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Instructions

Mitigation Site Number

Estimated Mitigation Needs

Soils Criteria

Vegetation

Hydrology

Land Use
Describe how the land is currently being utilized. Make any note if that use is intended to change in the near future.

100 Year Floodplain

Habitat Value

Geomorphic Position
Describe where the site is within the landscape. Consider whether its position is conducive to creating and sustaining a wetland.

Ease of Access

Estimate cut to wetland hydrology

Utilities Present

Wetland Mitigation Field Site Assessment Rating Criteria

Judge how easy/difficult it would be for construction access. Consider whether existing paths already exist or whether significant clearing
would be needed. Record a photo of the likely access or the deterence to it.

Look for and note any utilities that may be in the immediate area and which could affect optimizing the site for wetland creation or serve
as an obsticle to construction activity.

Provide the acres of mitigation needed to satisfy the impacts using current replacement ratios or other agency agreed upon ratios for your

First four letters of the 8 digit federal HUC watershed name followed by 4 digits. For example, CHOP0001 would represent site 1 of the
Choptank watershed.

Decribe the vegetation that characterizes the area being considered as potential mitigation. Decribe the dominant species, any invasive
species that seem problematic, density of trees and shrubs, maturity of trees, etc. Record a photo to document typical condition.

Describe the surrounding area. Is it large enough to provide significant habitat value? Could the area benefit from a wetland creation?

Estimate how much depth of excavation may be needed to reach requisite hydrology for a successful wetland creation/restoration, etc.
Evaluator should consider time of year of evaluation, existing soils, surfacewater contributions, and/or other site conditions which provide
evidence of the depth of excavation needed to create a wetland.

Note whether the site is located within a floodplain and how frequently it may be flooded. Absence of a floodplain will score low but does
preclude a site from consideration when other factors are considered.

Determine and describe any hydrologic connectivity that may exist. This criteria should be considered when evaluating the Depth of
Excavation criteria

Estimate percentage from soil map or GIS. Describe any feature or field observation that may verify that the mapping is correct or
incorrect. This criteria should be considered when evaluating the Depth of Excavation citeria.
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Mitigation Rating Instructions

Estimated bank erosion within reach
Determine what percent of bank erosion exist within the reach being assessed. Record a photo that represents the condition.

Degree of Channel Incision
On average, what is the depth of bank height or incision of channel within its valley, i.e., distance from channel invert to top of bank.

Floodplain Access

Drainage Area Evaluation

Vegetation

Land Use

Opportunity for Ecological Lift

Ease of Access

Utilities Present
Do utilities exist within or nearby the stream and do they present an issue that may effect construction, access, or reforestation efforts.
Describe what utilities are seen such as overhead wires vs. under ground utilities such as sewer lines, gas lines or cables.

Characterize the land use along the stream reach and/or floodplain area. Describe condition.

Consider how easy/difficult it may be to access stream to perform construction or restoration effort. Does considerable clearing or
access road construction need to be performed?

Determine whether site conditions allow for the development/creation of a floodplain that can be frequently accessed. Consider any
obstacles to creating a floodplain such as existing structures/infrastructure, improved properties or land use.

Using the drainage area calculated and recorded in the Site Data section of the form, provide a score which corresponds with the
calculated drainage area.

Describe the existing vegetation cover that exists along the channel and within the area on which construction would take place to
perform the mitigation. Describe any difficulty the vegetation may play in accessing and constructing the restoration. Record a photo to
show typical condition.

Consider what opportunities for ecological lift may exist, such as, sediment reduction, temperature regulation, floodplain connectivity,
fish passage, habitat for fish and/or benthics, and water chemistry (quality). Equally consider whether the lift can be realistically
achieved and sustained. Consider what obstacles that would need to be overcome to achieve lift. Are the obstacles within SHA's
control?

Opportunity for Floodplain Development

Estimate how frequent floodplain is being accessed. Factors to consider include: rack lines, flattened grasses or forbs, bank height or
gauge data . If easily available. Knowledge of any recent high flows in the area. Any landowner observations may be helpful.

StreamMitigation Field Site Assessment Rating Criteria
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Functional Upstream Network

Number of Downstream Fish Blockages

NAACC Diadromous Fish HUC 12 Watershed Score

Percentage of Upstream Impervious Surface

Fish Habitat Diversity

Fish Blockage Height Ecological Benefits of Removal

Adjacent Land Use

Ease of Construction

Ease of Construction Rating Criteria

No Blockage < 1 foot 1 5 foot > 5 foot tall
Small Pipe (12 48" diameter) 0 10 5 1
Large Pipe (>48" diameter) 0 5 1 1
Small Box Culvert (12 48" width) 0 10 5 1
Large Box Culvert (>48" width) 0 5 1 1
Small Dam/Weir (< 20' long) 0 10 1 1
Large Dam/Weir (>20' long) 0 5 1 1

0 10 5 1
0 10 5 1

Ease of Access

Utilities Present

Determine the number of downstream fish blockages based on a GIS analysis or the Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization (CFPP) online database
(http://maps.freshwaternetwork.org/chesapeake/#).

Rate how difficult/easy it would be to successfully remove the fish blockage based the blockage type and height in the following table.

Describe/list the different fish habitat types upstream and downstream of the blockage based on stream segments that are visible form the road
right of way. Habitat types include large woody debris, riffles, deep pools, overhanging vegetation, boulders/cobble, undercut banks, thick root
mats, submerged aquatic vegetation, isolated/backwater pools.

The functional upstream network is the length of stream (mi.) between the fish blockage being investigated and the next upstream fish blockage.
The functional upstream network consists of the length upstream of the blockage that would be accessible to downstream fish once the blockage
has been removed. This value can be referenced from the Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization (CFPP) online database
(http://maps.freshwaternetwork.org/chesapeake/#) or determined in the field.

Reference the North Atlantic Aquatic Connectivity Collaborative (NAACC) diadromous fish score (3 61) based on the HUC12 watershed where the
site is located (http://tnc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=f64c9c61e01d4befafdb63afa638511f).

Do utilities exist within or nearby the stream and do they present an issue that may effect construction, access, or reforestation efforts. Describe
what utilities are seen such as overhead wires vs. underground utilities such as sewer lines, gas lines or cables.

Measure and record the height of the fish blockage (ft.) in the field. This criteria rates the ecological benefits that would be provided from removal
of the blockage based on height. Take photographs of the fish blockage (facing upstream) and the culvert/dam inlet upstream of the blockage
(facing downstream).

Consider how easy/difficult it may be to access the site for construction and restoration of fish passage. Does considerable clearing or access road
construction need to be performed? Are there steep slopes surrounding the site that will make access/construction a challenge or is the
surrounding area relatively flat and easy to access?

Calculate the percentage of impervious surface in the watershed upstream of the fish blockage. This percentage can be calculated from a GIS
analysis or referenced from the Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization (CFPP) online database (http://maps.freshwaternetwork.org/chesapeake/#).

Describe the land use adjacent to the fish blockage site where construction/access would take place. Describe any challenges (vegetation, wetlands,
development) may play in accessing the site for construction. Take a representative photo of the adjacent landuse.

Blockage Type

Sewer Crossing
Natural Blockage

Blockage Height & Ease of Construction Score

Fish Passage Field Site Assessment Rating Criteria










































































































































































































