:
Depth (inches):

s T

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: |

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) :
___ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust(B11}
High Water Table (A2) Biotic Crust {B12)
__ Saturation (A3} Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Paftems (B10)

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) —~.Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) 77~ ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres ann&Li\‘.'r‘i'ng Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (CT7)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of uced iron (04)‘ __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks {B6) ___ Recent [ron Reduction in Plowed Soils {C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No Y Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No /4 Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No E Depth (inches}): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’/

{includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks: - ——

(Groes Vq\\m}

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region o h’“\d

1 . .
Project/site: ____oefon, | Lblp City/County: _ —XOTHRG A, Sampling Date: _&//4/0 7
Applicant/Owner: D\P State: G{Z Sampling Point: l lE 3 ﬁ ‘
Investigator(s): << () , ¥ t . Section, Township, Range: ELQ -I—()lN. R H E :
Fi j ¥ - Co“ Muﬁ +
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): 2 Local relief (concave, convex, none): (O CaAl Slope (%) @ /z
Subregion (LRR): ! Lat; Long: Daturn:
Soil Map Unit Name: A lrig‘(‘\\b Sl“’ L oven 2-15 ), l/,l.(\ NWI classification:
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No {If no, explain in Remarks.) .
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed?&lp Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No /.~
Are Vegetation , Sail . or Hydrology naturally problematic?m o {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ &— Is the Sampled Area /
. . 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ L~ within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No _ \—"
Remarks: P\-\O-‘-O 3 ‘
wide CRP S —
Tunbire tum ¥ 5
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species O
1 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 \\ - Total Number of Dominant 3
3. \ Species Across All Strata: )
4
Percent of Dominant Species ©
) Total Cover: ___ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratu
1. m\ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. B \ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. \ QBL species Xxt=
4. \ FACW species Xx2=
5. N FACspecies _ == x3=
Total Cover: FACUspecies _ x4=
Herb Stratum UPL speci =
pecies x5
- e ). —_— _—
1 _uobheadr  TRAS Thdicwm audna 40 v UL} Cotumn Totals: ) (®)
2 _cheat amas BETS. i) M
3 _pk, whedl BR M/ 20 v ML Prevalence Index = B/A = -
4, Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
5. Dominance Test is >50‘f
6. _ lence Indexis 3.0
7. ___ Morphologieal Adaptations’ {Provide supporting
8 data in Remarke or on a separate sheet)
" - M P | .
Total Cover: & _f ___ Problematic Hydrophytic etation’ (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. "Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present. -
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
. Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Siratum QO/ . % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes No {
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers And West - Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

Sampling Point: M/_

Depth Matrix

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

Redox Features

mches Color {moist} %

Color (moist)

% Type' _loc” Texture Remarks

= ]& lain

S

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2| ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, u

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5} (LRR C)

1 om Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Minerail (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)
__ Stripped Matrix (§6)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Vemnal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10} (LRR B}

__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other {(Explain in Remarks})

nless otherwise noted.)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Redox Dark Surface (FG)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)
*indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer {if present):

Type: A

Depth {inches}: N Hydric Soil Present? Yes No ]/
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
__ Water Marks {B1) (Riverine)

Q)

___ Surface Water (A1)

___ High Water Table {A2)

___ Saturation {A3}

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)

___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Salt Crust (B11)
___ Biofic Crust (B12)
__ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) .-

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Scils {C6)
__ Other {Explain in Remarks}

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) {(Riverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor {C1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present?
Saturation Present? Yes

{includes capillary fringe)

No / Depth (inchés):

No_L” Depth(inches):
No _{~~ Depth (inches).

v

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

draing Lol w/ Two
<P
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region
(L W}ahd

Project/Site: GO'AO AN H t“S City/County: Shnman __ Sampling Date:
Applicant/Owner: Bp L State: O(Z - Sampling Paint; D
investigator(s) __ S S W) , ly < ‘\' Section, Township, Range: a"{/ T \M’. RVIE J -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, elc.): '\' eCo g Local relief {concave, convex, none} _ COY " e, Slope (%): =
Subregion (LRRY); Long: Datum: *__
Soil Map Unit Name: _L_dgéjg_\kgi-_&ﬂg,mw / [2¢ NWI classification: __ & P2
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No___ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , oF Hydrology significantly disturbed? A/ O  Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes___ No _‘/_
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? AJ ¢ (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showin}g sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No l/ Is the Sampled Area

e P e A v

Rem?ﬁﬁw&ed whead uow\'\\cld-‘l buk P an porthsids
Pw #’% é//Sou&\n s ’{'uﬂ\Otm R

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
I o .
Tree Stratum  {Use scientific names.} % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Q] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ( 2 (A}
2 _ Total Number of Dominant 3
3. Species Across Alf Strata: {B)
4
) Percent of Dominant Species
) Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: Q ) (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species x2=
5. FAC species x3=
Total Cover: ____ FACUspecies _  x4=
: Herb Stratum i =
i T . UPL species x§=
H 1._1 \\\0 o 'T@Pfi ?/D- / M L— Column Totals: (Aa) (B
2. _Choot orass RRIS 3o/ v AL
3 _COC COLR, %\C)VU\ COAR. 207 v !I_) L Prevalence Index = B/A =
g Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4_uge cords ~ ACYOR 5/ FACH | Fivdrophytic Vegetat :
5 ___ Dominance Test is >50%
6. __ Prevalence Index is =3.0'
7. ___ Mormphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' Total Cover: SS-Z ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Wouody Vine Stratum
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present.
2.
Total Cover: ___ cydmphytic L/
egetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum / 5 % Cover of Biotic Crust’ Present? Yes No

Remarks: 4 o o 0_6 channd TOL bmsrw

US Amy Comps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL Sampling Point; Dp ;5 2

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

Depth Matrix
{inches) Color {moist)

6o LIRSA

Redox Features
Color (moist) %

z

Loc Texture Remarks

silt [a,

Type' °

1T;,rpez: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. ~ “Location: PL=Pare Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) icators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__ Histosct (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5} _1.cm Muck (A9} (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon {A2) __ Stripped Matrix (S6 _ 2.com Muck {A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) _ Loarwgkym _ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) edmy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)

Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C)
1 ¢m Muck (A9) (LRR D)
Depleted Below Dark S

Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
__ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Vernal Pools {F9)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Rgsh" ictive Layer (if present):

Type:
Depth {inches):
Remarks:

vt/

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (2 gr more required

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

__ Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)

___ SaltCrust (B11)}
___ Biotic Crust {(B12)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)}

__ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13}

___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent [ron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Drainage Pattems {B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface {C7)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9})
Shallow Aquitard {D3)

FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

- ___ Saturation {A3)

3 Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverineg)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) {(Nonriverine)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) .
___ Water-Stained Leaves {B3)

Field Observations:

e

Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth {inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches): ‘/
Saturafion Present? Yes No Depth {inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, 2erial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: G\V‘O\,\“as& Lo atvas -tu/ hlﬂa,\% 20

n L
jeaw & IGaer T hn il
t
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Girass U atla.;__
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Wetland Delineation Golden Hills Wind Farm

APPENDIX 2 - DATA PLOT PHOTOS

March 2005



Delineated Wetlands

Figure L. Wetland A, View to East. Figure 2. Wetland B, View to West

Figure 3. Wetland C, View to East Figure4. Wetland D, View to West

Figure5. Wetland E, View to Northwest Figure 6. Wetland F, View to Northwest



Figure7. Wetland G. View to East Figure 8. Wetland H. View to South

Figure9. Wetland I, View to South Figure 10. Wetland K, View to North

Figure 11. Wetland M, View to Northeast Figure 12. Wetland N, View to North



Typical Blue line Drainage Features with Upland Determinations

Figure 13. Upland CRP, DPY. Figure 14. Upland fallow field

Figure 15. Upland wheat production Figure 16. Upland, DP D.

Figure 17 Upland, DP X. Figure 18. Upland dry wash



Upland Determinations at NWI Sites.

Figure 19. Upland DP B2. Figure 20. Upland DP 2J.






ATTACHMENT J-2

Joint Application Form






US Army Corps

Joint Permit

Application Form

NATE.STAMP.

Of Engineers (Portland District)

AGENCIES WILL ASSIGN NUMBERS
Corps Action ID Number Oregon Department of State Lands No

SEND ONE SIGNED COPY OF YOUR APPLICATION TO EACH AGENCY

District Engineer

ATTN: CENWP-OD-GP
PO Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208-2946
503-808-4373

West of the Cascades:
State of Oregon
Department of State Lands
PO Box 4395, Unit 18
Portland, OR 97208-4395
503-378-3805

East of the Cascades:

State of Oregon

Department of State Lands

1645 NE Forbes Road, Suite 112

Bend, Oregon 97701

541-388-6112

(1) Applicant
Name and Address

Attn: Kelly O’Brien

BP Alternative Energy North America Inc.

700 Louisiana Street, 33rd Floor
Houston, TX 77002

Business Phone #
Home Phonet#
FAX #

E-mail:

(713) 354-2153

(713) 354-2120
Kelly.obrien@bp.com

Authorized Agent Dana Siegfried Business Phone # | (503) 223-6663
Name and Address David Evans and Associates, Inc. Home Phonett
XConsultant [ _]Contractor | 2100 SW River Parkway FAX # (503) 223-2701
Portland, OR 97201 E-mail: dns@deainc.com
Property Owner See list in Exhibit F. BPAE leases the Business Phone #

Name and Address
(If different than applicant) 1

subject lands

Home Phonett
FAX #
E-mail:

2)

PROJECT LOCATION

Street, Road or other descriptive location

Legal Description (attach tax lot map*)

Near Wasco, Sherman County Oregon Quarter/Quarter | Section Township Range

See Attached Sheet
In or Near (City or Town) Wasco | County Sherman | Tax Map # See Exhibit F | Tax Lot #° See Exhibit F
Wetland/Waterway Name (pick one) River Mile (if known) Latitude (in DD.DDDD format) Longitude (in DD.DDDD format)

Wetland NA 4553 N 120.65 W

Directions to the site: 1-84 east, Hwy 97 south, Hwy 206 east.

(3) _ _ PROPOSED PROECT INFORI\/IATION_
Type: DXFill DXJExcavation (removal) [ lin-Water Structure [ ]Maintain/Repair an Existing Structure
Brief Description: | Install power collection cables as part of the 400 MW Golden Hills Wind Farm
Fill
[ IRiprap [ JRock [ ]Gravel []Sand [XSilt [ Clay [ ]Organics [ ]Other:
Wetlands | Permanent (cy) | 0 | Temporary (cy) | <350 Total cubic 500,000
Impact Area in Acres | 0.07 | Dimensions (feet) | L’ 15ave | W’ 50 | H'3 yards for project | Approx.
Waters | Permanent(cy) | O | Temporary (cy) I (including outside
below OHW | Impact Areain Acres | 0 | Dimensions (feet) | L’ [ w’ | H’ OFfWietiant)
Removal
[ IRiprap [ JRock [ IGravel [ ISand [DXSilt [ Clay [ lOrganics [ ]Other:
Wetlands | Permanent (cy) | 0 | Temporary (cy) | <350 Total Cubic 150,000
Impact Area in Acres ‘ 0.07 ‘ Dimensions (feet) ‘ L’ 15 ave | W’ 50 ‘ H'3 yards for project
Waters Permanent (cy) ‘ 0 | Temporary (cy) ‘ 0 gﬁ&?ﬁ,:&ﬁ;de
below OHW [ roact Area in Acres |0 | Dimensions (feet) | L’ | w’ IG5
* If applicant is not the property owner, permission to conduct the work must be attached.
2 Attach a copy of all tax maps with the project area highlighted.
* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps. 1



mailto:Kelly.obrien@bp.com
http://www.ormap.org/
http://deq12.deq.state.or.us/website/findloc/data.asp
http://www.topozone.com/

Total acres of construction related ground disturbance: 1147 acres (If 1 acre or more a 1200-C permit may be required from DEQ)

Is the disposal area upland?  [X]Yes [ INo | Impervious surface created? [ |<lacre? [X>1 acre?

Are you aware of any state or federally listed species on the project site? DYes [ _INo | Ifyes, please explain in
Are you aware of any Cultural/Historic Resources on the project site? XYes [ No | the project description
Is the project site within a national Wild & Scenic River? [ lyes [XINo | (in block 4)

Is the project site within a State Scenic Waterway ?* [Ives [XINo

4) PROPOSED PROJECT PURPOSE & DESCRIPTION

Project Purpose and Need:

Provide a description of the public, social, economic, or environmental benefits of the project along with any supporting formal

actions of a public body (e.g. city or county government), as appropriate.*

The purpose of the project is to generate electric power from a renewable source. The project will general up to 400 MW of
electricity for delivery into the grid at two facilities owned and operated by Bonneville Power Administration. This will help
meet the growing demand for renewable energy and decreasing overall reliance on sources that generate greenhouse gases.
The project will also provide income to farmers, improve local roadways, and general substantial tax revenue or in-lieu
payments to Sherman County. Environmental impacts will be minimal. Approximately 3000 square feet of wetland will be
temporarily disturbed and restored as a result of the project.

Cultural resources have been surveyed and will be avoided (see Exhibit S of the Application for Site Certificate (ASC)).

No threatened or endangered species will be affected as a result of the project (see Exhibit Q of the ASC).

The Deschutes River and John Day River lie within 10 miles of the project site, but no part of the project development will be
within these areas.

Project Description:
Please describe in detail the proposed removal and fill activities, including the following information:

a Volumes and acreages of all fill and removal activities in waterway or wetland separately

0 Permanent and temporary impacts

a Types of materials (e.g., gravel, silt, clay, etc.)

a How the project will be accomplished (i.e., describe construction methods, equipment, site access)

o Describe any changes that the project may make to the hydraulic and hydrologic characteristics (e.g., general direction
of stream and surface water flow, estimated winter and summer flow volumes.) of the waters of the state, and an
explanation of measures taken to avoid or minimize any adverse effects of those changes.

o Is any of the work already complete? [_lyes [XIno If yes, please describe the completed work.

In addition, for fish habitat or wetland restoration or enhancement activities, complete the information requested in
supplemental Fish Habitat or Wetland Restoration and Enhancement form.

Underground collector lines will cross wetland areas at 4 locations. Because the collector lines have limited power carrying
capacity, several parallel lines may be placed at any given crossing, for a total width of 50 feet of disturbance. The wetlands
average 15 feet wide. (4 x 50’ x 15’ = 3000 sq ft, 0.07 acres) Collectors will be placed at least 3 feet below the ground surface,
so that farming activities can continue to occur over them. (9000 cu ft/27 cu ft/yd = 333 cu yd). There will be no fill in other
waters of the state or US. Native material will be excavated from the crossings, and temporarily stored on adjacent uplands.
Then this native material will be re-deposited back into the crossing trenches. No hydraulic or hydrologic changes are expected
to occur, as the crossing area will be restored to their pre-construction contours and condition.

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps.



http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/wqpermit/stormwaterfeestable.htm
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/threatened_endangered.asp
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/StartTESS.do
http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/index.shtml
http://www.nps.gov/rivers/wildriverslist.html
http://www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/PERMITS/scenicwaterways.shtml

Please describe in detail the proposed removal and fill activities, including the following information:

0 Volumes and acreages of all fill and removal activities in waterway or wetland separately

0 Permanent and temporary impacts

a Types of materials (e.g., gravel, silt, clay, etc.)

0 How the project will be accomplished (i.e., describe construction methods, equipment, site access)

0 Describe any changes that the project may make to the hydraulic and hydrologic characteristics (e.g., general direction
of stream and surface water flow, estimated winter and summer flow volumes.) of the waters of the state, and an
explanation of measures taken to avoid or minimize any adverse effects of those changes.

o Is any of the work already complete? [_]yes [X]no If yes, please describe the completed work.

In addition, for fish habitat or wetland restoration or enhancement activities, complete the information requested in
supplemental Fish Habitat or Wetland Restoration and Enhancement form.

Underground collector lines will cross wetland areas at 4 locations. Because the collector lines have limited power carrying
capacity, several parallel lines may be placed at any given crossing, for a total width of 50 feet of disturbance. The wetlands
average 15 feet wide. (4 x 50" x 15" = 3000 sq ft, 0.07 acres) Collectors will be placed at least 3 feet below the ground surface,
so that farming activities can continue to occur over them. (9000 cu ft/27 cu ft/yd = 333 cu yd). There will be no fill in other
waters of the state or US. Native material will be excavated from the crossings, and temporarily stored on adjacent uplands.
Then this native material will be re-deposited back into the crossing trenches. No hydraulic or hydrologic changes are expected
to occur, as the crossing area will be restored to their pre-construction contours and condition.

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps.




Project Drawings:

State the number of project drawing sheets included with this application: 3

A complete application must include a location map, site plan, cross-section drawings and recent aerial photo as follows and as
applicable to the project:

a Location map (must be legible with street names)

a Site plan including;
a Entire project site and activity areas
Existing and proposed contours
Location of ordinary high water, wetland boundaries or other jurisdictional boundaries
Identification of temporary and permanent impact areas within waterways or wetlands
Map scale or dimensions and north arrow
Location of staging areas
Location of construction access
Location of cross section(s), as applicable
Location of mitigation area, if applicable

o000 0o0

a Cross section drawing(s) including;
o Existing and proposed elevations
a Identification of temporary and permanent impact areas within waterways or wetlands
a Ordinary high water and/or wetland boundary or other jurisdictional boundaries
a Map scale or dimensions

0 Recent Aerial photo (1:200, or if not available for your site, the highest resolution available)

Will any construction debris, runoff, etc., enter a wetland or waterway? [_]Yes [X]No
If yes, describe the type of discharge and show the discharge location on the site plan.

Estimated Project Start Date: Spring 2008 Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, 2008

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps.



http://earth.google.com/
http://terraserver-usa.com/

(5 PROJECT IMPACTS AND ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives Analysis:

Describe alternative sites and project designs that were considered to avoid or minimize impacts to the waterway or wetland.
(Include alternative design(s) with less impact and reasons why the alternative(s) were not chosen. Reference OAR 141-085-
0025 (3(j)) and 141-085-0029 (4 through 6) for more information.*)

Overhead crossings were considered in order to avoid the wetland impacts. However, overhead lines are extremely dangerous
to crop dusters, which fly within 10 to 12 feet of the ground. This option was not selected for logistical and safety reasons.

Boring under these small wetlands is prohibitively expensive when compared to the small level of disturbance to these small,
readily restored wetland drainages. Moreover, bedrock conditions may not allow boring and would make it even more
expensive.

Measures to minimize impacts:

Describe what measures you will use (before and after construction) to minimize impacts to the waterway or wetland. These
may include but are not limited to the following:
a For projects with ground disturbance include an erosion control plan or description of other best management practices
(BMP’s) as appropriate. (For more information on erosion control practices see DEQ’s Oregon Sediment and Erosion Control Manual)
a For work in waterways where fish or flowing water are likely to be present, discuss how the work area will be isolated from
the flowing water.
a If native migratory fish are present (or were historically present) and you are installing, replacing or abandoning a culvert
or other potential obstruction to fish passage, complete and attach a statement of how the Fish Passage Requirements, set
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife will be met.

Excavated material will be stockpiled in uplands prior to replacing within the wetland crossings

o All best management practices, including silt fences, hay bales, construction timing and housekeeping measures
will be implemented in accordance with the 1200-C permit (see Exhibit | of the ASC)

o Wetlands that will not be disturbed will be fenced with orange construction fencing to prevent inadvertent
disturbance in these areas

o No work will occur in the wetlands when there is flowing water present

The wetlands and drainages in this area are all non-fish bearing. No fish passage is required or proposed.

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps.



http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/stormwater/swpescmanual.htm
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/passage

Description of resources in project area

Impact areais: [ ] Ocean [ ] Estuary  [] River [ ] Lake [ ] Stream X Freshwater Wetland

Describe the existing physical and biological characteristics of the wetland/waterway site by area and type of resource
(Use separate sheets and photos, if necessary).

For wetlands, include, as applicable:

o Cowardin and Hydrogeomorphic(HGM) wetland class(s)*

Dominant plant species by layer (herb, shrub, tree)*
Whether the wetland is freshwater or tidal
Assessment of the functional attributes of the wetland to be impacted*
Identify any vernal pools, bogs, fens, mature forested wetland, seasonal mudflats, or native wet prairies in or near the
project area.)
For waterways, include a description of, as applicable:
Channel and bank conditions*
Type and condition of riparian vegetation*
Channel morphology (i.e., structure and shape)*
Stream substrate*
Fish and wildlife (type, abundance, period of use, significance of site)
General hydrological conditions (e.g. stream flow, seasonal fluctuations)*

000D

O

0000 DO

For complete wetland information, see Attachment J-1 of Exhibit J of the ASC

All wetlands delineated were Palustrine Emergent, dominated by reed canarygrass, cattails, intermediate wheatgrass,
spike rush, American speedwell, rabbitfoot grass, and toad rush Baltic rush.

Describe the existing navigation, fishing and recreational use of the waterway or wetland.*

Because these are palustrine headwater wetlands on private property, no navigation, fishing ore recreational use occurs in these
wetlands.

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps.



http://www.fws.gov/nwi/Pubs_Reports/Class_Manual/class_titlepg.htm
http://www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/PERMITS/wetlanddelineation.shtml

Site Restoration/Rehabilitation

a For temporary disturbance of soils and/or vegetation in waterways, wetlands or riparian areas, please discuss how you
will restore the site after construction including any monitoring, if necessary*

Upon completion of installation of underground collector system across wetlands, subsoils would be cultivated to a depth of
about 12 inches, then salvaged topsoil would be redistributed to match adjacent grades. Revegetation in wetland areas

would occur by applying a native seed mix to disturbed areas using common application methods such as broadcasting
and drilling.

Mitigation

Describe the reasonably expected adverse effects of the development of this project and how the effects will be mitigated.*

o For permanent impact to wetlands, complete and attach a Compensatory Wetland Mitigation (CWM) Plan. (See OAR 141-
085-0121 to OAR 141-085-0176 for plan requirements)*

o For permanent impact to waterways or riparian areas, complete and attach a Compensatory Mitigation (CM) plan (See
OAR 141-085-0115 for plan requirements)*

o For permanent impact to estuarine wetlands, you must submit an Estuarine Resource Replacement Plan. (See OAR 141-
085-0240 to OAR 141-085-0257 for plan requirements)*

All project impacts in waters of the state/US will be temporary; therefore, no compensatory mitigation is required.

|Mitigation Location Information (Fill out only when mitigation is proposed or required) NOT APPLICABLE]

Proposed mitigation:  [_]Onsite Mitigation Type of mitigation:
(Check all that apply)  []Offsite Mitigation [ ]Wetland Mitigation

[ IMitigation Bank [ IMitigation for impacts to other waters

[ IPayment to Provide [ IMitigation for impacts to navigation, fishing, or recreation
Street, Road or other descriptive location Legal Description (attach tax lot map*

Quarter/Quarter | Section Township Range

In or Near (City or Town) | County | TaxMap # | Tax Lot #°
Wetland/Waterway Name (pick one) River Mile (if known) Latitude (in DD.DDDD format) Longitude (in DD.DDDD format)
Name of waterway/watershed/HUC Name of mitigation bank (if applicable)

® Attach a copy of all tax maps with the project area highlighted.
* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps. 7


http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_141/141_085.html
http://www.ormap.org/
http://deq12.deq.state.or.us/website/findloc/data.asp
http://www.topozone.com/
http://www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/PERMITS/docs/huc5.pdf

(6) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Adjoining Property Owners and Their Address and Phone Numbers (if more than 5, attach printed labels*)
See Exhibit F of the ASC.

Has the proposed activity or any related activity received the attention of the Corps of Engineers or the Department of State
Lands in the past, e.g., wetland delineation, violation, permit, lease request, etc.? [lyes XINo

If yes, what identification number(s) were assigned by the respective agencies:

Corps # State of Oregon #

Has a wetland delineation been completed for this site? XYes [ INo
If yes, by whom* David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Has the wetland delineation been approved by DSL or the COE? [ 1Yes >XINo

(If yes, attach concurrence letter.)*

7) CITY/COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT AFFIDAVIT (to be completed by local planning official) *

I have reviewed the project outlined in this application and have determined that:
[_This project is not regulated by the comprehensive plan and land use regulations.
Orhis project is consistent with the comprehensive plan and land use regulations.
[_]This project will be consistent with the comprehensive plan and land use regulations when the following local
approval(s) are obtained.
[ |Conditional Use Approval [|Development Permit ~ [_]Other

[_|This project is not consistent with the comprehensive plan. Consistency requires a
[JPlan Amendment []Zone Change [1Other

An application [_]has []has not been filed for local approvals checked above.

Local planning official name (print) Signature Title City / County Date
Comments:
(8) COASTAL ZONE CERTIFICATION *

If the proposed activity described in your permit application is within the Oregon coastal zone, the following certification is required before
your application can be processed. A public notice will be issued with the certification statement, which will be forwarded to the Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development for its concurrence or objection. For additional information on the Oregon Coastal
Zone Management Program, contact the department at 635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150, Salem, Oregon 97301 or call 503-373-0050.

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the proposed activity described in this application complies with the approved Oregon
Coastal Zone Management Program and will be completed in a manner consistent with the program.

NOT APPLICABLE
Print /Type Name Title

Applicant Signature Date

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps. 8


http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OCMP/CstZone_Intro.shtml

9 SIGNATURES FOR JOINT APPLICATION

Application is hereby made for the activities described herein. T certify that T am familiar with the information contained in the
application, and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, this information is true, complete, and accurate. T further certify that
I possess the authority to undertake the proposed activities. By signing this application I consent to allow Corps or Dept. of
State Lands staff to enter into the above-described property to inspecting the project location and to determine compliance
with an authorization, if granted. Therby authorize the person identified in the authorized agent block below to act in my
behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and to furnish, upon request, supplemental information in support of
this permit application.

T understand that the granting of other permits by local, county, state or federal agencies does not reiease me from the
requirement of obtaining the permits requested before commencing the project. 7 understand that payment of the required
state processing fee does not guarantee permit issuance. The fee for the state application must accompany the application for

completeness. Amount enclosed $ G
I certify that I may act as the duly authorized agent of the applicant.
Robert L. Lukefahr President
Print /Type Title Print /Type Name Title
IBAC Ilsofe
Applicant Signature Datk Authorized Agent Signature Date

\

Landowner signatures: For projects and /or mitigation work proposed on land not owned by the applicant, including state-owned
submerged and submersible lands, please provide signatures below. NOT APPLICABLE

I certify that the applicant has my permission to conduct the I certify that the applicant has my permission to conduct the
project on my property. * proposed mitigation on my property. I also understand this may
involve long term protection and monitoring of the mitigation
area. ®
Print /Type Name Title
Print /Type Name Title
Property Owner Signature Date
Mitigation Property Owner Signature  Date

* [talicized arens are not required by the Corps for « complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permis decision by the Corps.



The project site is located in the following Township, Range, and Sections:

. Township 2 North, Range 16 East, Sections 7, 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 34, 35 and 36
. Township 2 North, Range 17 East, Sections 29, 30, 31, and 32
« Township 1 North, Range 16 East, Sections 1, 2, 3, 13, 24, 25, and 36

. Township 1 North, Range 17 East, Sections 5 through 8, Sections 15 through 23, and Sections 27
through 36

. Township 1 North, Range 18 East, Sections 30 and 31
« Township 1 South, Range 17 East, Sections 1 through 5, 6 through 14, 16, and
« Township 1 South, Range 18 East, Section 5 and 6

* Italicized areas are not required by the Corps for a complete application, but may be necessary prior to final permit decision by the Corps. 10
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NOTE:
1. ANCHOR WARNING TAPE IN NATIVE SOIL BACKFILL WITH WIRE HOOPS OR
OTHER EFFECTIVE MEANS TO AVOID DISRUPTION AND MISALIGNMENT OF TAPE
DURING BACKFILLING OPERATION.
2. EACH 3-PHASE CIRCUIT TRENCH SHALL BE SEPARATED FROM ALL OTHER
CIRCUIT TRENCHES BY 12—FEET MINIMUM CENTERLINE TO CENTERLINE.
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COMPACT NATIVE SOIL BACKFILL TO
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6" WIDE RED MYLAR "BURIED
COMMUNICATION AND POWER CABLE”
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MANUALLY TO PREVENT CABLE DAMAGE.
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FROM NATIVE EXCAVATED SOIL. ROCKS
SHALL NOT COME IN CONTACT WITH
CONDUCTOR. (SEE SPECIFICATIONS)

COMMUNICATION CABLE FIBER IN 1"
INTERDUCT (SEE SPECIFICATIONS). ONE OR
TWO DUCTS, SEE COMMUNICATIONS
DRAWINGS.
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Golden Hills Wind Project — Exhibit K

K.1 INTRODUCTION AND LAND USE REVIEW PATH

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(k) Information about the proposed facility’s compliance with the
statewide planning goals adopted by the Land Conservation and Development
Commission, providing evidence to support a finding by the Council as required by OAR
345-022-0030. The applicant shall state whether the applicant elects to address the
Council’s land use standard by obtaining local land use approvals under ORS
469.504(1)(a) or by obtaining a Council determination under ORS 469.504(1)(b). An
applicant may elect different processes for an energy facility and a related or supporting
facility but may not otherwise combine the two processes. Notwithstanding OAR 345-
021-0090(2), once the applicant has made an election, the applicant may not amend the
application to make a different election. In this subsection,““affected local government™
means a local government that has land use jurisdiction over any part of the proposed
site of the facility.

Response: To issue a site certificate, the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (Council)
must find that the proposed facility complies with the statewide land use planning goals
(goals) adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). OAR
345-022-0030(1). The Applicant hereby elects to seek a Council determination of
compliance with the Council’s land use standard under ORS 469.504(1)(b). Under ORS
469.504(1)(b)(A)-(C), the application complies with the Council’s land use standard if
the Council determines that:

(A)  The facility complies with applicable substantive criteria from the affected local
government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations that
are required by the statewide planning goals and in effect on the date the
application is submitted, and with any Land Conservation and Development
Commission administrative rules and goals and any land use statutes that apply
directly to the facility under ORS 197.646;

(B)  For an energy facility or a related or supporting facility that must be evaluated
against the applicable substantive criteria pursuant to subsection (5) of this
section, that the proposed facility does not comply with one or more of the
applicable substantive criteria but does otherwise comply with the applicable
statewide planning goals, or that an exception to any applicable statewide
planning goal is justified under subsection (2) of this section; or

(C)  For a facility that the council elects to evaluate against the statewide planning
goals pursuant to subsection (5) of this section, that the proposed facility
complies with the applicable statewide planning goals or that an exception to any
applicable statewide planning goal is justified under subsection (2) of this section.

Pursuant to ORS 469.504(1)(B)(A) above, this Exhibit K demonstrates that the Project
complies with the applicable substantive criteria from the Sherman County (County)
acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use ordinances, with applicable LCDC
administrative rules and goals, and with any land use statutes directly applicable to the
facility. Pursuant to ORS 469.504(1)(b)(B) above, this Exhibit K also demonstrates that
an exception to statewide planning goal 3, agriculture, is justified under ORS 469.504(2).

July 2007 Page K-1



Golden Hills Wind Project — Exhibit K

K.2

K.2.1

LAND USE ANALYSIS AREA AND MAP

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(K)(A) Include a map showing the comprehensive plan
designations and land use zones in the analysis area.

Response: Figure K-1 is a map that shows the facility’s location, the Sherman County
Comprehensive Plan (SCCP or Comprehensive Plan) designations and County land use
zone of the project site, all areas of the site that may be temporarily disturbed during the
design, construction or operation of the proposed Project, property adjacent to the site,
and a half-mile study corridor around all of the proposed facilities. Land use
designations within the analysis area are described in Section K.3.

The Project’s disturbance area is shown on Figure B-3 in Exhibit B. The project
component map is Figure C-2 in Exhibit C.

ENERGY FACILITY AND RELATED OR SUPPORTING FACILITIES

The Project is a wind energy facility with a peak electric generating capacity of
approximately 400 megawatts (MW) and an average electric generating capacity of
approximately 133 MW. The project site is located in unincorporated Sherman County
approximately 1- to 10-miles from Wasco, Oregon, on private land that has been leased
by the Applicant to develop the Project. The Project will consist of:

e Up to 267 wind turbines that have an aggregate nominal nameplate generating
capacity of up to 400 MW. The turbines will most likely consist of one of the
following turbines:

— 1.65 MW turbine with hub height of 78 meters and rotor diameter of 82 meters.
— 2.5 MW turbine with a hub height of 80 meters and rotor diameter of 96 meters.
e Approximately 50 miles of newly constructed access roads and turnaround areas.

e Up to six permanent meteorological towers and a supervisory control and data
acquisition (“SCADA”) system.

e A 34.5-kilovolt (kV) power collection system linking each turbine to the next and to
the project substation. The 62-mile long power collection system will be
underground.

e Two substations - one at the eastern section of the site and one in the western section
of the site. As noted above, 4 and 11-mile long overhead transmission lines will be
constructed from each substation to the points of interconnection with BPA.

e An O&M facility, including shop facilities, a control room, a maintenance yard, a
kitchen, an office, a washroom, and other facilities typical of this type of project.

The project site consists of relatively level privately owned agricultural land, primarily in
dry land wheat production. Farming operations will continue directly adjacent to the
turbines and access roads. The turbines and related or supporting facilities will be sited in
a manner that minimizes disruption to existing farm operations. The Project will preclude
farming on approximately 96 acres of farmland.
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The following table shows the loss of agricultural land during the life of the Project
caused by each project component:

Principal Use Acres
Turbines/turbine towers/turbine pads: 12
0&M facility °

. 75

Access roads and upgrades/associated underground

collector lines:

Subtotal 92
Substations 4
Transmission lines 0.1
Subtotal 4
TOTAL: 96

The project components are described individually below.

Principal Facility

As is noted above, the energy facility will consist of up to 267 turbines, most likely with
an installed peak generating capacity of either 1.65 MW or 2.5 MW per turbine,
associated turbine towers, turbine pads and related equipment. See Exhibit B for detailed
information about the components and dimensions of the turbines. Each turbine will be
mounted on a tapered monopole supported by a reinforced concrete foundation.

Related or Supporting Facilities

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Facility

An O&M facility located on up to a 5-acre site will be constructed for the Project. An on-
site well, from which the Project will draw less than 5,000 gallons of water per day, and
an on-site subsurface sewage disposal system to serve the new O&M building will be
located adjacent to the new O&M building. A graveled parking area for employees,
visitors, and equipment will be located in the vicinity of the building.

Temporary Staging Areas

There will be up to six principal, temporary laydown areas for the staging of construction
equipment, wind turbines and their components, towers, and other parts, facilities, and
equipment. Each laydown area will be covered with gravel. The gravel will be removed
and the area restored after construction has been completed.

Before finalizing the location of the staging areas, the Project will discuss the proposed
locations of these temporary areas with involved landowners to help mitigate any adverse
impacts to farmland. After the Project is constructed, the staging areas will be removed
and restored to wheat or native grasses.

Meteorological Stations

Up to six meteorological towers will be placed throughout the project site. The
meteorological towers will collect wind resource data. These towers will be un-guyed
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tubular structures up to approximately 85 meters (279 feet) tall.

In addition, a supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) system will be installed
at the Project. The SCADA system will assist with the remote operation of the wind
turbines, collect operating data from each wind turbine, and archive wind and
performance data from various sources. The SCADA system will be linked (via fiber
optic cables or other means of communication) to a central computer in the O&M
facility. Where linked via fiber optic or other type of cables, those cables will generally
be installed underground alongside the power collection conductors.

Access Roads

To the extent possible, existing roads will be used by the Project to minimize the need to
construct new roads. Project construction vehicles and vehicles of project employees will
travel to and from the site on existing federal, state, and local highways and roads.

Project workers will access some of the project construction areas via existing roads. In
areas where there are no roads near proposed wind turbine strings, new access roads will
be constructed with permanent turnaround areas at the end of each turbine string.
Approximately 50 miles of new private roads and turn around areas will be constructed
within the project site. In general, these roads will be up to approximately 36-feet wide
during construction, and up to approximately 16-feet wide for operation, with an
additional 4 feet of shoulders.. The location of the existing and proposed new access
roads are shown on the project component map in Figure C-2 in Exhibit C. To the extent
reasonably possible, the proposed new access roads will be located adjacent to the turbine
towers. These roads will provide the Project with access to the turbines and related or
supporting facilities, and will provide area farmers with improved, all-weather roads to
access their fields.

Some improvements to existing roads will be required to accommodate construction
equipment for the Project. Existing roads are typically 16- to 20-feet wide. Improvements
for construction vehicles will involve providing an all-weather gravel surface for roads.
Some existing roads will be widened up to approximately 36-feet for construction, and up
to approximately 16-feet wide for operation, with an additional 4-feet of shoulders.
Existing intersections will be widened as needed to allow trucks to maneuver long loads
into the construction area. A turning radius of 130 to 150 feet is needed.

A final transportation plan describing these routes will be submitted to the County prior
to the commencement of project construction.

Transmission Lines and Substations

Turbines will be linked by underground and above ground collector lines devoted solely
to transmitting electrical energy generated by the Project to the project’s substations.
There will be two project substations that will deliver power to the BPA high-voltage
transmission system.

The Project will interconnect with the BPA system by constructing a new substation in

the eastern section of the project site on a graveled and fenced area of up to 2 acres, with
a transformer, switching equipment and parking area. A transmission line approximately
4-miles long (see Figure C-2 in Exhibit C), will be built to the north side of the Klondike
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Schoolhouse Substation. This transmission line is proposed to be located adjacent to
Sandon Road.

The second project substation would be located in the western portion of the project site
and will also be approximately 2 acres, with a transformer, switching equipment and
parking area. A transmission line approximately 11-miles long (see Figure C-2 in Exhibit
C) will be constructed from this substation to BPA’s John Day substation. The right-of-
way for the transmission line to the John Day substation will be 200 feet wide for the 500
kV transmission line. Approximately 6 miles of this transmission line will be parallel to
existing BPA 500 kV transmission line right-of-way.

The proposed transmission lines will be have a load carrying capacity adequate for the
peak capacity of all of the connected turbines. The transmission line to John Day
substation will be 11 miles long, on 120-foot high tubular steel or concrete towers; the
230 kV transmission line to Klondike Schoolhouse substation will be 4 miles long within
an 150-foot right-of-way, on 100 to 110-foot high tubular steel or concrete towers.

K.3 COUNCIL DETERMINATION ON LAND USE

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(k)(C) If the applicant elects to obtain a Council determination on
land use:

I. Identify the affected local government(s);

Response: The proposed Project will be sited solely in Sherman County, which is the
affected local government.

ii. Identify the applicable substantive criteria from the affected local government’s
acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations that are required by
the statewide planning goals and that are in effect on the date the application is
submitted and describe how the proposed facility complies with those criteria;

Response: The proposed Project complies with the applicable review criteria set forth in
the SCCP and in the County Zoning Ordinance (SCZO or Zoning Ordinance) in the
manner described in response to the County Zoning Ordinance development criteria and
applicable County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.

The proposed Project and all related or supporting facilities will be located within the
Exclusive Farm Use (F-1) base zone (EFU zone). See Figure K-1. The Natural Hazards
Combining District (Combining District) associated with Grass Canyon extends slightly
into the analysis area south of Wasco near Moro. While portions of the micrositing
corridors cross the Combining District, they are sufficiency wide enough that it is
assumed the turbines will be placed outside of the Combining District because the
turbines would be placed on the higher plateaus rather than in the steeper valleys where
the Combining District is located. Therefore, it is assumed that the Project would not be
built on any identified hazard area and the Combining District would not apply. See also
Exhibit H, which indicates that the proposed wind turbines and other major project
improvements appear to have been sited to avoid potential geologic hazard areas that
could become destabilized by a seismic event. In addition, rock is present at shallow
depths, and the groundwater table is deep. Considering these site conditions, the potential
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for earthquake-induced landslides, lateral spreading, liquefaction and
settlement/subsidence at the site are low. Moreover, Exhibit H also concludes that non-
seismic geologic hazards, including slope instability and landslides, are not geologic
hazards that will impact the project due to site conditions.

iii. Identify all Land Conservation and Development Commission administrative
rules, statewide planning goals and land use statutes directly applicable to the
facility under ORS 197.646(3) and describe how the proposed facility complies
with those rules, goals and statutes.

Response: The acknowledged Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance incorporate
all of the LCDC administrative rules, goals and statutes that are applicable to the Project.

iv. If the proposed facility might not comply with all applicable substantive criteria,
identify the applicable statewide planning goals and describe how the proposed
facility complies with those goals.

Response: The Sherman County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance criteria have
been acknowledged by LCDC and implement the statewide planning goals. As is
described below, the Project complies with all applicable local substantive except that the
size of the proposed Project exceeds the 20-acre maximum for development within the F-
1 zone and will require an exception to statewide land use goal 3. The Project provides
evidence in Section K.8 that justifies the exception.

V. If the proposed facility might not comply with all applicable substantive criteria
or applicable statewide planning goals, describe why an exception to any
applicable statewide planning goal is justified, providing evidence to support all
findings by the Council required under ORS 469.504(2).

Response: The Project complies with all of the applicable substantive criteria and
applicable goals, except that the Project will occupy more than 20 acres of non-high
value farm land proposes an exception to goal 3 because the project. The Project provides
evidence in Section K.8 that justifies the exception.

K.4 SHERMAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE CRITERIA

1. SCZO Section 3.1.3—Conditional Uses Permitted in County EFU Zone
SZCO Section 3.1.3(e) and (f), respectively, allow commercial utility facilities and
transportation improvements to be developed in the EFU zone as conditional uses.
Specifically, these sections provide as follows:

3.1.3. Conditional Uses Permitted. In an F-1 zone the following uses are permitted
when authorized in accordance with the requirements of Article 5 of this
Ordinance and this Section:

* K *

(e) Operations conducted for the following uses:

* K *

17  Commercial utility facilities.
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* k% %

24  Transmission Towers over 200 feet in height
()  Transportation Improvement.

1 Construction, reconstruction, or widening of highways, roads, bridges
or other transportation projects that are (1) not improvements
designated in the Transportation System Plan; or (2) not designed and
constructed as part of a subdivision or planned development subject to
site plan and/or conditional use review. Transportation projects shall
comply with the Transportation System Plan and applicable standards,
and shall address the following criteria.

A The project is designed to be compatible with existing land use and
social patterns including noise generation, safety, and zoning.

B. The project is designed to minimize unavoidable environmental
impacts to identified wetlands, wildlife habitat, air and water
quality, cultural resources, and scenic qualities.

C. The project preserves or improves the safety and function of the
facility through access management, traffic calming, or other
design features.

D. The project includes provision for bicycle and pedestrian
circulations as consistent with the comprehensive plan and other
requirements of this ordinance.

* * *

The SCZO does not contain any provisions adopting “utility facilities necessary for
public service,” ORS 215.283(1)(d). As discussed below, given the lack of any County
code provisions implementing the statute, ORS 215.275(1)(d) and ORS 215.275 are
directly applicable to the elements of the Project proposed under these provisions.

Response: The Project proposes development of the turbine facilities and the
following related or supporting facilities, which would be considered a conditional
use under SCZO 3.1.3(e)(17), Commercial Utility Facilities:

e Underground collector lines with a capacity of 34.5 kV to transmit electric power
generated by the wind turbines to two collector substations located within the
project boundary;

e New private access roads;

e Up to six permanent meteorological (“met”) towers with accompanying SCADA
system; and

e An O&M facility to serve the Project.

The Project further proposes the following related or supporting facilities that would be
considered a permitted use under ORS 215.283(1)(d):

e  One above ground 230 kV transmission line to transmit power between the
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eastern collector substation and the BPA interconnection point on the north side
of the Klondike Schoolhouse substation;

e  One above ground 500 kV transmission line to transmit power between the
western collector substation and the BPA John Day substation; and

e  Two collector substations;

All of the project facilities will be located on land zoned EFU by the County. With the
exception of the new access roads, which will be used by project personnel and by
farmers in the area, all of these related or supporting facilities will be used exclusively by
the Project.

Commercial Utility Facilities: SCZO 3.1.3(¢e)(17) allows “commercial utility facilities”
located on EFU zoned land to be permitted as conditional uses. This section appears to
implement ORS 215.283(2)(g), which provides that “commercial utility facilities for the
purpose of generating power for public use by sale” are conditionally permitted on EFU
land in Oregon subject to ORS 215.296. The requirements of ORS 215.296 are discussed
later in this Exhibit K.

In prior cases, the Council has determined that related or supporting facilities determined
to be a part of a facility evaluated under ORS 215.283(2)(g) include the underground
collector system, met towers, and O&M facility because they do not have a use
independent of the primary facility. The proposed turbine facilities and related or
supporting facilities, other than the proposed new access roads, will not be used by others
or made available to others for use. These facilities are necessary, accessory components
of the generation and transmission of electricity by the Project, and have no independent
utility beyond their use in connection with the proposed energy generating facilities.
Accordingly, the proposed turbine facilities and the related or supporting facilities, other
than the proposed new roads, transmission lines and collector substations are commercial
utility facilities for purposes of both SCZO 3.1.3(e)(17) and ORS 215.283(2)(g) and are
conditionally permitted under both state law and the Zoning Ordinance.

Utility Facilities Necessary for Public Service: The Council has determined in recent
cases that private transmission lines and collector substations required for interconnection
to the BPA substations are related and supporting facilities, but are evaluated separately
under ORS 215.283(1)(d), which provides for “Utility facilities necessary for public
service...not including commercial facilities for the purpose of generating electrical
power for public use by sale or transmission towers over 200 feet in height. A utility
facility necessary for public service may be established as provided in ORS 215.275.”
The transmission towers will be approximately 80 feet to 120 feet tall, less than the 200-
foot height limit identified in ORS 215.283(1)(d) and under SCZO 3.1.3(e)(24), meeting
the height limit requirement under ORS 215.283(1)(d).

As noted above, the Sherman County Zoning Ordinance does not include provisions
implementing ORS 215.283(1)(d). With a few exceptions, it appears that the exclusive
farm use provisions in the SCZO have not been significantly updated since 1994. The
COB Energy Facility Final Order (2005) (“COB”), p. 305 describes a similar problem
encountered with the Klamath County Code, related to portions of the proposed overhead
electric transmission line located on lands zoned for exclusive farm use. In COB, the
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county code provisions for the EFU zone were not amended to implement a number of
changes that had been made to the state laws for EFU zones. In particular, the code
section for “utility facilities necessary for public service,” categorized such facilities as a
conditional rather than a permitted use. As noted in the COB Final Order:

“Under ORS 215.283(1)(d), "utility facilities necessary for public service" must
be allowed on EFU-zoned lands if they meet the criteria in ORS 215.275.
Klamath County LDC § 54.030.0 treats the use as a conditional use rather than a
use allowed outright. As a result, the Klamath County LDC subjects such uses to
additional standards found in either Klamath County LDC 8§ 54.020 (permitted
uses) or ORS 215.275. The County may not impose additional criteria for uses
allowed under ORS 215.283(1). Brentmar v. Jackson County, 321 Or 481, 900
P2d 1030 (1995). Due to the fact that Klamath County has not adopted land use
regulations required under state law, the statutory and rule provisions of state law
are directly applicable to the proposed transmission line, and to the other elements
of the pr?posed facility that are classified as “utility facilities necessary for public
service.”

The Golden Hills overhead collector transmission lines and collector substations are
addressed separately below. Similar to the situation in COB, the statutory and rule
provisions related to “utility facilities necessary for public service” are directly applicable
to the Golden Hills project. The “utility facilities” (transmission towers and substations)
meet the criteria under ORS 215.275 (see Section K.7) because the facilities are
necessary for public service to connect the “primary facility” to the BPA substations to
distribute power to the regional grid system

Access Roads: Transportation Improvements as identified in SCZO 3.1.3(f), include the
“construction, reconstruction, or widening of highways, roads, bridges or other
transportation projects that are (1) not improvements designated in the Transportation
System Plan; or (2) not designated and constructed as part of a subdivision or planned
development subject to site plan and/or condition use review . ..” Transportation
projects must comply with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and applicable
standards, which includes items such as roadway and pavement width. Construction
methods etc., and must address four criteria: (i) the project’s compatibility with existing
land use and social patterns including noise generation, safety and zoning; (ii) the
project’s design must minimize unavoidable environmental impacts to wetlands, wildlife
habitat, air and water quality, cultural resources, and scenic qualities; (iii) the project
must preserve or improve the safety and function of the facility through access
management, traffic calming, or other design features; and (iv) the inclusion of bicycle
and pedestrian circulations as consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and other
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

The proposed new private access roads and the proposed reconstruction of existing roads
are not improvements designated in the TSP, and are not being constructed as part of a

! See also ORS 197.646(3).
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subdivision or planned development. The Project is compatible with existing land uses
and social patterns including with respect to its level of noise generation, its safety and its
zoning. As discussed in this Exhibit K, the Project is designed to minimize environmental
impacts to identified wetlands, wildlife habitat, water quality, cultural resources, and
scenic qualities. The Project preserves or improves the safety and function of the existing
roads by resurfacing or restructuring selected area roads and highways. The public will
benefit from the improved public road system. No bicycle or pedestrian circulations are
appropriate for the project area roads and, therefore, none are proposed.

2. Provisions Applicable to All Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses (All
Facility Components)
The SCZO contains provisions that are applicable to all development proposals. The
Project complies with these provisions as provided below.

A. SCZO § 3.1.4(c) Dimensional Standards/Setback Requirements
In an F-1 (EFU) Zone, the minimum setback requirements shall be as follows:

1) The front and rear setbacks from the property line shall be 30 feet, except that
the front yard setback from the right-of-way of an arterial or major collector
or road shall be 50 feet unless approved otherwise by the Planning
Commission.

2) Each side yard setback from a property line shall be a minimum of 25 feet, and
for parcels or lots involving a non-farm residential use with side yard(s)
adjacent to farm lands, said adjacent side yards shall be a minimum of 50 feet
unless approved otherwise by the Planning Commission.

Response: No new lots will be created by the Project. As depicted on Figure C-2,
all project structures will comply with the setback requirements set forth in SCZO
3.1.4(c). All of the wind energy generating turbines and other above ground
elements of the Project with the exception of the transmission lines and poles will
be located at least 50 feet from all property lines.

B. SCZO § 4.9(1) Compliance with State and Federal Agency Rules and
Regulations

Approval of any use or development proposal pursuant to the provisions of this
Ordinance shall require compliance with and consideration of all applicable State
and Federal agency rules and regulations.

Response: The Council’s rules governing this application are designed to identify all
applicable permits, approvals and regulations needed for construction of the Project.
In particular, Exhibit E identifies all of the federal, state and local permits and
approvals needed to construct the Project. Exhibit E provides evidence demonstrating
that the construction and operation of the Project will comply with all state and local
statutes, rules and standards applicable to the permit. Exhibit E also provides
evidence that for federal permits, the relevant federal agencies have received or will
receive the information needed to allow the Project to comply with all applicable
federal rules and regulations. Set forth below are the most notable requirements
identified in Exhibit E.
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With respect to applicable federal rules and regulations, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) requires the Project to provide the FAA with a Notice of
Proposed Construction or Alteration. The Project will file this notice with the FAA
and will notify the Council as soon as the FAA’s response has been received.

A Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may
be required because fill may be placed in the waters of the US, including wetlands.
An Oregon Department of State Lands Removal-Fill permit application will be
required if fill within wetlands is required for the Project (see Exhibit J). As such,
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Endangered
Species Act be required. (see Exhibit Q). The Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality’s (DEQ’s) noise regulations apply to the Project. See Exhibit X.

With respect to state agency rules and regulations, the Project is pursuing an Energy
Facility Site Certificate from the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council. In addition,
as described in Exhibits E and 1, the Project will apply for and obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Stormwater
(1200-C) Permit from the DEQ before constructing the Project. The new O&M
facility will require an onsite sewage permit from the Wasco-Sherman Public Health
Department. A permit to appropriate groundwater will not be required because the
groundwater well will be exempt from permitting requirements because it will supply
less than 5,000 gallons per day (See Exhibit O). Finally, the Project will meet state
noise standards, as outlined in Exhibit X. In particular, noise levels are not projected
to exceed DEQ noise impact criteria. Where necessary, the Project intends to obtain
easements from property owners to allow for a greater than 10 dBA increase over
ambient noise levels, as provided for in DEQ rules.

C. SCZO § 4.13 Additional Conditions to Development Proposals

The County may require additional conditions for development proposals

1) The proposed use shall not reduce the level of service (LOS) below a D rating
for the public transportation system. For developments that are likely to
generate more than a V/C ratio of 75 or greater, the applicant shall provide
adequate information, such as a traffic impact study or traffic counts, to
demonstrate the level of impact to the surrounding road system. The developer
shall be required to mitigate impacts attributable to the project.

2) The determination of the scope, area, and content of the traffic impact study
shall be coordinated with the provider of the affected transportation facility,
i.e., City, county, state.

3) Dedication of land for roads, transit facilities, sidewalks, bikeways, paths or
accessways shall be required where necessary to mitigate the impacts to the
existing transportation system caused by the proposed use.

4) Construction of improvements such as paving, curbing, installation or
contribution to traffic signals, construction of sidewalks, bikeways,
accessways, paths or roads that serve the proposed use where necessary to
mitigate the impacts to the existing transportation system caused by the
proposed use.
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Response: the Project will comply with all conditions of approval imposed by the
Council. The Project addresses the transportation and access provisions under the
applicable review criteria set forth below. The Project will not reduce the level of
service for public transportation below a D rating, or generate a volume-to-capacity
(VI/C) ratio of 0.75 or greater. It is not necessary for the Project to dedicate any land
for transportation facilities, nor for any road mitigation improvements other than the
reconstruction of existing roads proposed in the application.

D. SCZO 8§ 11.1 Design & Improvement Standards and Requirements, Compliance

Required

Any land division or development and the improvements required, whether by
subdivision, partitioning, creation of a street or other right of way, zoning approval,
or other land development requiring approval pursuant to the provisions of this
Ordinance, shall be in compliance with the design and improvement standards and
requirements set forth in this Article, in any other applicable provisions of this
Ordinance, in any other provisions of any other applicable County or affected City
ordinance, and in any applicable provision of State statutes or administrative rules.

Response: The Council’s rules governing the application are designed to identify all
applicable design and improvement standards, permits, approvals, and regulations
needed for construction of the facility. In particular, Exhibit E identifies all of the
federal, state, and local permits and approvals needed to construct the Project, and
elsewhere in this Exhibit K all of the applicable County design standards are
identified. No land division, subdivision, or partition approval or creation of a public
street is required in order to site the Project. For the reasons described in this Exhibit
K and in the application, the facility complies with this provision.

E. SCZO §11.2 Design & Improvement Standards and Requirements, Zoning or

Other Land Development Permit or Approval

Prior to the construction, alteration, reconstruction, expansion or change of use of
any structure, lot or parcel for which a permit or other land development approval is
required by this Ordinance, a permit or approval shall be obtained from the County
or the designated official.

Response: The Council has exclusive jurisdiction to issue site certificates for energy
facilities that are under its jurisdiction, such as the proposed facility. The Project has
elected to seek a Council determination of compliance with the Council’s land use
standard. This Exhibit K demonstrates compliance with that standard. Upon the
Council’s approval of a site certificate for the Project and prior to any development
activities, the Council will direct the County to issue all necessary land use permits
approved by the Council. See ORS 469.401(3). No construction, alteration,
reconstruction, expansion or change of use of any structure, lot or parcel will occur
until the County issues the required permits.

F. SCZO Section 5.2 General Conditional Use Provisions (Energy Facility, Access

Roads, and Associated Equipment)

Page K-12
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In determining whether or not a Conditional Use proposal shall be approved or
denied, it shall be determined that the following criteria are either met or can be met
through compliance with specific conditions of approval.

1) The proposal is compatible with the applicable provisions of the County
Comprehensive Plan and applicable Policies.

2) The proposal is in compliance with the requirements set forth by the
applicable primary zone, by any other applicable combining zone, and other
provisions of this Ordinance that are determined applicable to the subject use.

3) That, for a proposal requiring approval or permits from other local, state
and/or federal agencies, evidence of such approval or permit compliance is
established or can be assured prior to final approval.

4) The proposal is in compliance with specific standards, conditions and
limitations set forth for the subject use in this Article and other specific
relative standards required by this or other County Ordinance.

5) That no approval be granted for any use which is or expected to be found to
exceed resource or public facility carrying capacities, or for any use which is
found to not be in compliance with air, water, land, and solid waste or noise
pollution standards.

6) That no approval be granted for any use violation of this Ordinance.
Response: Each criterion is addressed separately in Section K.5.

K.5 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROVISIONS
1. SCZO §5.2.1. Compliance with Applicable Comprehensive-Plan Goals and

Policies
The proposal is compatible with the applicable provisions of the County
Comprehensive Plan and applicable policies.

Response: The Project complies with all relevant provisions of the Comprehensive
Plan as set forth below.

SCCP § VIII Planning Process and Citizen Involvement

Finding I. This Plan was drafted to conform with the State-wide planning goals
relating to citizen involvement (goal 1) and land use planning (goal 2).

Response: As is described in detail below, the Council’s process for considering and
approving a site certificate application provides significant opportunity for citizen
involvement that comply with statewide goals 1 and 2.
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Goal Il.  To provide the opportunity for all citizens and effected [sic]
agencies to participate in the planning process.

Policy I.  All land use planning meetings shall be advertised in a general
circulation newspaper and be open to the public.

Policy Il.  All affected [sic] agencies and effected [sic] landowners shall
be notified by written notice of any proposed site specific land
use change.

Response: Because the Project has elected to seek a Council determination of
compliance with the land use standard, the Council’s procedures (rather than the
County’s specific procedures at SCZO § 5.6) will apply to the land use determination.
The Council’s process includes opportunities for interested persons and governmental
agencies to comment on the application. Following the submittal of the application,
determination of completeness, and public notice in local newspapers, the Oregon
Department of Energy will conduct a public information meeting concerning the
application that will provide an opportunity for public comment. Thereafter, a noticed
public hearing will be held on the Council’s proposed order, offering another
opportunity for public input. The Council’s process also provides affected public
agencies and area landowners with notice of the application and an opportunity to
comment. See e.g., ORS 469.370; ORS 469.505; OAR Chapter 345, Divisions 15 and
21.

The Applicant has consulted with the USFWS, the Sherman County Historical
Society (SCHS), the Sherman County Planning Department (County Planning
Department), the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Oregon State
Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Oregon Natural Heritage Information
Center (ONHIC). These agencies, offices and organizations have provided
information regarding the project site and adjacent lands, including whether listed and
sensitive species occur within the analysis area. The Applicant also contacted the
Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) for information about plant distribution
and protection and conservation programs, and the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) for information on fish and wildlife habitat regulations and
requirements.

B. SCCP § Xl Physical Characteristics

Goal V. Improve or maintain the existing quality of the physical
environment within the County.

Policy I.  The County Court recognizes the Policy Advisory Committee
and the Agricultural Sub-Committee recommendations for a
state-wide non-point source pollution control program as the
appropriate implementation technique to achieve the intent of
Public Law 95.217.

Policy Il.  Erosion control provisions shall be incorporated into the
subdivision ordinance. These shall require that the best
practical methods be used to control erosion from road and
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building construction sites as well as other changes in land use
which may degrade the quality of the land, air and water.

Response: The Project will maintain the existing quality of the physical environment
within the County. Construction of the Project will not create a pollution source. The
majority of the project site consists of agricultural fields where bare soils are often
exposed to wind and water. The Project will not significantly increase the amount of
exposed soils in the project area. See Exhibit I.

Temporary impacts to land within the project area will occur with the creation of the
staging areas and excavation for underground collector lines. To minimize soil
exposure during installation of the collector lines, the Project will endeavor to open
only as much trench in a day as can be excavated and backfilled; in no case will a
trench remain open for more than the 7 days allowed by the general NPDES
Construction Stormwater (1200-C) Permit issued by DEQ.

Establishing the proposed staging areas will involve stripping and temporarily
stockpiling topsoil before placing gravel on the laydown areas. Because stockpiling
will occur during the time of year when rainfall is lowest, very little erosion will
result from precipitation. Construction of the Project will be conducted pursuant to a
NPDES General Construction Stormwater (1200-C) Permit issued by the DEQ. The
NPDES permit will require the use of best management practices to minimize the
potential for erosion.

Best management practices will include a variety of means to minimize the impacts
of wind erosion. In actively farmed areas, the wheat crop will protect the stockpiles
from wind erosion. In other areas, hay bales or other similar containment features will
be used during construction of the Project. As needed, water from water trucks will be
sprayed on disturbed areas to keep wind borne erosion losses to a minimum. After the
need for the staging areas ends, the staging area locations will be brought back to
their original contours, topsoil will be spread in these areas, and they will be
revegetated or prepared for planting of wheat or barley, or for use as range land. Any
disturbed Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) areas and other non-cropped
vegetated areas will be revegetated with the appropriate species.

No non-point source pollution control or erosion control is required for wastewater,
as the only wastewater generated during construction will be from washdown of
concrete trucks after concrete loads have been emptied. Washdown will be done by
the contractor and will occur at a contractor-owned batch plant.

No industrial wastewater will be generated during operations. See further discussion
in Exhibit V.

Goal VI. To protect life and property from natural disasters and hazards.

Response: The project site involves no designated hazard areas. Exhibit H provides
an analysis of the local geology and the Applicant’s efforts to address geotechnical
issues in project siting and design.
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Goal VII. Provide for the rational development and conservation of the
aggregate resources within the County.

Response: The Project does not propose to develop aggregate resources. Aggregate
will be purchased from local gravel operations that already have applicable permits
and developed resources in accordance with Sherman County standards.

Goal VIII. To provide a detailed investigation of the County’s groundwater
resources.

Response: The Project will use a small amount of groundwater. The new O&M
facility will be served by a new well. No permit is required to draw from this well
because Oregon law allows the project to use up to 5,000 gallons of water per day
from a groundwater well without a water right or permit.

Goal IX. To maintain the multiple use management concept on Bureau of
Land Management Lands within Sherman County.

Response: The project site does not include any BLM lands.
Goal X.  Preserve the integrity of the Sherman County Landscape.

Policy I.  Trees should be considered an important feature of the
landscape and therefore the County Court shall encourage the
retention of this resource when practical.

Response: The Project site occurs in a largely treeless landscape and is not expected
to impact trees. Development of the Project will not require the removal of any trees.
See Exhibit P.

Goal XI. To maintain all species of fish and wildlife at optimum levels and
prevent the serious depletion of any indigenous species.

Policy I.  Fish and Wildlife management policies should be implemented
to enhance the public enjoyment of wildlife and fish in a
manner that is compatible with the primary uses of the lands
and waters.

Response: The Energy Facility Siting process requires the applicant to consider and
comply with the ODFW Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy as set forth in
OAR 635-415-0000 through -0025. As part of the process, the Project identified and
categorized all fish and wildlife habitats within the habitat analysis area, which are
described in Exhibit P. There are approximately 2.9 acres of Category 1 habitat in
the analysis area, none of which will be permanently affected by the Project. The
bulk of the habitat within the analysis area and the majority of Project impacts
would be to Category 6 habitat, which accounts for 68% of the habitat to be
impacted temporarily during construction and 92% of the habitat to be impacted
permanently. The Applicant has proposed to mitigate for all impacts in accordance
with the ODFW Policy, as set forth in Exhibit P. Based on field reviews and the fish
and wildlife habitat analysis described in Exhibit Q, no impacts are anticipated to
threatened and endangered species from the construction, operation, and retirement
of the Project. As described in Exhibit Q, the turbines are sited approximately 4-
miles from both the Columbia River and the Deschutes River, in part, to avoid and
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minimize impacts to wildlife including bald eagles and peregrine falcons, which are
much more concentrated along these features. With this mitigation, there are no
anticipated impacts to the bald eagle from the construction and operation of the wind
power facility.

Policy I1l.  Fence rows, ditch banks and brush patches should be
considered for retention of wildlife use.

Response: No fence rows, ditch banks or brush patches would be affected by this
Project as the project site is primarily in large-scale wheat crop production.

Policy IV. The existing habitat plantings and water developments
constructed for wildlife use shall be maintained by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Additional planting and
guzzler developments will be encouraged. Long-term
agreements between landowners and the Department of Fish
and Wildlife for the maintenance of such sites shall be
encouraged.

Policy V.  The County Extension agent shall encourage the use of
pesticides, which have a low toxicity to wildlife, fish and
people.

Response: As described in Exhibit P, the study area provides only limited wildlife
habitat. Therefore the Project is not expected to have a significant impact on wildlife
populations. A monitoring plan will be developed in consultation with ODFW to
evaluate actual project impacts.

These policies concern the protection of fish and wildlife in the County. One issue
of potential concern can be the use of pesticides to control weeds in crop fields.
Construction equipment is a source of the dispersal of weed seed that may not
otherwise be found in the area, and disturbed ground offers an opportunity for weeds
to establish themselves. The Project will develop a weed management plan to
prevent the establishment of weeds, as described in Exhibit P, Mitigation Measures.
The plan will be developed in consultation with the Sherman County Soil and Water
Conservation District and will likely include a restoration effort to clear weeds
through a combination of burning (if possible), spraying, and mowing. Additional
steps may include the use of Roundup on newly emerging weeds, the planting of a
native grass seed mix (certified weed free) with a no-till drill in the fall, followed by
application of broadleaf-specific and post-emergent herbicides as needed.

Goal XII. Provide for the rational use of all resources within the designated
Deschutes and John Day Oregon State Scenic Waterways.

Response: Exhibit T evaluates impacts to recreation resources. The project site is not
located in or near either the Deschutes or John Day scenic waterway. See all Exhibit
R, which does not identify any visual impacts to either the Deschutes or John Day
Oregon State Scenic Waterways. Primary traffic routes for construction will
originate near the 1-84/US 97 Biggs Junction. Increased construction traffic would
likely result in short-term traffic delays on these roads, particularly on hill climbs on
US 97, but would not be detrimental to recreational opportunities near the Deschutes
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or the John Day scenic waterway. Long-term detrimental impacts (i.e., increased
traffic as a result of operation) are not anticipated.

Goal XIII. Attempt to maintain the diversity of plan[t] and animal species
within the County.

Policy I.

Policy II.

The following sites or areas shall be considered as critical
habitat, unique vegetative and/or natural areas: Department
of Fish and Wildlife plantings and guzzlers; and areas
containing plant species listed on either the Provisional List of
Endangered or Threatened Plant Species or the listing of
Endangered and Threatened Plant Species in the United
States.

The County Court shall encourage the preservation of these
critical habitats, unique vegetative and/or natural areas.
Landowners will be encouraged to provide long term
protection to these areas. * * *.

Response: As described in Exhibits P and Q, the Project is not expected to
significantly affect any listed endangered or threatened species or adversely affect
fish and wildlife species or habitat. As described in Exhibit Q, there are no direct
project-related impacts to any federal or state listed species, and there is little or no
habitat in the project area to support such species. A monitoring plan will be
developed in coordination with ODFW to evaluate actual project impacts.

C. SCCP § Xl Social Characteristics

Goal XIV. To improve or maintain the current level of social services
available within the County and to assure the provision of public
facilities consistent with the intensity of land use.

Policy I.

* k% *

Policy XIX

The County Court shall encourage the location of industries,
businesses and commercial service agricultural developments
within the County consistent with the desired population
growth and other goals and policies herein contained.

The continuing loss of economic opportunities for residents of
the County is of great concern to the citizenry. The reduction of
need for agricultural based jobs due to improved farming
technology and practices, the inability to keep families
employed or offer employment opportunities to attract new
citizens or the children of existing residents results in a
stagnant or declining population. It is therefore a matter of
great urgency that the County Court make every effort to
streamline its land use approval and amendment process. It is
likewise a matter of great urgency that the Court give
increased consideration to land use applications which will
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increase economic diversity and employment opportunities.
This increased consideration shall not be made to the
detriment of existing residential structures. This consideration
should focus on long term job creation and should not be used
as a means to allow residential and commercial uses to locate
outside urban growth and rural service center (communities)
boundaries.

Response: Regarding Policy I, Exhibit U indicates that the personnel necessary to
operate the Project who move to the Sherman County area from other areas would
not have a significant impact on the local population. During its anticipated 20 to
30-year operation, the project would employ 10 to 15 full-time and part-time
employees.

Project construction is anticipated to take about 9 months and employ an estimated
175 workers at peak construction periods, with preference given to local employees
as skills are available. Construction workers will include locally hired workers for
road and turbine pad construction as local expertise and availability allows. The
remaining workers used to construct the Project will be in-migrant. When feasible,
preference will be given to local workers.

Development of the Project will increase economic diversity within the County and
offer non-agricultural employment opportunities for local residents. The Project
will provide agricultural property owners with an additional revenue stream to
supplement farming income, and insulate agricultural owners from market and
weather fluctuations. The Project therefore should better enable farmers to continue
farming operations. Operation of the Project is projected to produce additional tax
revenue for the County. This additional tax revenue would contribute to improved
local services like roads, schools, police and fire, that benefit the entire area while
the Project is not anticipated to have any significant new impact to public facilities
or services.

[Goal XIV] Policy IV. The County will support and assist efforts to secure
adequate hospital or emergency clinic facilities to serve the
needs of the local residents.

* k% *

Policy VI. The County Court shall continue to cooperate with the school
districts within the County to assure the provision of
educational facilities in an efficient manner consistent with the
demands of the Sherman County populace.

* k *

Policy VIII. Sanitary landfills shall continue to be provided for the use of
the County citizenry. The County will continue to provide the
leadership in the location and development of such sites.

Response: The Project is not expected to have any adverse impacts on the
availability of social services, such as hospital or emergency service facilities,
educational facilities or sanitary landfills. Exhibit U evaluates the capacity of service
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providers in the project area. The Dalles Disposal Company provides solid waste
service for all of Sherman County and portions of Gilliam County. The Dalles
Disposal Company also operates a transfer station that is open to the public on the
second and fourth Saturdays of each month. 20, 30, and 40-yard construction waste
disposal boxes are also available. Following pickup, refuse is transported via truck
to the Columbia Ridge Recycling and Landfill site located near Arlington. Columbia
Ridge is a large regional facility that accepts refuse from the northwest and Canada.

Solid waste generated in the construction and operation of the proposed Project is
described in Exhibit V. The Project will generate minimal construction waste and
very little solid waste that would require off-site disposal. The nearest landfill is the
Columbia Ridge Recycling and Landfill Center located near Arlington. The landfill
is not projected to reach capacity for at least 56 years and conversations with landfill
operators did not identify any concerns regarding solid waste generation from
construction or operation of the Project.

[Goal X1V] Policy X. The County road system shall be maintained and
improved consistent with the needs of the Sherman County
citizenry.

Policy XII. The construction of new public roads and highways shall be
located whenever possible to avoid dividing existing farming
units.

Response: No new public roads or highways will be constructed as part of the
project. The design for the private access roads and for the improvements to existing
public roads have been developed by the Applicant and will meet or exceed road
standards for the road classifications in the County’s TSP and Zoning Ordinance
because roads will require a more substantial section to bear the weight of the
vehicles and turbine components than would usually be constructed by the County.
The improved public and new private roads will enhance access by land managers
and farmers to their fields and will improve conditions for all users of the public
road system. The new private access roads will be designed and constructed to
minimize dividing existing farming units.

[Goal X1V] Policy XX. Transportation Planning Policies (Ord No. 21-05-
2003

A. The Transportation System Plan and Land Use Review Policies.

* * *

2. All development proposals, plan amendments, or zone changes shall
conform with the adopted Transportation System Plan.

3.0peration, maintenance, repair, and preservation of existing transportation
facilities shall be allowed without land use review, except where specifically
regulated.
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* k% %

Response: No new public roads are proposed with this application. The proposal
will result in upgrades to existing public and private roads, that either meet or
exceed the road classification standards for the roads that have a classification.

B. Local-State Coordination Policies

2. The County shall provide notice to ODOT of land use applications and
development permits for properties that have direct frontage or direct access
onto a state highway. Information that should be conveyed to reviewers
includes project location, proposed land use action, and location of project
access points.

C. Protection of Transportation Facilities Policies

* * *

2. The County shall include a consideration of a proposal’s impact on existing
or planned transportation facilities in all land use decisions.

3. The County shall protect the function of existing or planned roadways or
roadway corridors through the application of appropriate land use
regulations.

Response: The Applicant is coordinating with the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) about one (1) proposed new and improvements to two (2)
existing access points along OR 206, and one (1) new and improvements to one (1)
existing access points on US 97.

Construction vehicles that must access the project site will use public roads. The
primary travel routes that will be used by the Project during construction activities
begins at the 1-84/OR 206 interchange east of Celilo Village or the 1-84/US 97
interchange at Biggs Junction depending on the location of construction.
Construction vehicles would then proceed south on OR 206 or US 97 to county
roads or the proposed new access points along the highway. Traffic may also
approach the project site on US 97 from the south. The County’s roads are generally
composed of a pavement or gravel surface. Traffic on these roads is light and
generally consists of local residential or farm equipment traffic.

Some of the local roadways will require a 6-inch gravel overlay prior to use by
project construction vehicles. These improvements are necessary to accommodate
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the length and weight of vehicles that will deliver the turbines and other machinery
necessary to construct the project. Sections of local roads in poor condition will be
completely reconstructed. Areas anticipated to require reconstruction or substantial
improvement are shown on Figure C-2 in Exhibit C. Reconstructed roadways will be
improved as described in K.2.1.

Project construction vehicles may cause brief traffic delays when trucks deliver the
turbines and other project equipment, but the delays are unlikely to significantly
impair through-traffic movements on area highways and roads. Once the Project is
constructed, trips generated by the 10-15 permanent employees will not have any
effect on the functioning of the area roads or highways in the vicinity of the Project.

New private access roads will be constructed to access the project turbines and will

extend from the County roads as show in the Project Component map at Figure C-2.
In general, these roads will be up to approximately 6-feet wide during construction,

and up to approximately 16-feet wide during operation, with an additional 4-feet of

shoulders. Where feasible, these roads will be located adjacent to the turbine towers
to minimize the length.

All road work will be conducted in compliance with the project’s erosion control
plan as part of the Project’s NPDES Construction Stormwater (1200-C) Permit. The
erosion control plan will include “best management practices” for erosion control
during and after construction, and permanent drainage and erosion control facilities
as necessary to allow stormwater passage without damage to local roads or to
adjacent areas and without increasing sedimentation to any intermittent streams in
the vicinity of the project.

Constructing project roads will require substantial amounts of sand and gravel. The
Applicant will contract with one or more construction companies to improve
existing and construct new access roads. The construction contractor will be
responsible for locating and providing aggregate for construction.

Goal XV. To protect historical, cultural and archeological resources from
encroachment by incompatible land uses and vandalism.

Policy I.  The following areas and structures shall be considered
historically, archaeologically or culturally significant: all
archeological sites; the Sherman County Courthouse; portions
of the Old Oregon Trail which are visible and pass over
rangeland; and the old Union Pacific Railroad bed through
DeMoss Park.

Policy Il.  The County Court shall encourage the preservation of these
archaeologically or culturally significant areas. Landowners
will be encouraged to provide long term protection to these
areas.

Response: As discussed in Exhibit S, results of the cultural resource survey
conducted for the Project identified eight (8) archeological sites including two (2)
prehistoric-period sites and six (6) historic-period sites. In addition, seven (7)
isolated finds were identified, including two (2) prehistoric isolate and five (5)
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historic isolates. A Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) will be developed
by the Applicant in coordination with the with the Oregon State Historic
Preservation Office (OSHPO). The CRMP will include specific protocols and
procedures for protecting cultural resources, including any additional archeological
sites and possible human remains (pursuant to ORS 97.745(4)) accidentally
discovered during construction.

All of the archeological sites are recommended for avoidance during construction,
operation, and retirement of the proposed facilities. Archaeological sites and historic
homesteads will be temporarily flagged in the field and on project construction maps
before and during construction. Archaeological construction monitors will be
present during construction in selected locations to prevent accidental damage to
these cultural resources. Additional consultations will be conducted with OSHPO
concerning approved avoidance and/or mitigation measures for the Oregon Trail and
Barlow Cutoff.

During construction in archeologically sensitive locations, such as near recorded
archeological sites, on-site archaeological monitors will be present to ensure that no
accidental damage to known cultural resources occurs, if required by OSHPO. The
CRMP will address long-term management of the known/recorded resources and
will include a section on accidental discovery of cultural resources. This section will
provide a detailed plan of protocols and procedures (measures) to be followed if
cultural resources are accidentally discovered during construction or operation of the
facilities.

D. SCCP § XIIl Housing

Goal XVI. To encourage the provision of sound affordable housing units for
the citizenry of the County.

Response: As described in Exhibit U, the Project is not expected to affect long-term
housing availability in the County. The housing vacancy rate is sufficient to
accommodate the project’s permanent employees. Temporary housing needs during
construction can be accommodated by existing housing stock or hotel and motel
rooms available in Wasco, The Dalles, and other nearby communities. No impacts
on the supply of affordable housing are expected to occur as a result of construction
personnel moving to the local area during the development of the Project.
Temporary construction employees are likely to use hotels or rental housing for the
short-term housing needs, but the numbers are not significant enough to pose a
concern, given the number of communities nearby. Permanent employees are likely
to be able to afford housing in the median price housing market.

E. SCCP § X1V Economics

Goal XVII. Diversify the economic base of the County and maintain the
viability of the agricultural sector.

* k% *

Policy Il.  Appropriate provisions shall be incorporated into the zoning,
subdivision and other necessary ordinances to assure
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conservation and retention of agricultural lands in agricultural
uses. At a minimum, agricultural lands shall be zoned as
exclusive farm use and taxed accordingly.

Response: This Goal and Policy are principally aimed at directing County land use
and regulatory policy development to encourage economic development. The
Project will substantially contribute to the diversification of the County’s economic
base. The development of the Project is consistent with the purposes of the F-1
(EFU) zone, which allows for the development of commercial utility facilities as a
conditional use. Further, the Project will result in a net benefit to farm incomes. The
minimal loss of farm income based on the limited amount of land that the Project
proposes to withdraw from farm production will be more than offset by revenue to
local farmers from wind turbine leases. An average of 50 bushels of wheat per acre
is harvested in this area that, as of July 2007, sells for an average of $6.25 per bushel
for a revenue of approximately $315 per acre. The Project will permanently remove
approximately 96 acres of land from farm production. Revenues from 96 acres of
wheat sold at $315 per acre would be $30,240 annually. Royalty payments to
landowners and operators vary, but typically range from $2,000 to $4,000 per
turbine, per year. If the project consists of 267 turbines, the total in annual lease
payments that would be paid by the Project would be between $534,000 and
$1,068,000, which will more than offset the annual losses in revenue from growing
wheat. The additional revenues received by farmers from wind project lease
payments will provide a stable and predictable source of income that will
supplement farm revenues and help assure that lessor-landowner’s farming
operations can remain viable in years with lower crop yields or prices.

F. SCCP § XV Energy

Goal XVIII. Conserve energy resources.

Policy I.  Cooperate with public agencies and private individuals in the
use and development of renewable resources.

Policy I1l.  New high voltage electrical transmission lines with nominal
voltage in excess of 230 kV and gas transmission line shall be
constructed within or adjacent to the existing electrical and
gas transmission line right-of-way, respectively. Upon
approval of the County Court, the General Standards for
Issuance of Site Certificates, Energy Facility Siting Council
(OAR 345-80-010 through OAR 345-80- 051) may be utilized
for proposals deviating from the existing rights-of-way will be
considered a plan amendment and subject to the approval of
the Sherman County Court.

Response: The Project is a renewable wind resource project. The County has
recognized that it has “solar and wind resources which have not been utilized since
widespread use of electricity was introduced.” Comprehensive Plan 8§ XV Finding
I11. This application represents a new opportunity to develop those resources, and
directly implements this land use plan policy.
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Wind power is a clean and renewable source of energy. Wind facilities do not emit
greenhouse gases or particulates, do not produce hazardous wastes, and do not
deplete other natural resources. The construction of the Project represents an
implementation of Policy I.

SCCP Goal XVIII, Policy 11, addresses “high voltage electrical transmission lines”
but does not incorporate the definition as it is defined in ORS 469.300(11)(a)(C),
which defines a high voltage transmission line as a line *...of more than 10 miles in
length with a capacity of 230,000 volts or more to be constructed in more than one
city or county in this state. This application does not propose high voltage electrical
transmission lines as that term is defined at ORS 469.300(11)(a)(C) because both
transmission lines would be located entirely within Sherman County and would not
cross more than one jurisdiction. However, Energy Facility Siting Council standards
in OAR 345-024-0090, which address “any high voltage transmission line under
Council jurisdiction,” including transmission lines considered related and supporting
facilities as defined in OAR 345-001-0010(47) to include transmission lines
proposed to be built in connection with the construction or operation of an energy
facility, would apply to the Project.

OAR 345-024-0090 requires that the Applicant can (1) design, construct and operate
the proposed transmission line so that alternating current electric fields do not
exceed 9 kV per meter at one meter above the ground surface in areas accessible to
the public; and (2) can design, construct and operate the proposed transmission line
so that induced currents resulting from the transmission line and related or
supporting facilities will be as low as reasonably achievable. As described in Exhibit
AA, the electric field within the transmission line rights-of-way of the proposed
230kV and 500 kV lines will not exceed 2.5 and 7.3 kV per meter, respectively,
meeting standard (1). The 230 kV and 500 kV transmission lines will be designed in
accordance with current NESC codes and will provide appropriate grounding of
fences that parallel the transmission line. Any metal-roofed buildings in proximity to
the line will be similarly grounded. This grounding practice is commonly done for
transmission lines and will mitigate the shock hazard associated with the induced
voltage, meeting standard (2).

The Project’s transmission lines and substations are also described in K.7 in
response to ORS 215.275, which demonstrates the Project’s compliance for siting
utility facilities necessary for public services within an EFU zone.

G. SCCP 8§ XVI Land Use
Goal XIX. To provide an orderly and efficient use of the lands within
Sherman County.

* X *

Policy IV. Commercial businesses, except those related to agricultural
uses, should be located within the incorporated cities or within
areas served by the Biggs or Kent special service districts.

Response: The County’s EFU zone expressly permits the proposed Project as a
conditional use. The Project is locationally dependent and, accordingly, cannot be
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located within any of the area’s incorporated cities. Furthermore, the Project will not
have a large impact on services in the County. Its co-location and compatibility with
existing and ongoing agricultural activities provides an example of orderly and
efficient land use.

H. Section XVII Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map

Cropland. Cropland is the “prime agricultural” lands within the County.
Lands so designated shall be preserved for exclusive farm use. All
uses, which are not directly or indirectly related to farm use shall
be limited to those, which provide public service and could not be
provided for within other lands.

Response: As noted above, the County’s F-1 (EFU) zone expressly permits the
Project as a conditional use in the F-1 zone. The Project is dependent on optimal
wind resources and proximity to transmission facilities. Accordingly, it cannot be
located within any of the nearby cities. The Project will be co-located and
compatible with existing and ongoing agricultural activities and other wind energy
generating facilities. Although the Project will permanently remove (i.e. for the life
of the facility) approximately 96 acres from agricultural enterprises, an exception to
Goal 3 is warranted as described in this Exhibit K.

K.6 COMPLIANCE WITH ADDITIONAL ZONING ORDINANCE PROVISIONS

1.

SCZO0 §5.2.2 Compliance with Applicable Zoning Ordinance Provisions

The proposal is in compliance with the requirements set forth by the applicable
primary Zone, by any other applicable combining zone, and other provisions of this
Ordinance that are determined applicable to the subject use.

Response: The following criteria are applicable to the Project as described below.

A. SCZO 8 3.1.3(f)(1)—Transportation Standards (Access Roads)

1) Construction, reconstruction, or widening of highways, roads, bridges or
other transportation projects that are (1) not improvements designated in the
Transportation System Plan; or (2) not designed and constructed as part of a
subdivision or planned development subject to site plan and/or conditional
use review. Transportation projects shall comply with the Transportation
System Plan and applicable standards, and shall address the following
criteria. * * *

a. The project is designed to be compatible with existing land use and
social patterns including noise generation, safety, and zoning.

Response: The proposed private access roads are a conditionally permitted use in the
EFU zone and will be compatible with the existing agricultural uses in the project
area. SCZO 3.1.3(f). The new private access roads will be constructed to access the
project facilities and will extend from the County roads as shown in the map at
Figure C-2. In general, these roads will be up to approximately 36-feet wide during
construction, and up to approximately 16-feet wide during operation, with an
additional 4-feet of shoulders. The additional width of the roadway required for
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construction will be returned to its prior vegetated condition upon completion of
road construction. To the extent reasonably possible, these roads will be located
adjacent to the turbine towers to minimize the length of these roads. The private
access roads will not increase traffic in the area but will provide improved access by
land managers and farmers to their fields.

The primary travel routes that will be used by the Project during construction
activities begins at the 1-84/OR 206 interchange east of Celilo Village or the 1-84/US
97 interchange at Biggs Junction depending on the location of construction.
Construction vehicles would then proceed south on OR 206 or US 97 to county
roads or the proposed new access points along the highway. Traffic may also
approach the project site on US 97 from the south. The County’s roads are generally
composed of a pavement or gravel surface and carry light traffic consisting of local
residential or farm equipment traffic.

Some of the local roadways will require a 6-inch gravel overlay prior to use by
project construction vehicles. These improvements are necessary to accommodate
the length and weight of vehicles that will deliver the turbines and other machinery
necessary to construct the project. Sections of local roads in poor condition will be
completely reconstructed. Areas anticipated to require reconstruction or substantial
improvement are shown on Figure C-2 in Exhibit C. Reconstructed roadways will be
improved as described in K.2.1. Construction-related traffic may cause brief traffic
delays when trucks deliver the turbines and other project equipment but these delays
are unlikely to impair the function of the public roadways. Once the Project is
constructed, trips generated by the 10-15 operational staff will not have any
perceptible effect on the functioning of the roads or highways in the vicinity of the
project because general usage of these highways and roads will remain low.

b. The project is designed to minimize unavoidable environmental
impacts to identified wetlands, wildlife habitat, air and water
quality, cultural resources, and scenic qualities.

Response: Based on the wetland assessment (see Exhibit J) no permanent impact
would occur. Temporary impacts would occur to approximately 0.05 acres of four
wetlands as a result of the proposed project all will be restored when construction is
completed. Other locations within the project boundary were noted as having
wetlands or other waters of the state, but potential impacts to these areas will be
avoided through appropriate siting and construction techniques. As demonstrated in
Exhibits P and Q, there is little suitable habitat for federal or state listed species.

As discussed in Exhibit S, results of the cultural resource survey conducted for the
Project identified eight (8) archeological sites were identified including two (2)
prehistoric-period sites and six (6) historic-period sites. In addition, seven (7)
isolated finds were identified, including two (2) prehistoric isolate and five (5)
historic isolates. A Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) will be developed
by the Applicant in coordination with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(OSHPO). The CRMP will include specific protocols and procedures for protecting
cultural resources, including any additional archeological sites and possible human
remains (pursuant to ORS 97.745(4)) accidentally discovered during construction.

July 2007

Page K-27



Golden Hills Wind Project — Exhibit K

All of the archeological sites are recommended for avoidance during construction,
operation, and retirement of the proposed facilities. Archaeological sites and historic
homesteads will be temporarily flagged in the field and on project construction maps
before and during construction. Archaeological construction monitors will be
present during construction in selected locations to prevent accidental damage to
these cultural resources. Additional consultations will be conducted with OSHPO
concerning approved avoidance and/or mitigation measures for the Oregon Trail and
Barlow Cutoff.

During construction in archeologically sensitive locations, such as near recorded
archeological sites, on-site archaeological monitors will be present to ensure that no
accidental damage to known cultural resources occurs, if required by OSHPO. The
CRMP will address long-term management of the known/recorded resources and
will include a section on accidental discovery of cultural resources. This section will
provide a detailed plan of protocols and procedures (measures) to be followed if
cultural resources are accidentally discovered during construction or operation of the
facilities.

There will be no substantial adverse impacts on air quality from the construction or
operation of the Project. The construction activities for the Project will create dust
but this would not be significant in a rural area where farming also creates dust.
Standard best management practices to control dust and wind erosion will be used,
such as spraying areas of the site with water periodically. See Exhibit I.

C. The project preserves or improves the safety and function of the
facility through access management, traffic calming, or other
design features.

Response: Several local roadways will be improved or completely reconstructed to
accommodate project construction vehicles. Many of the existing local roads are in
poor condition, so the proposed improvements to existing roads will have a long-
term beneficial effect for all of those who use these roads. There is little traffic on
roads in the area, so access management, traffic calming or other such features
designed to reduce traffic conflicts are not necessary.

d. The project includes provision for bicycle and pedestrian
circulations as consistent with the comprehensive plan and other
requirements of this ordinance.

Response: No bicycle or pedestrian facilities are required by the County to permit
the Project and none are appropriate for the project area. The access roads will be
located in a rural agricultural area where pedestrian and bicycle facilities are not
appropriate, safe, or required by the County’s ordinances or plans.

B. SCZO § 4.13 Additional Conditions to Development Proposals (Access Roads)

The County may require additional conditions for development proposals.

1) The proposed use shall not reduce the level of service (LOS) below a D rating
for the public transportation system. For developments that are likely to generate
more than a V/C ratio of 75 or greater, the applicant shall provide adequate
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information, such as a traffic impact study or traffic counts, to demonstrate the
level of impact to the surrounding road system. The developer shall be required to
mitigate impacts attributable to the project.

2) The determination of the scope, area, and content of the traffic impact study
shall be coordinated with the provider of the affected transportation facility,
i.e., city, county, state.

3) Dedication of land for roads, transit facilities, sidewalks, bikeways, paths or
accessways shall be required where necessary to mitigate the impacts to the
existing transportation system caused by the proposed use.

4) Construction of improvements such as paving, curbing, installation or
contribution to traffic signals, construction of sidewalks, bikeways,
accessways, paths or roads that serve the proposed use where necessary to
mitigate the impacts to the existing transportation system caused by the
proposed use.

Response: The Project will comply with all conditions of approval necessary to
achieve compliance with the SCZO and the Council’s land use standard. Once
completed, the Project will not generate a significant number of trips. Traffic levels
on area roads are low and will not increase beyond the network capacity with the
addition of project traffic. Thus, the project will not reduce the LOS in the area, will
not generate V/C ratios of 75 or greater, and will not require the dedication of land
for transportation facilities or the construction of mitigation improvements, other
than the reconstruction and resurfacing of existing roadways. According to the
County, no traffic analysis is required due to the small expected impact on the
transportation system.

C. SCZO § 4.14 Access Management (Access Roads)

Response: The access management provisions of the Zoning Ordinance do not apply
to the proposed Project.

D. SCZO §11.8 Design & Improvement Standards and Requirements, Streets and
Other Public Facilities (Access Roads)

Response: The Council’s rules governing the application are designed to identify all
applicable design and improvement standards, permits, approvals and regulations
needed for construction of the Project. In particular, Exhibit E identifies all of the
federal, state and local permits and approvals needed to construct the facility, and
elsewhere in this Exhibit K all of the applicable County design standards are
identified. No land division, subdivision or partition approval, or zone change is
required in order to site the Project. For the reasons described in this Exhibit K and
in the application, the Project complies with this provision.

E. SCZO §5.2.3 Other Permits

That, for a proposal requiring approval or permits from other local, state and/or
federal agencies, evidence of such approval or permit compliance is established
or can be assured prior to final approval.
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F.

Response: The Council’s rules governing the application are designed to identify all
applicable permits, approvals and regulations needed for construction of the Project.
In particular, Exhibit E identifies all of the federal, state and local permits and
approvals needed to construct the project. Exhibit E provides evidence
demonstrating the construction and operation of the Project will comply with all
state and local statutes, rules and standards applicable to the permit. Exhibit E also
provides evidence that for federal permits, approvals and regulations the responsible
agency has received that permit information.

The Applicant will send the following required notice to the FAA:

1. Federal Aviation Administration Notice. Prior to beginning construction
of the Project, the Applicant will send the FAA a Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration to the FAA with the proposed location of the
turbines and related or supporting facilities.

The Applicant is likely to receive the following state and local approvals
for construction of the Project:

2. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. The Applicant will
apply for a NPDES General Construction Stormwater (1200-C) Permit
before beginning the construction of the project.

3. Sherman County Sanitarian. The Applicant will obtain an on-site
sewage permit from the County sanitarian for the subsurface sewage
disposal system at the new O& M building.

SCZO0 §5.2.3 Compliance with Specific Standards

The proposal is in compliance with specific standards, conditions and limitations
set forth for the subject use in this Article and other specific relative standards
required by this or other County Ordinance.

Response: The Project complies with this criterion as described below.

2. SCZO 8§ 5.8(14) Specific Requirements for Nonfarm Uses in F-1 Zone, Public

Facilities and Services (Energy Facility, Access Roads)

(a) Public facilities including, but not limited to, utility substations, * * *
electrical generation and transmission devices * * * shall be located so as to
best serve the County or area with minimum impact on neighborhoods, and
with consideration for natural or aesthetic values.

(b) Structures shall be designed to be as unobtrusive as possible. Wherever
feasible, all utility components shall be placed underground.

(c Public facilities and services proposed within a wetland or riparian area shall
provide findings that: Such location is required and a public need exists; and
Dredge, fill and adverse impacts are avoided or minimized.

Response: For the reasons stated elsewhere in this Exhibit K, the substations, energy
generating facilities, collector lines, and transmission lines will be located to best
serve the County with minimum impacts to surrounding uses, natural features and
values. All of the collector lines will be located underground, which will cross four
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small linear wetlands. Impacts to wetlands will be temporary in nature and restored
to their original condition when construction is complete. See Exhibit J.

3. SCZO §5.8(16)—Specific Requirements for Nonfarm Uses in F-1 Zone,

Nonfarm Uses (Energy Facility, Access Roads and associated construction areas)

Nonfarm uses * * * may be approved upon a findings [sic] that each such use:
(@) Is compatible with farm uses described in ORS 215.203(2);
Response: SCZO section 5.8(16) provides criteria for conditional uses.

As previously noted, the Project is consistent with the purposes of the F-1 (EFU)
zone, which allows for the development of commercial utility facilities as a
conditional use.

Based on interviews with the farm owners and operators of parcels directly impacted
by the Project, the Project would not be incompatible with farm uses. A technical
memorandum included as Appendix K-1 identifies adjacent agricultural crops,
practices, impacts and mitigation measures. The current farm use is dry land wheat
and barley farming.

Two common sources of conflict between farm and non-farm uses are the ability of
farmers to maneuver equipment or vehicles around obstacles (like turbines), and
timely access to parcels without conflicts with construction-related delays. For this
Project, access roads will be located to minimize disturbance and maximize
transportation efficiency. Existing public and private farm roads will be used to the
extent feasible.

Minimizing conflict with the turbines as obstacles depends to a large part on the size
and configuration of the parcel they are on, the topography, and proximity to
property lines or fences. The Project, to maximize energy generation, is very limited
in where it can place turbines in the project area. The turbine strings are planned for
locations well outside the minimum width of the largest farm equipment such as 50-
foot-wide rod weeder. However, manipulating around the tight radius of a wind
turbine may be difficult and may increase the opportunity for weeds to grow and
infest crops. These on-the-ground conflicts in compatibility are significantly offset
by the lease revenue to local farmers, which will exceed historic revenue from the
land being displaced and will stabilize a portion of farm revenues as long as the
Project is in operation. The Applicant will contact with the County weed officer to
work with him to develop a plan to minimize potential invasion by weed species.
This plan will include parameters for reseeding bare ground areas and for vegetation
management.

The Project will have minimal impact on farm uses, and the Applicant will take
steps to minimize any disruption to farming practices. Wherever feasible, turbines
and transmission interconnection lines will be placed along the margins of cultivated
areas to reduce the potential for conflict with farm operations. The Project will
require approximately 96 acres of land to be permanently removed from farm use
while 709 acres of farmland will be affected temporarily by construction laydown
sites. Approximately 30,310 acres are within the project lease area and assuming
conservatively that 50 percent is actively farmed; the amount removed from
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production is about 0.3 percent of the farm land in the vicinity of the proposed
Project. If comparing the loss of production to all of Sherman County where there
are approximately 129,000 acres in wheat and barley production, the total amount of
land removed from production would amount to 0.08 percent of the land devoted to
barley and wheat production in Sherman County. Due to the minimal amount of land
being permanently disturbed and the proposed mitigation measures, the Project is
compatible with the farm uses of the property.

(b) Does not interfere seriously with accepted farming practices on adjacent
lands devoted to farm use;

Response: Adjacent EFU lands contain primarily dry land wheat and barley crop
farming. The Project will not “seriously interfere” with accepted farming practices
on adjacent lands. “Accepted farming practices” is defined at ORS 215.203(2)(c) as
“a mode of operation that is common to farms of a similar nature, necessary for the
operation of such farms to obtain a profit in money, and customarily utilized in
conjunction with farm use.” Farm practices for farming wheat and barley in the area
are described in the technical memorandum at Appendix K-1.

The land adjacent to the sites where the turbines, access roads, and construction
areas will be located is devoted to the production of wheat or barley crops. While the
presence of the turbine pads and turbines may have a minor impact on the use of
adjacent land, the Project will not seriously interfere with farm practices, based on
interviews with the farm owners and operators. Farmers noted that some minor
changes to plowing and harvesting patterns will be required, but none will seriously
interfere with accepted farming practices on adjacent farmland.

Weed control is anticipated to occur in the same fashion as today. Crop dusters are
accustomed to avoiding similar wind power facilities within the County, including
power transmission lines. In addition, the local landowners already manually spray
around fence lines to cover surface areas missed during crop dusting. A similar
method will be used for areas missed by crop dusters due to the presence of the
turbines.

Weed management will be undertaken by the Applicant during construction and will
also closely coordinate with farmers to ensure adequate and timely access to
properties during critical periods in the farming cycle, such as during harvest.

(c) Does not materially alter the overall land use pattern of the area;

Response: The overall land use pattern of the area consists of wheat or barley crops
with some rangeland. The analysis area for the Project is described in Section K.2 as
a one-half mile from the project facilities. Beyond the analysis area, and except for
incorporated towns and rural nodes, the topography consists of similar rolling hills
and drainages with wheat farming as the main use. In 1997, 80 percent of the land in
Sherman County was in farmland, with 30 percent in harvested cropland (Source:
Atlas of Oregon). Agricultural areas that are enrolled in the CRP are found
throughout the analysis area, occurring as narrow strips in previously plowed
drainageways and as large blocks in other areas. CRP areas have been planted with a
mix of native and non-native bunchgrasses with the primary intent of increasing
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wildlife habitat in the area. Similarly, proposed access roads, turbine facilities,
staging areas, the new O&M building, and under ground and above ground collector
lines and access roads will not materially alter the land use pattern in the area, which
already includes other wind energy facilities either operating, under construction, or
planned for construction located to the east of Wasco.

The Project will not materially alter the overall land use pattern in the area. The
Project will require approximately 96 acres of land to be permanently removed from
farm use while 709 acres of farmland will be affected temporarily (by construction
laydown sites). The amount removed from production is about 0.3 percent of the
total lease area, a very small amount of agricultural land. Any financial impacts on
the affected farmers resulting from removal of lands from farm production will be
offset by the lease payments they will receive for use of their land to site the Project,
as demonstrated in the technical memorandum supporting this exhibit (Appendix K-
2) and elsewhere in the site certificate application.

The Project and private access roads will not materially alter the stability of the
existing land use pattern that prevails over this area and much of the County. Local
farmers will be able to maneuver around the turbine strings and transmission towers
and across the gravel access roads, although minor changes in sowing and
harvesting patterns in the immediate vicinity of the strings will be necessary. Since
the farming in the area is dry land farming, no irrigation patterns will be affected

The Project will not materially alter the stability of the existing land use pattern
because the Project and all of the related or supporting facilities are compatible with
farming when they are limited to a reasonably small percentage of the area farmed.
Land uses may be induced to change by altering factors that affect value, either
lowering or raising it. In this case, some of the optimum sites for the wind energy
generation will be taken by this Project and will maximize the value of this land for
energy generation. The land leases provide an additional source of private income
without creating major obstacles to farming. The stability of this lease income will
help stabilize the inherent volatility associated with farming.

(d) Is situated upon generally unsuitable land for the production of farm crops
and livestock, considering the terrain, adverse soil or land conditions,
drainage and flooding, vegetation, location and size of the tract, and the
availability of necessary support resources for agriculture;

Response: The roads, turbines, and associated construction areas are proposed on
land that is currently being farmed for wheat and barley. The soils in the area,
absent sufficient rainfall or irrigation, would not support any other crops except
perhaps hay. Soils that support the wheat and barley farming are not top quality
soils; they are Class llc soils. The chief positive characteristics of these soils is their
depth and that they are well drained. These soils, however, do not support a
diversity of crops, nor crops that are high value. They also do not generally support
livestock in the County. With the exception of recent price increases in wheat, due
to drought overseas, the price of wheat has dropped steadily over the last 10 years.
The wind turbines displace minor amounts of land on parcels that vary in size, but
are generally large enough to accommodate both farm and wind energy uses. As a
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result the displacement impacts are minor and are offset by the lease allowances,
which create stability in the economy of each farmer and compensate for the
volatility of crop production and prices. Thus, the Applicant submits that the Project
would be sited on property that is “generally unsuitable” for the production of farm
crops and livestock. In the alternative, the Applicant has submitted a proposal for a
goal 3 exception to allow the project to be located on EFU land in the County.

(e) Complies with other applicable significant resource provisions; and

Response: There are no known other significant resource provisions applicable to
the Project.

(f) Complies with such other conditions as deemed necessary.

Response: The Project will comply with all conditions of approval imposed by the
Council in granting the site certificate.

4. SCZO §5.2.5. Resource Carrying Capacities

That no approval be granted for any use which is or expected to be found to exceed
resource or public facility carrying capacities, or for any use which is found to no be
in compliance with air, water, land, and solid waste or noise pollution standards.

Response: As described in this application, the Project will not exceed resource or
public facility carrying capacities, and the Project will comply with all applicable air,
water, land, solid-waste or noise-pollution standards. See Exhibit E (listing permits
needed for construction and operation), Exhibit | (soils), Exhibit J (wetlands and other
waters), Exhibit O (water resources), Exhibit P (fish and wildlife habitat), Exhibit Q
(threatened and endangered species), Exhibit V (waste minimization), and Exhibit X
(noise).

SCZO0 §5.2.6. Violation of Ordinance
That no approval be granted for any use violation of this Ordinance.

Response: There are no use violations related to the Project.

K.7 DIRECTLY APPLICABLE STATUTES, GOALS AND LCDC RULES

1. The Principal Use and Access Roads
A. ORS 215.283(2)(g) and 215.296 — Development on EFU Land

Response: ORS 215.283(2)(g) conditionally permits commercial utility facilities for
the purpose of generating power for public use by sale, subject to ORS 215.296.
Similarly, the conditional use criteria in ORS 215.296 are also applicable to the
access roads as required by ORS 215.283(3)(b) and OAR 660-012-0065 which are
discussed below.

1). Principal Facility.
ORS 215.296(1) requires a use allowed under ORS 215.283(2), such as the
proposed Project, to be approved if it does not: (i) force a significant change in
accepted farm or forest practices on “surrounding lands” devoted to farm or forest
use, or (ii) significantly increase the cost of accepted farm or forest practices on
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“surrounding lands” devoted to farm or forest use. > Land in the vicinity of the
Project is devoted to farm use and is used to grow wheat or barley. There is no
forest use within this area. Very little land in this area is irrigated, rainfall is low,
and soils and terrain are consistent in type. Accepted farm practices include soil
preparation in the spring and fall, sowing, fertilizing, pest and weed management,
and harvesting.

The development and operation of the proposed Project has the potential to
minimally and temporarily affect these practices. The development of the Project,
including all related and supporting facilities as well as the transmission lines and
substations addressed in responses to ORS 215.275, below, may cause small
changes in harvest patterns, access to farm fields, processes for delivering and
applying fertilizers and other products to crops, and the harvesting of crops.
Development of the Project will also displace approximately 96 acres of actively
farmed land from agricultural use during the life of the proposed Project. Ground
disturbance during construction can encourage weeds that temporarily interfere
with crop yields until eradicated. The development of access roads and turbine
tower pads create margins in the wheat fields that may also temporarily cause the
spread of weeds. In conjunction with the Sherman County Weed District, the
Applicant intends to develop and implement a weed control management plan
within the project boundary to minimize the growth of weed species in the areas
in which the Project will be built.

Construction of the energy facility will take approximately 9 months to complete.
During construction, there will be a temporary disturbance of approximately 709
acres of agricultural land. Once the Project is completed, it will preclude
approximately 96 acres of actively farmed agricultural land from being used for
farming during the life of the Project. As described elsewhere the size of the area
taken for Project use is small in comparison to the amount of land in the project
area that will otherwise be available for continued farming uses.

Upon completion of project construction, all of the staging areas used to construct
the energy facility will be rehabilitated and made available for agricultural and
wildlife use. Further, where necessary and feasible, the Project will provide
access across construction trenches to fields within the project area. The
Applicant will undertake measures to avoid or mitigate impacts to soil, such as
employing dust-control and erosion-control measures. The Applicant will also
consult with area landowners during construction and operation of the Project to
minimize or avoid any adverse impacts to surrounding agricultural practices. To
the extent reasonably possible, the Project will use existing access roads to
minimize the Project’s impact to resource land. Some new access roads,
however, are necessary. These roads will not significantly adversely impact
farming practices or increase farming costs, either during the construction or use
of these roads. Instead, they will provide farmers with better access to local

2 As described above, the County imposes similar standards in the F-1 zone. See
discussion of SCZO § 5.8(16), above.
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agricultural lands. Further, during operation of the Project these roads will be
used infrequently by project employees, thus producing minimal, if any, impact
on surrounding farming practices or costs. For these reasons the development and
operation of the Project will not force a significant change in accepted farm
practices on surrounding lands devoted to farm use.

The Project will also not significantly increase the cost of accepted farm practices
on surrounding farmland. The Applicant surveyed area farmers to determine the
impact of the Project on the cost of farming. The survey results show that, while
development and operation of the Project would cause some minor change to
harvesting patterns or various farming practices associated with the application of
fertilizers and other products, representing some slight loss of efficiency in some
cases, the changes would not significantly increase the cost of farming in the
surrounding area. In fact, any slight cost increase to area farmers associated with
these minor changes in farming practices would be more than offset by
compensatory lease payments paid to farmers in the area in order to develop the
Project.

The Applicant will mitigate any impacts to area farmers, including coordination
with farmers concerning timely and adequate access during construction of the
Project, weed management during construction and operation of the Project,
restoration of disturbed areas during construction and after construction is
completed, and lease payments to lessor-farmers.

B. Access Roads Compliance with ORS 215.283(3).

ORS 215.283(3) authorizes the proposed access roads as a conditional use. The
SCZO does not expressly incorporate ORS 215.283(3). Accordingly, under ORS
197.646(3), ORS 215.283(3) applies to the application directly.

ORS 215.283(3) provides in pertinent part:

(3) Roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements not
allowed under subsections (1) and (2) of this section may be established, . . . in
areas zoned for exclusive farm use subject to:

(a) Adoption of an exception to the goal related to agricultural lands and to any
other applicable goal with which the facility or improvement does not comply;

(b) ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule of the Land Conservation and
Development Commission as provided in section 3, chapter 529, Oregon laws
1993.

LCDC rules OAR 660-033-0120 and 660-033-0130(13) identify as allowed uses
“transportation improvements on rural lands allowed by OAR 660-012-0065.”
OAR 660-012-0065(1) identifies transportation facilities, services and
improvements that may be permitted on rural lands without a goal 3, 4, 11 or 14
exception. OAR 660-012-0065(3)(0) permits transportation facilities, services
and improvements “that serve local travel needs” on rural lands without a goal 3,
4, 11 or 14 exception. Under that rule, the travel capacity and level of service of
facilities and improvements serving local travel needs are limited to “that
necessary to support rural land uses identified in the acknowledged
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comprehensive plan or to provide adequate emergency access.” OAR 660-012-
0065(5) requires that when such facilities or improvements are within an EFU
zone, as is the case with the proposed Project, the facilities or improvements
must: (a) comply with ORS 215.296; (b) identify reasonable build design
alternatives, such as alternative alignments, that are safe and can be constructed at
a reasonable cost; (c) assess the effects of the identified alternatives on farm and
forest practices, movement of farm and forest vehicles and equipment, and effects
on access to farm and forest parcels; and (d) select the alternative that will have
the least impact on farm or forest lands in the immediate vicinity.

Wind energy is a rural land use identified in the Comprehensive Plan at Section
XV, Finding I1l. The proposed access roads would serve the local travel needs of
the Project and farmers who operate in the project area. ORS 215.296(1) requires
a use allowed under ORS 215.283(3) to be approved if it does not: (i) force a
significant change in accepted farm or forest practices on “surrounding lands”
devoted to farm or forest use, or (ii) significantly increase the cost of accepted
farm or forest practices on “surrounding lands” devoted to farm or forest use
within this area, land that is devoted to farm use is used to grow wheat or barley.
There is no forest use within this area. Very little land in this area is irrigated,
rainfall is low, and soils and terrain are consistent in type. Accepted farm
practices include soil preparation in the spring and fall, sowing, fertilizing, pest
and weed management, and harvesting.

To the extent reasonably possible, the Project will use existing access roads to
minimize the Project’s impact to resource land. Some new access roads,
however, are necessary. These roads will not significantly adversely affect
farming practices or increase farming costs, either during the construction or use
of these roads. Instead, they will provide farmers with better access to local
agricultural lands. Further, during operation of the Project these roads will be
used infrequently by project employees, thus producing minimal, if any, impact
on surrounding farming practices or costs. For these reasons, development and
use of the proposed roads will not force a significant change in accepted farm
practices on surrounding lands devoted to farm use.

The proposed roads also will not significantly increase the cost of accepted farm
practices on surrounding farm land. The Project surveyed area farmers to
determine the impact of the Project, including the proposed roads, on the cost of
farming. The survey results show that while development and operation of the
Project would cause some minor change to harvesting patterns or various farming
practices associated with the application of fertilizers and other products,
representing some slight loss of efficiency in some cases, the changes would not
significantly increase the cost of farming in the surrounding area. Any slight cost
increase to area farmers associated with these minor changes in farming practices
would be more than offset by compensatory lease payments paid to farmers in the
area in order to develop the Project. (See Appendix K-1).

The Applicant considered alternative locations for the proposed wind turbines and
related or supporting facilities, but determined that the proposed site plan would
maximize the efficiency of the project and have the least possible impact on
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adjacent farm practices, including the movement of farm vehicles and equipment,
and on access to farm parcels. The Applicant thus submits that pursuant to ORS
215.283(3), 215.296 and OAR 660-0120-0065, the proposed new private roads
may be built without taking an exception to Goal 3. In the alternative, the
Applicant proposes that the roads be allowed under a Goal 3 exception.

C. Compliance with OAR 660-012-0065—T ransportation Improvements on Rural

Lands (Access Roads)

In pertinent part, OAR 660-012-0065(3) provides:

(3) The following transportation improvements are consistent with goals 3, 4, 11,
and 14 subject to the requirements of this rule:

e 4 K77

(o) Transportation facilities, services and improvements other than
those listed in this rule that serve local travel needs. The travel
capacity and level of service of facilities and improvements serving
local travel needs shall be limited to that necessary to support
rural land uses identified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan
or to provide adequate emergency access.

* * *

(5) For transportation uses or improvements listed in subsection (3)(d) to (g)
and (o) of this rule within an exclusive farm use (EFU) or forest zone, a
jurisdiction shall, in addition to demonstrating compliance with the requirements
of ORS 215.296:

(a) Identify reasonable build design alternatives, such as alternative
alignments, that are safe and can be constructed at a reasonable cost, not
considering raw land costs, with available technology. Until adoption of a local
TSP pursuant to the requirements of OAR 660-012-0035, the jurisdiction shall
consider design and operations alternatives within the project area that would not
result in a substantial reduction in peak hour travel time for projects in the urban
fringe that would significantly reduce peak hour travel time. A determination that
a project will significantly reduce peak hour travel time is based on OAR 660-
012-0035(10). The jurisdiction need not consider alternatives that are
inconsistent with applicable standards or not approved by a registered
professional engineer.

(b) Assess the effects of the identified alternatives on farm and forest
practices, considering impacts to farm and forest lands, structures and facilities,
considering the effects of traffic on the movement of farm and forest vehicles and
equipment and considering the effects of access to parcels created on farm and
forest lands; and
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2.

(©) Select from the identified alternatives, the one, or combination of
identified alternatives that has the least impact on lands in the
immediate vicinity devoted to farm or forest use.

Response: No new public road alignments are proposed, only improvement to
existing public roads to accommodate the weight and size of turbine components.
No changes to road capacity would result, however some widening of these roads to
include shoulders would occur to enable the transportation of project equipment and
to assist farmers in maneuvering equipment without impeding traffic.

The proposed new private access roads are intended to serve local travel needs of
project personnel and local farmers. In view of the location of the wind resource
and of the existing public road system, there are no reasonable build design
alternatives for the proposed roads. The proposed roads will have no impact on
peak or non-peak travel time. Any alternative road alignments would not reduce the
anticipated minor impacts, if any, to farm lands, structures and facilities, or on the
movement of farm vehicles and equipment. The Applicant considered the possible
locations of the new roads and has proposed them in those locations that would have
the least impact to adjacent farm and other existing land uses.

Overhead Electric Transmission Lines and Substations

A. ORS 215.275, Utility Facilities necessary for Public Service; Criteria; mitigating

impact of facility

The substations and overhead transmission lines are within the scope of ORS
215.283(1)(d), which allows “utility facilities necessary for public service” on EFU
land subject to the provisions of ORS 215.275. ORS 215.275 lists factors for deciding
whether a utility facility is “necessary for public service.” The proposed substations
are necessary to convert the voltage from the 34.5-kV collector system to voltages
that can be transmitted over the interconnection lines to the BPA interconnection
point north of the Klondike Schoolhouse and BPA John Day substations and
ultimately to public customers.

The statute provides:

(1) A utility facility established under ORS 215.213 (1)(d) or 215.283 (1)(d) is
necessary for public service if the facility must be sited in an exclusive farm use
zone in order to provide the service.

(2) To demonstrate that a utility facility is necessary, an applicant for
approvalunder ORS 215.213 (1)(d) or 215.283 (1)(d) must show that reasonable
alternatives have been considered and that the facility must be sited in an
exclusive farm use zone due to one or more of the following factors:

(a) Technical and engineering feasibility;

(b) The proposed facility is locationally dependent. A utility facility is
locationally dependent if it must cross land in one or more areas zoned for
exclusive farm use in order to achieve a reasonably direct route or to meet
unique geographical needs that cannot be satisfied on other lands;
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(c) Lack of available urban and nonresource lands;
(d) Availability of existing rights of way;

(e) Public health and safety; and

(f) Other requirements of state or federal agencies.

The proposed utility facilities under ORS 215.275 include two substations and two
transmission lines, all of which must be located in an EFU zone because there is no non-
EFU land outside of existing urban growth boundaries in northern Sherman County near
the project site, as shown on Figure K-1. The Project is not compatible with land inside
UGBs because the substations and transmission lines must be located in the vicinity of
the Project to minimize the length of the transmission lines necessary for interconnection
at the BPA interconnection points. There are no reasonable alternatives to these locations.

ORS 215.275(2)(a-c) apply to the Project. “Technical and engineering feasibility”
requires that there be substations and interconnecting transmission lines to accommodate
interconnection with the BPA system. It is not feasible or technically possible to
interconnect with the main transmission grid without these facilities. The proposed
substations and interconnection lines are also “locationally dependent.” They must be
located in proximity to the proposed wind turbines, because that is where the power
would be generated. They must also be located near the point of interconnection with the
BPA system so that the power can be transmitted to customers. There are no urban or
nonresource lands available to locate the substation and interconnection line where they
could serve their purpose. For these reasons, location of the substations and
interconnection lines on EFU land are “necessary for public service.”

ORS 215.275(4) requires that the owner of a utility facility approved under ORS
215.283(1)(d) be responsible for restoring agricultural land and associated improvements
to their former condition if they are damaged or disturbed by the siting, maintenance,
repair or reconstruction of the facility. The proposed substations and support structures
for the interconnection lines would be located on land that would be part of the
permanent “Project footprint.” When project construction is completed, lands temporarily
affected by construction would be returned its original condition.

ORS 215.275(5) requires the imposition of “clear and objective conditions” on siting a
utility facility under 215.283(1)(d) “to mitigate and minimize the impacts of the proposed
project, if any, on surrounding lands devoted to farm use in order to prevent a significant
change in accepted farm practices or a significant increase in the cost of farm practices on
the surrounding farmlands.” Construction of the substations and transmission lines would
not substantially add to the impacts on agricultural land caused by the principal use and
access roads, which would occupy a larger area of land. As described in K.2.1, permanent
impacts to F-1 (EFU) land for proposed substations and transmission lines would be
approximately 4 acres, compared to approximately 92 acres for the principal use and
approximately 104 acres for the entire Project (approximately 8 acres of land is zoned F-
1, but is reserved for habitat and is not actively farmed, see Exhibit P). Locating the
proposed substations and interconnection lines on approximately 4 acres of agricultural
land would not cause a significant change in accepted farm practices or significantly
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K.8

increase the cost of those practices.

In addition landowners and farm operators would be compensated for the loss of land for
agricultural production. Landowners and farm operators surveyed for the Project did not
identify any significant impacts related to the project. Some landowners did state that the
location of project facilities, may slightly alter how they farm, they did not identify
significant changes in farming practices.

GOAL 3 EXCEPTION

State law permits “commercial utility facilities for the purpose of generating power for
public use by sale” that preclude 20 acres or less of non-high-value-farmland from
commercial agricultural enterprise. OAR 660-033-0130(22). If such a project, as here,
exceeds this limit, the provision permits the use of an exception to goal 3 to allow the
siting of the project. The SCZO does not contain a similar criterion. Under ORS
197.646(3), the administrative rule criteria directly apply to the proposed Project.

ORS 469.504(2) provides that the Council may find goal compliance for a facility that
does not otherwise comply with one or more of the statewide planning goals by taking an
exception to the applicable goal. Notwithstanding the requirements of ORS 197.732, the
statewide planning goal pertaining to the exception process or any rules of LCDC
pertaining to an exception process goal, the Council may take an exception to a goal. In
pertinent part, ORS 469.504(2)(c)(A)-(C) provides that the Council may take a “reasons”
exception if the Council finds:

(A) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goal should not
apply;

(B) The significant environmental, economic, social and energy consequences
anticipated as a result of the proposed facility have been identified and adverse

impacts will be mitigated in accordance with the rules of the council applicable to the
siting of the proposed facility; and

(C) The proposed facility is compatible with other adjacent uses or will be made
compatible through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.

1. Exception for Energy Facility and Related or Supporting Facilities.

The general state policy embodied in Goal 3 is “to preserve and maintain agricultural
lands.” As discussed above, the Project will not have significant adverse effects on
accepted farm or forest practices. However, the application must nonetheless
demonstrate why the policy contained in the 20-acre limitations should not apply to the
Project. As is explained in Exhibit I, the Project will preclude 104 acres of EFU land, of
which 96 acres is actively farmed and the remaining acreage is used for habitat (see
Exhibit P), from use as a commercial agricultural enterprise. As set forth below, there are
several reasons for not applying the Goal 3 acreage limitation to the Project.

A. Reasons that Justify the Exception.

The Applicant has chosen the project site because it offers an optimal wind
energy resource to produce the desired energy production. Extensive evaluation
of wind resources in various areas within Sherman County indicates that the
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project site has among the best wind resources for the development of wind
energy generating facilities. This conclusion is further supported by the
successful operation of the nearby wind energy projects, which have collected
substantial information about wind energy resources, and have determined that
the project area possesses among the most optimal, accessible wind energy
resources in the area.

Wind power projects by their nature require large tracts of land because each
turbine must be placed several hundred feet apart. That, in addition to substation,
access roads and the operation and maintenance facility will require more than 20
acres of F-1 land.

In addition, area farmers are willing to enter into land leases to allow the Project
to be built and control properties of a sufficient size and appropriate configuration
to accommodate the Project. Further, any alternative site in the County would
involve the leasing of EFU land, because the areas of the County with the best
wind resources are all located on EFU land.

The site is also located to take advantage of existing transmission facilities. The
proposed collector lines, substations, transmission line, staging areas and
operation and maintenance facility are all necessary to operate the Project, and
must be located in the project area. The collector lines between the turbines will
be built next to the access roads to minimize EFU land disturbance. All of the
collector lines will be underground. The new transmission lines will occupy
approximately 0.1 acres of EFU-zoned land. The new collector substations and
O&M building will occupy up to 9 acres of EFU-zoned land. Overall, less than
0.3 percent of EFU-zoned land in the vicinity of the Project will be used for
project related and supporting facilities.

The Project will minimize impacts from constructing new access roads by using
existing roads where possible and designing the new roads for the minimum size
possible that can provide safe and adequate access to the turbine string sites. The
Project will improve approximately 50 miles of existing roads, minimizing the
construction of new roads. The access roads must be designed for use by cranes,
excavators, supply trucks and line trucks and will, therefore, be 36-feet wide.
Access to and along the turbine strings for proper operation and maintenance is
crucial, and the Project has located the new access roads to minimize disruption to
resource lands.

The only non-EFU land in the area is located in the cities of Moro, Wasco, Rufus
and Biggs Junction. None of these locations has the necessary wind resource,
adequate parcels of land, or proximate transmission system necessary to build the
Project. Hence, the Project must be sited on EFU land in order to provide the
service.

The topography and remote location of the project site will minimize visual
impacts to the surrounding community. Further, the agricultural value of the site
is generally marginal because it is not irrigated and Sherman County does not
consider it high value farmland. The Project will not displace highly productive
agricultural activity.
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As described in Applicant’s responses to the applicable criteria above, the Project
encourages the efficient siting of land uses. The Project will facilitate the
multiple use of land. The Project will allow access to farmland on those acres
occupied by turbine facilities.

The Project will benefit the local economy through employment opportunities,
particularly during construction, and contributions to the local tax base. The
number of construction jobs will fluctuate during the approximate 9-month
construction period, ranging from 175 jobs. Operation of the Project will require
10 to 15 full-time and part-time employees at any given time. The 10 to 15
permanent jobs will provide additional salaries to contribute to the local economy.
In addition, the capital investment in the Project is estimated at over five hundred
million dollars, and the Project is expected to provide substantial tax revenues to
the County over the life of the Project, with insubstantial countervailing public
service demands.

The affected landowners will also benefit. In return for granting leases and
easements over small amounts of their farmland, the landowners will receive
significant financial compensation.

. ESEE Consequences Favor the Exception.

Environmental. The Project’s environmental consequences are discussed
primarily in Exhibits J (Wetlands), L (Protected Areas), P (Fish and Wildlife), and
Q (Threatened and Endangered Species). These exhibits demonstrate that the
Project will not cause significant adverse environmental consequences. Indeed,
by and large, the Project will avoid impacts to such resources altogether. The
Project will mitigate for any unforeseen impacts to wildlife habitat based on
habitat categorization, as is required under ODFW policy (discussed above), and
for any unforeseen impacts to the visual setting in which the Oregon Trail
alignment occurs (also discussed above and in Exhibit R). In short, the Project
does not anticipate any significant adverse impacts to soils, wetlands, protected
areas, water resources, threatened and endangered species, scenic and aesthetic
resources, historic and cultural and archaeological resources, or public services.

Socioeconomic. The Project’s socioeconomic consequences will not be adverse.
The Project will not have significant adverse impacts on scenic, cultural,
historical, archeological, or recreational resources. Exhibit U (Public Services
and Socio-Economic Impacts) demonstrates that the Project will not have
significant adverse impacts on community services such as housing, sewer, water
supply, waste disposal, health care, education, and transportation. As discussed
above, the Project will create jobs and contribute income to the County. These
benefits should be measured against the relatively small amount of agricultural
activity that will be displaced by the Project.

The Project will supplement farmers’ income with lease payments and without
significantly reducing the land base available for farming practices. Similarly,
although some farming will be displaced where certain portions of the Project will
be located, the Project will be compatible with area farming.
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Energy. The energy consequences of the Project are discussed briefly above. The
Project will utilize existing electric energy capacity from the Wasco Electric
Cooperative to operate the new O&M building. The energy produced by the
Project will be clean energy that will help Oregon and the northwest region meet
increasing energy demands.

C. The Facility Is Compatible with Other Adjacent Uses.

As discussed in detail above, the Project is compatible with adjacent land uses.
The Project will not significantly alter the farming land use pattern or practices in
the area, nor will it significantly increase farming costs.

In sum, there are compelling reasons that justify siting the Project at the proposed
location, and doing so will not create any significant adverse economic, social,
environmental or energy consequences. The Project will be compatible with
adjacent land uses, as are the existing adjacent wind energy facilities. The
Applicant therefore requests approval of a Goal 3 exception for the energy
generating facility and all related or supporting facilities, including the new roads.

K.9 FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT PLANS
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(k)(D) If the proposed facility will be located on federal land:

i. Identify the applicable land management plan adopted by the federal agency
with jurisdiction over the federal land;

ii. Explain any differences between state or local land use requirements and
federal land management requirements;

iii. Describe how the proposed facility complies with the applicable federal land
management plan;

iv. Describe any federal land use approvals required for the proposed facility
and the status of application for each required federal land use approval;

v. Provide an estimate of time for issuance of federal land use approvals; and

vi. If federal law or the land management plan conflicts with any applicable state
or local land use requirements, explain the differences in the conflicting
requirements, state whether the applicant requests Council waiver of the land
use standard described under paragraph (B) or (C) of this subsection and
explain the basis for the waiver.

Response: These provisions are not applicable to the Project. No portion of the
Project will be located on federal land.
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DAVID EVANS
AanD ASSOCIATES inc.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 2007
TO: File
FROM: Alex Dupey
SUBJECT: Farm Impacts Analysis
PROJECT: Golden Hills Application for Site Certificate
PROJECT NO:  BPOCO0000-0005
COPIES:

This memorandum addresses existing conditions in the vicinity of the proposed Golden Hills Wind Farm
Project, potential impacts and costs on farming practices from the proposed project, and available mitigation.
This memo is intended to support findings in Exhibit K of the Application for Site Certificate.

State law under Chapter 215.200 (Agricultural Land Use, Exclusive Farm Use Zones) of the Oregon Revised
Statutes requires an analysis of a proposed project’s impacts on agricultural lands when they are proposed to be
impacted by non-agricultural uses. ORS 215.203(1) states that zoning ordinances may designate areas as
exclusive farm use zones, within which land shall be used exclusively for farm use except as otherwise provided
in ORS 215.213, 215.283 or 215.284. ORS 215.203(2)(a) defines “farm use,” in part, as “the current employment
of land for the primary purpose of obtaining a profit in money by raising, harvesting and selling crops.”

Methodology

Information on farm crops and farm practices in the area came from interviews with owners and/or farm operators
affected by the Project. A blank copy of the survey is attached. The anticipated impact to landowners/farm
operators is based on lost revenue from farmland permanently converted to utility use, while revenue generated
for property owners and farm operators is based on the anticipated lease payment from the Applicant. Crop yields
were provided by survey respondents. Revenue per bushel of wheat was estimated based on the current value of
wheat based on current market conditions reported by the United States Department of Agriculture Portland Daily
Grain Report (July 9, 2007).

Existing Conditions

Land in the vicinity of the proposed project is zoned F-1 (Exclusive Farm Use). Generally speaking, most of
Sherman County is zoned F-1, except for some isolated nodes of commercial, industrial, and residential zoning
designations. A Natural Hazards (NH) Combining District is applied to areas of surface water accumulations and
high groundwater, unstable or fragile soils, geological hazards, and steep slopes (generally 30 percent or greater)
in the county. A portion of the NH district extends into the Project lease area along Grass Canyon, but the Project
is not expected to affect the NH district because turbines and access roads would be placed outside of those areas.

2100 SW River Parkway Portland Oregon 97201 Phone: 503.223.6663 Facsimile: 503.223.2701
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The soils in the project area are grouped into five General Soil Units (GSU) — Walla Walla-Anderly, Wato
Anders, Wrentham-Lickskillet-Rock Outcrop, Lickskillet-Nansene, and Mikkalo-Ritzville. The Walla Walla-
Anderly and Mikkalo-Ritzville GSUs provide the basis for wheat and barley production while the others are used
mainly for grazing and wildlife habitat (see Exhibit | for detailed discussion of soils.). The soil survey performed
for Sherman County identifies the Walla Walla silt loam, deep and very deep as being well suited to wheat and
moderately well suited barley. Figure J-5 of Exhibit J shows the soil types. As shown on that figure, the flatter
areas of the analysis area where the Project would be primarily located are dominated by Walla Walla silt loam on
shallow slopes, which is a Class Il soil. While ORS 215.710 includes land with soils rated as prime, unique, Class
I, or Class Il by the Natural Resource Conservation Service in its definition of high-value farmland, under
Statewide Planning Goal 3 implementation, counties are allowed to make finer distinctions about agricultural
land. Sherman County does not consider any soils in Sherman County as high-value farmland based on their
analysis of soil types in the county (pers. comm., Georgia McNab, March 22, 2005 and July 29, 2005).

The vast majority of the analysis area (and Sherman County) is under dryland wheat or barley production, with
some areas in open range for cattle. In 2002, the most recent agricultural census data available, Sherman County
had approximately 129,000 acres in wheat and barley production. Portions of the land have also been enrolled in
the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). The Project leased area encompasses over 30,310 acres, of which
approximately 113 acres of agricultural land will be directly affected by the Project.

Farm Practices

“Accepted farming practices” is defined at ORS 215.203(2)(c) as “a mode of operation that is common to farms
of a similar nature, necessary for the operation of such farms to obtain a profit in money, and customarily utilized
in conjunction with farm use.” Typical farm practices for dryland wheat farming consist of land preparation in the
spring, such as plowing, aerial fertilizing, sowing, followed by mechanical weeding with rod weeders and hand
removal of weeds where rod weeders cannot reach, and harvesting. Soil preparations for winter wheat can involve
burning stubble, spreading straw or crop residue, and reducing tall stubble by discing or harrowing. Farming in
this area according to survey respondents occurs between March and October. None of the surveyed farmers
mentioned aerial spraying. However, aerial spraying is known to occur in the area.

Access to the parcels is important for moving farming vehicles or equipment that is not stored on-site. All of the
survey respondents said they use local roads to transport equipment. Some equipment is large, with 28-foot-wide
combines up to 50-foot-wide rod weeders, and require dismantling or “folding up” before they can be moved.
Because the vehicles move slowly compared to regular traffic, transportation along well-traveled roads can be a
challenge. The time needed to fold up and move the vehicles can affect profitability as well, particularly at critical
times such as harvesting if there are large areas to cover when the crops are at their peak. Most respondents said
they move equipment early in the mornings to avoid traffic, but if needed they will move it at any time during the
day.

Potential Farm Impacts

Permanent impacts consist of replacement of farmed land with utility use (including roads to access the turbine
strings) and forced changes in harvesting patterns to avoid the turbine strings. If the turbine strings are long and
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bisect a parcel, they effectively convert the site into two parcels for farming purposes, primarily from the aspect of
difficulty in moving and manipulating equipment and vehicles to, across, and around the property. Rod weeders,
for example, can be 50 feet wide. Another potential permanent impact is the chance for new weeds to become
established as a result of construction. Equipment brought from other parts of the state can carry weed seeds that
opportunistically establish themselves and threaten crop yields and quality. Weed control is a major concern of
farmers.

The Project will require approximately 96 acres of land to be permanently removed from farm use while 709 acres
of farmland will be affected temporarily (by construction laydown sites etc.). Approximately 30,310 acres are
within the Project lease area and assuming conservatively that 50 percent is actively farmed; the amount removed
from production is about 0.3 percent of the farm land in the vicinity of the proposed project. If comparing the loss
of production to all of Sherman County where there are approximately 129,000 acres in wheat and barley
production, the total amount of land removed from production would amount to 0.08 percent of the land devoted
to barley and wheat production in Sherman County lost to production.

Temporary impacts consist of delays in access to roads or property by construction traffic, and temporary
displacement of crops by construction activities. Several of the roads listed by farm owners or operators are slated
for improvements, which will cause temporary delays but when completed will improve the functionality of the
roads for transporting farm equipment and vehicles. There would be little to no effect from permanent changes in
traffic volumes due to the small number of permanent employees of the energy facility (up to 15, on shifts).

To the extent that disruptions cause delays in harvesting, more time spent moving equipment, and interruptions to
harvesting patterns, farm revenues can be adversely affected. This depends on the timing of construction
(temporary) and on the general configuration of each parcel (a permanent impact). If parcels are fenced,
manipulating the equipment between towers and property lines can be difficult if not impossible. Of the five
survey respondents, one cited the turbines as having the potential to negatively affect their farm operations
because it could require changes in how the fields are farmed and the increased edges could also increase the
areas that support weeds because crops cannot be harvested there and could require spraying.

When asked whether the location of the turbines and the roads is compatible with farming, all respondents replied
that they had not yet seen where the turbines would be located, but one said that they thought the strings and roads
were planned to be placed in a manner that reduces impacts to farming operations. When asked if the location of
the turbines and roads would force a significant change in farm practices, no one was able to answer the question
because the turbine locations had not yet been disclosed.

Additional Analysis

The potential impacts on individual farms depends on the size of the farm and the number of turbines proposed—
which in turn determines the length of the turbine string and access road, the amount of land converted to utility
use, and the relative difficulty of farming around the strings. It is also important to recognize that, unlike other
projects that can affect farmlands (such as public roads), the proposed project offers offsetting benefits that will
positively affect farm owners’ incomes and access to their properties.
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As noted above, part of the local road network will be improved substantially beyond county road standards
(because of the need to support the weight and size of the turbine components). The improvements should help to
ease the movement of equipment and farm vehicles, thus also contributing to more efficient (less costly)
operations. The private access roads that will parallel the turbine strings will provide better access for farmers to
their parcels. The roads will be maintained by the Applicant, which will lower maintenance costs for farmers. In
addition, and most importantly, this Project will provide annual leasing fees to farmers that exceed the historical
yields from the same amount of land. An average of 50 bushels of wheat per acre is harvested in this area that, as
of July 2007, sells for an average of $6.25 per bushel for a revenue of approximately $315 per acre. The Project
will permanently remove approximately 113 acres of land from farm production. Revenues from 113 acres of
wheat sold at $315 per acre would be $35,595 annually. Royalty payments to landowners and operators vary, but
typically range from $2,000 to $4,000 per turbine, per year. If the Project consists of 267 turbines, the total in
annual lease payments that would be paid by the Project would be between $534,000 and $1,068,000, which will
more than offset the annual losses in revenue from growing wheat.

The Project will pay the incremental taxes that will be assessed on the land occupied by the turbines.
Summary of Impacts

On balance, there would be some disruption to farming practices in terms of equipment movement to and around
properties to avoid the turbine strings. None of the respondents said that the disruption would force a significant
change in farm practices. Some said that the loss of farm land would negatively affect farm revenues; however,
this is offset by annual lease revenues from the Applicant. Most farm operators or owners either had no opinion or
said the Project would not be incompatible with farming.

Therefore, the project will not seriously interfere with accepted farming practices on adjacent lands, and will not
force a significant change in farm practices or significantly increase the costs of farming.

Available Mitigation

No mitigation other than the annual lease revenue is proposed for loss of revenue from cropland converted to
utility use. Wherever possible, turbines and transmission interconnection lines will be placed along the margins of
cultivated areas to reduce the potential for conflict with farm operations. There is little other mitigation available
for offsetting difficulties of maneuvering equipment around the turbine strings if the strings are close to property
lines or fences so efforts will be made to allow sufficient room. The Applicant will coordinate with each property
owner/farm operator to strike a balance between the Project’s locational needs and the farmer’s need for
maneuverability around the turbines and the roads.

A weed control plan will be developed with the Sherman County Weed District. It will consist of preventive
measures such as cleaning vehicles that arrive from off-site and revegetating disturbed areas. Monitoring to look
for weed invasions should be done regularly throughout the year. Chemical control can be used as needed,
provided they are applied by licensed users.

Farmed areas that are disturbed by construction temporarily would be restored. The proposed restoration plan
calls for bringing the site back to the original contours, spreading topsoil on the site, and re-seeding for crops or
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other vegetation. Any disturbed CRP areas and other non-cropped vegetated areas will be revegetated with the
appropriate species.

Ongoing coordination with farmers and operators will occur during construction and road improvements, to
ensure timely and adequate access to the crops for sowing, fertilizing, pest management and harvesting. Other
mitigation measures as identified in Exhibits I, J, and P and Q will also reduce impacts to farmland.

Initials: WAD
File Name: p:\b\bpoc00000005\0600info\0670reports\0672 - application for site certificate\0672 - exhibit k\farm survey memo\appk-2_ farm memo.doc
Project Number: BPOC0000-0005



Klondike 111 Wind Power Project
Farmer Survey

Date

Name

Address

Telephone Number . Day Evening

Farm Survey for Golden Hills Wind Power Project

1. Are you the property owner? Yes No

2. Do you farm the property? Yes No
If you do not farm the property, please provide the name, address, and telephone
number of the farm operator.
Name:
Address:
Phone:

3. Do you live on the property? Yes No
Some of the turbines for the wind power project are proposed to be constructed
on the property you own and/or farm, or on adjacent property. The following
guestions will help us understand how both the construction of the project and the
presence of the turbines and new maintenance roads may affect your farming
operations, costs and facilities.

4. How large is the parcel (or parcels) that you own and/or farm that are affected by
the project?

5. How much of your parcel is actively farmed?
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Klondike 111 Wind Power Project
Farmer Survey

If not all of the parcel is farmed, is the area not farmed suitable for farming, or
are there constraints (such as poor soils, steep slopes) that make it unsuitable?

What is the total size of the land you own and/or farm in Sherman County?

Approximately what proportion of your business in terms of acreage or income
does the affected parcel represent?

What crop(s) do you grow on this parcel?

How many crop(s) annually could you grow?

Is the equipment or machinery used to farm the crop(s) kept on the property, or
is it moved from another location?

If moved from another location, which public roads and access points to your
property are used?
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10.

11.

Klondike 111 Wind Power Project
Farmer Survey

How frequently and at what time of day or year do you need access to those
roads?

Do you think the location of the wind turbines and the maintenance roads will
negatively affect your ability or increase the cost of farming your parcel?

Why or why not?

Do you expect the loss of agricultural land as a result of the project to have a
significant negative impact on the annual revenues you earn from your farming
operations?

Why or why not?

Would you be willing to estimate the net cost or benefit of the project to you in
terms of agricultural revenue as well as revenue from leasing the land for the wind
power project?

If “yes,” please estimate the net cost or benefit to you.
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Klondike 111 Wind Power Project
Farmer Survey

12. If not willing to estimate, do you agree or disagree with estimates of net costs
provided by wheat farmers affected by Klondike | project? They estimated annual
losses of approximately $125 per turbine, based on loss of ¥2 acre of farmed land,
25 bushels of wheat per 2 acre at $5 per bushel.

Agree Disagree

13. Do you think the location of the wind farm turbines and roads that will be built to
access the turbines are compatible with your ability to farm your parcel?

Why or why not?

14. Will the location of the wind turbines force a significant change in farming
practices on your land?

If so, why?

15. Will the location of the wind turbines significantly
increase the cost of farming your property? Yes No

Comments:
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EXHIBIT L

PROTECTED AREAS
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L)
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L1

L.2

INTRODUCTION

Exhibit L addresses impacts the Project will have on Protected Areas in the facility
analysis area. This Exhibit responds to the provisions of OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L), which
requires the submission of:

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L) Information about the proposed facility’s impact on Protected Areas,
providing evidence to support a finding by the Council as required by OAR 345-022-0040,
including:

LIST OF PROTECTED AREAS

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L)(A) A list of the protected areas within the analysis area showing the
distance and direction from the proposed facility and the basis for protection by reference to a
specific subsection under OAR 345-022-0040(1).

Response: The analysis area for impacts on Protected Areas includes the area within the
site boundary and extends 20 miles beyond the site boundary in Oregon and
Washington. Figure L-1 illustrates the analysis area and 21 identified Protected Areas
within the analysis area. Table L-1 lists these Protected Areas, the state in which they
occur, their approximate minimum distance from the proposed facility, and the
applicable OAR 345-022-0040(1) subsection defining the basis for protection. Subsections
for Protected Areas in Washington have been extrapolated because the OARs do not
address resources in states other than Oregon.

Table L- 1. Protected Areas Within Analysis Area and Their Approximate Minimum
Distance from the Proposed Facility

State Direction and OAR 345-022-

Protected Area G[c))ilzt:r? (I:-l(?llfgosrne Suol;)sllgc(tli)on
(miles)

John Day Wildlife Refuge OR East, 5.3 (€)
Goldendale Hatchery WA Northwest, 12.5 ®
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area OR and West, 2.7 (9)

WA
Deschutes River State Recreation Area OR West, 4.3 (h)
Heritage Landing (Deschutes) OR West, 5.4 (h)
JS Burres State Recreation Site/BLM OR Southeast, 6,8 (h)
Cottonwood Facility
Goldendale Observatory State Park WA North, 11.8 (h)
Columbia Hills (Horsethief Lake) State Park WA Northwest, 14.0 (h)
Doug’s Beach State Park WA Northwest, 19.9 (h)
Maryhill State Park WA North, 1.0 (h)
Brooks Memorial State Park WA North, 19.7 (h)
Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve WA Northwest, 11.7 0]
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State Direction and OAR 345-022-
Distance from 0040(1)
Protected Area Golden Hills site Subsection
(miles)
Badger Gulch Natural Area Preserve WA Northeast, 15.6 0]
John Day Federal Wild and Scenic River OR East, 5.2 (k)
John Day State Scenic Waterway (Parrish
Creek to Tumwater Falls) OR East, 5.3 ®)
Deschutes Federal Wild and Scenic River OR West, 2.3 (k)
Deschutes State Scenic Waterway (Pelton
Dam to Columbia River) OR West, 24 )
Lower Klickitat Federal Wild and Scenic River WA Northwest, 16.2 (k)
Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center OR Southwest, 0.4 m)
(Moro)
Lower Deschutes Wildlife Area OR Southwest, 1.8 (p)
Klickitat Wildlife Area WA Northwest, 16.6 (p)

The proposed facility is not located within any of the Protected Areas as defined by OAR

345-022-0040.

L.3 MAP OF PROPOSED FACILITY IN RELATION TO PROTECTED AREAS

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L)(B) A map showing the location of the proposed facility in relation to

the protected areas listed in OAR 345-022-0040 located within the analysis area.

Response: See Figure L-1.

L4 POTENTIAL IMPACTS

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(L)(C) A description of significant potential impacts of the proposed
facility, if any, on the Protected Areas including, but not limited to, potential impacts such as:

Response: Through an evaluation of potential impacts, it has been determined that the
design, construction, and operation of the facility are not likely to result in significant

adverse impacts to Protected Areas. The evaluation is described below.

(1) Noise resulting from facility construction or operation;

Response: The noise analysis conducted for the proposed facility indicated the
proposed facility would be inaudible from all Protected Areas except the
Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center. The maximum noise level at the
Center would be approximately 34 dBA which would be audible at times at a

very low level, mostly late at night.

Noise resulting from facility construction or operation would not adversely

impact Protected Areas.

(i)  Increased traffic resulting from facility construction or operation;

Page L- 2
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(i)

(iv)

Response: A detailed description of traffic resulting from facility construction
and operation is included in Exhibit U.

The construction access route includes using US 97 from Biggs Junction at I-84 to
the US 97/0R 206 intersection near Wasco. Construction traffic may also
approach the site from the south on US 97. Construction traffic would use OR
206 to reach Wasco, and then use a series of local Sherman County roads to reach
construction sites within the site boundary. Several local roads would need to be
improved to accommodate heavier construction equipment, resulting in a long-
term improvement to the local road system.

Temporary impacts such as short-term traffic delays on US 97 and local roads
may affect access to Protected Areas associated with the John Day River and the
Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center. The construction route is not a
primary access route to the John Day River, and several passing lanes on US 97
will alleviate potential impacts along the travel corridor. Impacts to Protected
Areas associated with the Deschutes River would be negligible because access to
the river is primarily from I-84 and from state and local roads south of the
analysis area. Traffic demands on local roads are currently low. Any effects are
expected to be temporary, negligible, and would not adversely impact Protected
Areas. Long-term negative impacts due to traffic would be negligible because the
facility would employ 10 to 15 people.

The remaining Protected Areas are distant enough from the Project that they
would not be affected by increased traffic. In conclusion, increased traffic
resulting from facility construction or operation would not adversely impact
Protected Areas.

Water use during facility construction or operation;

Response: As stated in Exhibit O, water use during facility construction will
primarily involve dust control and making concrete. During operations, water
use will be minimal and will include normal domestic use associated with the
O&M facility. During construction, water will be trucked in from offsite. During
operation, water for the O&M facility will be supplied from an exempt well near
the O&M building.

Water use during facility construction or operation would not impact Protected
Areas.

Wastewater disposal resulting from facility construction or operation;

Response: The use of water for construction practices is not anticipated to
generate runoff. Wastewater would not be discharged into wetlands or other
adjacent resources. Sanitary effluent would be treated via an on-site septic
system and stormwater would infiltrate on site. Therefore, wastewater resulting
from facility construction or operation would not impact Protected Areas.

July 2007
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(v)

Visual impacts of facility structures or plumes.

Response: A visibility analysis was conducted to determine areas within the
analysis area from which any part of any turbine would potentially be visible.
The details of the modeling method are discussed in Exhibit R; the results for the
Protected Areas visibility analysis are included in Figure L-2. The results were
ground-truthed during site investigations on June 13 and 14, 2007.

The proposed project will not be visible from the following Protected Areas,
according to the computer modeling results and site investigations:

e Goldendale Hatchery

e Deschutes River State Recreation Area

e Heritage Landing (Deschutes)

e ]S Burres State Recreation Site/ BLM Cottonwood Facility

e Goldendale Observatory State Park

e Columbia Hills (Horsethief Lake) State Park

e Doug’s Beach State Park

e Maryhill State Park

e Brooks Memorial State Park

e Badger Gulch Natural Area Preserve

e Lower Klickitat Federal Wild and Scenic River

e Klickitat Wildlife Area

Since the proposed project would not be visible from these Protected Areas, there

would be no visual impact to them.

The proposed project would be potentially visible, in very limited areas, from the
following Protected Areas:

¢ John Day Federal Wild and Scenic River

¢ John Day State Scenic Waterway (Parrish Creek to Tumwater Falls)

¢ John Day Wildlife Refuge

e Deschutes Federal Wild and Scenic River

e Deschutes State Scenic Waterway (Pelton Dam to Columbia River)

e Lower Deschutes Wildlife Area

The proposed project would be visible from limited isolated rims of the John Day
River canyon including areas within the boundaries of the John Day Federal
Wild and Scenic River (WSR), John Day State Scenic Waterway, and John Day
Wildlife Refuge (see Figure L-2). The proposed project would be visible from

Page L- 4
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very limited isolated rims of the Deschutes River canyon, including areas within
the Deschutes Federal WSR, Deschutes State Scenic Waterway, and Lower
Deschutes Wildlife Area boundaries (see Figure L-2). The John Day Federal WSR,
John Day State Scenic Waterway, Deschutes Federal WSR, and Deschutes State
Scenic Waterway are managed for outstanding scenic quality (USDI 1986, USDI
1993, USDI 2000, USDI 2001). The John Day Wildlife Refuge and Lower
Deschutes Wildlife Area are not managed for visual quality (Kohl, 2007).

The US Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has indicated
that its primary concern would be visual impacts seen from the rivers, not from
the canyon rims (Mottl, H. 2007, Mottl, T. 2007). The proposed project would not
be visible from the John Day River, the Deschutes River, or either of the river
canyons’ interior and would therefore have negligible impacts, if any, on these
Protected Areas.

The proposed project would be visible from the following Protected Areas:
e Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve

¢ Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center (Moro)

e Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area

The Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve (NAP) is located within the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) and is managed for rare plant
habitat; the NAP itself is not managed for visual quality. The proposed project
would likely be visible from the NAP, but would not adversely impact the NAP
nor interfere with its management objectives. Photos L-1 and L-2 depict typical
views from the NAP, including views of existing wind turbines that are barely
discernable to the naked eye.

The proposed project would be visible from the Columbia Basin Agriculture
Research Center in Moro, Oregon. The center is not managed for visual quality.
The proposed Project would not adversely affect operations at the center (Petrie,
2007).

The proposed project would be visible from the eastern end of the CRGNSA.
Much of the visible area identified in the visibility analysis is not publicly
accessible; there is limited road access and most land is held in private
ownership. The most likely locations from which to view the proposed Project
occur along Washington SR-14, near Wishram, Washington. Turbines may
potentially be visible in the distant middleground and background. Views from
SR-14 are currently encroached upon by multiple transmission corridors and
steel lattice towers, distribution lines, radio towers, rail lines, the 1-84 and US 30
corridors, and rural development. Photos L-3 and L-4 depict views from SR-14
near Wishram. Given the relative amount of existing encroachment in the
foreground and middleground views, that proposed turbines (or portions of
turbines) would likely be visible in the background, and limited opportunities to
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view turbines, the proposed project would result in minimal impacts to the
CRGNSA.

In summary, visual impacts of project structures would not significantly impact
Protected Areas.

(Vi)  Visual impacts from air emissions resulting from facility construction or operation,
including, but not limited to, impacts on Class 1 Areas as described in OAR 340-204-
0050.

Response: The proposed project would not create air emissions, so no impacts
would occur. There are no Class 1 Areas within the analysis area.

L5 REFERENCES

L.5.1 Telephone Contacts/Personal Interviews

Kohl, Keith. District Wildlife Biologist. Mid-Columbia District. Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife. Telephone conversation with Sean Sullivan. June 28, 2007.

Mottl, Heidi. Recreation Planner. Prineville District, Bureau of Land Management.
Telephone conversation with Sean Sullivan. June 25, 2007.

Mottl, Tom. District Recreation Planner. Prineville District, Bureau of Land
Management. Telephone conversation with Sean Sullivan. June 26, 2007.

Petrie, PhD., Steve. Director. Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center (Moro).
Oregon State University. Voicemail message for Sean Sullivan July 5, 2007.

L.5.2 Website/Document References

USDI Bureau of Land Management. Two Rivers Resource Management Plan Record of
Decision. June 1986.

USDI Bureau of Land Management. Lower Deschutes River Management Plan Record of
Decision. February 1993.

USDI Bureau of Land Management. John Day River Proposed Management Plan, Two
Rivers and John Day Resource Management Plan Amendments and Final
Environmental Impact Statement. June 2000.

USDI Bureau of Land Management. John Day River Management Plan, Two Rivers,
John Day, and Baker Resource Management Plan Amendments Record of
Decision. February 2001.
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PHOTOGRAPHS
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Existing
Turbines

PHOTO L-1: Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area viewed from Columbia Hills Natural Area
Preserve looking southeast. Existing turbines barely discernable center background.

PHOTO L-2: Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area viewed from Columbia Hills Natural Area
Preserve looking southwest. Transmission line and City of The Dalles visible center middleground.
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PHOTO L-3: SR-14 overlook near Wishram, Washington. View of Columbia River looking southeast.
Deschutes River confluence at center right.

PHOTO L-4: SR-14 at Mile Post 97, near east boundary of CRGNSA, looking east. Transmission and
distribution lines silhouetted center left and right.
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	(3)   Roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements not allowed under subsections (1) and (2) of this section may be established, . . . in areas zoned for exclusive farm use subject to: 
	(a)   Adoption of an exception to the goal related to agricultural lands and to any other applicable goal with which the facility or improvement does not comply; 
	(b)   ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule of the Land Conservation and Development Commission as provided in section 3, chapter 529, Oregon laws 1993. 



	C. Compliance with OAR 660-012-0065—Transportation Improvements on Rural Lands (Access Roads) 
	 (3) The following transportation improvements are consistent with goals 3, 4, 11, and 14 subject to the requirements of this rule: 
	(o) Transportation facilities, services and improvements other than those listed in this rule that serve local travel needs. The travel capacity and level of service of facilities and improvements serving local travel needs shall be limited to that necessary to support rural land uses identified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan or to provide adequate emergency access. 
	(c) Select from the identified alternatives, the one, or combination of identified alternatives that has the least impact on lands in the immediate vicinity devoted to farm or forest use. 




	2. Overhead Electric Transmission Lines and Substations 
	A. ORS 215.275, Utility Facilities necessary for Public Service; Criteria; mitigating impact of facility  
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	1. Exception for Energy Facility and Related or Supporting Facilities.   
	A. Reasons that Justify the Exception.   
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	C. The Facility Is Compatible with Other Adjacent Uses.   


	K.9 FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT PLANS 
	i. Identify the applicable land management plan adopted by the federal agency with jurisdiction over the federal land; 
	ii. Explain any differences between state or local land use requirements and federal land management requirements; 
	iii. Describe how the proposed facility complies with the applicable federal land management plan; 
	iv. Describe any federal land use approvals required for the proposed facility and the status of application for each required federal land use approval; 
	v. Provide an estimate of time for issuance of federal land use approvals; and 
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