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White Pine Commerce Park 

Town of Clay, NY 

Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

 

Executive Summary 
 
The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) proposes to develop a modern 
industrial park on its existing 339.26 acre White Pine Commerce Park property.  The White Pine 
Commerce Park (formerly known as the Clay Business Park) is located northeast of the intersection of 
NYS Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road in the Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York. The Park is 
approximately 7 miles north of the City of Syracuse.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On March 6, 2012 the OCIDA established itself as the Lead Agency for conducting the environmental 
review of the proposed White Pine Commerce Park project consistent with the State Environmental 
Quality Review Act (SEQRA). As Lead Agency, the OCIDA assumed the responsibility to prepare a 
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) and conducted a coordinated environmental 
review of the project among all Involved Agencies. The DGEIS was deemed complete by the OCIDA and 
determined ready for agency and public review and comment on September 20, 2012. A Public Hearing 
was held on October 16, 2012. The public comment period ended on October 29, 2012. 
 

White Pine Commerce Park 
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Subsequent to the DGEIS and as required by SEQRA, a Final GEIS has been prepared by the OCIDA. 
This Final GEIS responds to all substantive comments received on the DGEIS. Also included in this Final 
GEIS are new analyses of predicted traffic impacts and mitigation measures; a wetlands delineation report 
for the proposed sewer route; information regarding potential air contaminant releases; an assessment of 
Indiana bat habitat; and a Phase 1B archeological report. Consistent with SEQRA requirements, this Final 
GEIS will be followed by a SEQRA Findings Statement from the OCIDA.  
 
This Final GEIS incorporates by reference the entire Draft GEIS and its Appendices. The Draft and Final 
GEIS address the potential impacts on environmental resources and mitigation requirements for the 
envisioned White Pine Commerce Park. These environmental resources include: land use and zoning; 
community character; transportation; utilities and community services; topography, geology and soils; 
water resources including floodplains and wetlands; air resources; ecological resources including 
endangered and threatened species; cultural and archeological resources; visual character and noise. 
 
The site is zoned by the Town of Clay for industrial uses. Surrounding land use includes residential areas, 
small businesses and some industrial uses however much of the immediate project area is undeveloped 
and remains a mix of open fields, woodland, farmland and former farmland.  
 
Industrial facilities at the Park are proposed to be located in three primary development areas in the 
central, southern and eastern portions of the property. The Preferred Development Scenario for the Park is 
illustrated in Chapter 1 of the Final GEIS. The scenario is a generalized graphic to illustrate areas that 
could be developed with minimal impact on environmental features. Development could potentially affect 
in some way up to approximately 182 acres or slightly more than one-half of the available acreage of the 
site according to this scenario.  
 
The three developable areas (identified as A, B and C by the scenario) were determined through a review 
of site characteristics. These locations are most suitable for industrial development due to favorable road 
and rail access, level topography and other site development considerations including the absence of 
wetlands, floodplains and other environmentally sensitive features.  
 
The OCIDA considered various configurations and alternative layouts for the site which were described 
in the DGEIS. It is the OCIDA’s objective to maximize development potential of the site while avoiding 
or minimizing to the greatest extent practicable any adverse impacts on the environment. As envisioned, 
the White Pine Commerce Park could accommodate up to approximately 2 million square feet of 
industrial development without significant adverse effects on environmental resources.  
 
Possible industrial uses at the White Pine Commerce Park could include, but may not be limited to, 
advanced manufacturing, materials processing, product assembly, research and development, and data 
management. The Park will be serviced by existing transportation systems and utilities. The Park is 
located along NYS Route 31 with access to interstate highway systems within two to four miles to the 
east and west. The site is adjacent to an active CSX rail line and less than five miles from Syracuse’s 
Hancock International Airport. Important utilities exist near the site with sufficient capacities to serve the 
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Park. These utilities include electric, natural gas, water, telephone, fiber optic, cable and broadband 
communications.  
 
The project will require additional infrastructure to support future development. The DGEIS addressed 
two important improvements that are necessary to prepare the site as “shovel ready”. These include: 1.) 
road and intersection improvements adjacent to the site along NYS Route 31 at Caughdenoy Road; and 
2.) a new sanitary sewer line. The environmental impact and mitigation required for constructing this 
infrastructure has been considered together with the environmental impacts of Park development. 
 
Lane configuration and widening improvements along Caughdenoy Road and at the NYS Route 
31/Caughdenoy Road intersection are necessary. This has been determined based on an analysis of 
existing and potential future traffic conditions along NYS Route 31 and in consultation with the New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYS DOT) and the Onondaga County DOT. Roadwork will 
include necessary drainage improvements and may necessitate the relocation of some utilities. 
Construction of these improvements is not anticipated to create significant adverse impacts. Standard 
engineering and best management construction practices will be implemented during any roadwork.  
 
Sanitary sewer service is not immediately available in the immediate project area, but its feasibility has 
been assessed as part of this SEQRA process. A new sewer line will be necessary to service the Park with 
wastewater treatment at Onondaga County’s Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The 
WWTP is located about 3 miles northwest of the project along the Oneida River in Clay. A proposed 
sewer line route from the Park to the WWTP has been identified from among several alternatives. The 
proposed route follows an existing 99-foot wide Onondaga County Metropolitan Water Board (MWB) 
right-of-way located approximately 1,000 feet southwest of the Park running roughly parallel to NYS 
Route 31 and then northward along the east side of Mud Creek to the WWTP.  
 
The proposed sewer route crosses up to 16 small to medium size federal wetlands and surface water 
features which have been delineated and mapped. The deposition of fill or other material, intrusion and 
adverse impacts to these wetlands and surface water features will be avoided by using subsurface 
horizontal drilling methods to install the sewer line underneath the wetlands. Horizontal drilling will also 
be used to install the pipeline under existing roads and railroad tracks to avoid impacts to those 
transportation systems and their operations.  
 
The potential for adverse impacts on historic and archeological resources at the Park and along the 
proposed sewer route was assessed. Field studies completed in 2013 in consultation with the New York 
State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation indicate that no significant historic or 
archeological resources will be impacted by the project and no mitigation is required.  
 
The potential for impacts upon Indiana bat roosting habitat has also been assessed. The Indiana bat is an 
endangered State and federal species. There is potential for some roosting habitat in the project area. As 
such, certain mitigation measures will be followed to avoid or minimize potential impacts. The Preferred 
Development Scenario for the Park avoids environmentally sensitive areas including wooded and non-
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wooded wetlands. Also no development is proposed north of existing transmission lines on site that 
contain substantial wetlands and woodlands. Mitigation includes limiting the removal of potential habitat 
trees prior to construction to non-roosting periods of the year. Consistent with U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service guidelines this period is between October 31st and March 31st. Potential habitat areas will be 
fenced using orange fencing during construction to avoid disturbance in these areas. These and other 
mitigation measures for the project are discussed in the Final GEIS and its technical appendices. 
Significant impacts to potential habitats are not anticipated.  
 

Subsequent to this Final GEIS the OCIDA will prepare a Findings Statement consistent with SEQRA 
requirements. The Findings Statement will include information summarizing potential project impacts 
and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts. The Findings Statement will complete the 
SEQRA process at which time the OCIDA will seek shovel-ready status for the project from New York 
State Empire State Development. 
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1.0 Introduction and Project Description 

1.1 SEQRA Status  

The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) established itself as the Lead Agency 
for conducting the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) environmental review of the 
proposed White Pine Commerce Park project (formerly known as the Clay Business Park) on March 6, 
2012. Under SEQRA the proposed project is considered a Type I action requiring preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 
As Lead Agency, the OCIDA assumed the responsibility to prepare a Draft Generic EIS (DGEIS) and 
conducted a coordinated environmental review of the project among all Involved Agencies. A listing of 
involved and interested agencies and organizations is provided later in this Chapter.  
 
A scoping document for preparing the DGEIS was prepared and made available for agency and public 
review in April 2012. Scoping comments were received until May 10, 2012. A scoping meeting was held 
at the Clay Town Hall on May 3, 2012 to solicit agency and public input.  
 
The Draft GEIS was deemed complete by the OCIDA and determined ready for agency and public review 
and comment on September 20, 2012. Pertinent SEQRA documentation is provided in Appendix A.  
 
A Public Hearing was held at the Clay Town Hall on October 16, 2012. The transcript of the Public 
Hearing is provided in Appendix B. The public comment period on the DGEIS ended on October 29, 
2012.  
 
Subsequent to the DGEIS and as required by SEQRA, this Final GEIS has been prepared by the OCIDA. 
Consistent with SEQRA requirements this Final GEIS will be followed by a SEQRA Findings Statement 
from the OCIDA. This Final GEIS responds to all substantive comments received on the DGEIS.  
 
This Final GEIS incorporates the entire Draft GEIS and its Appendices by reference. Any recent changes 
in either the proposed action or new information on the project as a result of comments received are noted 
as responses to comments in Chapter 2.  
 
The Draft and Final GEIS address the potential impacts of the envisioned White Pine Commerce Park on 
environmental resources first identified in the scoping document. These resources include: land use and 
zoning; community character; transportation; utilities and community services; topography, geology and 
soils; water resources including floodplains and wetlands; air resources; ecological resources including 
endangered and threatened species; cultural and archeological resources; visual character and noise. 
 
1.2 Project Overview 

 
As described in detail in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, the OCIDA proposes to develop a modern industrial 
park on its existing 339.26 acre White Pine Commerce Park property.  The White Pine Commerce Park 
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(Park) is located northeast of the intersection of NYS Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road in the Town of 
Clay, Onondaga County, New York. The Park is approximately 7 miles north of the City of Syracuse.  
 
The Park is envisioned to accommodate a mix of industrial uses that may include office, research, 
manufacturing, assembly, warehousing and distribution facilities, data centers and other uses in a campus 
environment. The Park presently consists of seven contiguous parcels covering a total area of 
approximately 339.26 acres of land owned and under the control of the OCIDA. It is possible that 
consolidation of the separate parcels and/or re-subdivision may be necessary in the future to 
accommodate the needs of one or more industrial tenants. Alternatives for developing the Park are 
discussed in Chapter 2 of the DGEIS.  

The OCIDA owns the following tax parcels with the approximate acreage of each comprising the White 
Pine Commerce Park: 

1. 048-01-01.0 99.2 acres 
2. 046-02-01.0 25.6 acres 
3. 046-02-02.1 21.5 acres 
4. 046-02-03.1 49.4 acres 
5. 046-02-04.0 18.1 acres 
6. 046-02-05.2 37.3 acres 
7. 046-01-02.2 88.2 acres 

 
Among its many attributes are transportation access via highway and rail and the presence of critical 
utilities that are necessary to support industrial development. The Park is zoned for industrial use and has 
been for several decades. The Park has proximity to ample electric power at the National Grid Clay 
substation located just west of Caughdenoy Road. The Park also has access to an active CSX rail line that 
crosses Caughdenoy Road adjacent to the site. The rail line provides connections to the Midwest U.S. and 
southern Canada. The Park can be readily connected to nearby utilities including public water, electric, 
fiber optic and broadband, telephone, and natural gas services.  

For SEQRA purposes, the term “project site” used in this GEIS is defined as any location where project 
facilities and infrastructure will or might be constructed as anticipated at this time. The project site 
includes the OCIDA’s 339 acre Park property and any adjoining routes, rights-of-way and areas needed to 
support the project including existing or proposed infrastructure and/or improvements. This includes the 
proposed route for a sewer force main to serve the site. “Off-site” is defined as any portion of the study 
areas being assessed for potential impacts that are not on or encompassed by the project site.  
 

The OCIDA intends to market the site for various types of uses likely including advanced manufacturing, 
material processing, product assembly, warehouse and distribution, research and development, and data 
management to facilitate the creation of high-paying employment opportunities in Onondaga County. 
Onondaga County and the Syracuse metropolitan region, as elsewhere in Upstate New York, have 
experienced a significant exodus of high paying manufacturing sector jobs in recent decades. The 
Commerce Park is an important publicly-owned local asset that can help reverse this trend by creating 
new industrial-based employment. 
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The OCIDA is seeking “shovel ready” status from New York State to facilitate marketing the Park and 
site development. Shovel ready status, as defined by New York State’s Empire State Development 
(NYSESD), for example, demonstrates to industrial prospects that governmental approvals needed for 
construction and infrastructure development either have been or can be readily secured within certain 
thresholds and permit criteria. This assurance is critical to eliminate uncertainty on the part of potential 
Park prospects about whether agency approvals and permits can be readily secured especially in time-
sensitive circumstances. This SEQRA environmental review process is a requisite before shovel ready 
status will be assigned to the Park by NYSESD.  
 
The Park’s natural features and site characteristics are described in detail in Chapter 3 of the DGEIS. The 
Park is highly suitable for large-scale industrial purposes primarily due to relatively flat to gently sloping 
terrain. The Park consists of large undeveloped areas of former farmland, vacant fields, shrubland and 
woodlands, all of which are in various stages of natural succession.  
 
The northern portion of the Park is interspersed with several areas of wetlands and small drainages that 
drain northward under existing New York Power Authority (NYPA) and National Grid electric 
transmission lines towards Young’s Creek, located north of the OCIDA property. These transmission line 
rights-of-way cross the northern one-third of the OCIDA property in an east-west direction perpendicular 
to Caughdenoy Road. The transmission lines originate at the National Grid Clay electrical substation just 
west of the site.  
 
An existing CSX rail line crosses the northwestern corner of the Park generally in a northeast/southwest 
direction. There is an at-grade railroad crossing along Caughdenoy Road adjacent to the Park. The line is 
part of the St. Lawrence Subdivision, a former New York Central secondary rail line. This is a single 
track rail line that runs from the Chicago Main Line near Destiny USA along the shoreline of Onondaga 
Lake in Syracuse for a distance of approximately 160 miles to a junction at Massena, NY where the line 
joins the Canadian National Railway to Montreal.  
 
In addition to electrical service, highway and rail access, the White Pine Commerce Park can be serviced 
by other important utilities that exist near the site. These include natural gas, water, telephone, fiber optic, 
cable and broadband communications.  
 
Sanitary sewer is not immediately available in the area, but its feasibility and potential impacts have been 
assessed as part of this SEQRA process. Information regarding sewer construction is provided in Chapter 
4 and Appendix F of the DGEIS. A new sewer line will be necessary to service the Park with wastewater 
treatment at the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The WWTP is located about 3 miles 
northwest of the project along the Oneida River in Clay.  

Industrial facilities at the Park are proposed to be located in three primary development areas in the 
central, southern and eastern portions of the property potentially affecting in some way up to 
approximately 182 acres or slightly more than one-half of the available acreage. These three areas have 
been identified through an environmental review of site characteristics as the most suitable locations for 
industrial development due to favorable adjacent road and rail access, level topography and other site 
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development considerations including the absence of wetlands, floodplains and other environmentally 
sensitive features.  

The project will require additional infrastructure to support future development. The DGEIS focused on 
two key topics that need to be addressed to better prepare the site as “shovel ready”. These include: 1.) 
road and intersection improvements adjacent to the site; and 2.) a new sanitary sewer line. These and 
other site development considerations are discussed in Chapter 4 of the DGEIS. An updated traffic 
analysis study is provided as part of this Final GEIS in Appendix D.  

Improvements along Caughdenoy Road and at the NYS Route 31/Caughdenoy Road intersection are 
necessary. This has been determined based on an analysis of existing and potential traffic conditions 
along NYS Route 31 and in consultation with the New York State Department of Transportation (NYS 
DOT) and the Onondaga County DOT. Improvements will include widening of the intersection along 
NYS Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road adjacent to the Park, turning lanes on all four approaches to the 
intersection and traffic signal modifications.  

A sanitary sewer line to the Oak Orchard WWTP is also needed to provide sewer service to future Park 
tenants. A proposed sewer line route has been identified from among several available alternatives 
considered. The proposed route follows an existing 99-foot wide Onondaga County Metropolitan Water 
Board (MWB) right-of-way approximately 1,000 feet southwest of the Park roughly parallel to NYS 
Route 31. Sewer infrastructure requirements are being determined in consultation with Onondaga County 
Department of Water Environment Protection (DWEP) and other stakeholder agencies.  

Wetland impacts due to development of anticipated roadway improvements adjacent to the site and along 
the proposed sewer line route are addressed in Chapter 4 of the DGEIS. These impacts are expected to be 
avoided or minimized to the greatest extent practicable utilizing directional drilling under the wetlands for 
sewer and utility installation. It is anticipated that any disturbance that cannot be avoided will be less than 
one-half acre and eligible for authorization under a Nationwide Permit. This will be determined in 
consultation with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). 

The OCIDA proposes to facilitate development of the Park for various types of uses possibly including 
advanced manufacturing, material processing, product assembly, warehousing and distribution, research 
and development, and data management. Up to 2.0 million square feet of development on the site may be 
possible without significant effects to environmentally sensitive resources. This may translate into one or 
two large tenants or multiple smaller tenants.  

At 2.0 million square feet of building space up to 20 tenants each at 100,000 square feet may be 
accommodated. At one employee per thousand square feet such development could generate up to 2,000 
employees. However, with advances in manufacturing and other industrial processes and technologies the 
rate of employee generation could be substantially different.  

The OCIDA envisions utilization of sophisticated environmental quality management technologies at the 
Park to avoid or limit potentially significant adverse effects on the environment and surrounding 
community. Future industrial tenants will be required to obtain specific approvals and permits from local, 
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State and federal agencies for environmental quality technologies that will be utilized at the Park. These 
permits and approvals will require state-of-the-art Best Management Practices (BMPs) in air quality, 
stormwater management, energy use and conservation, building design, noise attenuation, erosion and 
sediment controls and site construction, among others. For example, future tenants will be required to 
consider green infrastructure practices for managing stormwater consistent with NYS and local 
requirements. 

A Preferred Development Scenario has been prepared by the OCIDA as graphically illustrated by the 
Figure provided at the end of this Chapter. The full build-out scenario that could reasonably be expected 
to occur given existing site conditions includes the following as originally described in the DGEIS:  
 

 A combined total of approximately 1.5 million square feet (SF) of manufacturing/assembly space 
 Approximately 210,000 SF of laboratory, research and development (R&D) space 
 Approximately 235,000 SF of logistics, warehousing, and/or shipping & receiving space 
 Approximately 50,000 SF of office and administration space 
 Approximately 175,000 SF of outdoor utility space, maintenance areas and service/storage yards 
 Approximately 34,000 SF of on-site energy generation or electrical substation space 
 Approximately 12,500 SF for wastewater treatment systems or pump stations  
 Approximately 56 acres of paved area for parking, loading, internal road circulation and/or 

shipping/receiving areas 
 One million gallon water storage tank for industrial processing and fire suppression 
 Approximately 4500 linear feet of road and drainage improvements along Caughdenoy Road 

from NYS Route 31northward to Mud Mill Road 
 Intersection signal and road improvements at NYS Route 31/Caughdenoy Road   
 Grade crossing improvements to the CSX railroad crossing on Caughdenoy Road 
 Approximately 4.3 miles of new sanitary sewer to the Oak Orchard WWTP 
 Areas set aside for wetland conservation, restoration, creation and/or enhancement  
 Additional areas for:  

- Stormwater management  
- Truck scales and security guard stations 
- Fuel storage  
- Approximately 3,000 feet of industrial rail spur(s)  
- Employee amenities, trails and open space  
- Wetland and habitat preservation  
- Landscaping, security fencing, signage, earthen berms and vegetated buffers 

 
If development of the White Pine Commerce Park is proposed in the future in ways that either conflict 
with the conclusions reached in this GEIS or exceeds the identified facts and/or thresholds, the SEQRA 
Lead Agency will need to determine if the SEQRA process must be supplemented to consider the 
potential for adverse impacts associated with those proposed changes. 
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1.3 Final GEIS Organization 

 
This Final GEIS incorporates by reference the entire Draft GEIS (Volume I) and its Technical 
Appendices (Volume II). Project information updated since the Draft GEIS is noted in this Final GEIS 
where applicable. Changes in the proposed project or in proposed mitigation being considered are also 
noted where appropriate in response to comments received on the DGEIS or subsequent coordination with 
involved and interested agencies. 
 
Chapter 2 of this Final GEIS summarizes comments received on the DGEIS and responds to all 
substantive comments. SEQRA documentation is provided in Appendix A of this Final GEIS. Appendix 
B includes a transcript of the Public Hearing held on October 16, 2012. Appendix C includes all 
correspondence and comments received during the public comment period. Technical studies prepared in 
response to comments are provided in appendices D through H. These studies include: Appendix D - 
Updated Traffic Analysis Study; Appendix E – Sewer Line Wetlands Delineation Report; Appendix F – 
Additional Air Quality Information; Appendix G – Indiana Bat Habitat Assessment; and Appendix H – 
Archeology Report.  
 
As noted in the Draft GEIS the potential scope and scale of the project will require specific approvals and 
permits during various stages of planning, design and site development. Many permits and approvals to 
be issued by involved agencies, such as highway work permits from State or County DOTs, will be 
sought after actual site development plans have been prepared or advanced to the point that specific 
industrial tenant requirements and project components become known. Project reviews, approvals and 
permits may be sought from various agencies including, but not limited to the following:  
 
Agencies likely to be involved in future project approvals, permitting and further coordinated reviews 
include: 

 Town of Clay  
 Onondaga County Department of Transportation (OCDOT) 
 Onondaga County Department of Health (OCDOH) 
 Onondaga County Department of Water Environment Protection (OCDWEP) 
 Onondaga County Metropolitan Water Board 
 Syracuse Onondaga County Planning Agency (SOCPA) 
 Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) 
 New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) 
 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 
 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS) 

 
The following approvals and permits may be required as project development is advanced: 

 NYS DEC Freshwater Wetlands 
 NYS DEC 401 Water Quality Certification 
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 U.S. ACOE Section 404 (Waters of the United States) 
 Discharge to Surface Water (NYSPDES) 6NYCRR Part 750 
 General Permit for Stormwater Discharge from Construction Activity SPDES GP-0-10-001 
 Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with Industrial Activity 

SPDES GP-0-06-002 
 NYS DOT Highway Work Permit (NYS Route 31) 
 Onondaga County Planning Referral GML 239m 
 County Highway Department Work Permit 
 County Highway Department Curb Cut Approval 
 Town of Clay Subdivision Adjustment (Section 230-28F) 
 Town of Clay Site Plan Review & Approval (Section 230-26) 
 Town of Clay Industrial Performance Standard Variance (Section 230-17) 
 Town of Clay Accessory Special Permit  
 Town of Clay Building Permit 
 Town of Clay Certificate of Occupancy 

 
Depending on specific uses, registration with the State through the NYSDEC may be required for 
chemical bulk storage and the use of petroleum products and hazardous materials on site. Similarly, air 
quality permits from the NYSDEC may be required depending on actual uses locating at the Park. 
 
Additional interested agencies and stakeholder organizations have been participants in the review process 
and were provided copies of the DGEIS. These include: 

 New York Power Authority 
 National Grid 
 CSX Rail 
 New York Empire State Development 
 Town of Cicero 

 
1.4 Future SEQRA Actions 

As Lead Agency the OCIDA assumed the responsibility to prepare this Final GEIS and conduct 
coordinated environmental reviews of the project among all Involved and Interested Agencies as 
identified above. Subsequent to this Final GEIS the OCIDA will prepare a SEQRA Findings Statement 
which will conclude the SEQRA process.  
 
Future actions that fall within the range of parameters and impacts evaluated in the Draft and Final GEIS 
are not expected to require further SEQRA review.  By identifying baseline environmental conditions and 
certain impact thresholds, the GEIS process may facilitate development of the project by allowing for 
quicker approval of future actions associated with development of the Park that are consistent with the 
GEIS and SEQRA Findings Statement. If subsequent proposed actions are not addressed or not 
adequately addressed in the GEIS and the subsequent actions will not result in any significant 
environmental impacts, then SEQRA requires only that a Negative Declaration be prepared. In the event 
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that subsequent proposed actions are adequately addressed in the GEIS, but not adequately addressed in 
the Findings Statement, an amended Findings Statement will be prepared.  

However, if any components of the proposed project to be developed do not fall within the set of 
parameters or conditions, and potential impacts are significantly different in nature or severity from those 
anticipated by this GEIS, a supplement to the Final Generic EIS (a Supplemental EIS) will be prepared to 
further evaluate and identify mitigation of significant adverse environmental impacts associated with 
specific development proposals that are beyond the scope of this GEIS. This may require additional 
technical analyses and agency coordination focused only on those issues.  

SEQRA requires a supplement to the Final Generic EIS (a Supplemental EIS) if: 

“…the subsequent proposed action was not addressed or was not adequately addressed in the generic 
EIS and the subsequent action may have one or more significant adverse environmental impacts.” 

Parties proposing future development at the White Pine Commerce Park must determine whether or not 
the impacts associated with the proposal have been adequately addressed by the GEIS.  If the need for 
supplemental action is determined under SEQRA, the Lead Agency will be responsible for carrying out 
the requirements of 6NYCRR Part 617.10 requirements. This will require the Lead Agency to interpret 
the Statement of Findings prepared under this GEIS for the project site, as it specifically relates to the 
development project(s) being proposed. As with all Type I actions, and for coordinated review of Unlisted 
Actions involving more than one agency under SEQRA, a Lead Agency must be established prior to a 
Determination of Significance.  

The SEQRA process is discussed on the NYSDEC’s website (http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6189.html). 
Upon completion of this Final GEIS, Part 617.11 requires that each Involved Agency, including the Lead 
Agency, prepare a written SEQRA Findings Statement (SEQRA Findings) – before any action can be 
taken on the project including funding or permitting. The Findings will include information on 
commitments to mitigation measures and a final determination as to the project’s impact on the 
environment.  

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6189.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6414.html
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2.0 Comments and Responses on the Draft GEIS 

2.1 Public Hearing Comments Summary 

Comments were received from four individuals during the Public Hearing that was held at the Clay Town 
Hall on October 16, 2012. The complete transcript of the Public Hearing including verbal comments from 
attendees and responses to those comments are provided in Appendix B of this Final GEIS.  

During the Public Hearing attendees were encouraged to provide comments and ask questions. Below is a 
summary of those comments and updated responses as appropriate. The full text of comments is provided 
in Appendix B.  

Public Hearing comments and questions related to the following: 

1. Comment requesting confirmation that all roadway access points to the Park will be from 
Caughdenoy Road not NYS Route 31.  

Response: As currently envisioned and as shown on the Preferred Development Scenario provide 
at the end of Chapter 1 all access to the Park will be from Caughdenoy Road. 

2. Comments relating to whether individuals could tie into the proposed sewer force main.  

Response: As discussed at the hearing, the sewer force main is a pressurized system that will not 
allow for individual hook-ups into the pipeline. The sewer line is meant to convey high volumes 
of sanitary waste or processed water under force to the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

3. Comment that support businesses will be needed to provide services to industries and employees 
at the Park. 

Response: As the Park develops it is likely that local businesses in the area will be providing 
services to the Park’s tenants and employees for various services such as business products and 
materials, restaurants, cleaning and maintenance, and lodging for visitors to the Park. These 
services may be provided by existing businesses or new businesses that may develop in the area 
consistent with local zoning districts and regulations.  

4. Comments expressing concern about existing traffic and concern if truck traffic destined for the 
Park will come north on Caughdenoy Road from Route 481 through existing residential areas. 

Response: The updated traffic study has considered the effect of new traffic generated by the Park 
on existing traffic conditions and the type of mitigation that may be necessary to reduce impacts. 
The amount of truck traffic is not known until Park tenants are identified. Truck traffic is 
anticipated to be coming to and from the Park along NYS Route 31 both eastbound to Interstate 
81 and westbound to Route 481 near Soule Road. If truck traffic on Caughdenoy Road south of 
NYS Route 31 were to become an issue, restrictions on truck use of that section of roadway could 
be implemented.  
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5. Comment about wetland impacts on site to access eastern portions of the Park. 

Response: The wetlands may be impacted in some minor way for access roads across existing 
wetlands in the eastern portion of the Park. It may be possible to avoid or limit the extent of these 
impacts by bridging across narrow points of the wetland areas and providing drainage flow under 
the road crossings to maintain wetland functions. 

6. Comments about State, County and taxpayer financing of the project. 

Response: The Park will require funding for project-related improvements including road 
improvements at Caughdenoy Road and the sewer line to the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment 
Plant. New York State has awarded the project over $1.5 million in grants and the County 
Legislature has appropriated funds for some of the infrastructure design and engineering work. 
The OCIDA will be seeking additional funding for the project.  

7. Comments about the timeline for completion of the sewer. 

Response: The timeline for completion of the sewer is not yet known. That will be a County 
decision. Design and engineering will need to be conducted to determine the extent of what is 
needed. Completion of the improvements will also be contingent on how and when all required 
financing is secured. 

8. Comments on the extent of intersection improvements at NYS Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road.  

Response: Similar to the sewer improvements, design and engineering will need to be completed 
to identify the extent of road improvements that will be needed. This is yet to be decided by the 
jurisdictional agencies involved in the design process that include the NYS DOT and Onondaga 
County DOT.  

2.2 Agency Comments Summary 

Four State and federal agencies provided comment letters on the DGEIS. Comments were provided by: 

 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (SHPO) 

 State of New York Department of Transportation Region 3, Syracuse, NY 

 Department of the Army, Buffalo District, Corps of Engineers 

 United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Cortland NY 

These agency letters are provided in Appendix C of this Final GEIS. Agency comments have been 
summarized below by resource topic. Comments may not appear in their original context or sequence in 
which they were provided, but are provided verbatim where possible or otherwise noted.  

Comments and responses have been organized by resource topic in the same order as discussed in the 
DGEIS. 
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2.3  Land Use and Zoning  

 
 No comments were received on this topic. No new information is being presented or necessary.  

 

2.4 Community Character 

  
No comments were received on this topic. No new information is being presented or necessary. 
 
2.5  Transportation 

 
Comments were received from the NYSDOT in a letter dated October 26, 2012 regarding the Traffic 
Analysis Report originally provided in the DGEIS (Appendix C of the Draft GEIS).  
 

NYSDOT Comment 1: 
“It was noted the study (the Traffic Analysis Report – Appendix C in the DGEIS) incorporated 
outdated traffic signal timing and phasing. Therefore, the existing and build condition analysis 
extrapolated from this data is not indicative of the site and the NY31 corridor, thus limiting the 
Region’s ability to verify the conclusions and mitigation proposed in the document. The Region 
requests the analysis be performed with the current signal information recently transmitted and the 
document updated.”  
 
Response to NYSDOT Comment 1: 
The revised Traffic Impact Study is provided in Appendix D of this Final GEIS and has been 
reviewed by the NYSDOT. The study was revised using updated traffic signal timing, some 
additional traffic count data and phasing information provided by the NYSDOT.  
 
The NYSDOT response to the updated study is provided in Appendix C.  
 

NYSDOT Comment 2: 
“…the NY31 corridor has experienced growth that has rendered the highway in some locations at or 
near capacity. At this level, as witnessed in other development projects, the mitigation extent 
precludes the viability of the project. It may serve the Agency, while revising the traffic analysis, to 
focus on those industries that create limited trip generation thus reducing need for extensive 
mitigation.” 
 
Response to NYSDOT Comment 2: 
The DGEIS acknowledges that traffic capacity issues are experienced along the NYS Route 31 
corridor. The results of the revised traffic study identify mitigation measures that may be required 
along the NYS Route 31 corridor as a result of development of the White Pine Commerce Park and/or 
other development in the area that is beyond the control or responsibility of the OCIDA.  
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The OCIDA has proposed reconstruction of the NYS Route 31 intersection at Caughdenoy Road and 
some widening of Caughdenoy Road adjacent to the Park. The intersection would be widened to 
provide exclusive left turn lanes for traffic on all four approaches and an exclusive westbound turn 
lane from NYS Route 31 onto Caughdenoy Road. In addition, eastbound and northbound right turn 
lanes, from NYS Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road respectively, will be needed in the future although 
not due to the White Pine Commerce Park, but to other proposed development occurring along the 
NYS Route 31 corridor.  
 
The revised traffic study accounts for various levels of development and uses at the Commerce Park 
that will generate different traffic volumes including some forms of development (for example, data 
centers) that may create fewer, but higher paying employment opportunities, than perhaps other 
industrial uses. Such uses may result in lower trip generation rates. In the event that future uses are 
projected to exceed the thresholds identified in the revised traffic study additional traffic analysis and 
further coordination with the NYSDOT regarding mitigation will be required.  

 

2.6 Utilities and Community Services 

 

Comments were received from the NYSDOT in a letter dated October 26, 2012 regarding the 
potential for induced growth due to the proposed sewer to service the White Pine Commerce Park.  
 
NYSDOT Comment 3: 
“The region is concerned with induced growth that could occur with the introduction of sewer 
infrastructure and basic commercial growth to serve the site. While discussed in section 7.2 of the 
document, inclusion of defined steps to manage induced growth should be documented and 
implemented prior to development.”  
 
Response to NYSDOT Comment 3: 
Future growth in the area will be regulated by the Town of Clay under its zoning and other land use 
regulations, including subdivision and site plan approvals. Onondaga County, through the Syracuse 
Onondaga County Planning Agency (SOCPA) will also provide recommendations for approval or 
disapproval of projects, or approval with conditions, as part of its responsibility under Section 239 of 
the State’s Municipal Laws. Although the introduction of new sewer infrastructure into the area may 
induce growth there are opportunities to manage development through these local regulations and 
project approval processes.  
 
As described in the DGEIS the proposed sewer forcemain is a pressurized system that will require 
pump stations for anyone that taps into the system. As a forcemain, simple lateral connections by 
individual properties or small groups of properties are not possible without these pump stations. 
Therefore, the ability to utilize the sewer because it is a force main and not a gravity system will be 
limited.  
 
A further limitation on use of the forcemain is the treatment capacity that exists at the Oak Orchard 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Limited capacity, as currently exists, places limitations on the amount 
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of development in the area that could utilize the system. As part of the Onondaga County Sanitary 
District, County approvals will be needed to tie into the forcemain. Similarly, the establishment of a 
sewer district by the Town of Clay for the White Pine Commerce Park will help manage growth 
because approvals will be required for extending the sewer district beyond the boundaries of the Park. 
The review and approval of requests to tie into the sewer required at the County and Town level will 
help manage development of the area. The County and Town will need to consider the available 
capacity for treatment that exists at the Oak Orchard WWTP at the time that such development 
requests are made. 
 
2.7 Topography, Geology and Soils 

 
No comments were received on this topic. No new information is being presented or necessary. 

 

2.8 Water Resources 

 
Comments were received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers relative to wetlands in a letter 
dated October 29, 2012 (see Appendix C). The letter noted that on July 28, 2006, USACE issued an 
approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for a 158 acre southern portion of the Clay Business Park 
(as it was called at the time). It identified eight regulated waters including wetland and streams 
totaling 3.38 acres. The JD expired on July 28, 2012. A previous JD was issued on September 26, 
2000, which expired on September 26, 2005, for the portion of the parcel located to the south of the 
powerline corridor (~ 244 acre parcel).  
 
USACE Comment 1: 
“The DGEIS references a revised delineation report for the new 339 acre site boundary that was 
completed by Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. (TES) based on field data collected in 2009 
& 2010. This delineation does not appear to have been submitted to USACE for review at this time as 
I was unable to locate any subsequent requests for JD within our database. On Page 28 of Chapter 3, 
TES indicates that wetlands B, F, G & H do not appear to be federally regulated waters. The 
determination of federal jurisdiction will need to be determined by USACE.” 
 

Response to USACE Comment 1: 
The Wetlands Delineation Report for the 339 acre OCIDA site was provided in Volume II, Appendix 
D of the Draft GEIS dated September 2012.  The Wetlands Delineation Report for the route of the 
proposed sewer is provided as Appendix E of this Final GEIS. A Jurisdictional Determination (JD) 
will be requested by the OCIDA from the USACE and NYSDEC and copies of the wetland 
delineation reports for both the Park site and proposed sewer route will be sent to the NYSDEC and 
USACE for agency review.  
 
USACE Comment 2: 
“The DGEIS includes a review for waters along the proposed 4.3 mile long sewerline route and the 
areas of potential road improvements along Caughdenoy Road. The DGEIS notes delineation will be 
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completed prior to design of the sewer if this route is chosen. The delineation should be provided to 
USACE for a jurisdictional determination.”  
 

Response to USACE Comment 2: 
See response to USACE Comment 1. The Wetlands Delineation Report for the Sewer Line has been 
completed and is provided in Appendix E. The delineation identified 16 wetlands/water resources on 
or adjacent to the proposed sewer route within the existing Metropolitan Water Board right-of-way.  
 
The wetlands within the right-of-way total approximately 3.36 acres. All but 3 wetland crossings 
involve less than 0.50 acre. Sections of two tributaries of Mud Creek, Shaver Creek and a tributary of 
Shaver Creek are also located within the right-of-way. These all flow into the Oneida River 
approximately 3,000 feet to the northwest. All wetlands have an apparent surface water connection to 
a tributary system of navigable waters (the Oneida River) and as such are considered to be Corps-
jurisdictional areas and not isolated. The Wetlands Report in Appendix E describes the ecology of 
these wetlands and water resources in detail. 
 
As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS (see Chapter 4, Section 4.4.5, page 21 and Section 4.8.2, 
page 30) for discussion of wetland avoidance by using directional drilling methods during 
construction of the sewer line. It is anticipated that horizontal directional drilling will avoid wetland 
impacts and that further mitigation will not be necessary. During construction wetlands and surface 
waters along the proposed sewer route will need to flagged or identified by some other means 
(fencing, etc.) to restrict access to those resource areas from being encroached upon by construction 
equipment.  

 
2.9 Air Resources 

 
No comments were received on this topic. However, the OCIDA has compiled some additional 
information relative to air quality that may facilitate future development decisions at the Park. This 
information is provided in Appendix F.  
 
Total air emissions were calculated for various potential industrial tenants at the Park based upon 
OCIDA’s knowledge of industrial sectors showing interest in locating in Upstate New York. 
Emission estimates are based on industry profiles prepared by the U.S. EPA, NYSDEC and other 
industrial sources of information including emissions data from existing facilities. The estimated 
emissions are not anticipated to cause or contribute to violation of State or National air quality 
standards as discussed in the Draft GEIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, pages 26-28.  
 

2.10 Ecological Resources 

 
Comments were received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in a letter dated October 29, 2012 
and from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in a letter also dated October 29, 2012 relative to 
threatened and endangered species (see Appendix C). 
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USACE Comment 3: 
“The DGEIS indicates that the project site is within the range of the Indiana bat but does not fully 
discuss potential impacts to this species (amount of proposed tree clearing activities, etc.) and any 
mitigation measures. It is suggested that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is contacted to ensure 
potential impacts are addressed. If a USACE permit is needed for proposed work at the site, USACE 
will need to determine compliance with the Endangered Species Act prior to any permit decision.”  
 

Response to USACE Comment 3: 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was asked to comment on the DGEIS and responded in a letter 
dated October 29, 2012 that is provided in Appendix C of this Final GEIS. Those comments and 
responses are summarized below.  
 
USF&WS Comment 1: 
“We reviewed Appendix E of the DGEIS entitled “Vegetation and Wildlife Resources at the 
Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency Site” and agree with the DGEIS finding that 
suitable roosting and/or foraging habitat may be present within portions of the proposed project area. 
Therefore, the next step is to consider whether development of the site may result in any effects to the 
species. The DGEIS (Section 4.8, page 33) states that “the project will not adversely impact rare, 
threatened or endangered plant or wildlife species. Therefore, no mitigation is required.” However, 
we could find no substantial analysis of potential effects of development of the site on the Indiana 
bat.”  
 
Response to USF&WS Comment 1: 
Further analysis of potential Indiana bat habitat conditions has since been undertaken by the 
OCIDA’s consultants. That report is provided in Appendix G of this Final GEIS.  
 
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. (TES) performed an Indiana bat summer roost assessment 
on the White Pine Commerce Park property and along the proposed sewer route. A total of 33 sample 
plots were examined during mid-June 2013 by TES at both locations. The data compiled from these 
plots are provided in the report in Appendix G which also contains photographs of habitat conditions.  
 
USF&WS Comment 2: 
“The Service considers the potential for direct and indirect effects to federally-listed and proposed 
species and works with project sponsors to develop conservation measures to address these effects. 
For example, tree removal should occur between November 1 and March 31 to avoid direct effects to 
Indiana bats associated with tree clearing.  Bright orange fencing/flagging should clearly demarcate 
trees to be protected compared with those to be cut prior to the initiation of any construction activities 
at the site. This will help ensure that contractors do not accidentally remove more trees than 
anticipated. Indirect effects may result from the loss and/or fragmentation of roosting or foraging 
habitat. In addition to Table 3.8-1 (current vegetation cover types on site) and Table 4.8-1 (pre- and 
post-development upland vegetation cover types), please provide a table that includes vegetative 
cover types post-development for each of the alternatives/conceptual site layouts. We are interested in 
impacts to forest as well as other vegetation types that may be used as foraging habitat for Indiana 
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bats. Minimizing project footprints, minimizing fragmentation of forest blocks, and restoring and/or 
protecting on- and off-site habitat can help address these impacts. Additional information can be 
found in our New York Field Office Indiana Bat fact sheet (enclosed).” (See Appendix C).  
 

Response to USF&WS Comment 2: 
As stated in TES’s report full build-out the OCIDA’s Preferred Development Scenario for the White 
Pine Commerce Park’s would result in clearance of approximately 22.5 acres (about 15.3 percent) of 
the total of approximately 147 acres of woodland within the boundaries of the OCIDA site. Areas 
north of the existing transmission lines on site would not be developed. This is considered a minor 
impact to forested lands on site and in the project’s vicinity.  
 
Clearance of trees along the proposed sewer route will also be minimized through the use of 
directional drilling in installing the force main. The total wooded area to be cleared is approximately 
8.26 percent of the total sewer route that consists of approximately 46.96 acres. This is also 
considered a minor impact to forested lands on and in the vicinity of the sewer project.   

 
In order to prevent any potential chance of a direct “take” of an Indiana bat at the site or along the 
sewer route, the OCIDA proposes to cut wooded areas only as necessary and between October 31st 
and March 31st consistent with U.S. F&WS guidelines. Other mitigation measures will be 
implemented during development of the Park and during installation of the force main along the 
proposed sewer route to avoid or minimize effects on potential habitats. Orange fencing will be used 
to mark the limits of clearing and to demarcate areas and trees to be avoided by construction 
activities. In addition there will be no use of chemicals (e.g. colorants, copper sulfate) in and around 
stormwater management ponds.  
 
Disturbance to wetlands (including forested wetlands) will be avoided or minimized where avoidance 
is not practicable by directional drilling under wetlands, for example, during sewer installation. An 
environmental monitor or construction inspector(s) will be used during construction to observe that 
mitigation measures are properly implemented. 

 
USF&WS Comment 3: 
“In multiple locations throughout the DGEIS, there are statements regarding the lack of observation 
of any listed animal or plant species during field studies of the site. We discourage general statements 
to this effect as they can be misleading to the general public. For example, to the best of our 
knowledge, there were no surveys for bats (e.g., mist-netting or acoustic surveys) conducted onsite; 
therefore, we would not generally expect that any bats of any species would be observed at the site 
during routine visit. However, this does not mean that bats do not occur at the site.”  
 

Response to USF&WS Comment 3: 
These comments are noted and potentially confusing language in the report provided in Appendix G 
has been considered and as well in future SEQRA documents, including the OCIDA’s Findings 
Statement for this project. 
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USF&WS Comment 4: 
“… Until the proposed project is complete, we recommend that you check our website every 90 days 
from the date of this letter to ensure that listed species presence/absence information for the proposed 
project is current. 
 
The DGEIS also assessed the potential for impacts to the delisted bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leueocephalus) and the OCIDA does not anticipate any from the project. As you are aware, bald 
eagles are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (40 Stat. 755; 16 U.S.C. 703-712), 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPPA) (54 Stat.250, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 668 et 
seq.), and by the State. In the future, if eagles are found within the project area, the Service 
recommends that the project sponsor follow the Bald Eagle Management Guidelines found on our 
website.”  
 

Response to USF&WS Comment 4: 
The OCIDA’s SEQRA Findings Statement will include the Agency’s recommended language that if 
in the future bald eagles are found within the project area, the OCIDA will follow the Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines found on the USF&WS website. 
 
2.11 Cultural and Archeological Resources 

 
Comments were received from the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation in a 
letter dated October 16, 2012 relative to archeological resources and the proposed extent of Phase 1B 
testing on site (see Appendix C). 
 
SHPO Comment 1: 
“SHPO does not concur with the report’s recommendation regarding the exclusion of much of the 
project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) from archeological testing based on the interpretation that 
due to relatively poor drainage much of the area has a low potential for the presence of Native 
American sites.”  
 
Response to SHPO Comment 1: 
The OCIDA’s archeological consultant has since consulted with the SHPO regarding the project’s 
APE and need for Phase 1B testing on the site. In consultation, it was agreed that Phase 1B testing 
would be limited to some areas of the project site itself and include the route of the proposed sewer. 
The results of Phase 1B Cultural Resources Survey are provided in Appendix H.  
 
The Phase 1B survey did not identify any significant historic or archeological resources either on the 
White Pine Commerce Park property or along the proposed sewer route. No pre-contact Native 
American materials or potentially significant historic period artifacts were recovered from any shovel 
tests with the project site which includes the proposed sewer route. Therefore, no impacts to cultural 
and archeological resources are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  
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SHPO Comment 2: 
“Based on the above, SHPO recommends that the entire APE should be examined in accordance with 
published guidance. Please note that wetlands are not automatically exempted from the need for field 
testing. Minor topographic variation within areas broadly defined as wetlands frequently provide 
better drained locations, sometimes small, which were used as temporary bases for resource 
collection. Furthermore, climatic variation through the precontact period may have created, at times 
in the past, dry areas which are now wet.”  
 
Response to SHPO Comment 2: 
A shovel testing protocol for Phase IB testing based on published NYSOPRHP guidance was 
proposed and agreed upon with the SHPO. The results of Phase 1B testing including the shovel 
testing protocol and methods are provided in Appendix H.  
 
SHPO Comment 3: 
“As a possible alternative to conducting a Phase IB survey of the entire APE at this time, 
consideration may be given to the establishment of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) which would 
permit survey of discrete portions of the APE as development progresses.”  
 
Response to SHPO Comment 3: 
The OCIDA appreciates the opportunity for establishing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the 
SHPO in lieu of a survey of the entire APE at this time. However, it is the OCIDA’s intention to have 
the project site certified shovel-ready by New York State to facilitate development to the greatest 
extent practicable. The OCIDA has concerns that a PA may limit OCIDA’s marketing efforts to 
prospective tenants and adversely affect the timely development of the site.  
 
SHPO Comment 4: 
“SHPO strongly recommends that the Corps of Engineers be consulted as soon as possible regarding 
the need to undertake Native American consultation for this project.” 
 
Response to SHPO Comment 4: 
No pre-contact Native American materials or potentially significant historic period artifacts were 
recovered from any shovel tests with the project site which includes the proposed sewer route.  

 
SHPO Comment 5: 
“Please remove Figure 5 from the report. Archeological site locations not directly within a project’s 
APE should not be displayed in a public document.” 
 
Response to SHPO Comment 5: 
The Phase IA report and future project-related documents have been revised and Figure 5 has been 
removed.  
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2.12 Visual Resources 

 
No comments were received on this topic. No new information is being presented or necessary. 
 
2.13 Noise Resources 

 
No comments were received on this topic. No new information is being presented or necessary. 
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FINAL SCOPING DOCUMENT  

DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  

FOR THE PROPOSED CLAY BUSINESS PARK  

TOWN OF CLAY, NY 

 

I. PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) proposes to develop a modern 

industrial park on its existing 339 acre (Clay Business Park) property located northeast of NYS Route 31 

and Caughdenoy Road in the Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York. The Clay Business Park is 

envisioned to accommodate a mix of industrial uses that may include office, research, manufacturing, 

assembly, warehousing and distribution facilities in a campus environment on approximately 175 acres of 

OCIDA property. The Clay Business Park is zoned for industrial purposes by the Town of Clay. 

 

Industrial facilities at the Clay Business Park are proposed to be located in three primary development 

areas in the central, southern and eastern portions of the OCIDA property. These three areas are 

considered the most suitable from a development perspective due to favorable access, level topography 

and other considerations including a general absence of wetlands and environmentally sensitive features.  

 

The Clay Business Park is highly suitable for industrial use due to proximity to ample electric power at 

the National Grid Clay substation west of Caughdenoy Road and CSX rail access. The Park can be readily 

connected to nearby utilities including water, electric, fiber optic, telephone, and natural gas.  

 

The project will require additional infrastructure to support industrial development. Improvements along 

Caughdenoy Road and at the NYS Route 31/Caughdenoy Road intersection are necessary and will be 

determined in consultation with NYS DOT and County DOT. A sanitary sewer line to the Oak Orchard 

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is also needed to provide service to future tenants. A preferred 

sewer line route has not yet been identified, but several available alternatives exist. Sewer infrastructure 

requirements will be determined in consultation with Onondaga County Department of Water 

Environment Protection and other stakeholder agencies. The project will also likely include some degree 

of wetland enhancement, restoration and/or creation. The extent of impacts and wetland mitigation will be 
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determined in consultation with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE).  

 

The “project site” is defined as any location where project facilities and infrastructure will or might be 

constructed. This includes the OCIDA’s 339 acre Clay Business Park property and adjoining routes, 

rights-of-way and areas needed to support the project related infrastructure and improvements. “Off-site” 

is defined as any portion of the study area and areas of potential impacts not on or encompassed by the 

project site.  

 

A proposed development scenario has been identified by the OCIDA that accommodates up to 2.5 million 

square feet (SF) of possible industrial space at full build-out of the Clay Business Park. Until a 

prospective tenant or tenants are known, it is assumed that the Park could be developed in several phases 

and by one or more industries.  

 

The full build-out scenario includes a conceptual site layout of buildings, parking, internal roadways and 

ancillary industrial facilities. The proposed development scenario at full build-out could accommodate the 

following uses:  

 A combined total of approximately 1.5 million square feet (SF) of manufacturing/assembly space 

 Approximately 210,000 SF of laboratory, research and development (R&D) space 

 Approximately 235,000 SF of logistics, warehousing, and/or shipping & receiving space 

 Approximately 50,000 SF of office and administration space 

 Approximately 250,000 SF of outdoor utility space, maintenance areas and service yards 

 Approximately 80,000 SF of on-site energy generation or substation space 

 Approximately 12,500 SF for wastewater treatment systems  

 Approximately 50 acres of paved area for parking, internal circulation and/or shipping/receiving  

 One 1.0 million gallon water storage tank for industrial processing and fire suppression 

 Intersection and road improvements at NYS Route 31/Caughdenoy Road   

 Approximately 4500 linear feet of road and drainage improvements along Caughdenoy Road 

from NYS Route 31to Mud Mill Road 

 Grade crossing improvements to the CSX railroad crossing on Caughdenoy Road 

 Approximately 3 to 4 miles of sanitary sewer to the Oak Orchard WWTP 

 Areas set aside for wetland conservation, restoration, creation and/or enhancement  
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 Additional areas for:  

- Stormwater management  

- Truck scales and security guard stations 

- Fuel storage  

- Rail spur and sidings  

- Possible employee amenities, trails and open space  

- Wetland and habitat preservation northern portions of the site 

- Landscaping, security fencing, signage and natural screening and buffers 

These uses and sizes are assumed for the full buildout scenario for purposes of evaluation in the DGEIS. 

 

II. SCOPING DOCUMENT FOR THE DRAFT GENERIC EIS 

This Scoping Document identifies potential issues and anticipated impacts proposed to be addressed in 

the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) being prepared by the OCIDA for the Clay 

Business Park. One of the principal purposes of this scoping process is to have the Lead Agency 

(OCIDA), Involved Agencies and the public identify in at least in a preliminary way, those impacts 

thought to be significant and therefore, needing discussion in the DGEIS. Scoping can also identify topics 

that may be considered irrelevant or insignificant and not necessary to be in the DGEIS.  

This scoping document has been prepared consistent with regulations implementing the New York State 

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The purpose of making this Scoping Document available 

for agency and public review is to confirm and, if necessary, add to the list of topics that should be 

addressed within the contents of the DGEIS.  

The DGEIS is intended to determine whether the proposed project will cause any significant adverse 

environmental impacts and identify possible mitigation measures that will be implemented to avoid, 

minimize or reduce those impacts on the environment. Under SEQRA, a DGEIS can be prepared in place 

of a more conventional site-specific EIS when a proposed action is at a conceptual stage of development 

and timing or project design is uncertain, thus making the identification or extent of certain specific 

impacts impractical. A “generic” EIS is less specific than a conventional EIS and can be based on 

conceptual information until more detailed information on tenants, uses and design become known. It is 

appropriate to conduct an environmental review of the project as a Generic EIS because the project’s 

development scenario offers a reasonable prediction of anticipated development while preserving  
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flexibility to accommodate  various industrial uses, buildings and facilities, scale of development and site 

design,   

The DGEIS will follow the same SEQRA procedures as a conventional EIS. Unlike a conventional EIS, 

the DGEIS may place greater emphasis on cumulative, secondary, long-term and growth-inducing 

impacts of the project. The DGEIS will identify baseline environmental conditions that may be affected 

by the proposed project, for example, along the route of the new sewer line. The DGEIS will also 

establish to the extent practicable, impact thresholds beyond which additional environmental review will 

be pursued.  

 

For SEQRA purposes, this scoping document and the DGEIS assume the maximum build-out potential 

for the Clay Business Park as the basis for determining impacts and mitigation requirements. Future 

actions that fall within the range of impact evaluated in the DGEIS are  not expected to require further 

SEQRA review.  By identifying baseline environmental conditions and impact  thresholds, the GEIS 

process may facilitate development of the project by allowing for quicker approval of future actions 

associated with development of the Park that are consistent with the GEIS and SEQRA Findings. Future 

actions that exceed impact thresholds will be addressed through a Supplemental EIS that focuses only on 

those impacts not adequately addressed in the original GEIS.  

 

III. SEQRA CLASSIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is considered a Type I Action under SEQRA, primarily because the development of 

the Park and construction of infrastructure will cover a relatively large geographic area and exceed the ten 

acre threshold for Type I actions. Under SEQRA, a Type I action is considered to be one for which an EIS 

may be required due to the potential for significant environmental impact. 

 

IV. LEAD AGENCY 

The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency established itself as the Lead Agency for 

environmental review on March 6, 2012. As Lead Agency, the OCIDA assumes responsibility under 

SEQRA to conduct a coordinated environmental review of the project among all involved agencies and 

prepare a Draft GEIS. Subsequent to the DGEIS a Final GEIS will be prepared followed by a SEQRA 

Findings Statement(s) from the OCIDA and Involved agencies.  
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V. SCOPING MEETING AND COMMENTS 

The OCIDA encouraged participation in the scoping process for the DGEIS. This Scoping Document was 

available as a Draft for agency and public review and comment until May 10, 2012. This document was 

available for review on OCIDA’s website ( http://www.syracusecentral.com/Economic-Development-

Services-Industrial-Development-Agency.aspx ). Copies of the Draft Scoping Document could be 

obtained by written request to the OCIDA at 333 W. Washington Street, Suite 130, Syracuse, NY 13202. 

 

A public meeting to provide an opportunity for the public and agencies to comment was held on May 3, 

2012 at 6:00 pm at the Town Hall, Town of Clay, 4401 Route 31. Notice of this meeting was provided in 

a newspaper of general circulation and on OCIDA’s website.  

 

Written comments on this Draft document were accepted until May 10, 2012. 

 

Based on the consideration of comments received, the Draft document was revised, as appropriate.  

Written comments were received from the NYSDEC and the Town of Clay. No public comments were 

received. Consistent with SEQRA the OCIDA prepared this Final Scoping Document which will guide 

the preparation of the DGEIS.     

 

VI. COMPONENTS OF THE DRAFT GEIS 

As used here, the term “project” means the full build-out of the existing 339 acre Clay Business Park 

according to the proposed development scenario described previously in Section I. The DGEIS will 

discuss the project in terms of a “project site” and a “study area(s)”. The project site will be those 

locations where project facilities (buildings, roadways, utility lines) are to be located.  The project site 

will include the location of the proposed sewer line and other project-related development. For SEQRA 

purposes the study area(s) encompasses the project site and any surrounding areas where environmental 

impacts will be studied. 

 

The DGEIS will be formatted consistent with the requirements of SEQRA and the New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation regulations implementing SEQRA.  It will contain a Cover 

Sheet, Table of Contents and an Executive Summary. Technical information will be summarized in 

several chapters utilizing tables, graphs and maps as appropriate. Technical studies and collected field 

data will be provided as appendices. The DGEIS will include the following sections. 

http://www.syracusecentral.com/Economic-Development-Services-Industrial-Development-Agency.aspx
http://www.syracusecentral.com/Economic-Development-Services-Industrial-Development-Agency.aspx


OCIDA Clay Business Park  May 14, 2012 

SEQRA DGEIS Final Scoping Document 

 

6 

 

 

1.0 Introduction and Project Description 

The primary purpose of the proposed project is to prepare the OCIDA property for large-scale 

industrial uses. The first section of the DGEIS will introduce the project and why developing the Clay 

Business Park is needed as a regional economic development initiative. A project overview of the 

Clay Business Park will trace back its history to approximately 20 years ago when it was first 

identified as a prime candidate for industrial use, primarily due to its relatively unique location with 

access to industrial utilities, energy and rail.  

 

This section will provide a detailed project description and conceptual layout of the Park, citing 

various aspects of the project that require environmental review. Involved and interested agencies that 

are part of the SEQRA review process will be identified. Each agency’s role and possible permitting 

and approval authority will be discussed. Section 1 will contain information outlined below 

supplemented with maps, plans and other graphics as appropriate.  

1.1  Project Overview and History         

1.2  Project Purpose and Need 

1.3 Project Location and Study Area 

1.4 Description of the Project Site 

1.5  Description of the Proposed Action 

1.6 Required Approvals and Permits 

1.7 The SEQRA Process & Future SEQRA Actions 

 

2.0 Alternatives Considered  

This section of the DGEIS will discuss reasonable alternatives to the proposed action including the 

proposed and alternative development scenarios. The discussion of alternatives will include the 

possibility of taking no action and consideration of what the implications of that may be for the 

OCIDA, the community and the environment. Future conditions with and without the project will be 

discussed in the DGEIS, for example with regard to the anticipated increase in traffic and other forms 

of development expected to continue along the NYS Route 31 corridor in Clay and Cicero.  

The discussion of alternatives will include routing options for the proposed sewer line to the Oak 

Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant and alternatives for wastewater treatment. Each important 

alternative discussed will summarize both beneficial and adverse effects on the environment that may 

result from that alternative. These alternatives will compare impacts for phased to full 
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implementation of the proposed development scenario. Alternatives will be compared to the proposed 

development scenario and how each meets the overall project’s purpose and need. This section will 

address reasonable development options that have been considered, but eliminated from further 

consideration and for what reasons. Section 2 will follow the general outline below in addressing 

these topics.  

2.1  The No-Action Alternative 

2.2  Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration 

2.3 Alternative Sites 

2.4 Alternative Uses and Technologies 

2.5 Alternative Scale, Timing and Magnitude of Development 

2.6  Alternative Site Design and Layout  

 

3.0  Environmental Setting  

Section 3, Environmental Setting, will include detailed discussions of existing, or baseline 

environmental conditions in the project area for the various topics being evaluated that are identified 

below. Existing conditions will be described in sufficient detail so that an accurate picture of current 

conditions can be compared to conditions anticipated to result in the future with or without the 

project. This section will rely on available information sources and previous studies conducted by 

OCIDA and others, supplemented as appropriate by new data collection. New traffic count data, for 

example, has been collected along the NYS Route 31 corridor at 20 intersections. New data on 

existing wetlands and ecological habitats are also being collected. Information will be supplemented 

with tables, graphs, photos and maps to illustrate existing conditions on site and in the study areas. 

Citations for existing sources of information will be provided and all references will be identified. 

Information will be discussed according to the Section 3 outline below.  

3.1  Land Use and Zoning 

3.2  Community Character and Demographics 

3.3  Transportation 

3.4 Utilities & Community Services 

3.5  Topography, Geology & Soils 

3.6 Water Resources 

3.7 Air Resources 

3.8 Ecological Resources 
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3.9 Cultural and Archeological Resources 

3.10 Visual Environment 

3.11 Noise Environment 

 

The subsection on land use and zoning will describe current land use and development patterns in the 

Town of Clay and in nearby areas of the Town of Cicero as well as nearby southern portions of 

Oswego County. Parcel-based GIS maps depicting various land use categories within approximately 1 

mile of the project site will be provided. Current Town of Clay zoning will be described. The Town’s 

present zoning map will be provided. Bulk and land use regulations under relevant zoning districts 

will be described. This section will also summarize recent land use planning initiatives undertaken by 

the towns of Clay and Cicero as well by the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC). 

These initiatives include the NYS Route 31 Corridor Study and the Town of Clay Northern Land Use 

Study. These initiatives will be summarized in terms of overall land use goals and objectives for the 

project area and relevance to the OCIDA project.  

Community character will describe in text and graphic format the existing rural/suburban character of 

the project site and its surroundings. This subsection will address the relatively undeveloped character 

of the area north of NYS Route 31. Demographic information obtained from the most current U.S. 

Census will be summarized. Socioeconomic data on existing populations in the project area will be 

provided as well as information on population trends and anticipated growth. Information will be 

summarized from various local and regional land use and socioeconomic studies.  

The transportation section will include detailed discussions of existing traffic conditions along the 

NYS Route 31 corridor near the OCIDA site and at intersections in adjoining areas of both Clay and 

Cicero. Current traffic count data collected along the Route 31 corridor will be provided in an 

appendix to the DGEIS. These data will be used to assess current conditions in the project area and 

identify potential impacts anticipated from phased and full build-out of the project including changes 

in levels-of-service along the Route 31 corridor and at key intersections. Count data on up to 20 

intersections east and west of the site will be evaluated in terms of existing and potential traffic 

congestion with and without the project. This section will also briefly describe the existing pedestrian 

environment as well as other modes of transportation available in the area. Route 31 is part of a 

designated bike route through the area. The CSX rail line will also be discussed.  
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Utilities that exist in the vicinity of the project site will be described and mapped. Utilities will be 

discussed in terms of their appropriateness for industrial uses and corresponding capacities to support 

large scale industrial uses at the Clay Business Park. Information will be collected from service 

providers regarding water supply infrastructure, electrical capacity, natural gas service, 

telecommunications and fiber optic infrastructure, and available sanitary/wastewater treatment and 

sewer service in the area. Community services, such as police and fire protection and other services 

such as solid waste management and highway maintenance will be discussed in this section.  

The topography, geology and soils section will discuss the natural surface and subsurface features 

present on the project site. Much of this information will be obtained from documented sources 

including maps, reports and earlier studies completed for the study area. Geology and soils 

information will be obtained from the Onondaga County Soil Survey and geotechnical studies 

previously conducted in the project area. Existing topography of the Clay Business Park will be 

provided on a recent boundary and topographic survey map prepared by OCIDA. The survey map 

provides boundaries, spot elevations, contours and other pertinent site features, both natural and man-

made, including adjacent utility locations. The survey map is a basis for preparing alternative 

development scenarios.  

Water resources will be identified. Current locations and characteristics of streams, wetlands and 

significant drainages will be described and mapped based upon various information sources, 

including previous studies of the area and field reconnaissance. Water resources will be discussed in 

terms of existing uses and NYSDEC stream classifications. Wetlands have been delineated and 

updated maps will be provided in the DGEIS. Wetlands along the alternative routes being considered 

for the sewer line and in the vicinity of proposed road improvements along Caughdenoy Road at the 

Route 31 intersection are being investigated. The extent and quality of wetlands will be summarized. 

A wetlands delineation report will be provided as an appendix to the DGEIS.  

Air resources will be addressed qualitatively based upon existing air quality data available from the 

NYSDEC and similar sources of information. Existing air quality in the project area will be compared 

to State and National air quality standards. Existing sources of air emissions in the study area, due 

primarily to vehicular traffic will be discussed.  

Ecological resources in potentially affected areas will be described based upon field reconnaissance 

and review of information available from local, State and federal sources. Both vegetation and 

wildlife resources and terrestrial and aquatic habitats in the vicinity of the project will be identified. 
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Threatened and endangered floral, faunal and avian species will be identified for the study area based 

on review of existing reports and consultation with State and federal agencies. The NYSDEC Natural 

Heritage Program and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service website will be consulted. An ecological 

resources report will be provided as an appendix to the DGEIS.  

Cultural and archeological resources will be discussed based on the review of existing reports and 

consultation by a certified archeologist with the New York Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 

Preservation (NYSOPRHP). It is anticipated that no significant cultural resources will be identified 

on the site based on previous consultation with the State. Resources that may potentially exist along 

the proposed sewer line and near the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant will be discussed.  

The visual environment of the project site and surrounding study areas will be described in terms of 

sensitive receptors and existing visual characteristics. Existing visual resources known to be 

important to the community will be identified. Existing land uses that contribute to the character of 

the area will also be identified and discussed relative to their visual value. Photographs of strategic 

views to and from the site will be incorporated into the DGEIS to facilitate the description of existing 

visual quality and resources in the project area.  

Ambient noise levels in the project area will be described qualitatively based on existing land uses in 

the area and their potential for contributing to the existing noise environment of the project area. The 

noise discussion will be based on NYSDEC technical guidance documents. Potentially sensitive noise 

receptors will be identified according to their existing locations, distances from the project site and 

reasons why receptor locations are considered sensitive.  

4.0  Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Section 4 will identify potential project impacts on the environment. Information will be presented in 

similar order according to the same resource topics addressed in Section 3. Impacts will be discussed 

in terms of the likelihood of their occurrence, the geographic extent of their occurrence and 

anticipated significance. Impacts will be discussed in terms of short-term and long-term implications 

with the focus on identifying and discussing potentially significant adverse impacts that will require 

mitigation. Impacts that are considered minor and not significant will be briefly discussed.  

 

The type and degree of project related impacts will be determined through specific research and the 

analysis of data and other information provided in section 3. The identification of impacts will also be 

based on discussions with involved and interested agencies and other knowledgeable project 
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stakeholders. Impacts will be identified from determining project consistency with applicable local, 

regional, State and federal regulations and what may be considered acceptable impact limits and 

thresholds. Section 4 will address reasonable mitigation measures to reduce or minimize potentially 

adverse impacts if avoidance is not practicable.  

The discussion of potentially adverse impacts and mitigation will follow the outline below.  

4.1  Land Use  

4.2  Community Character  

4.3  Transportation  

4.4  Utilities & Community Services 

4.5  Topography, Geology & Soils 

4.6  Water Resources 

4.7  Air Resources 

4.8  Ecological Resources 

4.9  Cultural and Archeological Resources 

4.10  Visual Environment 

4.11 Noise Environment 

 

The land use section will describe consistency of the proposed action with current land use plans and 

development patterns in the project area. This section will describe consistency with Town of Clay 

and Town of Cicero municipal plans and land use regulations, including zoning. As noted previously 

the project is located in an Industrial 2 Zoning District which permits the types of industrial uses 

being considered for the Clay Business Park.  

Changes in community character and in local or regional demographics that could result from the 

project will be explored. Changes in demographic and socioeconomic conditions resulting from build-

out of the site, for example due to a possible influx of new residents, could have implications on local 

services, taxes, property values, housing, schools and other community facilities. These potential 

impacts will be addressed based upon full build-out of the proposed development scenario.  

Potential impacts of the project upon transportation systems and local road networks particularly from 

increased vehicular traffic along NYS Route 31 will be discussed in detail since this is one of the 

more potentially significant impacts that could result from the project. Route 31 through the towns of 

Clay and Cicero has experienced rapid development and increased traffic in recent years and further 



OCIDA Clay Business Park  May 14, 2012 

SEQRA DGEIS Final Scoping Document 

 

12 

 

increases are likely with or without the project, based on recent corridor studies. The impact on traffic 

conditions along the Route 31 corridor and adjoining intersections will be evaluated for different 

levels of build-out at the Clay Business Park. Impact analysis will consider phased build-out at 25, 

50, 75 and 100 percent intervals. Mitigation will consider road and intersection improvements 

adjacent to the Park, for example at the NYS Route 31/Caughdenoy Road intersection. Mitigation 

may include new traffic signals, turning lanes and improved signage. Required mitigation will be 

determined from the traffic analysis being conducted and in consultation with the NYS DOT and 

Onondaga County DOT.  

Substantial changes in pedestrian activity or the availability or use of public transit near the project is 

not anticipated at this time and so this discussion will not be provided in great detail. Build-out may 

create situations where increased pedestrian and transit activity results in the need for safety and 

access considerations near the site. This section will also discuss the possible use of the existing CSX 

rail line alongside Caughdenoy Road to serve the site and move freight and materials to and from 

industrial tenants and how this use may or may not affect other modes of transportation.  

With the exception of the lack of sanitary sewer infrastructure at the Clay Business Park all other 

utilities are anticipated to have sufficient capacities and ready access to provide service to the project. 

The DGEIS will provide verification from personal communications or other documentation from 

service providers as to the ability of existing utilities to support site development. Utility service 

thresholds or limits on capacities will be identified based upon information from providers.  

The project will require provision of sewers to service future industrial tenants. The infrastructure 

required will be a focus of discussion because any sewer infrastructure will need to extend from the 

Clay Business Park to Onondaga County’s Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant located 

approximately 3 miles northwest of the project. Potential impacts and mitigation for construction of 

new sewer will be discussed. Alternative routes are being considered and a preferred route will be 

chosen in part by considering the potential for adverse impacts and level of mitigation that may be 

required to construct the system. This discussion will include the possibility of formation of a sewer 

district to finance improvements. New sewer infrastructure can affect development in the area and 

these implications will be discussed as well under the growth-inducing aspects of the project.  

The potential for impacts upon other community services and facilities will also be discussed based 

on a set of assumptions under the proposed development scenario, including possible employment 

levels at full build-out. This section will consider impacts upon local schools and other institutions, 
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emergency service providers, and quality of life considerations including local parks, recreation 

resources and open spaces.  

The impact of site development upon natural features found on site including topography, geologic 

features and soils will be identified. Mitigation to minimize or avoid significant adverse impacts will 

be discussed including the need for stormwater management and sedimentation and erosion control 

during and post-construction. Soil conservation, stockpiling, re-vegetation and other best management 

practices to control soil erosion and sedimentation, maintaining water quality in streams and 

wetlands, and protection methods for vegetation and natural habitats will be addressed. Subsurface 

and bedrock conditions and how they relate to potential development of the site will be discussed 

based in part on past geotechnical investigations conducted in the project area.  

The potential impact on State and federal wetlands due to build-out will be identified. Efforts to avoid 

or minimize the extent of adverse impacts by considering alternatives will be described and cross-

referenced to the alternatives section. Mitigation measures for the projected loss of any wetlands will 

be reached in consultation with the NYSDEC and Army Corps of Engineers. It is assumed that any 

loss of wetlands will be mitigated both on and off-site through wetland restoration, creation, and 

enhancement. The northern portion of the Clay Business Park north of the existing electric 

transmission line right-of-way is thought to be a potentially viable area for mitigation given the 

presence of State regulated wetlands. Other locations will be considered for mitigation.  

The determination of potential adverse impacts on air quality from site development will depend on 

the types of industrial uses and emissions generated by tenants. The potential changes in traffic 

conditions in the area may have implications on air quality if reduced levels-of service at intersections 

along the NYS Route 31 corridor are projected. These implications of site development will be 

discussed along with what mitigation measures may be needed to reduce potential impacts. It is 

assumed that future tenants will need to go through specific state and federal air quality permit 

processes as necessary.  

Ecological impacts resulting from the project will be limited as a result of avoiding significant 

ecological resources on site and along the proposed sewer line and road improvement areas to the 

extent practicable. Nevertheless impacts may occur and mitigation necessary to reduce adverse 

impact to ecological resources will be described.  
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Impacts to cultural and archeological resources at the Clay Business Park and along the sewer line 

and in areas of road improvements along Caughdenoy Road will be determined in consultation with 

the NYSOPRHP under the New York State Historic Preservation Act. Particular emphasis will be on 

potential effects on resources listed on or eligible for inclusion on the State and National Register of 

Historic Places. The results of a Phase IA archeological resource investigation of the site and sewer 

line route will be provided in the DGEIS in compliance with NYSOPRHP requirements. If impacts 

are identified appropriate mitigation will be discussed. Mitigation may include resource avoidance, 

documentation and/or removal.  

The visual impacts of the project will be described in general terms relative to anticipated changes in 

visual character and views of the site once development occurs. Mitigation alternatives to mitigate 

potentially adverse visual impacts on receptors and the NYS Route 31 corridor will be addressed 

according to levels of practicability and screening effectiveness. Impacts and mitigation will consider 

lighting and the maintenance or establishment of visual buffers and screening.   

Noise impacts associated with development of the site will be considered for both construction and 

operation of industrial uses. Impacts and mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts on the 

community will be described for both short-term and long-term periods. Best management 

construction practices to control noise generation will be identified. Mitigation may include 

recommendations for the location of staging areas, limits on hours of construction activity and 

establishing a complaint resolution process. The project will be discussed in terms of compliance with 

current Town of Clay noise regulations. Noise generation from operation of industrial uses will 

ultimately depend on future tenants. However, estimations of noise levels, distances to sensitive 

receptors and sources of noise based on the proposed development scenario will be addressed. 

Mitigation measures to limit operational noise will be identified and may include for example, 

building and source placement or screening to reduce noise levels at receptor locations.  

5.0  Cumulative Impacts 

The SEQRA implementing regulations state: “In connection with projects that are to be developed in 

phases or stages, agencies should address not only the site specific impacts of the individual project 

under consideration, but also, in more general or conceptual terms, the cumulative impacts on the 

environment and the existing natural resource base of subsequent phases of a larger project or series 

of projects that may be developed in the future. In these cases, this part of the generic EIS must 

discuss the important elements and constraints present in the natural and cultural environment that 
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may bear on the conditions of an agency decision on the immediate project.” The DGEIS will 

identify the potential cumulative impacts from the proposed action on the environment in 

combination with other projects in the area that are planned or likely to occur in the near 

future with or without the project.  Cumulative impacts will consider, but may not be limited 

to increased traffic along NYS Route 31; loss of wetlands and natural habitat; conversion of 

farmland and open space; increased stormwater, drainage and water quality issues; and 

changes in ambient noise and visual character. 

 
 5.1 Cumulative Impacts on Natural Resources 

 5.2  Cumulative Impacts on Man-made and Cultural Resources 

 

6.0  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The DGEIS will focus on the avoidance, minimization and mitigation of potentially significant 

adverse impacts on environmental resources. However, if despite mitigation measures proposed, or if 

impacts cannot be avoided, those impacts will be considered an unavoidable impact of the project and 

will be identified in this section. Unavoidable impacts will be characterized as short-term or long-

term and as minor, moderate or significant. Each will be discussed as to why they are unavoidable. 

Changes in visual character, construction impacts that alter site conditions, and increases in traffic are 

some likely impacts to be discussed.  

 6.1 Changes in Visual Character 

 6.2  Construction Impacts 

 6.3 Traffic Conditions 

 6.4 Other Unavoidable Impacts 

 

7.0  Growth Inducing Aspects 

The development of the Clay Business Park may facilitate or induce further land use changes and 

development in the project area, particularly along the NYS Route 31 corridor. The growth inducing 

aspects of the project will be discussed in terms of its possible geographic extent, what type of growth 

might occur, and how induced growth can be managed in a sustainable manner to limit adverse 

impacts on the environment. Anticipated population growth and how infrastructure to the site can be 

designed and managed to minimize adverse changes will be addressed based on lessons learned from 
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similar projects elsewhere and consultation with local and regional planning and other stakeholder 

agencies and organizations.  

 7.1 Population Growth 

 7.2  Infrastructure Induced Growth 

 7.3 Changes in Development Patterns 

 

8.0  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

This section will describe in general terms the commitment of natural and man-made resources that 

will be necessary to develop the Clay Business Park considering natural resources, construction and 

building materials, energy use, and human capital and financing. Short and long-term gains and losses 

from the consumption, conversion and commitment of resources will be discussed.  

 8.1 Commitment of Resources 

9.0  Effect on the Use and Conservation of Energy Resources 

It is beyond the scope of the GEIS to identify specific energy use and demand that may result from 

site development because specific industrial tenants, energy requirements and uses are unknown. 

Some general energy demand estimates are possible based on the proposed development scenario and 

previous industrial interest expressed to the OCIDA. This section will discuss ways to implement 

energy conservation measures at the Clay Business Park by encouraging best management practices 

during its design, construction and operation. A variety of issues will be addressed including those 

related to the recycling of materials used in industrial operations, the use of recycled materials to 

reduce solid waste streams and design of buildings and grounds.  Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED) voluntary standards developed by the U.S. Green Building Council to 

promote high performance and sustainable buildings will be addressed. Renewable energy sources 

and implementing green infrastructure practices, for example with regard to stormwater management, 

will also be discussed.  

 9.1 Energy Use and Conservation 

10.0 Solid Waste Management 

The DGEIS will discuss the potential impacts and implications of the proposed action on local and 

regional solid waste management. It is beyond the scope of the GEIS to identify specific materials 

and quantities in waste streams from site development because industrial tenants and uses are 

unknown. Some general waste generation estimates are possible based on the proposed development 
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scenario and experience with similar uses. Best management practices that could be considered to 

reduce, reuse, and recycle industrial materials and products will be discussed in general terms.  

 10.1 Solid Waste Management  

 

11.0 References 

Sources of information cited in the DGEIS and reviewed as reference materials during the preparation 

of the DGEIS will be listed in the References section. Information will be provided by author, date 

and title. Website information will be noted. In addition significant conversations with agency 

personnel that are cited in the document will be listed by name, date and organizational affiliation.  

 

DGEIS Appendices 

The DGEIS will contain relevant studies, technical reports, data and maps that support the narratives 

provided within the DGEIS. The following documents are tentative, but likely to be included as 

appendices: 

 SEQRA Documentation  

 Agency Correspondence 

 Traffic Analysis Report and Data  

 Wetlands Delineation Report 

 Ecological Resources Report 

 Sewer Engineering Report 

 Cultural Resources Report 



Newspaper 

Legal Notice: 

Clay Business Park Notice of Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

Completion and Public Hearing 

 

The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) has prepared a Draft 

Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) in connection with its Clay Business 

Park development project and as determined that the DGEIS is complete and adequate for 

the purpose of public review. 

 

OCIDA proposes to develop the Clay Business Park, comprised of approximately 339 

acres located northeast of Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road, in Clay, for a mix of 

industrial uses.  They may include office, research, manufacturing, assembly, 

warehousing and distribution facilities.  A 4.3 mile sewer line roughly parallel to Route 

31 and improvements along Caughdenoy Road and at its intersection with Route 31 are 

proposed in connection with this project.   

 

Potential environmental impacts include a change in the existing character of the area and 

the addition of new vehicle trips to the adjacent road network. Some degree of soil 

erosion and sedimentation will occur as a result of construction.  Both construction and 

operation of facilities will produce air pollutants.  Less than 0.5 acres of wetland will be 

affected. Structures will likely be visible for a half mile or more.  Construction and 

operation of facilities will produce noise as will vehicles entering and leaving the park.  

Construction will require the commitment of natural resources in building materials.  

Operation will require the commitment of waste water treatment capacity at the Oak 

Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant, and energy resources. Both construction and 

operation will generate solid waste. 

 

The DGEIS is available on the OCIDA website, 

http://www.Syracsusecentral.com/Economic-Development-Services-Industrial-

Development-Agency.aspx or by calling (315) 435-3770.   

 

OCIDA will receive public and agency comment on the project and the DGEIS at a 

public hearing on October 16, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. at the Town of Clay Town Hall, 4401 

Route 31, Town of Clay. 

 

Send written comments to OCIDA at 333 West Washington Street, Suite 130, Syracuse, 

New York 13202.  Comments will be accepted until October 29, 2012. 

 

# # # 

http://www.syracsusecentral.com/Economic-Development-Services-Industrial-Development-Agency.aspx
http://www.syracsusecentral.com/Economic-Development-Services-Industrial-Development-Agency.aspx
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             24

             25

              1                           Proceedings                      2

              2                    MS. PRIMO:  Good evening, everyone, and

              3               for the purposes of the record I will go

              4               through the whole introduction.  I am Mary

              5               Beth Primo and I'm the Executive Director of

              6               the Onondaga County IDA, Industrial

              7               Development Agency.  I'm here tonight with two

              8               members of our staff, Kristi Smiley, who is a

              9               secretary for the agency, and Carolyn May and

             10               we're also joined tonight by Walt Kalina.

             11               Walt Kalina is a planner and works for the

             12               engineering firm CHA.

             13                    CHA has been retained by OCIDA and has

             14               worked with us for the past couple years and

             15               will continue to work with us on the SEQR

             16               process.  Also with us tonight is John

             17               Kluscik.  John Kluscik is an attorney with the

             18               Gilberti Law Firm and that law firm represents

             19               OCIDA.

             20                    The IDA -- if you're not familiar with

             21               the IDA -- is public benefit corporation.  It

             22               was created in 1970 pursuant to New York State
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             23               law, the General Municipal Law, and in general

             24               what IDAs are authorized to do is to advance

             25               or improve the health, general prosperity, and

              1                           Proceedings                      3

              2               the economic welfare of the people in this

              3               state and in particular, OCIDA, we're

              4               committed to helping new or established

              5               businesses grow or build their operations in

              6               Onondaga County.  We do that by providing

              7               benefits such as tax exemptions and to help

              8               with on financing, qualified financing of the

              9               IDA.

             10                    The reason why we're here tonight is that

             11               OCIDA is proposing to develop a modern

             12               industrial business -- a park on an

             13               approximately 339 acre parcel in the Town of

             14               Clay, and I know many of you know where it's

             15               located, so for the record, I'll tell you,

             16               it's the northeast corner of the intersection

             17               of Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road.

             18                    OCIDA, with the assistance of CHA, has

             19               already conducted a scoping process to focus

             20               the Draft Generic EIS on potentially

             21               significant adverse impacts and to eliminate
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             22               consideration of those impacts that would be

             23               irrelevant or nonsignificant.  The scoping

             24               process included a 30-day comment period and

             25               that ran from April 10th of this year, 2012,

              1                           Proceedings                      4

              2               to May 10th, 2012.

              3                    Another part of that scoping process was

              4               a public hearing that we held here in the Town

              5               of Clay on May 3rd, 2012.  On September 20th,

              6               2012 the OCIDA board accepted the project's

              7               DGEIS as complete; the Draft Generic

              8               Environmental Impact Statement is completed.

              9               We're here tonight because OCIDA is seeking

             10               the public's input or comments regarding the

             11               project's Draft Generic Environmental Impact

             12               Statement to ensure there will be adequate

             13               support in SEQR findings.

             14                    This is how we will proceed.  First I'm

             15               going to read to you the public notice and

             16               then there will be a presentation on the

             17               project by Walt Kalina of CHA.  Then the

             18               public will have an opportunity to make

             19               comments and there is a restriction, that we

             20               probably will waive tonight, for three
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             21               minutes.  You know, if we had a crowd we were

             22               going to restrict it for three minutes.

             23               Obviously that's not needed.

             24                    You should know, following tonight's

             25               hearing, OCIDA will continue to accept the

              1                           Proceedings                      5

              2               public's written comments until October 29th,

              3               2012.

              4                    Okay.  Now, I'm going to read the public

              5               notice.  I just want to say one thing to the

              6               woman who walked in; did you have a chance to

              7               sign in?

              8                    MS. TRUMBLE:  She's my mother.

              9                    MS. PRIMO:  Maybe before you leave you

             10               can sign in anyways.

             11                    MR. TRUMBLE:  They get paid by how many

             12               people attend.

             13                    (Laughter.)

             14                    MS. PRIMO:  The Onondaga -- this is the

             15               public notice that was published.  The

             16               Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency

             17               has prepared a Draft Generic Environmental

             18               Impact Statement in connection with its Clay

             19               Business Park development project and has
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             20               determined that the DGEIS is complete and

             21               adequate for the purpose of public review.

             22                    OCIDA proposes to develop the Clay

             23               Business Park, comprised of approximately 339

             24               acres located northeast of Route 31 and

             25               Caughdenoy Road in Clay for a mix of

              1                           Proceedings                      6

              2               industrial uses.  They may include office,

              3               research, manufacturing, assembly, warehousing

              4               and distribution facilities.  A 4.3 mile sewer

              5               line roughly parallel to Route 31 and

              6               improvements along Caughdenoy Road at its

              7               intersection with Route 31 are proposed in

              8               connection with this project.

              9                    Potential environmental impacts include a

             10               change in the existing character of the area

             11               and the addition of the new vehicle trips to

             12               the adjacent road network.  Some degree of

             13               soil erosion and sedimentation will occur as a

             14               result of construction.  Both construction and

             15               operation of facilities will produce air

             16               pollutants.  Less than 0.5 acres of wetland

             17               will be affected.  Structures will likely be

             18               visible for half a mile or more.  Construction
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             19               and operation of facilities will produce noise

             20               as will vehicles entering and leaving the

             21               park.  Construction will require the

             22               commitment of natural resources in building

             23               materials.  Operation will require the

             24               commitment of wastewater treatment capacity at

             25               the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment Plant and

              1                           Proceedings                      7

              2               energy resources.  Both construction and

              3               operation will generate solid waste.

              4                    The DGEIS is available on the OCIDA

              5               website, www.Syracusecentral.com/Economic-

              6               Development-Services-Industrial-Development-

              7               Agency or by calling 315-435-3770.  The DGEIS

              8               may be reviewed at the Northern Onondaga

              9               Public Library at Cicero, 8686 Knowledge Lane,

             10               Cicero, or the Central Onondaga Public Library

             11               at 447 South Salina Street, Syracuse, and at

             12               the Clay Town Offices 4401 Route 31, Clay, or

             13               at the Cicero Town Offices, 8236 Brewerton

             14               Road, Cicero.

             15                    OCIDA will receive public and agency

             16               comment on the project and the DGEIS at a

             17               public hearing on October 16th, 2012,
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             18               6:00 p.m. in the Town of Clay Town Hall,

             19               4401 Route 31, Town of Clay, or you can send

             20               written comments to OCIDA at 333 West

             21               Washington Street, Suite 130, Syracuse,

             22               New York 13202.  Comments will be accepted

             23               until October 29th, 2012.

             24                    Now we'll have a presentation of the

             25               project by Mr. Kalina.

              1                           Proceedings                      8

              2                    MR. KALINA:  Okay.  If we could look at

              3               the slides up on the wall, I'll take about 5

              4               to 10 minutes just to summarize the project

              5               and talk a little bit about the EIS.  I just

              6               want you to notice at the top of this slide,

              7               this site has always been known as the Clay

              8               Business Park.  It's now being referred to as

              9               the White Pine Commerce Park.  OCIDA has made

             10               that name change just recently, so all future

             11               references to that site will be the White Pine

             12               Commerce Park.  Okay?

             13                    As Mary Beth indicated, I think the folks

             14               here know where the site is.  Just to briefly

             15               summarize some of the major attributes of the

             16               site, 339 total acres are owned by OCIDA.  The
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             17               site is zoned industrial 2 by the Town of

             18               Clay, has direct access from New York State

             19               Route 31 and within two to four miles of

             20               Interstate 81 and 481.  The site has plentiful

             21               water supplies provided by the Onondaga County

             22               Water Authority that's adjacent to the site.

             23               We have other utilities adjacent to the site

             24               including natural gas, telephone, fiberoptic.

             25               The one missing utility is public sewer and

              1                           Proceedings                      9

              2               I'll talk about that in a few minutes.

              3                    Another thing this site has as a real

              4               advantage to industrial use is its proximity

              5               to the CSX rail line that crosses Caughdenoy

              6               Road just north of the site.

              7                    These are the seven parcels that make up

              8               the 339 acres.  OCIDA has acquired those

              9               parcels over the course of a number of years

             10               and that's the current total.  When we looked

             11               at the site in general, we found that

             12               development is most suitable in really three

             13               locations on the site and I'll talk to that in

             14               a few minutes, but those locations are

             15               primarily north of Route 31, east of
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             16               Caughdenoy Road, and then in the eastern part

             17               of the site.

             18                    Approximately 182 acres -- that doesn't

             19               show up correctly there but approximately 182

             20               acres of the 339 acres are available to

             21               support some type of development.  The

             22               remaining acreage are either things like

             23               wetlands or wooded wetlands or setbacks that

             24               are required by the Town of Clay.  So those

             25               really aren't available for development.

              1                           Proceedings                     10

              2                    When we laid out a conceptual layout for

              3               the site, buildings, roads and parking areas

              4               will occupy about 110 acres of that 182 acres

              5               of the site, so you're looking at development

              6               at about 110 acres or roughly a third of the

              7               entire site.  This is the same graphic that's

              8               up here, just really, really quickly to talk

              9               from it.  This one might be a little bit

             10               easier to see but if you were to look at the

             11               site, this is 31 here.  Obviously Caughdenoy

             12               Road here, if you folks are down here.  If you

             13               look at this graphic, really the gray areas,

             14               the areas that are shaded gray are really



file:////itclusterrs-1/...ark)/DGEIS%20SEQRA/DGEIS/DGEIS%20Public%20Hearing/121016_-_White_Pine_Office_Park_Hearing_Re.txt[11/28/2012 12:58:15 PM]

             15               those most developable portions of the site

             16               that we talked about.  These areas shaded

             17               green are wetlands or wetland buffers along

             18               the state wetlands so those areas we really

             19               avoided and don't intend to get into them.

             20                    That's how we figured out the total

             21               acreage of the site.  We ran through several

             22               different scenarios to figure out what could

             23               fit on the site in those developable areas and

             24               basically what we came up with was this

             25               concept that shows what the maximum buildout
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              2               of the site would be.  This doesn't mean this

              3               is what is actually going to occur on the

              4               site.  It may occur vastly different from what

              5               this concept looks like.

              6                    What we're trying to show is really what

              7               is the maximum building, parking space that we

              8               could fit on that site in those developable

              9               areas and still stay out of the wetlands and

             10               some of the other vital sensitive areas.  When

             11               we lay this out, you come out with roughly two

             12               to two and a half million square feet of

             13               development that could be occupied on that
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             14               site.  What may happen in the future, we don't

             15               know.  You could have one large company come

             16               in and develop the site for all those uses or

             17               you could have a number of smaller tenants

             18               coming in and develop the different parts of

             19               the site but the total development, if they

             20               were to build out the site in full, would be

             21               about two to two and a half million square

             22               feet of total development.

             23                    We did that for a reason, for sewer

             24               reasons so we could figure out what kind of

             25               traffic might be generated, what other kinds
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              2               of things could create an impact that would

              3               have to be described and addressed in the EIS.

              4               So that's the reason for trying to figure out

              5               what can fit on the site.

              6                    There's really two important things that

              7               have to be done to get to this site

              8               shovel-ready for a tenant to come in more

              9               quickly.  Number 1 thing is improvements to

             10               the Caughdenoy/Route 31 intersection.  These

             11               are just some of the things that are proposed

             12               right now and we briefly mentioned earlier
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             13               that we had the meeting with the State DOT

             14               tomorrow and the County to figure out exactly

             15               what they're going to require in terms of

             16               improvements at the intersection.

             17                    Right now we're proposing exclusive

             18               left-turn lanes on all four approaches.  You

             19               have an exclusive westbound right-turn lane

             20               onto Caughdenoy Road, so heading west on Route

             21               31, you'll have a right-turn lane onto

             22               Caughdenoy, so you can access the business

             23               park.  The intersection would be signalized

             24               with a true traffic signal and arrows; a

             25               widening to three lanes on Caughdenoy Road
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              2               from the intersection north to the CSX

              3               crossing, so about .6 to 7-10ths of a mile I

              4               think the road would be widened, so we're not

              5               sure of the exact configuration right now but

              6               it would go from two lanes to three lanes and

              7               that probably would be a center turn lane for

              8               trucks coming in and out of the business park.

              9               And then there's the need for exclusive right

             10               turn lanes from Caughdenoy Road into the park

             11               and that's into the driveways that we've
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             12               looked at, three possible locations for

             13               driveways into the park itself from Caughdenoy

             14               Road.

             15                    MR. TRUMBLE:  All your access points are

             16               going to be from Caughdenoy Road?  There's

             17               going to be no entry off of 31?

             18                    MR. KALINA:  We actually show an access

             19               point off of 31 right now.  That's actually

             20               going to be part of the discussion with DOT,

             21               to see how comfortable they are with that or

             22               whether they're going to be requiring

             23               something else.  Right now we're showing those

             24               four locations.

             25                    The other major part of the project is
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              2               the installation of sewer force main and

              3               that's about 4.3 miles of sewer that would

              4               have to be built from, roughly from the

              5               northwest corner of the site up in this area

              6               because the site all flows this way, so all of

              7               this would be fed by gravity sewers to here

              8               and then it would be pumped under pressure to

              9               a sewer line that is proposed to be built

             10               south of 31, and I'll show you the route in a
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             11               minute.  That's about a 4.3 mile distance from

             12               the park to the Oak Orchard Wastewater

             13               Treatment Plant, if you're familiar with it up

             14               on the Oneida River.

             15                    What we're proposing is the installation

             16               of parallel force mains, one 6-inch pipeline

             17               and a 12-inch pipeline and that has a lot to

             18               do with sanitary waste sitting in the pipe,

             19               you know, for appropriate periods of time so

             20               you don't want to oversize the pipes.  Doing a

             21               dual force main actually allows for some

             22               flexibility.  If the park develops over time,

             23               they could use one force main and the other

             24               force main would be for future development or

             25               if a tenant were to come in and they had a
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              2               combination of sanitary waste, you know, from

              3               normal day-to-day sewer waste, and some type

              4               of process water from an industrial process,

              5               then they could use those two force mains, one

              6               for process water and one for sanitary waste.

              7               So there's an advantage putting in the two

              8               pipelines parallel to each other.

              9                    Construction requires trenching down to
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             10               about five feet and because there are a number

             11               of wetlands that have been identified along

             12               the sewer route, that would all be done by

             13               directional drilling under those wetlands to

             14               avoid directly impacting the wetlands.  The --

             15               I don't know if you can see it okay but the

             16               blue area obviously is the park that we've

             17               been talking about.  This is State Route 31,

             18               Caughdenoy Road.  Here's the CSX line.  Route

             19               31 continues on here.  The proposed sewer line

             20               would come down along the western side of the

             21               business park, just east of Caughdenoy Road,

             22               just north of 31, cross over and then come

             23               down on the west side of Caughdenoy Road and

             24               this is about a thousand feet south of 31.

             25                    This is an existing Metropolitan Water
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              2               Board right-of-way.  They've got a major trunk

              3               in there, 54-inch trunk line so we would use

              4               part of that existing right-of-way to put in

              5               the sewer line.  And then on the western side

              6               of the sewer line, as you're getting close to

              7               Mud Creek, then it starts heading north to Oak

              8               Orchard Treatment Plant.  It would be on the
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              9               east side of Mud Creek through an existing

             10               right-of-way that the County has for their

             11               other force mains.

             12                    Then on this graphic, we're also showing

             13               some of the mapped wetlands that occur in the

             14               area.  What it doesn't show is a lot of the

             15               smaller wetlands that actually exist along

             16               that sewer that have been identified out in

             17               the field.  Potential impacts, really we're

             18               not talking about this project resulting in

             19               any significant environmental impacts.

             20                    OCIDA has avoided wetland impacts by the

             21               design of the site, directional drilling under

             22               the existing wetlands for the sewer line, but

             23               really the focus has been avoiding significant

             24               impacts to the environment.  All the existing

             25               utilities that are adjacent to this site have

              1                           Proceedings                     17

              2               capacity to serve the site for its proposed

              3               uses.

              4                    Cultural resource impacts, we're still in

              5               the process of doing some of the cultural

              6               resource studies dealing with the State SHPO

              7               on some of that along the sewer line, and
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              8               we've looked at things:  Noise, air quality,

              9               stormwater, individual character.  All of

             10               those issues will be permitted through

             11               difference processes, either at the State,

             12               local, or Federal level, and everything

             13               developed on the site will comply with all

             14               those different regulations.

             15                    Mary Beth had mentioned where the copies

             16               of the draft GEIS are available.  We brought

             17               two sets tonight.  There are two sets at the

             18               Town Hall, Cicero Town Hall; Cicero Library

             19               and sites in downtown Syracuse.  Comment

             20               period ends in two weeks and we really welcome

             21               your comments.  If you have concerns or

             22               issues, you know, you can voice them here

             23               tonight or you can put them in writing, as you

             24               mentioned, and any of the comments made here

             25               tonight we'll respond to as well as those that
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              2               are provided to us in writing, we'll respond

              3               to in a final version of the environmental

              4               impact and will be completed probably in

              5               November of this year.

              6                    MS. PRIMO:  Thanks, Walt.  Okay.  So
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              7               that's the presentation of the project and at

              8               this juncture we are open for any public

              9               comments.  Andrea?

             10                    MS. TRUMBLE:  I'm Andrea Trumble.  I live

             11               just south of 31 on Caughdenoy, on the east

             12               side.  You're talking the new sewer line is

             13               going through.  Are those houses there --

             14               we're all on septic through there, so are --

             15               is that able to hook into that sewer line at

             16               all?

             17                    MR. KALINA:  Not directly because this is

             18               a force main.  This is under high pressure so

             19               you won't be able to just attach, you know, a

             20               lateral sewer into this force main.  That's

             21               not really what this sewer line is meant for.

             22               It's really meant for a high volume of

             23               sanitary waste or processed water under force.

             24                    MS. TRUMBLE:  And in this development

             25               that you're proposing, you're saying anything
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              2               can go in there but what's going to support

              3               the area?  You're talking all these

              4               businesses.  That's just going to be --

              5               they're all got to go to lunch at some point.
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              6                    MR. KALINA:  You mean if something were

              7               going to come to the park, where do the

              8               employees go?

              9                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Right.

             10                    MR. KALINA:  Absolutely.  That's one of

             11               the things when a business park like this

             12               develops, you'll have a number of employees

             13               coming into the area.  They will be utilizing

             14               local businesses and as well, you know, the

             15               industries or businesses that are there are

             16               going to need supplies and that type of

             17               service will be supported.  That will come

             18               from the local area.

             19                    MS. TRUMBLE:  I'm interested in the

             20               traffic count that's there now without the

             21               park.

             22                    MR. KALINA:  I don't have the numbers at

             23               my fingertips but that's all in the appendix

             24               to the EIS.  We've done traffic counts.  The

             25               actual traffic counts were done back in 2010
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              2               along all of the local intersections coming

              3               into the 31 corridor.  We actually looked at

              4               all the intersections along 31 from Route 57
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              5               all the way east to Thompson Road so there

              6               were 19 intersections.  All that data is in

              7               the EIS right now in an appendix, and that's

              8               the data that the State DOT and the County DOT

              9               are looking at, and part of our meeting

             10               tomorrow with the DOT is to go through all

             11               that data and make sure they agree with all

             12               the studies being done.

             13                    So we'll look at the existing counts.

             14               We've done calculations on the type of traffic

             15               that will be generated by this type of a

             16               facility and that's where we're figuring on,

             17               okay, you need a traffic light at Caughdenoy

             18               Road; you need the turning lanes.  That's part

             19               of that whole traffic analysis that's going on

             20               right now.

             21                    MR. TRUMBLE:  My name is Hank Trumble.

             22               You're talking about all this traffic volume

             23               that's going to be created by this when it

             24               does develop.  Don't you feel that the traffic

             25               coming off of 481 running the full length of
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              2               Caughdenoy is going to have some type of

              3               effect on this whole deal?  You're saying
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              4               three lanes on the north side but what about

              5               the south side?  You got that 481 off-ramp

              6               that dumps right on Caughdenoy.  I think your

              7               truck traffic is going to utilize that more

              8               than coming in from any other direction.

              9                    MR. KALINA:  That actually is part of the

             10               software that the traffic engineers work with.

             11               They actually distribute the likely traffic

             12               and where they're going to go, whether they're

             13               going to come to the site from the east or go

             14               back to the east to 81 or to the west to 481.

             15               That's all part of the --

             16                    MR. TRUMBLE:  They're going to be

             17               regulating that?

             18                    MR. KALINA:  Regulating.

             19                    MR. TRUMBLE:  Truck drivers?

             20                    MR. KALINA:  The amount of traffic.  I

             21               don't think there's any plans right now to

             22               regulate the amount of truck traffic.  You

             23               have to accommodate it with intersection

             24               improvements or whatever, whatever else is

             25               determined to be necessary.  You're talking
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              2               about regulating like restricting --
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              3                    MR. TRUMBLE:  You have a 30 mile an hour

              4               road that comes up there and nothing but

              5               housing developments and now you're going to

              6               put trucks on there?

              7                    MR. KALINA:  As far as the traffic

              8               engineers are going to look at -- now I see

              9               what you're getting at.  Actually coming off

             10               of Caughdenoy exit and come up --

             11                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Because that's the only way

             12               up 481.

             13                    MR. TRUMBLE:  They dump off 481.

             14                    MR. KALINA:  That's stuff we're talking

             15               with the DOT.  There's something like that

             16               that possibly could be -- I don't want to say

             17               related because the idea is to keep all the

             18               truck traffic on 31.  Yeah.

             19                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  Damian Ulatowski.  The

             20               force main that's going to connect the site to

             21               the Oak Orchard plant, will that be for the

             22               exclusive use of that industrial park or there

             23               will be no other connections made to that

             24               along the way, as a follow-up to this woman's

             25               question here?
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              2                    MR. KALINA:  No, I don't think that's

              3               been determined yet.  My point was you just

              4               can't connect in a lateral from like a house

              5               into the force main.  It's going to have to be

              6               done through a pumping station.

              7                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  So there is an option

              8               that may be available, that that system could

              9               accommodate --

             10                    MR. KALINA:  Yeah.  Everything will be

             11               dependent upon the capacity at Oak Orchard.

             12                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  All right.

             13                    MR. TRUMBLE:  Your half acre impact on

             14               the wetlands, is that for your access roads to

             15               this property that you're --

             16                    MR. KALINA:  Yeah, the half acre of

             17               impact to the wetlands are -- I don't know if

             18               you can see from there but we're actually

             19               crossing some of these wetlands to get up to

             20               these parts of the site.  That may or may not

             21               ever happen but there's no other way to access

             22               that part of the site without crossing the

             23               wetlands on the site and that's about a half

             24               acre, and that's the hope that we come with a

             25               permit.  We've tried to limit the impact on
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              2               the wetlands, as we said, and stay out of the

              3               wetlands.

              4                    MS. TRUMBLE:  The State has already put

              5               one and a half million in towards this

              6               project?

              7                    MS. PRIMO:  The State has provided a

              8               grant that we haven't -- that OCIDA hasn't

              9               received yet.  It's a reimbursement grant and

             10               it's just slightly over 1.5 million, right.

             11                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Okay.

             12                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  What's your timeline for

             13               completion of the sewer?

             14                    MR. KALINA:  I don't want to speak for

             15               the County because it's all going to be part

             16               of the County's process through the web but

             17               what our schedule had proposed was go through

             18               design this winter into early spring and then,

             19               you know, you let out the bids and whatever,

             20               and you might be able to construct the later

             21               part of next year, and really for construction

             22               you're not looking at a very long-term

             23               project, probably three or four months.

             24                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  We're looking to a

             25               shovel-ready project that would make it much
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              2               more marketable?

              3                    MR. KALINA:  Yeah.

              4                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  We're looking at a year

              5               and a half maybe?

              6                    MS. PRIMO:  It's really going to be

              7               dependent on the county.

              8                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  In the perfect world.

              9                    MS. PRIMO:  Right.

             10                    MR. TRUMBLE:  You're reaching out.

             11                    MS. PRIMO:  If we could move right along,

             12               it would be a year and a half.  If there's

             13               some -- if there's some gap between design and

             14               permitting and the actual commencement of

             15               construction, then it could be a little bit

             16               longer.

             17                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  Okay.

             18                    MR. TRUMBLE:  And the sewer is step one

             19               of the project?

             20                    MS. PRIMO:  Sewer is step one of what --

             21                    MR. TRUMBLE:  Of the whole project?

             22                    MS. PRIMO:  We need the sewer.

             23                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Is the work being done at

             24               the corner of Caughdenoy and Maple now?

             25                    MS. PRIMO:  I don't think so.
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              2                    MR. KALINA:  No.

              3                    MS. PRIMO:  As far as I know nothing --

              4               we don't even have the -- we don't have the

              5               permits; we don't have a design yet, nothing.

              6                    MS. TRUMBLE:  What is this whole area

              7               asking from the taxpayers in Onondaga County?

              8                    MS. PRIMO:  Well, I mean, I will say

              9               this, I don't know exactly what it's asking

             10               for but we are looking to the County to

             11               support the cost of the infrastructure for

             12               this project.

             13                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Which is the cost of what?

             14                    MS. PRIMO:  The sewer and the roads.

             15                    MS. TRUMBLE:  So I can't be too far off,

             16               about 530,000 just for the design wise and the

             17               sewer?

             18                    MS. PRIMO:  Is that --

             19                    MR. KALINA:  Yeah, I think that's pretty

             20               much in the ballpark, probably for the

             21               engineering for the sewer line.

             22                    MS. TRUMBLE:  And the whole project --

             23                    MR. KALINA:  I don't know what the

             24               final --

             25                    MS. TRUMBLE: -- 4, 5 million?
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              2                    MR. KALINA:  -- figures were.  The sewer,

              3               yeah, it's in that range.  I think it's just

              4               over 5 million.

              5                    MR. TRUMBLE:  This is all going to be

              6               funded by the taxpayers?  The majority of it?

              7                    MR. KALINA:  I don't know about the

              8               financing, you know, part of the project.  All

              9               I know at this point is that --

             10                    MS. PRIMO:  I don't know how the County

             11               will handle any kind of reimbursement.

             12               They'll create a tax -- a sewer district that

             13               serves, you know, around the park, whatever.

             14               We don't have those answers so...

             15                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  Any Federal or State

             16               money available or has there been secured

             17               State or Federal money for any of the part of

             18               the project?

             19                    MS. PRIMO:  For the infrastructure?

             20                    MR. ULATOWSKI:  Yes.

             21                    MS. PRIMO:  The road, and the sewer, not

             22               that I'm aware of.

             23                    MS. TRUMBLE:  I guess really I'd be

             24               interested more to hear about the meeting with
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             25               the DOT tomorrow.  I'd like to know what the
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              2               town --

              3                    MR. KALINA:  The agencies, whether it's

              4               the State DOT, whether it's, you know, State

              5               Historic Preservation office, whether it's any

              6               other State, Federal, or local agency, they'll

              7               likely be commenting on the project and

              8               providing written comments on the project,

              9               just like we're encouraging the public to do.

             10                    All those letters, all that

             11               correspondence from the agencies will be in

             12               the final EIS as well as all our responses to

             13               those comments.  If an agency brings a

             14               comments we have to answer all those and put

             15               those in the EIS, so all of that will be

             16               public information as part of the EIS, the

             17               final EIS.

             18                    MS. TRUMBLE:  Okay, thank you.

             19                    MS. PRIMO:  Okay.  Since there are no

             20               other comments --

             21                    MS. BELLANGER:  Barb Bellanger.  I was

             22               just wondering if anyone has any idea how far

             23               south of the intersection, 31/Caughdenoy Road
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             24               intersection that might be involved?

             25                    MR. KALINA:  The only thing that the
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              2               engineers have told us yet is we'll get a

              3               survey for a thousand feet south of the

              4               intersection just to make sure we know where

              5               the right-of-ways are, where the utilities

              6               are, but that doesn't mean that a thousand

              7               feet is going to be affected.  We don't know

              8               what those lanes are going to look like right

              9               now.  That's part of the design process.

             10                    MS. BELLANGER:  Thank you.

             11                    MS. PRIMO:  Okay.  So that wraps it up

             12               for the comment period.  You should know that,

             13               as I said before, we still -- OCIDA is still

             14               accepting written comments and will until

             15               October 29th.  I want to thank you for

             16               attending tonight's meeting.

             17                    What's going to happen now is OCIDA and

             18               CHA and -- you know, once we receive all the

             19               comments, we will review those and respond to

             20               those.  Then the -- they will be put into --

             21               be part of the final, generic EIS.  That will

             22               be the -- the board will then, OCIDA board
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             23               will then review that and decide -- once it

             24               decides the final GEIS is complete, then

             25               findings, statements from all the agencies and
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              2               from OCIDA will be gathered, and at that point

              3               the board will then make its final -- the

              4               agency, OCIDA, will make its final decision

              5               and the review process for SEQR will be over.

              6               So that's it.  Thank you very much.

              7                    MR. TRUMBLE:  Thank you.

              8

              9                  *           *              *

             10

             11

             12

             13

             14

             15

             16

             17

             18

             19

             20

             21
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             22

             23

             24

             25
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              2                     REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

              3

              4    I, PAMELA PALOMEQUE, Court Reporter and

              5    Notary Public, certify:

              6    That the foregoing proceedings were taken before me at

              7    the time and place therein set forth, at which time the

              8    witness was put under oath by me;

              9    That the testimony of the witness and all objections made

             10    at the time of the examination were recorded

             11    stenographically by me and were thereafter transcribed;

             12    That the foregoing is a true and correct transcript of my

             13    shorthand notes so taken;

             14    I further certify that I am not a relative or employee of

             15    any attorney or of any of the parties nor financially

             16    interested in the action.

             17

             18

             19

             20
                               PAMELA PALOMEQUE, RPR CLR
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             21                Notary Public
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
 Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. (TES) performed a wetland investigation for 
the Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) proposed sanitary sewer line 
route in the Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York.  The proposed sewer line begins south 
of the Oak Orchard Waste Water Treatment Plant, east along the Metropolitan Water Board 
right-of-way or ROW (located south of NYS Route 31), north along Caughdenoy Road and ends 
just south of Ver Plank Road at the Conrail railroad tracks (Figure 1). 
 
 The TES wetland investigation consisted of a review of available background 
information and a field delineation of wetlands and other regulated waters on the proposed sewer 
line route ROW.  This report addresses the results of the background information review and the 
wetland delineation.  A variety of figures are included with this report, along with photographs 
and field data sheets. 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION REVIEW 
 
 Prior to the field investigation for wetlands, TES assembled and reviewed available 
background information.  This information included: 
 

 the New York State Department of Transportation (NYS DOT) 
Topographic Map (Brewerton Quadrangle) (Figure 1); 

 the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) New York State (NYS) Freshwater Wetlands Map (Figure 2); 

 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory 
(NWI) Map (Figure 3); 

 the Onondaga County Soil Survey Map prepared by the United States 
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(USDA NRCS) (Figure 4); 

 the New York State Surface Water Classification Map (Figure 5);  
 the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 

Rate Map (Figure 6); and 
 a 2009 aerial photograph obtained from the New York State Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) Clearinghouse (Figure 7). 
 
 All figures are provided after the text. 
 
3.0 METHODS 
 
 The agency resource information maps, soils descriptions, and the aerial photograph 
discussed above were used during the field review.  These maps and this information assisted in 
the initial identification of potential wetland areas and other regulated waters within the ROW. 
 
 A preliminary field review for wetlands was conducted by TES on May 17, 2012.  
Flagging of the wetlands and data collection was performed by TES on September 27, 28, and 
October 1, 2012.  The wetland boundaries were identified and delineated using the state and 
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federal criteria for vegetation, soils, and hydrology (NYSDEC and APA 1995, Environmental 
Laboratory. 1987, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2012, Lichvar 2012, and USDA NRCS 2010). 
 

Surveyor’s ribbons were placed along the wetland boundaries based on observations of 
vegetation, soils, and hydrology conditions.  These observations were made along transects 
located perpendicular to the wetland boundaries.  Additional observations of vegetation, soils, 
and hydrology were made at intermediate locations between the transects for the placement of 
additional flagging.  Each wetland flag was labeled with a letter identifier of the wetland and was 
numbered consecutively (e.g., A-1, A-2, A-3, etc.).  The flagged wetland boundaries were 
surveyed by CHA. 

 
 To further support the wetland boundaries, data on vegetation, soils, and hydrology were 
collected from sample plots along transects located perpendicular to the wetland boundaries.  
TES sampled thirty-seven (37) plots in and around the wetlands and in other representative areas.  
Plots were generally located on the wetland and upland sides of the flagged wetland boundaries.  
The plot data were recorded on data sheets similar to those used in the regional supplement (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 2012). 
 
 Vegetation data were collected in all the sample plots.  Ocular estimates of the percent 
areal cover by plant species for each vegetation layer (tree, shrub, and herbaceous layers) were 
recorded.  The sample plots varied in size by vegetation layer being sampled.  The sizes were: 
30-foot radius for the tree, 15-foot radius for the shrub, and 5-foot radius for the herbaceous 
layer. 
 
 The presence of wetland vegetation was determined when more than 50 percent of the 
dominant species in a sample plot had an indicator status of obligate (OBL), facultative-wet 
(FACW), or facultative (FAC).  The dominant species for each layer in a plot were determined 
by ranking the species in decreasing order of percent cover and recording those species which, 
when cumulatively totaled, immediately exceeded 50 percent of the total cover of that layer.  
Additionally, any plant species that comprised 20 percent or more of the total cover for each 
layer was considered to be a dominant species.   
 

Plant species were primarily identified using the Manual of Vascular Plants of 
Northeastern United States and Adjacent Canada (Gleason and Cronquist 1991), New Britton 
and Brown Illustrated Flora (Gleason 1952), and Gray's Manual of Botany (Fernald 1950).  
Scientific nomenclature follows the National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar 2012) and A Checklist 
of New York State Plants (Mitchell and Tucker 1997).  The indicator status for each plant species 
was determined using National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar 2012). 

 
 Soil and hydrology data were collected in soil pits or soil borer holes to a minimum depth 
of 12 inches within each sample plot.  Soil characteristics were noted along the soil profile at the 
depth specified by the Corps criteria (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2012).  Procedures for 
identifying hydric soils as outlined in the Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States 
(USDA NRCS 2010) were followed.  Soil colors were determined using the Munsell color chart.  
Primary and secondary indicators of hydrology were also noted at each sample plot.  The 
wetland boundaries were refined on the basis of intermediate soil borer holes along each transect. 
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4.0 RESULTS 
 
 The following section of the report provides an overall description of the ROW and a 
description of the wetlands identified and delineated by TES. 
 
 4.1  Sewer Line Right-of-Way Description 
 
 The NYSDOT Topographic Map shows that the ROW is located in the Town of Clay, 
Onondaga County, New York (Figure 1).  The ROW begins south of the Oak Orchard Waste 
Water Treatment Plant, east along the Metropolitan Water Board right-of-way or ROW (located 
south of NYS Route 31), north along Caughdenoy Road and ends just south of Ver Plank Road 
at the Conrail railroad tracks. 
 
 The NYSDEC New York State Freshwater Wetlands Map shows one state-regulated 
wetland within the ROW (Figure 2).  This wetland (BRE-17) is a Class I wetland according to 
the NYSDEC wetland ranking system.  This is the highest value in the state’s wetland rating 
system (Class I is the highest ranked and Class IV is the lowest ranked).  Wetland BRE-17 is 
associated with Mud Creek. 
 

According to the National Wetlands Inventory Map (Figure 3), four wetland types occur 
on or near the ROW.  These types are designated by the USFWS as palustrine, forested, broad-
leaved deciduous/scrub-shrub, broad-leaved deciduous, seasonally flooded/saturated 
(PFO1/SS1E); palustrine, forested, broad-leaved deciduous, temporarily flooded (PFO1A); 
palustrine, scrub-shrub, broad-leaved deciduous, seasonally flooded/saturated (PSS1E), and 
palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, permanently flooded, excavated (PUBHx). 
 
 The Soil Survey Map prepared by the Natural Resources Conservation Service shows a 
variety of mapped soil types within the ROW (Figure 4).  Soil data for the ROW were also 
obtained from the USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey (WSS).  Information from these sources 
indicated that seventeen different soils occur within the ROW. 
 

Table 1.   
Mapped Soils Occurring Within the OCIDA Sewer Line Route Right-of-Way 

 
Soil Map 

Unit Symbol 
Soil Map Unit Name Drainage Class 

ArB Arkport very fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 % slopes well drained 
ChA Collamer silt loam, 0 to 2 % slopes moderately well drained 
ChB Collamer silt loam, 2 to 6 % slopes moderately well drained 

ClB Colonie loamy fine sand, 0 to 6 % slopes 
somewhat excessively 
drained 

DuC Dunkirk silt loam, rolling well drained 
FL Fluvaquents, frequently flooded poorly drained 

HlA Hilton loam, 0 to 3 % slopes moderately well drained 
HlB Hilton loam, 3 to 8 % slopes moderately well drained 
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Table 1. (cont.) 
 

Soil Map 
Unit Symbol 

Soil Map Unit Name Drainage Class 

MdB Madrid fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 % slopes well drained 
MtA Minoa fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 % slopes somewhat poorly drained 
NgA Niagara silt loam, 0 to 4 % slopes somewhat poorly drained 
OgB Ontario loam, 2 to 8 % slopes well drained 
OnC Ontario gravelly loam, 8 to 15 % slopes well drained 
Wn Wayland silt loam poorly drained 

WwA Williamson silt loam, 0 to 2 % slopes moderately well drained 
WwB Williamson silt loam, 2 to 6 % slopes moderately well drained 
WwC Williamson silt loam, rolling moderately well drained 

 
Fluvaquents, Minoa fine sandy loam, Niagara silt loam, and Wayland silt loam have a 

major component of hydric soils (drainage classes range from somewhat poorly drained to 
poorly drained).  The remaining soil units have no hydric components and are somewhat 
excessively drained to moderately well drained soils (Figure 4). 
 
 The Surface Water Classification Map shows several mapped streams within the ROW 
(Figure 5).  They include two tributaries of Mud Creek, Shaver Creek, and a tributary of Shaver 
Creek.  All of these streams have a water quality Class and Standard of C.  To be state-protected, 
a waterbody has to have a Class of C or higher and a Standard of CT (trout) or higher. 
 
 There are areas of the 100-year floodplain shown on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (Figure 6).  These floodplains are associated with Mud Creek. 
 
 The 2009 aerial photograph (Figures 7-1 to 7-7) shows that within the ROW there is a 
mixture of undeveloped land, agricultural land, and residential land. 
 
 The drainage basin for the ROW is approximately 1,228 acres (Figure 8).  Several 
Relatively Permanent Waterbodies (RPW’s) occur within the ROW.  They include two 
tributaries of Mud Creek, Shaver Creek, and a tributary of Shaver Creek.  These RPW’s all flow 
into the Oneida River, a Traditional Navigable Waterbody (TNW), which is located 
approximately 3,000 feet northwest of the ROW (Figure 9). 
 
 4.2  Sewer Line Right-of-Way Ecology 
 

The ROW consisted of open fields, scrub-shrub uplands, deciduous forest uplands, and 
wetlands.  All cover types were found throughout the ROW.  Open fields were dominated by 
herbaceous plant species.  Herbaceous species that dominated this cover type included broad leaf 
plantain (Plantago major), red clover (Trifolium pratense), alfalfa (Medicago sativa), sedge 
(Carex sp.), Canada goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), hawkweed oxtongue (Picris hieracioides), 
wild carrot (Daucus carota), white bedstraw (Galium mollugo), blackberry (Rubus 
allegheniensis), bluegrass (Poa sp.), and bentgrass (Agrostis sp.).  
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 Scrub-shrub uplands were dominated by common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and 
green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) in the shrub layer.  There was no tree layer.  The herbaceous 
layer contained bluegrass, Canada goldenrod, and aster (Aster sp.).  
 
 Deciduous forest uplands were dominated by yellow birch (Betula allegheniensis), 
bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis), eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), green ash, red maple 
(Acer rubrum), black cherry (Prunus serotina), and apple (Malus sp.) in the tree layer.  The 
shrub layer was sparse but contained red oak (Quercus rubra), bitternut hickory, and common 
buckthorn.  Bitternut hickory, red maple, and green ash seedlings were found in the herbaceous 
layer along with poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Canada goldenrod, and Honeysuckle 
(Lonicera sp.).   
 
 4.3  Wetlands/Water Resources Descriptions 
 
 Sixteen wetlands/water resources were found on or adjacent to the ROW and are 
described in the table below.  The boundaries were flagged with coded surveyor’s ribbon using 
the methods described in the Corps 2012 Regional Supplement to the 1987 Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation Manual and the Freshwater Wetlands Delineation Manual.  The delineated 
wetland boundaries with sample plot and photograph locations are shown on Figures 10-1 
through 10-19 and were surveyed by CHA.  Wetlands/water resources within the ROW total 
approximately 3.36 acres in size. 
 
 Photographs and field data sheets are provided in Appendix A and Appendix B, 
respectively.  Jurisdictional Determination (JD) information for the following wetlands/water 
resources can be found in Appendix C. 
 

Table 2. 
Details of Wetlands Along the OCIDA Sewer Line Route Right-of-Way 

 

Wetland/ 
Waters ID 

Figure 
Number 

Wetland/ 
Waters Size 
(acres within 

ROW) 

Stream 
Length (feet)

Wetland/Waters 
Mapped Soil Type 

Wetland/Waters 
Cover Type 

Dominant Plants 

A 10-2 0.06 84 
Dunkirk silt loam, 
rolling 

Emergent Wetland  Acorus americanus 

B 10-2 - 66 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Wet Meadow Carex sp. 

C 10-3 0.11 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Emergent Wetland 
Populus deltoides, 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Phragmites australis 

D 10-4 0.23 258 
Dunkirk silt loam, 
rolling/Wayland 
silt loam 

Wet 
Meadow/Deciduous 
Forest Wetland 

Phalaris 
arundinacea/Acer 
saccharinum, Rhamnus 
cathartica, Cornus 
amomum, Onoclea 
sensibilis, Lysimachia 
nummularia 
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Table 2. (cont.) 
 

Wetland/ 
Waters ID 

Figure 
Number 

Wetland/ 
Waters Size 
(acres within 

ROW) 

Stream 
Length (feet)

Wetland/Waters 
Mapped Soil Type 

Wetland/Waters 
Cover Type 

Dominant Plants 

E 10-5 0.05 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Deciduous Forest 
Wetland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Cornus amomum, 
Erigeron annuus, 
Epilobium hirsutum 

F 10-5 0.09 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Emergent Wetland 

Cornus amomum, Typha 
angustifolia, 
Symphyotrichum novi-
belgii 

G 10-6 0.55 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Scrub-Shrub 
Wetland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Salix sp., Lysimachia 
nummularia, Aster sp. 

H 10-6 0.14 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Scrub-Shrub 
Wetland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Cornus amomum, 
Epilobium hirsutum, 
Aster sp. 

I 10-9 0.16 116 
Fluvaquents, 
frequently flooded 

Scrub-shrub 
Wetland 

Populus deltoides, 
Cornus amomum, Salix 
sp., Onoclea sensibilis, 
Toxicodendron radicans 

J 10-9 - 99 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Scrub-Shrub 
Wetland 

Salix sp., Cornus 
amomum, Poa sp. 

K 10-9 0.07 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 

Scrub-Shrub 
Wetland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Cornus amomum, 
Impatiens capensis, Poa 
sp., Epilobium hirsutum 

L 
10-13, 
10-14 

1.22 119 

Williamson silt 
loam, 0 to 2 % 
slopes/Williamson 
silt loam, rolling 

Wet Meadow/ 
Deciduous Forest 
Wetland  

Phragmites australis, 
Eutrochium maculatum, 
Eupatorium perfoliatum, 
Lythrum salicaria/Acer 
rubrum, Onoclea 
sensibilis, Osmunda 
regalis 

M 10-16 0.01 - 
Collamer silt loam, 
0 to 2 % slopes 

Wet Meadow 
Cornus alba, Phragmites 
australis 

N 10-12 0.67 120 

Collamer silt loam, 
2 to 6 % 
slopes/Dunkirk silt 
loam, rolling 

Wet Meadow/Scrub-
Shrub Wetland 

Phragmites 
australis/Cornus 
amomum, Aster sp., 
Carex sp. 

O 10-16 - - 
Niagara silt loam, 0 
to 4 % slopes 

Wet Meadow 
Acer saccharinum, 
Phragmites australis, 
Aster sp.  

P 10-16 - - 
Niagara silt loam, 0 
to 4 % slopes 

Deciduous Forest 
Wetland 

Acer saccharinum, 
Cornus amomum, 
Phragmites australis 
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 A JD Form for the wetlands within the ROW is provided in Appendix C.  Since all the 
wetlands have an apparent surface water connection to a tributary system of navigable waters, 
they are not isolated wetlands.  Therefore, TES considers these wetlands to be Corps-
jurisdictional areas. 
 

5.0 SUMMARY 
 

 Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. (TES) performed a wetland investigation for 
the Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) proposed sanitary sewer line 
route in the Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York.  The proposed sewer line begins south 
of the Oak Orchard Waste Water Treatment Plant, east along the Metropolitan Water Board 
right-of-way or ROW (located south of NYS Route 31), north along Caughdenoy Road and ends 
just south of Ver Plank Road at the Conrail railroad tracks. 
 
 TES collected and reviewed available background information and maps, including 
agency resource information maps, soils descriptions, and an aerial photograph to locate 
potential wetlands within the ROW.   
 
 The NYSDEC New York State Freshwater Wetlands map shows one state-regulated 
wetland within the ROW.  This wetland (BRE-17) is a Class I wetland according to the 
NYSDEC wetland ranking system.  Wetland BRE-17 is associated with Mud Creek. 
 
 The Surface Water Classification Map shows several mapped streams within the ROW.  
They include two tributaries of Mud Creek, Shaver Creek, and a tributary of Shaver Creek.  All 
of these streams have a water quality Class and Standard of C.  To be state-protected, a 
waterbody has to have a Class of C or higher and a Standard of CT (trout) or higher. 
 
 A preliminary field review of the ROW was conducted by TES on May 17, 2012.  
Flagging of the wetlands and data collection was performed by TES on September 27, 28, and 
October 1, 2012.  The wetland boundaries were identified and delineated using the state and 
federal criteria for vegetation, soils, and hydrology. 
 
 The drainage basin for the ROW is approximately 1,228 acres.  Several Relatively 
Permanent Waterbodies (RPW’s) occur within the ROW.  They include two tributaries of Mud 
Creek, Shaver Creek, and a tributary of Shaver Creek.  These RPW’s all flow into the Oneida 
River, a Traditional Navigable Waterbody (TNW), which is approximately 3,000 feet northwest 
of the ROW. 
 
 Sixteen wetlands/water resources were found on or adjacent to the ROW and are referred 
to as Wetland A (0.06 acre), Wetland B (66 linear feet), Wetland C (0.11 acre), Wetland D (0.23 
acre), Wetland E (0.05 acre), Wetland F (0.09 acre), Wetland G (0.55 acre), Wetland H (0.14 
acre), Wetland I (0.16 acre), Wetland J (99 linear feet), Wetland K (0.07 acre), Wetland L (1.22 
acres), Wetland M (0.01 acre), Wetland N (0.67 acre), Wetland O (0.0 acre), and Wetland P (0.0 
acre) . CHA surveyed the delineated wetland boundaries.  Wetlands within the ROW totaled 
approximately 3.36 acres in size.   
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 A JD Form for the wetlands within the ROW is provided in Appendix C.  Since all the 
wetlands have an apparent surface water connection to a tributary system of navigable waters 
(i.e. the Oneida River), they are not isolated wetlands.  Therefore, TES considers these wetlands 
to be Corps-jurisdictional areas. 
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        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

A-1U

27-Sep-12
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11.8% FACU 
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3.9% FACU 

3.9% UPL  
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0.0%

0.0%

127

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Hillside

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # A-4, Photo # 5NW

Plantago major

Trifolium pratense

Taraxacum officinale

Lolium perenne

Galium mollugo

Phleum pratense
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Loam10YR 4/3

12-20 Silt Loam2% C M5/410YR10YR 5/6

A-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

98%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

A-1W
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0
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Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

EWDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # A-4, Photo # 4SW

Acorus americanus

Onoclea sensibilis

Carex sp.

Mentha spicata

Bidens sp.
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-4 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

4-12+ Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 4/1

A-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix
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Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

EWDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # A-4, Photo # 4SW

Acorus americanus

Onoclea sensibilis

Carex sp.

Mentha spicata

Bidens sp.
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-4 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

4-12+ Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 4/1

A-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

B-1U

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

95

10

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0

15 60
0 95 475

0.0%

110 53586.4% UPL  

4.8649.1% FACU 

4.5% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

110

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # B-3, Photo # 9SE

Medicago sativa

Trifolium repens

Taraxacum officinale

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-14 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

14-24 Silt Loam5% D M5/310YR10YR 4/4

B-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

B-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

90

2

2

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 95 285

4 16
0 0 0

0.0%

99 30190.9% FAC  

3.0402.0% FACU 

2.0% FACU 

5.1% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

99

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WM/DitchCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # B-3, Photo # 8W

Carex sp.

plantago major

Trifolium repens

Rumex crispus
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam10% C M4/410YR10YR 4/2

12-22 Silt Loam10% D M6/210YR10YR 4/3

B-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

90%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

C-1U

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20

2

10

40

10

25

35

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

50.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 35 105

62 248
0 45 225

0.0%

142 57814.1% UPL  

4.0701.4% FACU 

7.0% FACU 

28.2% FACU 

7.0% FACU 

17.6% UPL  

24.6% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

142

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Hillside

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # C-103, Photo # 13SW

Daucus carota

Lotus corniculatus

Achillea millefolium

Trifolium pratense

Medicago sativa

Plantago major

Carex sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-14 Loam10YR 4/4

C-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100% Rocky below

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

C-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

10

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

100

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

366.7% FAC  

33.3% FACW 

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%
15

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 105 210
0.0% 10 30

0 0
0 0 0

0.0%

115 240100.0% FACW 

2.0870.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

EWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # C-3, Photo # 12S

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Populus deltoides

Phragmites australis

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam5%4/67.5YR10YR 3/2

12-16+ Silty Clay Loam10%4/47.5YR10YR 4/1

C-1W

3

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

D-1U

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20

10

30

5

5

15

10

45

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

50.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 20 40
0.0% 45 135

60 240
0 15 75

0.0%

140 49014.3% FACW 

3.5007.1% UPL  

21.4% FACU 

3.6% UPL  

3.6% FACU 

10.7% FACU 

7.1% FACU 

32.1% FAC  

0.0%

140

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Hillside

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # D-106, Photo # 17S

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Daucus carota

Solidago canadensis

Galium mollugo

Plantago major

Achillea millefolium

Taraxacum officinale

Carex sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-10 Silty Clay Loam10YR 4/3

10-20+ Silty Clay Loam10YR 4/4

D-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

D-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

90

10

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 90 180
0.0% 15 45

0 0
0 0 0

0.0%

105 22585.7% FACW 

2.1439.5% FAC  

4.8% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

105

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WMDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # D-2, Photo # 16NW

Phalaris arundinacea

Carex sp.

Ranunculus sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-10 Silty Clay Loam20%4/610YR10YR 3/2

10-16+ Clay Loam20%4/610YR10YR 6/2

D-1W

1

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

80%

80%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

D-2U

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

85

10

5

15

2

5

2

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 10 20
0.0% 7 21

92 368
0 15 75

0.0%

124 48468.5% FACU 

3.9038.1% FACW 

4.0% FAC  

12.1% UPL  

1.6% FAC  

4.0% FACU 

1.6% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

124

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Hillside

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # D-210, Photo # 21SE

Solidago canadensis

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Toxicodendron radicans

Asclepias syriaca

Rubus idaeus

Vitis riparia

Achillea millefolium

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-13 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

13-20 Silt Loam10YR 5/3

D-2USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100% Rocky below

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

D-2W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

85

15

0

0

0

10

15

2

0

0

35

5

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

15

0

Yes No

685.0% FACW 

15.0% FACW 

60.0%

0.0%

100.0%
100

0.0%

37.0% FAC  

55.6% FACW 5 5
7.4% FACW 167 334
0.0% 25 75

0 0
27 0 0

0.0%

197 41463.6% FACW 

2.1029.1% OBL  

27.3% FACW 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

55

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

15

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Toeslope

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFWWayland silt loam

Flag # D-210, Photo # 22

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Acer saccharinum

Rhamnus cathartica

Cornus amomum

Salix sp.

Onoclea sensibilis

Iris versicolor

Lysimachia nummularia

Vitis riparia

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-10 Loam10YR 3/2

10-20 Silty Clay Loam10% C M4/410YR10YR 5/1

D-2WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

E-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

40

5

5

0

0

20

0

0

0

0

30

15

50

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

380.0% FACW 

10.0% FACW 

410.0% FACU 

0.0%

75.0%
50

0.0%

100.0% FACW 

0.0% 15 15
0.0% 117 234
0.0% 0 0

35 140
20 0 0

0.0%

167 38930.9% FACU 

2.32915.5% OBL  

51.5% FACW 

2.1% FACW 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

97

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # E-9, Photo # 28S

Populus tremuloides

Ulmus americana

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Cornus amomum

Erigeron annuus

Lythrum salicaria

Epilobium hirsutum

Impatiens capensis
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-3 Loam10YR 3/2

3-18+ Silty Clay Loam5% C M3/310YR10YR 4/2

E-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Organic material

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

F-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

0

0

60

10

30

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

30.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

100.0% FACW 

0.0% 70 70
0.0% 55 110
0.0% 0 0

0 0
10 0 0

0.0%

125 18052.2% OBL  

1.4408.7% OBL  

26.1% FACW 

13.0% FACW 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

115

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

EWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag #F-5, Photo # 33NW

Cornus amomum

Typha angustifolia

Eutrochium maculatum

Symphyotrichum novi-belgii

Onoclea sensibilis
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-10 Silt Loam10YR 3/2

10-14 Clay Loam15%5/610YR10YR 4/2

14-16+ Clay Loam40%5/610YR10YR 5/2

F-1W

2

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

85%

60%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

G-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

15

0

0

0

0

5

10

0

0

0

5

35

5

25

5

10

5

25

0

0

0

Yes No

6100.0% FACW 

0.0%

60.0%

0.0%

100.0%
15

0.0%

33.3% FACW 

66.7% FACW 10 10
0.0% 100 200
0.0% 35 105

0 0
15 0 0

0.0%

145 3154.3% FACW 

2.17230.4% FACW 

4.3% OBL  

21.7% FACW 

4.3% FACW 

8.7% FAC  

4.3% OBL  

21.7% FAC  

0.0%

115

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # G-4, Photo # 36NE

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Salix sp.

Ulmus americana

Lysimachia nummularia

Eutrochium maculatum

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Aster sp.

Impatiens capensis

Lythrum salicaria

Aster sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-3 Silt Loam10YR 3/2

3-16+ Silt Loam5% D M5/210YR10YR 4/2

G-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

H-1W

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

10

0

0

0

0

10

20

0

0

0

35

15

15

15

45

2

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

5100.0% FACW 

0.0%

50.0%

0.0%

100.0%
10

0.0%

33.3% FACW 

66.7% FACW 0 0
0.0% 105 210
0.0% 60 180

2 8
30 0 0

0.0%

167 39827.6% FACW 

2.38311.8% FAC  

11.8% FACW 

11.8% FACW 

35.4% FAC  

1.6% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

127

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # H-3, Photo # 38-NE

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Cornus amomum

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Epilobium hirsutum

Toxicodendron radicans

Cornus amomum

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Fragaria virginiana

Aster sp.
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-8 Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 3/2

8-18+ Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 4/2

H-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

I-1U

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

85

15

25

20

25

10

5

0

0

0

10

10

5

5

5

10

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

550.0% FAC  

8.8% FACU 

814.7% FAC  

11.8% FAC  

62.5%
170

14.7% FACU 

66.7% FACU 

33.3% FACW 0 0
0.0% 5 10
0.0% 155 465

70 280
15 0 0

0.0%

230 75522.2% FAC  

3.28322.2% FAC  

11.1% FACU 

11.1% FAC  

11.1% FACU 

22.2% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

45

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFUDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # I-114, Photo # 49S

Tsuga canadensis

Acer rubrum

Carya cordiformis

Carya ovata

Betula alleghaniensis

Quercus rubra

Ulmus americana

Carya cordiformis

Acer rubrum

Prunus serotina

Dryopteris intermedia

Tilia americana

Acer saccharum
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-11 Sandy Loam10YR 4/3

11-18+ Sandy Loam10YR 5/6

I-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

I-1W

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

10

0

0

0

0

40

20

5

0

0

10

10

15

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

6100.0% FAC  

0.0%

60.0%

0.0%

100.0%
10

0.0%

61.5% FACW 

30.8% FACW 0 0
7.7% FACU 80 160
0.0% 30 90

5 20
65 0 0

0.0%

115 27025.0% FACW 

2.34825.0% FACW 

37.5% FAC  

12.5% FAC  

0.0% OBL  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

40

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Swale

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSWFluvaquents, frequently flooded

Flag # I-114, Photo # 47SE

Populus deltoides

Cornus amomum

Salix sp.

Tilia americana

Cornus amomum

Onoclea sensibilis

Toxicodendron radicans

Acer rubrum

Boehmeria cylindrica
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-10 Silty Clay Loam15%4/67.5YR10YR 3/2

10--16+ Silty Clay Loam15%4/67.5YR10YR 4/1

I-1W

3

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

85%

85%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

J-1W

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

35

25

0

0

0

65

15

5

10

2

2

5

2

2

0

0

Yes No

30.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

58.3% FACW 

41.7% FACW 7 7
0.0% 85 170
0.0% 72 216

4 16
60 0 0

0.0%

168 40960.2% FAC  

2.43513.9% FACW 

4.6% FAC  

9.3% FACW 

1.9% FACU 

1.9% FACU 

4.6% OBL  

1.9% OBL  

1.9% FAC  

108

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Ditch

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSW/DitchCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # J-3, Photo # 50S

Salix sp.

Cornus amomum

Poa sp.

Salix sp.

Viburnum dentatum

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Lonicera sp.

Fragaria virginiana

Lythrum salicaria

Galium palustre

Equisetum arvense

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-5 Silty Clay Loam5%4/410YR10YR 3/2

5-12+ Silty Clay Loam40%5/610YR10YR 5/2

J-1W

1

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

60%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

K-1U

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45

25

25

10

30

15

10

45

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

33.3%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 95 285

100 400
0 10 50

0.0%

205 73522.0% FACU 

3.58512.2% FAC  

12.2% FAC  

4.9% FACU 

14.6% FACU 

7.3% FACU 

4.9% UPL  

22.0% FAC  

0.0%

205

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSUCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # K-4, Photo # 51S

Solidago canadensis

Carex sp.

Aster sp.

Lonicera sp.

Fragaria virginiana

Achillea millefolium

Galium mollugo

Agrostis sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-4 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

4-18+ Sandy Loam10% C M5/610YR10YR 5/3

K-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

K-1W

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

15

0

0

0

0

45

0

0

0

0

70

30

40

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

5100.0% FACW 

0.0%

50.0%

0.0%

100.0%
15

0.0%

100.0% FACW 

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 170 340
0.0% 35 105

0 0
45 0 0

0.0%

205 44548.3% FACW 

2.17120.7% FAC  

27.6% FACW 

3.4% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

145

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSWCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag # K-4, Photo # 54N

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Cornus amomum

Impatiens capensis

Poa sp.

Epilobium hirsutum

Solanum dulcamara
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-11 Silty Clay Loam10YR 3/2

11-18+ Silt Loam10% C M4/410YR10YR 4/2

K-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

L-1U

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

55

45

25

30

5

10

15

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 15 30
0.0% 0 0

115 460
0 95 475

0.0%

225 96517.8% UPL  

4.28924.4% FACU 

20.0% UPL  

11.1% FACU 

13.3% FACU 

2.2% FACU 

4.4% UPL  

6.7% FACW 

0.0%

225

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFWilliamson silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Flag # L-13, Photo # 71S

Picris hieracioides

Solidago canadensis

Daucus carota

Fragaria virginiana

Melilotus alba

Taraxacum officinale

Galium mollugo

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-14 Silt Loam2% C M5/410YR10YR 4/3

14-22 Sandy Loam10YR 6/6

L-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

98%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

L-1W

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15

65

30

30

35

5

20

10

0

15

0

Yes No

50.0%

0.0%

50.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 65 65
0.0% 130 260
0.0% 20 60

10 40
0 0 0

0.0%

225 4257.1% FACW 

1.88931.0% FACW 

14.3% OBL  

14.3% FACW 

16.7% OBL  

2.4% FAC  

9.5% FACW 

4.8% FACU 

0.0%

210

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

15

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WMWilliamson silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Flag # L-13, Photo # 70NW

Epilobium hirsutum

Phragmites australis

Eutrochium maculatum

Eupatorium perfoliatum

Populus deltoides

Lythrum salicaria

Cornus amomum

Symphyotrichum ericoides

Vitis riparia

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 4/2

12-22 Fine Sandy Loam5% C M4/610YR10YR 5/6

L-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

L-2U

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

70

20

20

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

15

25

5

15

20

2

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

348.3% FAC  

13.8% FACU 

613.8% FACU 

10.3% FACU 

50.0%
145

13.8% FAC  

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 112 336

115 460
0 0 0

0.0%

227 79618.3% FACU 

3.50730.5% FACU 

6.1% FACU 

18.3% FACU 

24.4% FAC  

2.4% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

82

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFUWilliamson silt loam, rolling

Flag # L-304, Photo # 72NW

Acer rubrum

Acer saccharum

Tilia americana

Fraxinus americana

Betula alleghaniensis

Fagus grandifolia

Fraxinus americana

Prunus serotina

Tilia americana

Rhamnus cathartica

Toxicodendron radicans
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-2 Silt Loam10YR 3/3

2-18 Sandy Loam10YR 5/4

L-2USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

L-2W

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

85

5

0

0

0

5

0

0

0

0

10

40

15

60

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

494.4% FAC  

5.6% FACW 

40.0%

0.0%

100.0%
90

0.0%

100.0% FAC  

0.0% 60 60
0.0% 45 90
0.0% 102 306

15 60
5 0 0

0.0%

222 5167.9% FAC  

2.32431.5% FACW 

11.8% FACU 

47.2% OBL  

1.6% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

127

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFWWilliamson silt loam, rolling

Flag # L-318, Photo # 73NE

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Acer rubrum

Acer rubrum

Acer rubrum

Onoclea sensibilis

Fraxinus americana

Osmunda regalis

Urtica dioica
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-9 Silt Loam10YR 3/1

9-18 Sandy Loam10% D M5/110YR10YR 5/2

L-2WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

M-1U

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

85

15

15

10

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

0100.0% UPL  

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

0.0%
20

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0

95 380
0 70 350

0.0%

165 73058.6% FACU 

4.42410.3% UPL  

10.3% UPL  

6.9% FACU 

13.8% UPL  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

145

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFCollamer silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Flag #M-2, Photo # 78W

Pinus sylvestris

Solidago canadensis

Daucus carota

Galium mollugo

Taraxacum officinale

Picris hieracioides
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-14 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

14-18 Silt Loam5% C M5/610YR10YR 4/4

M-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95% Rocky below

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

M-1W

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

30

80

5

15

25

10

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

20.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 10 10
0.0% 115 230
0.0% 40 120

0 0
0 0 0

0.0%

165 36018.2% FACW 

2.18248.5% FACW 

3.0% FACW 

9.1% FAC  

15.2% FAC  

6.1% OBL  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

165

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WMCollamer silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Flag #M-2, Photo # 79NW

Cornus alba

Phragmites australis

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Viburnum dentatum

Galium palustre

Juncus tenuis
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-11 Sandy Loam2%4/410YR10YR 3/2

11-16+ Fine Sandy Loam20%5/410YR10YR 4/1

M-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

98%

80%

Little gravelly

With gravel

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

N-1U

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

85

30

15

15

10

15

10

5

10

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

50.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 95 285

40 160
0 60 300

0.0%

195 74543.6% FAC  

3.82115.4% UPL  

7.7% UPL  

7.7% FACU 

5.1% FACU 

7.7% FACU 

5.1% UPL  

2.6% UPL  

5.1% FAC  

195

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Photo # 67S

Carex sp.

Galium mollugo

Asclepias syriaca

Solidago canadensis

Trifolium pratense

Taraxacum officinale

Daucus carota

Picris hieracioides

Vicia sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-16 Silt Loam10YR 3/3

16-20 Sandy Loam25% C M5/310YR10YR 4/4

N-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

75%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

N-1W

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

100

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 100 200
0.0% 0 0

0 0
0 0 0

0.0%

100 200100.0% FACW 

2.0000.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WMCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Photo # 66NW

Phragmites australis

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-11 Silt Loam5% C M4/610YR10YR 3/2

11-18 Sandy Loam5% C M5/610YR10YR 5/4

N-1WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

N-2U

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

20

0

0

0

0

90

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

100.0% UPL  

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0

110 440
20 20 100

0.0%

130 54081.8% FACU 

4.15418.2% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

110

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Hillside

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # N-211, Photo # 69S

Pinus sylvestris

Rubus allegheniensis

Solidago canadensis

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-16 Sandy Loam10YR 4/3

16-20 Sandy Loam10YR 5/6

N-2USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

N-2W

28-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

45

10

0

0

0

35

10

65

2

85

0

0

0

0

15

0

Yes No

40.0%

0.0%

40.0%

0.0%

100.0%
0

0.0%

81.8% FACW 

18.2% FAC  2 2
0.0% 90 180
0.0% 175 525

0 0
55 0 0

0.0%

267 70717.8% FACW 

2.6485.1% FACW 

33.0% FAC  

1.0% OBL  

43.1% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

197

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

15

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSWDunkirk silt loam, rolling

Flag # N-211, Photo # 68SW

Cornus amomum

Rhamnus cathartica

Cornus amomum

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Aster sp.

Lythrum salicaria

Carex sp.

Vitis riparia

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam5% C M4/410YR10YR 3/1

12-18 Sandy Loam10% C M5/610YR10YR 5/4

N-2WSoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

O-1U

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

20

0

0

0

0

15

10

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

100.0% UPL  

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0

95 380
20 30 150

0.0%

125 53014.3% FACU 

4.2409.5% UPL  

76.2% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

105

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFNiagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes

Flag # O-1, Photo # 85SW

Rhus typhina

Lonicera sp.

Verbascum thapsus

Solidago canadensis

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-13 Silt Loam10YR 3/3

13-20 Sandy Loam10YR 5/6

O-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

O-1W

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

80

30

65

5

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

3100.0% FACW 

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%
15

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 30 30
0.0% 105 210
0.0% 65 195

0 0
0 0 0

0.0%

200 43543.2% FACW 

2.17516.2% OBL  

35.1% FAC  

2.7% FACW 

2.7% FACW 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

185

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

WMNiagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes

Flag # O-1, Photo # 84N

Acer saccharinum

Phragmites australis

Typha latifolia

Aster sp.

Acer saccharinum

Lysimachia nummularia
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-7 Sandy Loam5% C M4/67.5YR10YR 3/2

7-15 Sandy Loam5% D M4/410YR10YR 4/2

15-18+ Sandy Loam40%4/410YR10YR 5/2

O-1W

4

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

95%

60%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

P-1U

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

25

0

0

0

0

10

85

15

40

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

33.3%
0

0.0%

100.0% UPL  

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 25 50
0.0% 40 120

85 340
25 25 125

0.0%

175 6356.7% FACW 

3.62956.7% FACU 

10.0% FACW 

26.7% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

150

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFNiagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes

Flag # P-3, Photo # 87SW

Rhus typhina

Symphyotrichum novae-angliae

Solidago canadensis

Cornus alba

Poa sp.
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silty Clay Loam5% C M5/610YR10YR 4/3

12-18 Fine Sandy Loam5% C M5/610YR10YR 4/4

P-1USoil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

95%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

P-1W

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

50

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

0

0

95

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

3100.0% FACW 

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%
50

0.0%

100.0% FACW 

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 155 310
0.0% 0 0

5 20
10 0 0

0.0%

160 33095.0% FACW 

2.0635.0% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFWNiagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes

Flag # P-3, Photo # 86S

Acer saccharinum

Cornus amomum

Phragmites australis

Tussilago farfara

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam2% C M4/410YR10YR 3/1

12-20 Sandy Loam10YR 5/6

P-1W

1

Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

98%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

UP-1

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

45

30

0

0

0

70

5

5

30

20

5

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

20.0%

0.0%

40.0%

0.0%

50.0%
0

0.0%

60.0% FACU 

40.0% FAC  0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 120 360

80 320
75 10 50

0.0%

210 73051.9% FAC  

3.4763.7% UPL  

3.7% UPL  

22.2% FACU 

14.8% FAC  

3.7% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

135

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

SSUCollamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

Flag #F-5, Photo # 31NW

Fraxinus americana

Rhamnus cathartica

Poa sp.

Galium mollugo

Asclepias syriaca

Solidago canadensis

Achillea millefolium

Aster sp.
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-12 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

UP-1Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100% Rocky below

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

UP-2

27-Sep-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

5

35

5

60

10

15

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 10 20
0.0% 0 0

90 360
0 35 175

0.0%

135 5553.7% FACU 

4.1113.7% FACU 

25.9% UPL  

3.7% FACU 

44.4% FACU 

7.4% FACW 

11.1% FACU 

0.0%

0.0%

135

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFOntario gravelly loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

 Photo # 37SW

Fragaria virginiana

Oxalis stricta

Daucus carota

Achillea millefolium

Dichanthelium clandestinum

Ambrosia artemisiifolia

Picris sp.

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-18 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

18-22+ Silt Loam5% C M5/410YR10YR 4/4

UP-2Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

95%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

UP-3

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

60

40

0

0

0

15

25

0

0

0

35

25

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

360.0% FACU 

40.0% FACU 

70.0%

0.0%

42.9%
100

0.0%

37.5% FAC  

62.5% FAC  0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 55 165

160 640
40 0 0

0.0%

215 80546.7% FACU 

3.74433.3% FACU 

20.0% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

75

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

DFUOntario loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes

 Photos # 88N, 89S

Malus sp.

Prunus serotina

Rhamnus cathartica

Carya cordiformis

Solidago canadensis

Lonicera sp.

Toxicodendron radicans

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-11 Silt Loam10YR 4/3

11-18 Fine Sandy Loam10YR 4/4

UP-3Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

100%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



        WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Northcentral and Northeast Region

UP-4

01-Oct-12

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

55

5

15

20

35

65

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

10.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

50.0%
0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% 0 0
0.0% 0 0
0.0% 70 210

50 200
0 75 375

0.0%

195 78528.2% UPL  

4.0262.6% FAC  

7.7% FACU 

10.3% UPL  

17.9% FACU 

33.3% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

195

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Northcentral and Northeast Region

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

= Total Cover

Indicator
Status

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION -
Dominance Test worksheet:

City/County:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

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

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sampling Date:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Herb Stratum

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

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

1.
2.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Are Vegetation

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

       Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Cover Type:

Remarks:

Tree Stratum

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS

Absolute
% Cover

Are Vegetation significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

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

Dominance Test is > 50%

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, et

, Soil

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use scientific names of plants.

(Plot size: 30' Radius )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 5' Radius )

(Plot size: 15' Radius )

IDA-2033A/OCIDA-Sewer/Road Improvements

B. Workman, A. Robedee Flat

Clay/Onondaga

NY

OFNiagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes

 Photos # 90N, 91S

Centaurea maculosa

Vicia sp.

Taraxacum officinale

Galium mollugo

Carex sp.

Plantago major
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

= Total Cover

= Total Cover

= Total Cover



0-14 Silty Clay Loam10YR 3/3

14-18 Clay Loam5% C M6/110YR10YR 5/6

Clay Loam5% D M4/310YR

UP-4Soil Sampling Point:

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

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist) % Loc² Texture RemarksType%

100%

90%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Hydric Soil Present?

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

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3) (except in MLRA 143)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6) (Drop in LRR R?

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydrology

Remarks:

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)Marl Deposits (B15)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, S)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

1

1

3

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Dark Surface (S7) (MLRA 149B of LRR S)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, S)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, S) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4

3

Redox FeaturesMatrix



 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C – JD Information 
 



CHECKLIST OF INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH REQUESTS FOR JURISDICTIONAL 
DETERMINATIONS (JD) 

 
1. Name (including POC if a corporation or other entity), complete mailing addresses and phone 

numbers of the following: 
 
 Current Property Owner: 

Name:   

Address:  

Phone Number:  
 
 Applicant (Project Sponsor): 

Name:   

Address:  

Phone Number:  
 
 Wetland Consultant: 

Name:  Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.. 

Address: 23 County Route 6, Suite A, Phoenix, New York 13135 

Phone Number: 315-695-7228 
 
2. 8½ x 11 Location Map (see Figure 8) showing: 

 UTM Grid Coordinates       
 Stream order and location       
 Head and discharge coordinates of each stream       
 Stream identification (TNWs, perennial RPWs, seasonal RPWs, or non-RPWs)       

 
3. Cover letter (included in report or to be provided) describing the purpose of the request, a 

general description of the proposed project, the size (acres) of the parcel, and the size of the limits 
of the project site or review area (if smaller than the parcel). 

 
4. Delineation report, including the following supporting information:       
 

 Description of any current and/or historic land uses on the site (see Section 4.1 Site 
Description) 

 
 DEC Wetlands Maps, NWI Maps, Soil Survey Maps (see Figures 2, 3, and 4, respectively) 

 
 Watershed size, drainage area size (see Figure 8) 

 
 Discussion of whether tributaries (streams) on the site are TNWs, perennial RPWs, seasonal 

RPWs, or non-RPWs (see Figures 8 and 9) 
 

 Waters of the U.S. – indicate presence of waters of U.S. in review area (check all that apply): 
  TNWs, including territorial seas 
  Wetlands adjacent to TNWs 
  Relatively permanent waters (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
  Non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
  Wetlands directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
  Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or 

indirectly into TNWs 
 

Server:/TES/TESFORMS/JD-CHECKLIST/JD-Checklist-TES.doc 



CHECKLIST OF INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH REQUESTS FOR JURISDICTIONAL 
DETERMINATIONS (JD) 

 
  Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
  Impoundments of jurisdictional waters 
  Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isolated wetlands 
 

 If wetland on the site either abuts or is adjacent to a tributary, identify which tributary and 
discuss below: 

 

Explanation:  
Wetlands A, B, D, I and J are associated with tributaries of Mud Creek.  
Wetlands L and N are associated with Shaver Creek. .   

 
 If connection to a TNW, explain connection below: 

 

Explanation:  
RPW’s on the site have a surface water connection to the Oneida River, a 
TNW. 

 
 Project wetlands are 0.5-3 aerial (straight) miles and 0.5-3 river miles from TNW. 
 Project waters are 0.5-3 aerial (straight) miles and 0.5-3 river miles from TNW. 

 
 Description of tributary substrate composition (e.g. silts, sands, gravel, etc.) (see Section 4.3 

Wetlands/Water Resources Descriptions) 
 

 Justification for proposed “isolated” (SWANCC) or non-jurisdictional determinations on any 
wetlands or streams N/A 

 
 Description of vegetative cover types on the site (see Section 4.2 Site Ecology and 

Section 4.3 Wetlands/Water Resources) 
 

 Wetland Delineation Forms for each cover type (see Appendix B, Field Data 
Sheets) 

 
 Color photographs of all representative areas of the site (see Appendix A, 

Photographs) 
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Additional Air Emission Estimates  

White Pine Commerce Park 

Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

 

The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) is proposing to develop a 

modern industrial park at its existing 339.26 acre White Pine Commerce Park property, located in 

the Town of Clay, New York. Pursuant to the NY State Environmental Quality Review Act 

(SEQRA), the OCIDA prepared a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) in 2012 for 

the proposed park, formerly referred to as the Clay Business Park.  

 

The OCIDA has determined that additional air quality information may facilitate development 

decisions at the Park. The information below is provided in additional to information contained in 

the Draft GEIS issued in September 2012.  

 

Several industry sectors have been identified as potential uses of the Park. The following list is 

not exhaustive and should not be interpreted as prohibiting any other potential uses or industries. 

This list is based on OCIDA knowledge of industry sectors showing interest in locating in the 

Upstate New York Region. These potential uses include: 

 

 Manufacturing 

o Packaging 

o Solar 

(Thermal/Photovoltaic) 

o Electronics  

(Sensors and Controls) 

o Plastic and Metal 

Components 

o Biofuels 

 

 Office Services 

 

 Data Management 

o Data Centers 

 Food Processing 

o Fruits & Vegetables 

o Sauces 

o Fish & Meat 

o Dry Goods 

o Alcohol & Spirits 

 

 Electricity Generation  

(On-Site Use or Back-up) 

o Natural-gas fired turbines  

 

Emission estimates are based on industry profiles prepared by the U.S Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA), New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and 

other state environmental agencies and industry groups. Emissions are also based on actual 

industrial source information. 

 

As discussed in the Draft GEIS (Chapter 1) up to 2.5 million square feet of development space 

may be constructed at the White Pine Commerce Park. The full build-out scenario that follows 

could reasonably be expected to occur given the existing physical conditions of the site. The 

scenario includes: 

 

 A combined total of approximately 1.5 million square feet (SF) of manufacturing/assembly 

space 



 

2 

 

 Approximately 210,000 SF of laboratory, research and development (R&D) space 

 Approximately 235,000 SF of logistics, warehousing, and/or shipping & receiving space 

 Approximately 50,000 SF of office and administration space 

 Approximately 175,000 SF of outdoor utility space, maintenance areas and service/storage 

yards 

 Approximately 34,000 SF of on-site energy generation or electrical substation space 

 Approximately 12,500 SF for wastewater treatment systems or pump stations 

 

Significant sources of stationary air emissions are not expected from many of the possible uses at 

the Park. However, some manufacturing processes, R&D, and energy generation required for 

some operations could be sources of emissions. The estimated total emissions from potential 

industrial tenants at the proposed White Pine Commerce Park considered in the analysis are 

presented below and in the accompanying calculations. 

 

Pollutant 
Estimated Emissions 

(tons/year) 

NYSDEC Major Source 

Threshold (tons/year) 

US EPA “Presumed 

to Conform” 

Threshold (tons/year) 

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 48.49 100 100 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 46.17 100 100 

Particulates (PM) 27.22 100 100 

Volatile organic 

compounds (VOC) 
48.88 50 50 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.93 100 100 

 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 93, Subpart B, a conformity determination is not required to be completed for 

the proposed Park based on current assumptions about future uses. The estimated emissions are 

“presumed to conform” with the State Implementation Plan (US EPA Thresholds) and are not 

anticipated to cause or contribute to any violation of air quality standards (as discussed in the 

DGEIS).  

 

The estimated emissions from the possible mix of industries that may locate at the Park are also 

below the NYSDEC Major Source (Title V) permit thresholds. It is important to note that these 

limits would apply individually to each facility at the Park.  

 
 



Proposed White Pine Commerce Park

NYS Route 31, Town of Clay, NY

Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement

 Air Emission Calculations

Manufacturing Uses

Packaging

3 tpy VOC

5 tpy PM

Solar

10 tpy PM

2 tpy VOC

Electronics

5 tpy VOC

Plastic and Metal Components

5 tpy VOC

5 tpy PM

Emission Estimates

For the purposes of this estimate, it is assumed that plastic components would be manufactured at the 

facility from raw materials. Metal components would be formed from intermediate products (e.g. bars, 

wires, conduits) and not forged at the facility. Processes such as brazing, welding, heat-treatment, and 

surface coating may be utilized.

As discussed above, emissions from plastics manufacturing are estimated at 5 tons per year of VOC and 5 

tons per year of particulate emissions. Emissions from metal component manufacturing are estimated to be 

similar. While VOC emissions would not result from forming and shaping of metal products, VOCs would be 

emitted from surface coating operations. Particulate emissions would result from welding, cutting, grinding, 

and similar operations. 

For the purposes of this estimate it is assumed that process heating for plastic and metal component 

manufacturing would not be required.

Packaging manufacturing is assumed to consist of bioplastic production. These processes are increasing in 

use and similar to conventional plastics manufacturing, but use feedstocks from renewable sources. VOC 

emissions result from the materials and processes used in plastics production. Particulate emissions may 

also be emitted, depending on the material produced. 

AP-42 , Section 6.6, contains emission factors for several types of plastics manufacturing. Based on these 

factors, emissions from packaging manufacturing are estimated at 3 tons per year of VOC and 5 tons per 

year of particulate emissions.

Several different types of solar panels are currently being manufactured. For the purposes of this estimate, it 

is assumed that panels would be manufactured using the cadmium-telluride process.

Based on a review of existing facility permits, particulate emissions are estimated at 10 tons per year. VOC 

emissions are estimated at 2 tons per year.

For the purposes of this estimate, it is assumed that electronics manufacturing would consist largely of 

assembly processes using components manufactured elsewhere. As a result, emissions would be generated 

mainly from parts cleaning and similar processes. These processes typically use low evaporation solvents to 

reduce emissions. VOC emissions from electronics manufacturing are estimated at 5 tons per year.

The following calculations are based on actual emission estimates from several industrial sources and actual 

manufacturing facility emissions. Because there are no data regarding the specific products to be 

manufactured, industrial processes to be used, or potential throughputs at the White Pine Commerce Park, 

these calculations also used emission factors and guidance from US EPA's AP-42, Compilation of Air 

Pollutant Emission Factors .



Biofuels

Biofuel production is expected to be biodiesel or bioethanol. 

10 tpy VOC

Estimated natural gas use: 172 MMSCF/yr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMSCF)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 8.59 171.7647 MMSCF

Carbon monoxide (CO) 84 7.21

Particulates 7.6 0.65

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 5.5 0.47

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.6 0.05

Food Production

Fruits/Vegetables/Sauces

10 tpy VOC

Estimated natural gas use: 172 MMSCF/yr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMSCF)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 8.59 171.7647 MMSCF

Carbon monoxide (CO) 84 7.21

Particulates 7.6 0.65

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 5.5 0.47

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.6 0.05

Fish/Meat

Bioethanol is produced by fermentation of cellulose-containing plant material. Prior to fermentation, the 

material must be treated to release the cellulose for use in the fermentation process. It is assumed that a 

low temperature and low pressure process, such as concentrated acid hydrolysis, would be used for 

pretreatment. Emissions from bioethanol production are estimated at 10 tons per year of VOC.

It is likely that a biofuel production facility would require process heating. It is assumed that this heat would 

be generated via a 20 MMBTU/hr natural gas-fired boiler. Emissions from the use of this boiler on a 

continuous basis, based on AP-42 , Section 1.4, are as follows:

VOC is released during the processing and canning of fruits, vegetables and sauces. Emission factors for food 

production were not available, but estimated from an existing food production facility in Montgomery 

County NY. Emissions are estimated at 10 tons per year of VOC.

It is likely that a fruit/vegetable/sauce production facility would require process heating. It is assumed that 

this heat would be generated via a 20 MMBTU/hr natural gas-fired boiler. Emissions from the use of this 

boiler on a continuous basis, based on AP-42 , Section 1.4, are as follows:

For the purposes of this estimate, biodiesel production is assumed to use vegetable oils. These oils typically 

have high boiling point and low vapor pressures, and processing is typically performed at temperatures 

below 200 degF. As a result, only small amounts of VOC are released during processing. Reclamation of 

methanol used in the process may generate moderate amounts of VOC. 

Emission factors for biodiesel production were not available. Based on consultant experience with chemical 

manufacturing operations, emissions from biodiesel production are estimated at 10 tons per year of VOC.



Estimated natural gas use: 43 MMSCF/yr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMSCF)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 2.15 42.94118 MMSCF

Carbon monoxide (CO) 84 1.80

Particulates 7.6 0.16

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 5.5 0.12

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.6 0.01

Dry Goods

2 tpy PM

Estimated natural gas use: 43 MMSCF/yr

It is assumed that fish/meat production would consist of processed foods. No significant emissions are 

expected from these processes. However it is likely that process heating would be required. It is assumed 

that it would be generated via a 5 MMBTU/hr natural gas-fired boiler. Emissions from the use of this boiler 

on a continuous basis, based on AP-42 , Section 1.4, are as follows:

Particulate emissions are released during the processing of dried goods. Emission factors for dry good 

production were not available, but estimated from information on existing production facility emissions. 

Emissions are estimated at 2 tons per year of particulates.

Dry goods production is not expected to require significant amounts of process heating. If heating is 

required, it is assumed that it would be generated via a 5 MMBTU/hr natural gas-fired boiler. Emissions from 

the use of this boiler on a continuous basis, based on AP-42 , Section 1.4, are as follows:



Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMSCF)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 2.15 42.94118 MMSCF

Carbon monoxide (CO) 84 1.80

Particulates 7.6 0.16

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 5.5 0.12

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.6 0.01

Alcohol and Spirits

2 tpy PM

5 tpy VOC

Estimated natural gas use: 43 MMSCF/yr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMSCF)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 2.15 42.94118 MMSCF

Carbon monoxide (CO) 84 1.80

Particulates 7.6 0.16

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 5.5 0.12

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.6 0.01

Data Centers

Estimated annual use: 485 MW-hr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MW-hr)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 14.11 3.42 485 MW-hr

Carbon monoxide (CO) 7.72 0.17

Particulates 0.44 0.01

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 3.37 0.07

Generators are typically tested at low load levels (10%) on a weekly basis for one half-hour. Approximately 

65 MW-hr per year would result from testing operations. For the purposes of this estimate, it is assumed 

that full backup power (80% load) would be required for 30 hours per year, or 420 MW-hr per year.

The estimated emissions are based on the EPA emission standards for large emergency generators and AP-

42 , Section 3.4.

VOC emissions are released during fermentation and distillation steps of alcohol production. AP-42 , Section 

9.12.3, provides some limited emission factors for fermentation. Based on these factors, emissions from 

fermentation are estimated at 3 tons per year of VOC. Based on actual distillation operations, emissions are 

estimated at 2 tons per year of VOC. It is also expected that material handling operations would generate 

particulate emissions of 2 tons per year.

It is likely that alcohol and spirits production would require process heating. It is assumed that it would be 

generated via a 5 MMBTU/hr natural gas-fired boiler. Emissions from the use of this boiler on a continuous 

basis, based on AP-42 , Section 1.4, are as follows:

During normal operation, no emissions would be expected from a data center located at the Park. In order 

to maintain services during periods of electrical service interruption, any data center would include several 

emergency generators. These generators would meet the latest EPA standards for non-road engines. A total 

generator capacity of 25,000 kWe is estimated for data centers. Not all of this capacity would be used at one 

time, as several generators would serve as backups to other generators. As a result, the effective capacity of 

the generators would be approximately 17,500 kWe.



Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 2.75 0.06

On-Site Electricity Generation

Estimated natural gas use: 428,977 MMBTU/yr

Pollutant

Emission Factor

(lb/MMBTU)

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 0.1 21.45 428977.2 MMBTU

Carbon monoxide (CO) 0.122 26.17

Particulates 0.0066 1.42

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 0.035 7.51

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.0034 0.73

Air Emission Totals

Pollutant

Emissions

(tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 48.49

Carbon monoxide (CO) 46.17

Particulates 27.22

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 48.88

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.93

The Park may utilize on-site electricity generation. It is assumed that electricity would be generated using 

natural gas-fired turbines. The estimated emissions below are based on a 3.5 megawatt turbine operating on 

a continuous basis. The estimates for NOx, VOC and CO are based on manufacturer's specifications for a 

representative turbine. Estimates for other pollutants are based on AP-42, Section 3.1.



Air Quality Assessment Information Sources: 

http://www.srsbiodiesel.com/Degumming.aspx 

        http://www.jatrophaworld.org/makingbiodiesel_56.html 

       http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Biodiesel_production  

       http://www.hort.purdue.edu/newcrop/ncnu02/v5-017.html  

       

             BeechNut/Hero emission estimate (food) 

        St. Gobain emissions (plastics) 

          Avantor Distillation emissions (methanol recovery & alcohol distillation) 

     St. Joseph Hospital emissions (turbine) 

         

             plastics: AP-42 indicates relatively low emissions.. ~2.5 tons per 1 million pounds for polystyrene,  

~2 tons for PETE 

  

             alcohol/spirits: used 1,000,000-2,000,000 gal/yr, 10% yield (grain to finished product) 

    

             

             http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/docs/A-Revised-Final-Tier2-Risk-Analysis 

_Vantage_11-28-2012.pdf 

generator sizing & primary/backup ratio 

         

             http://wwwapp.epa.ohio.gov/dapc/permits_issued/524143.pdf 

      First solar permit from Ohio. 

     

             some info on generators req'd for data centers 

        http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html  

      

              

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Biodiesel_production
http://www.hort.purdue.edu/newcrop/ncnu02/v5-017.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/docs/A-Revised-Final-Tier2-Risk-Analysis
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html


 

 
 
 
 
September 16, 2013 
 
Ms. Robyn Niver, Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, New York 13045 
 
Re: Indiana Bat Habitat Assessment and Proposed Conservation Measures for the 
 OCIDA White Pine Commerce Park and Sanitary Sewer Line in the Town of Clay, 
 Onondaga County, New York 
 TES File No. 2033B 
 
Dear Robyn: 
 
 Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. (TES) performed an Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) 
summer roost assessment on two areas in Onondaga County, New York.  These assessments were 
conducted at the proposed White Pine Commerce Park site in the Town of Clay and on a proposed 
sanitary sewer line route also in the Town of Clay. 
 
 The proposed White Pine Commerce Park site is located north of NYS Route 31 and east of 
Caughdenoy Road (Figure 1).  The proposed sanitary sewer line is located between the Oak Orchard 
Waste Water Treatment Plant and the White Pine Commerce Park site (Figure 2).   
 
 The Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA) White Pine Commerce Park 
site was reviewed on June 18, 2013, for potential roost trees.  Seventeen (17) sample plots were examined 
at the site.  The habitat assessment along the sewer line was performed on June 14, 2013.  Sixteen (16) 
plots were examined along the sewer line.  The data compiled from the assessment areas have been put 
into Tables 1 and 2 and are attached to this letter report.  Figures and photographs are also attached at the 
end of this report. 
 
 Based on previous information that TES received from Mr. Carl Herzog, Biologist with the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), there are two known summer roost 
sites approximately 4.5 to 5.3 miles southwest of the proposed White Pine Commerce Park site and 
approximately 2.5 and 4 miles southwest of the proposed sanitary sewer line route. 
 
 The proposed White Pine Commerce Park site was dominated by green and white ash and red 
maple trees (Table 1).  These trees were found to range from approximately 35 to 90 feet tall and had 
diameters at breast height (dbh) between 6.5 to 20.0 inches (Table 1).  However, four sample plots (2, 3, 
5, 15, and 16) within the site did include shagbark hickory and American elm with exfoliating bark 
(Table  1 and Figure 3). 
 
 TES mapped wooded land within the proposed White Pine Commerce Park site using recent 
aerial photography (Figure 3).  The total acreage within the site is approximately 339 acres.  Of this there 
is approximately 147 acres of wooded land within the site.  The total wooded area to be cleared is only 
22.5 acres (15.3%) of the wooded land within the site.  This is a minor impact to forested lands on and in 
the vicinity of the project.  However, in order to prevent any potential chance of a direct “take” of an 
Indiana bat at the site, OCIDA proposes to cut all wooded sections between October 31 to March 31 [to 
be consistent with United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) guidelines]. 
 



Ms. Robyn Niver 
September 16, 2013 
Page 2 
 
 
 Overall, the dominant trees within the sanitary sewer line route included green ash and American 
elm.  These trees were found to range from approximately 25 to 70 feet tall and had diameters at breast 
height (dbh) between 3.0 to 18.0 inches (Table 2).  With the exclusion of two sample plots, no trees with 
exfoliating bark and/or crevices were found on either living or dead trees (Table 2).  Sample plots 1 and 5 
contained trees with either peeling bark or holes; however, these trees were located along the edge of the 
sewer line route (Table 2 and Figures 4-1 through 4-6).   
 
 TES mapped wooded land within the sanitary sewer line route using aerial photography (Figures 
4-1 through 4-6).  The total acreage within the proposed sanitary sewer route is 46.96 acres (Figure 6).  Of 
this there is approximately 15.49 acres of wooded land within the proposed route (Figure 6).  The total 
wooded area to be cleared is only 8.26% of the proposed sewer line route (Figure 6).  This is a minor 
impact to forested lands on and in the vicinity of the sewer line project.  However, in order to prevent any 
potential chance of a direct “take” of an Indiana bat at the proposed sanitary sewer route, OCIDA 
proposes to cut all wooded sections between October 31 to March 31 (to be consistent with USFWS 
guidelines).  No disturbance to wetlands (including forested wetlands) will occur, since directional boring 
is being proposed in those areas. 
 
 A substantial area of wooded land will remain on the White Pine Commerce Park site.  
Approximately 124.5 acres (+/- 84.7%) of wooded uplands and wetlands will remain, much of which is 
located north of an existing New York Power Authority transmission line corridor (Figure 5).   
 
 OCIDA proposes no use of chemicals (e.g. colorants, copper sulfate) in and around stormwater 
management ponds.  OCIDA will also install orange fencing to mark the limits of clearing. 
 
 In closing, we do not believe that the development of the proposed White Pine Commerce Park 
and the sanitary sewer line is a significant impact to Indiana bat.  OCIDA proposes to follow USFWS 
guidelines during and after construction.  OCIDA has modified their plans to minimize impacts to 
wetland and wooded areas at the site to the maximum extent practicable, while still remaining a viable 
project. 
 
 I trust this information is suitable for your project review needs.  If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALISTS, INC. 
 
 
Donald L. Coogan, Jr. 
Vice President 
 
DLC/dmm 
Enclosures 
 
cc: Ms. Mary Beth Primo – OCIDA 
 Mr. Walter Kalina – CHA 
 Mr. John Klucsik Esq. 



Table 1.  Plot Data for the OCIDA White Pine Commerce Park Site 
 

Plot 
No. 

Figure 
No. 

Photo 
No. 

Cover Type Dominant Tree Species 
Height 

Averages (feet) 
DBH Ranges 

(inches) 
Comments 

Plot 1 3 1 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus americana, 

Prunus serotina 60 

F. americana 
6.5-6.8 

P. serotina 12.7-
29.2 

- 

Plot 2 3 2 
Scrub-Shrub 

Upland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Ulmus americana, Carya 

ovata  

F. 
pennsylvanica 

60 
U. americana 

70 
C. ovata.70 

F. pennsylvanica 
12.5 

U. americana 
11.0 

C. ovata.20.0 

most trees were 
on the edge of the 

plot.  Ulmus 
americana and 

Carya ovata had 
exfoliating bark.  

Plot 3 3 3 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Carya ovata, Carya 
cordiformis, Fraxinus 

americana, Prunus 
serotina 

C. ovata 80 
C. cordiformis 

80 
F. americana 

65 
P. serotina 65 

C. ovata 5.0-25.5 
C. cordiformis 

8.1-24.8 
F. americana 

10.5 
P. serotina 10.5 

some Carya ovata 
have exfoliating 

bark 

Plot 4 3 4 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Carya ovata, Carya 
cordiformis, Acer 

rubrum. Prunus serotina 

C. ovata 70 
C. cordiformis 

70 
A. rubrum 80 
P. serotina 80 

C. ovata 9.3 
C. cordiformis 

7.5 
A. rubrum 7.3-

20.2 
P. serotina 14.4 

trees did not have 
exfoliating bark 

Plot 5 3 5 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Carya ovata, Acer 

rubrum.  60-90 
C. ovata 5.0-12.7 
A. rubrum 10.5 

many trees with 
exfoliating bark 
over 12’’ dbh 

Plot 6 3 6 
Mixed Forest 

Upland 

Tsuga canadensis, Fagus 
grandifolia, Betula 

alleghaniensis 

T. canadensis 
60 

F. grandifolia 
70 
B. 

alleghaniensis 
70 

T. canadensis 
12.5-13.7 

F. grandifolia 
12.3 

B. alleghaniensis 
9.9-14.2 

- 

Plot 7 3 7 
Mixed Forest 

Upland 

Carya cordiformis, 
Liriodendron tulipifera, 

Acer saccharinum, 
Betula alleghaniensis, 

Fagus grandifolia, 
Tsuga canadensis 

C. 
cordiformis80 
L. tulipifera 80 
A. saccharinum 

60 
B. 

alleghaniensis 
50 

F. grandifolia 
40 

T. canadensis 
50  

C. cordiformis 
16.5 

L. tulipifera 15.2 
A. saccharinum 

7.8 
B. alleghaniensis 

6.0 
F. grandifolia 

6.5 
T. canadensis 8.5 

- 

Plot 8 3 8 
Mixed Forest 

Upland 

Tsuga canadensis, Fagus 
grandifolia, Acer 

saccharinum 

T. canadensis 
60 

F. grandifolia 
70 

A. saccharinum 
70 

T. canadensis 
10.3-13.1 

F. grandifolia 
7.5-10.7 

A. saccharinum 
4.6 

- 

 



Table 1.  (cont.) 
 

Plot 
No. 

Figure 
No. 

Photo 
No. 

Cover Type 
Dominant Tree 

Species 
Height Averages 

(feet) 
DBH Ranges 

(inches) 
Comments 

Plot 9 3 9 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Liriodendron 
tulipifera, Acer 

rubrum, Fraxinus 
americana  

L. tulipifera 80 
A. rubrum 65 

F. americana 65 

L. tulipifera 10.0-
13.5 

A. rubrum 6.0-
11.4 

F. americana 6.0 

- 

Plot 10 3 10 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Liriodendron 
tulipifera, Acer 

rubrum, Fraxinus 
americana  

L. tulipifera 70 
A. rubrum 65 

F. americana 65 

L. tulipifera 8.5-
10.7 

A. rubrum 7.4-
14.0 

F. americana 9.5 

- 

Plot 11 3 11-12 
Mixed Forest 

Upland 

Picea abies, Acer 
rubrum, Fraxinus 

americana  
70 

P. abies 6.9-19.7 
A. rubrum 8.0-

20.0 
F. americana 10.0 

- 

Plot 12 3 13 
Scrub-Shrub 

Upland 
Fraxinus 

pennsylvanica 35  10.0 - 

Plot 13 3 14 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Fraxinus americana, 
Acer rubrum, Populus 

tremuloides, Ulmus 
americana 

F. americana 60 
A. rubrum 60 

P. tremuloides 70 
U. americana 60 

F. americana 7.3-
9.7 

A. rubrum 8.0-8.8 
P. tremuloides 

11.2-13.6 
U. americana 5.0 

- 

Plot 14 3 15 
Deciduous 

Forest Wetland 

Acer saccharinum, 
Tsuga canadensis, 
Carya cordiformis, 

Tilia americana  

A. saccharinum 75 
T. canadensis 55 
C. cordiformis 90 
T. americana 75 

A. saccharinum 
10.0-16.7 

T. canadensis 7.0-
11.0 

C. cordiformis 
12.4-14.5 

T. americana 10.2 

- 

Plot 15 3 16 
Deciduous 

Forest Wetland 

Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica, Acer 

rubrum, Ulmus 
americana 

70-80 

F. pennsylvanica 
6.0-17.0 

A. rubrum 13.0-
16.0 

U. americana 
12.5 

Ulmus 
americana dead 
with exfoliating 
bark within plot 

Plot 16 3 17 
Deciduous 

Forest Wetland 

Carya ovata, Acer 
rubrum, Fraxinus 

pennsylvanica, Ulmus 
americana 

C. ovata 80 
A. rubrum 85 

F. pennsylvanica 
80 

U. americana 65 

C. ovata 6.0-14.0 
A. rubrum 11.5-

18.0 
F. pennsylvanica 

9.5 
U. americana 5.0 

Carya ovata 
found 

throughout plot 
with exfoliating 

bark 

Plot 17 3 18 
Deciduous 

Forest Wetland 
Acer rubrum, Fraxinus 

pennsylvanica 
A. rubrum 80 

F. pennsylvanica 70 

A. rubrum  
4.5-20.0 

F. pennsylvanica 
9.0 

- 

 



Table 2.  Plot Data for the OCIDA Sewer Line Right-of-Way 
 

Plot 
No. 

Figure 
No. 

Photo 
No. 

Cover Type Dominant Tree Species 
Height 

Averages (feet) 
DBH Ranges 

(inches) 
Comments 

Plot 1 4-1 19 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Ulmus americana 40-50 6.6-14.5 

most trees were 
on the edge of the 
plot.  One Ulmus 
americana was 

dead with peeling 
bark at the top 

Plot 2 4-1 20 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Acer negundo  40-50 

F. pennsylvanica 
4.4-5.1 

A. negundo 8.0-
12.4 

- 

Plot 3 4-1 21 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Ulmus americana 60-70 
F. pennsylvanica 

6.5-11.6 
U. americana 3.5 

- 

Plot 4 4-1 22 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Acer rubrum, Salix sp., 
Robinia pseudoacacia  

F. 
pennsylvanica 

50 
A. rubrum 80 
Salix sp.50 

R. 
pseudoacacia 

50 

F. pennsylvanica 
10.0-14.0 

A. rubrum 16.0 
Salix sp. 
13.2-13.5 

R. pseudoacacia 
14.0 

- 

Plot 5 4-2 23 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Acer rubrum, Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica, Acer 

negundo, Prunus 
serotina, Ulmus 

americana 

A. rubrum 66 
F. 

pennsylvanica 
66 

A. negundo 30 
P. serotina 30 
U. americana 

30 

A. rubrum  
10.0-20.5 

F. pennsylvanica 
12.0-18.0 

A. negundo 
7.2-10.1 

P. serotina 4.0 
U. americana 6.8 

a dead tree with 
holes in the top 
found outside of 
the sewer line 
right-of-way 

Plot 6 4-2 24 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Ulmus americana 70 
F. pennsylvanica 

7.4-13.0 
U. americana 3.0 

- 

Plot 7 4-2 25 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Ulmus americana 25 
F. pennsylvanica 

3.0-4.0 
U. americana 3.5 

- 

Plot 8 4-2 26 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 

Populus deltoides 

F. 
pennsylvanica 

25 
P. deltoides 80 

F. pennsylvanica 
3.0-4.0 

P. deltoides 23.0 
- 

Plot 9 4-3 27 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Quercus rubra, Acer 
saccharinum, Fraxinus 

americana, Prunus 
serotina, Populus 

deltoides 

Q. rubra 70 
A. saccharinum 

55 
F. americana 

70 
P. serotina 70 
P. deltoides 70 

Q. rubra 12.5 
A. saccharinum 

5.7-7.1 
F. americana 7.5 
P. serotina 7.7 

P. deltoides 
22.0 

 
 

 
 
 
 



Table 2.  (cont.) 
 

Plot 
No. 

Figure 
No. 

Photo 
No. 

Cover Type Dominant Tree Species 
Height 

Averages (feet) 
DBH Ranges 

(inches) 
Comments 

Plot 10 4-3 28 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Quercus rubra, Acer 
saccharinum, 

Liriodendron tulipifera , 
Betula alleghaniensis, 

Tsuga canadensis 

Q. rubra 80 
A. saccharinum 

65 
L. tulipifera 80 

B. 
alleghaniensis 

30 
T. canadensis 

65 

Q. rubra 57.7 
A. saccharinum 

15.7 
L. tulipifera 8.7-

12.6 
B. alleghaniensis 

4.0 
T. canadensis 

16.3 

- 

Plot 11 4-3 29 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Populus tremuloides, 

Ulmus americana 70  
P. tremuloides 

9.0-18.0 
U. americana 4.0 

- 

Plot 12 4-5 30 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Populus tremuloides, 
Ulmus americana, 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 

P. tremuloides 
25 

U. americana 
30 
F. 

pennsylvanica 
25  

P. tremuloides 
8.3 

U. americana 
3.5-12.0 

F. pennsylvanica 
5.2-6.3 

- 

Plot 13 4-5 31 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Acer saccharinum, 
Populus tremuloides, 
Betula alleghaniensis, 
Fraxinus americana 

A. saccharinum 
50 

P. tremuloides 
75 
B. 

alleghaniensis 
50 

F. americana 
75 

A. saccharinum 
6.7 

P. tremuloides 
10.9-15.0 

B. alleghaniensis 
5.5-7.5 

F. americana 4.6 

- 

Plot 14 4-5 32 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Acer rubrum, Populus 

tremuloides  

F. 
pennsylvanica 

65 
A. rubrum 75 
P. tremuloides 

75 

F. pennsylvanica 
3.6-5.7 

A. rubrum 3.2-
8.5 

P. tremuloides 
14.0 

- 

Plot 15 4-6 33 
Deciduous 

Forest Upland 
Fraxinus americana  F. americana 

25 
F. americana 

3.9-4.8 
- 

Plot 16 4-6 34 
Mixed Forest 

Upland 

Acer saccharinum, 
Betula alleghaniensis, 

Tsuga canadensis 

A. saccharinum 
75 
B. 

alleghaniensis 
60 

T. canadensis 
60 

A. saccharinum 
3.5-170 

B. alleghaniensis 
2.5 

T. canadensis 
10.7-13.9 

- 
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

 

NYSOPRHP Project Review Number:  12PR04065 

 

Involved State and Federal Agencies:  Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (SEQRA) 

     NYSDEC SPDES General Permit 

   

Phase of Survey:     Phase 1  

 

Location Information:   Town of Clay, Onondaga County 

       

Survey Area:  

Project Description:  Commercial/industrial park and associated infrastructure,  

including approximately 4 miles of new sewer line  

Project Area:   approximately 340 acres  

 

USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map:  Brewerton, N.Y. 

 

Archeological Survey Overview: 

 Number/interval of shovel tests:  1,414 in total 

(1,377 shovel tests at approximately 15 meter/50 foot interval; 

37 shovel tests at approximately 7.5 meter/25 foot interval; 

6 radial shovel tests at 7.5 meter/25 foot interval) 

 Number/size of excavation units:  None; Phase 1 only 

 Pedestrian surface survey:  775 feet (236 m) in agricultural field 

 Surface survey transect interval:  16.4 feet (5m) x 3 transects 

 

Results of Archeological Survey: 

 Pre-contact sites identified: None 

 Historic sites identified:   2 (Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 & Caughdenoy Road MDS 2)  

              

Report Authors:  Patrick J. Heaton, RPA; T. Arron Kotlensky, RPA; Grant Johnson;  

Eric Lockard; Francis McCormick 

Date of Report:     September 2013 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Purpose of the Investigation 

On behalf of CHA and the Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA), EDR Environmental Services, 

LLC (EDR) conducted a Phase 1 archeological survey for the proposed White Pine Commerce Park (formerly Clay 

Business Park), located in the Town of Clay, in Onondaga County, New York.  The purpose of the Phase 1 survey is 

to determine whether archeological sites are located in the areas that may be affected by the proposed Project.  The 

information included in this Phase 1 archeological survey report is intended to assist OCIDA in their review of the 

proposed Project under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).  The Phase 1 survey was conducted 

under the supervision of a Registered Professional Archeologist (RPA) in a manner consistent with the New York 

Archaeological Council’s 1994 Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological 

Collections in New York State (the NYAC Standards; NYAC, 1994).  The Phase 1 report was prepared in accordance 

with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation’s (NYSOPRHP’s) Phase 1 

Archeological Report Format Requirements (NYSOPRHP, 2005). 

 

1.2 Project Location and Description 

OCIDA is proposing to develop the White Pine Commerce Park (the Project), which will be a modern industrial facility 

in the Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York (see Figure 1).  The Project site is located northeast of the 

intersection of New York State (NYS) Route 31 and Caughdenoy Road and includes approximately 340 acres of 

undeveloped land that includes former farmland, vacant fields, shrublands, wetlands, and forested areas with 

elevations between approximately 380 and 420 feet above mean sea level (amsl; see Figures 2 and 3; Appendix A: 

Photographs 1-10).  The Project site is located near major transportation routes and is located adjacent to numerous 

existing utilities.  The National Grid Clay substation is located on the west side of Caughdenoy Road opposite the 

northern portion of the Project site. The northern portion of the Project site includes several areas of wetlands and 

small drainages that drain northward toward Youngs Creek, located north of the property. A New York Power 

Authority (NYPA) electric transmission line right-of-way crosses the northern portion of the Project site in an east-

west direction perpendicular to Caughdenoy Road.  The transmission lines originate at the National Grid Clay 

electrical substation just west of the site.  An active CSX rail line right-of-way crosses Caughdenoy Road adjacent to 

the site, and forms part of the northwestern boundary of the site. Nearby utilities include public water, electric, fiber 

optic and broadband, telephone, and natural gas services. 

 

Although specific tenants and uses have yet to be determined, and site plan has yet to be developed, the Project is 

anticipated to include a mix of commercial and industrial uses.  These uses may include office, research, 

manufacturing, assembly, warehousing, and distribution facilities in a campus environment.  Industrial facilities or 
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related infrastructure could be located in any of the six “buildable areas” within the site (Figure 4).  These areas 

include approximately 110 acres of land that will be developed as buildings, parking, roadways and support/ancillary 

facilities. Additional acreage will be required to provide for stormwater management and as setbacks and natural 

buffers around the periphery of the Park.  In total, the Project will encompass approximately 182 acres, or about one-

half of the Park’s total acreage.  The remaining areas will be set aside as natural areas to avoid and/or minimize 

impacts to environmentally sensitive features including State and federal wetlands and State-regulated wetland 

buffers.   

 

In addition, the Project will require installation of a new approximately four-mile sewer line.  The proposed sewer line 

would connect the Project site to existing wastewater treatment facilities at the Oak Orchard Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (WWTP), which is located approximately three miles west-northwest of the Project site adjacent to the Oneida 

River.  The proposed route of the sewer line (as presently envisioned) is shown on Figures 2 and 3.  The sewer line 

will run within the road shoulder of Caughdenoy Road from the CSX railroad crossing southward to an existing 

waterline right of way that intersects Caughdenoy Road approximately 950 feet south of NYS Route 31.  The 

proposed sewer line will then run parallel to the existing water line from Caughdenoy Road to the Oak Orchard 

WWTP.  

 

1.3 Summary of Previous Cultural Resources Review of the Project 

Activities to date related to cultural resources concerns for the Project have included the following:  

 

 EDR previously prepared a Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey for the Project (EDR, 2012), which was 

submitted to NYSOPRHP for their review on September 14, 2012.  Significant portions of the Phase 1A 

report are reproduced herein so that this report constitutes a complete stand-alone Phase 1 archeological 

survey report for the Project in accordance with NYSOPRHP’s 2005 Phase 1 Archeological Report Format 

Requirements.  The Phase 1A report concluded that in general the Project site had relatively low potential to 

contain archeological sites and recommended that a limited Phase 1B archeological survey (totaling no 

more than 500 shovel tests) would be appropriate for the Project site.   

 In correspondence dated October 16, 2012, Philip Perazio (NYSOPRHP staff) responded that NYSOPRHP 

did not agree with EDR’s recommended level of effort and instead indicated that a complete Phase 1B 

archeological survey of the entire project site would be necessary (Perazio, 2012; see Appendix B). 

 In March 2013, EDR provided to NYSOPRHP additional information regarding the site, including a map 

entitled “Existing Site Conditions” prepared by CHA [this map is included in this report as Figure 4], which 

shows the extents of wetlands and limits of developable areas on the site (approximately 187 acres of the 

340-acre site are developable) 
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 On March 19, 2013 EDR spoke with Philip Perazio to discuss NYSOPRHP’s recommendations regarding 

the need for and scope of the Phase 1B survey.  This discussion is memorialized in Meeting Minutes (EDR, 

2013) and email correspondence (Perazio, 2013a) included in Appendix B of this report.  NYSOPRHP 

recommended that an appropriate Phase 1B testing strategy for the Project site would be shovel testing (at 

50-foot intervals, in most instances, in accordance with the NYAC Standards) in limited areas within the 

Project site. 

 

The scope of the Phase 1 archeological survey described herein was developed in consultation with NYSOPRHP as 

described above and memorialized in correspondence included in Appendix B.  The scope (or research design) for 

the Phase 1 survey is further described in Section 4.1 of this report. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

 

2.1 Geology and Soils 

The Project site is located on a relatively level area south of Youngs Creek within the Erie-Ontario Plain 

physiographic province.  The plain generally consists of limestone, siltstone, and shale of the Silurian and Devonian 

Periods (SCS, 1977). Topography on the site is gently sloping with elevations generally ranging from 380 to 420 feet 

above mean sea level (amsl; see Figure 2).  A small, linear, steeply sloped esker rises to an elevation 420 feet (amsl) 

is located in the eastern portion of the Project site.  An esker is a long ridge of sand and gravel that is a typical 

feature in glaciated areas.  The esker within the Project site is readily apparent on topographic mapping (see Figure 

2) and is labeled on Figure 3. 

 

EDR reviewed the Soil Survey of Onondaga County, New York (SCS, 1977) for data concerning soils within the 

Project site as well as electronic data for Onondaga County from the Natural Resources Conservation Service 

(NRCS, 2012).   The Project site is primarily within the Collamer-Niagara General Soil Map Unit and the remainder of 

the site is within the Niagara-Collamer, Ontario-Hilton, Williamson-Niagara, Arkport-Colonie, and Niagara 

Canandaiqua General Soil Map Units. The majority of Project-related soil disturbance will occur within the Collamer-

Niagara General Soil Map Unit, which is characterized as “deep, moderately well drained and somewhat poorly 

drained, medium- and high-lime soils that have a medium-textured to moderately fine-textured subsoil; on lake 

plains” (SCS, 1977).  These soils formed in lacustrine deposits of silt, very fine sand and moderate amounts of clay 

(SCS, 1977).  The dominant soil series within the Project site (Figure 5) include Niagara silt loam (NgA), Collamer silt 

loam (ChA/ChB), and Ontario loam (OgB).  Cumulatively, these soils cover over 69% of the Project site.   Table 1 

summarizes typical characteristics for the dominant soils (i.e., those soils that cover more than 35 acres) located 

within the Project site. 

 

Table 1. Dominant Soils within the Project Site 

Map Unit Name 
& Acres within the Project site 

Soil Horizon  
& Depth Description 

Slope Drainage 
& Landform 

Niagara silt loam (NgA) 
134 acres 
~39% of the Project site 

0-23cm (0-9in) 
23-28cm (9-11in) 
28-58cm (11-23in) 
58-99cm (23-39in) 
99-127cm (39-50in) 
 
 
 

Very dark grayish-brown silt loam 
Pale-brown silt loam 
Brown very fine sandy loam 
Grayish-brown heavy silt loam 
Brown weakly stratified silt loam  
and very fine sandy loam  
With thin layers of loamy very fine sand 
 

(NgA): 0-4% slopes 
 
Somewhat poorly drained;  
On moderately low lake plains  
from which runoff is slow  
or from which they receive runoff  
or seepage from adjacent higher  
lying soils. 
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Map Unit Name 
& Acres within the Project site 

Soil Horizon  
& Depth Description 

Slope Drainage 
& Landform 

Collamer silt loam (ChA, ChB) 
106 acres 
~31% of the Project site 

0-25cm (0-10in) 
25-40cm (10-16in) 
40-61cm (16-24in) 
61-81cm (24-32in) 
81-107cm (32-42in) 
107-127cm (42-50in) 

 

Dark grayish brown silt loam 
Yellowish brown silt loam 
Dark brown silt loam 
Brown heavy silt loam 
Brown heavy silt loam 
Weakly stratified reddish-brown silt loam  
with thinner layers of brown 

(ChA): 0-2% slopes 

(ChB): 2-6% slopes 

 
Moderately well drained;  
On undulating tops in lake plains. 

Ontario loam(OgB) 
38 acres 
~11% of the Project site 

0-18cm (0-7in) 
18-36cm (7-14in) 
36-48cm (14-19in) 
48-71cm (19-28in) 
71-81cm (28-32in) 
81-152cm (32-60in) 

Dark brown loam 
Brown very fine sandy loam 
Dark brown gravelly loam  
Dark brown heavy gravelly loam 
Brown gravelly loam 
Brown gravelly loam 

(OgB): 2-8% slope 
 
 

Well drained;  
On upland till plains and drumlins. 

 

2.2 Previously Identified Archeological Sites 

In accordance with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) Phase 1 

Archeological Report Format Requirements (NYSOPRHP, 2005), this Phase 1 report includes a summary of 

previously identified archeological sites located within one mile of the Project.  EDR retained Croshier Archeological 

Services to conduct a review of the consolidated archeological site files of the NYSOPRHP and New York State 

Museum (NYSM) to identify documented archeological sites.  This investigation revealed that a total of 15 

archeological sites are located within one mile of the Project (Figure 6).        

 

Table 2. Archeological Sites Located in the Vicinity of the Project 

Site Identifier Site Name Time Period Description 
Distance from 
Project  

NYSM 7311 ACP Onondaga No# 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Camp (documented in Parker, 1922) 
0.0 mile 
(proposed sewer 
line intersects site) 

067.03.0004 Site 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Area is disturbed 0.1 mile 

067.03.0112 Flagler Site Historic 
Map-documented dwelling with fieldstone-lined 
foundation with burned sills and joists 

0.1 mile 

067.03.0154 
Treatment Plant  
Pre-contact Site 

Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Pre-contact Native American Site  0.2 mile 

NYSM 4232 
ACP Onondaga  
80A, 80B 

Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Village/Hamlet and Burial/Cemetery Site(s) 0.2 mile 

067.03.0111 Dr. Snyder Site Historic 
Map-documented wood frame dwelling with mortared 
fieldstone foundation 

0.3 mile 

067.03.0110 Vandenberg Site Historic 
Map-documented dwelling with stone foundation and 
stone lined well 

0.3 mile 

NYSM 6633 - 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Old site file(s) from 1913 map;  
locations along Oneida Lake and Oneida River 

0.3 mile 

067.03.0003 Site 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Potential Cemetery  
(may be the same site as NYSM 4232) 

0.4 mile 

067.03.0001 
Oak Orchard and 
Caughdenoy Locks 

Historic 
Limestone locks part of a waterway designed to 
connect Erie Canal in Rome to Erie Canal in Oswego 

0.6 mile 

075.18.0004 Frame Saw Mill Historic Map-documented saw mill 0.6 mile 

075.18.0033 
Schroeppel Mansion 
Prehistoric Site 

Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Flakes, cores, and bifaces present along with other 
artifacts 

0.7 mile 

NYSM 7010 ACP Onondaga 80C 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Camps 0.7 mile 
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Site Identifier Site Name Time Period Description 
Distance from 
Project  

NYSM 6632 - 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

Old site file(s) from 1913 map;  
locations along Oneida Lake and Oneida River 

0.7 mile 

067.03.0169 Sand Hill Burial 
Woodland or  
Contact Period 

Remains of an Indian male were found in sand bed; 
1 piece of pottery also recovered (not described) 

0.8 mile 

067.03.0068 NMPC – CT #1 
Unknown 
Prehistoric 

5 dark grey chert flakes found 1 mile 

 

As indicated in Table 2 and Figure 6, the proposed sewer line route intersects NYSM Site 7311, which is located 

north of NYS Route 31 and east of Morgan Road.  The site is described as a “campsite” reported in the 

Archaeological History of New York State (Parker 1922), which implies a general area from which Native American 

artifacts have been recovered or reported.  This site description usually indicates the presence of small camp sites 

and/or lithic scatters. The other sites in the vicinity of the Project include sites identified by archeologists active in the 

early-twentieth century or during more recent archeology surveys conducted in association with the planning and 

construction of housing developments, road improvements, and utility lines and their associated facilities.  

Information regarding these sites varied in detail within the NYSOPRHP site files.  The majority of these sites are 

reported Native American sites.  In addition, there are five historic-period sites located within one mile of the Project.  

These are for the most part dwellings and industrial sites depicted on historic maps.  

 

2.3 Previously Identified Historic-Architectural Resources  

EDR reviewed the State Preservation Historical Information Network Exchange (SPHINX) database maintained by 

NYSOPRHP to identify significant historic buildings and/or districts located within one mile of the Project (Table 3; 

Figure 6).  The only property listed on, or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) within one mile of the Project is the Schroeppel House (Site #90NR02140), which is located approximately 

0.7 mile from the western terminus of the proposed sewer line.  

   

Table 3. Historic Resources Located in the Vicinity of the Project   

Site Identifier Property Name, Address, and/or Description Determination 
Distance from 
Project (Miles) 

90NR02140 Schroeppel House NRHP-Listed 0.7 

 

The Schroeppel House is a wood frame residential dwelling constructed in the form of a prostyle tetrastyle temple.  

Construction of the house began in 1818.  The house is located beside the Oneida River and is an illustration of the 

spread of fashion and architectural sophistication into north central New York along the river and canal systems 

which were the channels of economic development in the early decades of the nineteenth century (Harwood, 1982). 
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2.4 Previous Cultural Resource Surveys 

Nine cultural resource surveys have been previously undertaken within the one-mile radius study area.  The locations 

of previously surveyed areas are depicted in Figure 6 and brief summaries are provided below: 

 

 Cultural resource surveys were undertaken for the Oak Orchard Service Area (McDowell-Loudan, 1976a, 

1976b, 1976c).  These surveys are located to the west of the Project site.  The May 1976 Phase I 

investigation located two archeological sites within the surveyed area containing flints and scattered debris.  

Both sites were thoroughly disturbed and noted to be very swampy, but deemed to have potential for 

culturally significant materials.  The June 1976 survey was a Phase II investigation of the south lagoon area 

where artifacts had been found in the previous survey.  Though nineteen artifacts were recovered, the site 

was determined to be severely disturbed and deemed not culturally significant.  The July 1976 report 

summarized the findings of the Phase I and II surveys, noting that the artifacts recovered were likely moved 

by the scraping of topsoil from their original location, and therefore the sites did not have archeological 

integrity.  No structures were found in any survey. 

 A cultural resources survey was conducted for the NYSDOT PIN 3750.70 Morgan Road Project (New York 

State Museum, 1985).  This survey area is located to the northwest of the Project site.  No archeological 

sites were located, but 9 historic structures were found within the surveyed area.  Of these structures, one 

(the Schroeppel House) is on the National Register of Historic Places and is therefore architecturally 

significant.  No other structures were determined architecturally significant.  The limits of this cultural 

resources survey extended beyond the limits of the one-mile-radius study area. 

 Cultural resource investigations were undertaken for the Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation Clay-Teall 

#11 Euclid 115 kV Tap (Collamer & Associates, Inc., 1992).  The surveys are located to the southwest of the 

Project site. The limits of this cultural resources survey extended beyond the limits of the one-mile-radius 

study area.  A Phase IA survey indicated moderate to high sensitivity for prehistoric sites and one previously 

identified archeological site.  The Phase IB survey conducted in July 1992 discovered three artifacts, 

believed to be scattered stray deposits that were not deemed culturally significant.  A prehistoric site was 

noted outside of the survey area.  No historic architectural structures are noted. 

 Cultural resource surveys were undertaken for the Route 31 Realignment (New York State Museum, 1996, 

1998). These surveys are located to the west of the Project site.  The 1996 survey found no prehistoric 

cultural materials.  Thirty-one map-documented structures were identified. Three historic sites were 

identified, each with partially exposed structural ruins and related cultural materials. All three historic sites 

were considered subject to potential impact from proposed construction.  The 1998 survey was an 

addendum to the previous survey, and no additional architectural survey was conducted.  No prehistoric 
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sites were discovered, but two historic sites were identified.  One was associated with a site discovered in 

the previous survey.  No further testing was recommended.  

 Cultural resource surveys were conducted at the Vandenberg Site (New York State Museum, 2001, 2008).  

These surveys are located to the west of the Project site, and within the Route 31 Realignment survey area.  

The 2001 survey was a Phase II site examination that discovered 5,766 artifacts. Cultural material included 

ceramic tableware, glass, pipes, dolls and tools.  The site was determined to be eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register of Historic Places under criterion D.  The 2008 survey was a Phase III data recovery that 

included the excavation and analysis of 1,749 artifacts associated with the 140-year occupation of the 

house. 

 A Phase I cultural resources survey was conducted for the Fairway East Extension Nos. 2 & 3 and 

Streamwood Townhouses Extension No. 1 (Columbia Heritage, Ltd., 2002).  This survey is located to the 

southwest of the Project site.  Aside from scattered surface debris, no archeological sites were found.  Two 

structures were located within the survey area.  Neither was determined to be architecturally significant.  

The limits of this cultural resources survey extended beyond the limits of the one-mile-radius study area. 

 A cultural resources survey was conducted for the PIN 2002.05 Ashley Landing Subdivision (Regional 

Heritage Preservation Program, 2003).  This surveyed area is located northwest of the Project site, and the 

limits of this cultural resources survey extended beyond the limits of the one-mile-radius study area.  No 

archeological sites were discovered.  No architectural survey was conducted. 

 Cultural resource surveys were conducted for the Horseshoe Island Sewer Project (Hartgen Archeological 

Associates, Inc., 2002, 2003).  These surveys are located to the northwest of the Project site.  Phase IA and 

Phase IB cultural resource surveys were conducted in October 2002.  No archeological sites or 

architecturally significant structures were noted.  A Phase IB addendum survey was conducted in April 

2003.  No archeological sites were located. Two artifacts were found, and deemed random finds and not 

culturally significant. 

 Phase IA and IB cultural resource surveys were conducted for the Metropolitan Water Board Terminal 

Reservoir Compliance Project (Fisher Associates, 2011).  The survey area is located to the west of the 

Project site.  Two prehistoric sites believed to be camps were discovered, and no historic structures were 

identified.  Material uncovered during the Phase IB was scattered and not considered culturally significant. 

 

2.5 History of the Project Site 

Archives and repositories consulted during EDR’s research for the Project included the collections of the Onondaga 

Historical Association in Syracuse, the Local History collection of the Central Branch of the Onondaga County Public 

Library, Ancestry.com and other on-line history resources, and EDR’s in-house collection of reference materials.  

Sources reviewed for the Project included the History of Onondaga County, New York (Clayton, 1878), Onondaga’s 
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Centennial (Bruce, 1896), and Past and Present in Syracuse and Onondaga County, New York (Beauchamp, 1908).  

Historic maps reviewed as part of the Phase 1 survey included the 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County (Figure 7), 

the 1860 Sweet Map of Onondaga County (Figure 8), the 1874 Sweet Atlas of Onondaga County (Figure 9), the 1889 

Sweet Atlas of Onondaga County (Figure 10), the 1898 USGS Syracuse, NY topographic survey (Figure 11), and the 

1943 USGS Brewerton, NY topographic survey (Figure 12).  In addition, EDR conducted an interview with the 

President of the Clay Historical Association (Young, 2013) to inquire about two structures that are depicted on 

historic maps within the Project site (see below).  Based on review of historic maps, the Project site is primarily 

located in Lots 27 and 39 of the original military township of Cicero.  The proposed sewer line follows the route of 

Caughdenoy Road south from the Project site and then runs from east to west south of Route 31, parallel to the road, 

and turns north parallel to and east of Mud Creek (see Figure 3).  Both Caughdenoy Road and NYS Route 31 are 

shown on all maps reviewed. 

 

At the time of European contact and colonization in the eighteenth century, the Project site was located within the 

territory of the Onondaga Nation of the Iroquois Confederacy. During the Revolutionary War, the Onondaga were 

initially neutral, but ultimately fought with the British against the American colonists. Following the war, many 

relocated to the Six Nations Reserve in Canada and in 1788 the Onondaga ceded all their New York lands to the 

state except for a reservation in what would become Onondaga County (Schein, 1993).  Onondaga County was 

formed in 1794 from Herkimer and Tioga Counties, and named after the Onondaga Indians (Rivette, 2005).  The 

Project site is located in the present day Town of Clay, which was a meeting place and hunting ground for the 

Onondaga Iroquois.  The present day Bear Road is allegedly named for the abundance of bears and game that were 

hunted by the Onondagas along this path, and Three Rivers Point is reported to have been the meeting place of 

various councils of the Iroquois Confederacy, and French and English explorers (Clay Historical Association, 1978).  

A series of Indian campsites has been documented on both shores of the Oneida River, along with eel weirs and 

traps of Onondaga and Oneida origin (Parker, 1922: 666-668).  A site at Oak Orchard reefs is reported to be the 

location of a burial ground from an eighteenth century Indian massacre that has been extensively looted by artifact 

collectors (Bruce, 1896: 827; Clay Historical Association, 1978: 25). 

 

The Town of Clay was originally part of the military township of Cicero.  The New Military Tract was a 1.5 million-acre 

tract set aside by the state in 1782 for soldiers of the Revolutionary War (Rivette, 2005; Schein, 1993; Schein, 2005). 

The land was divided into 28 townships, each containing 100 lots of 600 acres in a uniform grid pattern. Although the 

land was set aside for veterans, many of them either neglected to claim their land or sold their land to speculators 

and the area was settled primarily by migrants from Connecticut, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania and eastern New 

York (Schein, 1993; Brownell, 2005).  The military township of Cicero was originally part of the Town of Lysander, but 

became its own township in 1807.  The Town of Clay was formed from Cicero in 1827, and comprised fifty lots of the 
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military township (Bruce, 1896).  While two or three families are reported to have settled in the Town of Clay prior to 

1791, Patrick McGee is historically referred to as the first white settler (Beauchamp, 1908).  McGee first passed 

through the area as a British prisoner of war in 1780, reportedly impressed by the natural beauty present at Three 

Rivers Point.  He returned to the area in 1791, and permanently located at Three Rivers Point in 1793, where he built 

the first log cabin in town.  McGee also is said to have built the first frame house in the Town of Clay in 1808.  

Additional early settlers of note include Adam Coon in 1798 and Simeon Baker in 1799.  No further noteworthy 

settlement occurred until 1807, when Joshua Kinne, Elijah Pinckney and John Lynn arrived in the area (Bruce, 1896). 

 

The area population began to grow more significantly beginning in 1810 with the arrival of many new settlers, 

including the Young family, who came from Schoharie County near Albany, and built homes around the junction of 

Caughdenoy and Verplank Roads.  Comprised initially of five brothers and three sisters, their Germanic language 

and customs led to the area surrounding their homes to be called “Dutch Settlement.”  The settlement was later 

referred to as Young, and was home to the first post office in the Town of Clay.  The Youngs organized a Lutheran 

congregation (the oldest Lutheran church in the county) in 1824, incorporating and building a church in 1833.  

Originally called Dutch Settlement Church, this location served them until 1915, when a new church was built to the 

south, in the village of Clay, and named Immanuel Lutheran Church (Clay Historical Association, 1978).  This church 

still stands to the west of the Project site on Route 31.  The area around the Project site had originally been named 

Cigarville, after several cigar manufactories located around the intersection of Caughdenoy Road and Route 31.  

While the first dominant industry in Clay was barrel making for the Syracuse salt trade and Oswego flour market, the 

abundance of tobacco farming likely contributed to the growth of cigar manufacturing near the Project site (Bruce, 

1896; Rivette, 2005).  By 1869, over 275,000 pounds of tobacco a year were harvested in the Town of Clay (Clay 

Historical Association, 1878). 

 

The locations of map-documented structures (MDS) within the Project site are shown on Figures 3 (Sheet 2), 7-12, 

and 13.  Information about these sites provided by historic map sources is summarized in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Summary of Map-Documented Structures within the Project Site. 

MDS 
Site 

# 

1854 Fagan 
Map 

(Figure 7) 

1860 Sweet 
Map 

(Figure 8) 

1874 Sweet 
Atlas 

(Figure 9) 

1889 Sweet 
Atlas 

(Figure 10) 

1898 USGS 
Survey 

(Figure 11) 

1943 USGS 
Survey 

(Figure 12) 

1 H. Summer H. Summers I. Van Vleck I. Van Vleck 
structure  

(not identified) 
structure  

(not identified) 

2 C. Mogg 
W.H. Ostrander 

Cigar Mfg. 
L. Freeman L. Freeman 

structure  
(not identified) 

structure  
(not identified) 

 

The 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County (see Figure 7) shows the location of roads and two farms within the 

Project site, which are attributed to H. Summer (MDS Site 1) and C. Mogg (MDS Site 2).  The 1850 census lists a 
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Henry Summers (there is no listing for an “H.Summer” in the Town of Clay for that, or any other census reviewed) as 

a farmer, and C. Mogg as a lumberman (U.S. Census Bureau, 1850).  Cigar manufactories are first noted on the 

1860 Sweet Map of Onondaga County (see Figure 8), one within the Project area attributed to W.H. Ostrander 

(located at MDS Site 2, in the structure formerly attributed to C. Mogg) and the J.W. Caughtry Cigar Manufactory 

located just outside the Project boundary to the west.   The occupation listed for Ostrander in the 1860 census is 

farmer, though a cigar manufacturer named William L. Coughtry is noted as living in that residence.  A farm located 

along Caughdenoy Road and just outside the Project boundary is attributed to P.J. Young, and the 1860 census lists 

a Peter Young as a farmer (US Census Bureau, 1860).  On the 1874 Sweet Map of Onondaga County, MDS Site 1 is 

identified as the I. Van Vleck residence, and MDS Site 2 is attributed to I. Freeman and no cigar manufactory noted 

(see Figure 9).  The 1870 census lists Isaac Van Vleck and Irving Freeman as farmers in the Town of Clay (U.S. 

Census, 1870).  The 1874 Sweet map is the first appearance of the name Cigarville at the present location of the 

hamlet of Clay, with a post office noted at the station of the Syracuse Northern railroad. 

 

The Cigarville railroad station was built around 1871, following the opening of the Syracuse Northern railroad from 

Syracuse to Sandy Creek.  The railroad right of way forms the northwest boundary of the Project site.  Cigarville was 

one of three stations in the Town of Clay, with another located in Young.  A post office was also located in Young, but 

closed as the settlement in Cigarville continued to grow.  The post office at Cigarville opened in December of 1871, 

and its first postmaster was Jacob W. Coughtry of the J.W. Coughtry & Sons Cigar Manufacturers.  Coughtry was 

appointed the postmaster again in 1889, following a four-year term in the position by William Cullings, who was 

another cigar manufacturer at Cigarville.  Cullings’ son Arthur was the fourth postmaster in 1894 and, previous to 

that, had formed a group of musicians called the Cigarville Band, who performed at churches and picnics in the area 

(Clay Historical Association, 1878). 

 

The Syracuse Northern railroad was taken over by the Rome, Watertown & Ogdensburg Railroad in 1875, and the 

New York Central railroad obtained a perpetual lease of the line in 1891.  The 1889 Sweet Map of Onondaga County 

still notes the railroad as the Syracuse Northern and also shows that the Coughtry cigar manufactory has relocated to 

a site along the railroad (Figure 10).  Three properties between the railroad and Caughdenoy Road are attributed to 

John or Jacob W. Coughtry, one of which was known as the “bee hive” and provided a shelter to tobacco workers 

(Clay Historical Association, 1878).  Within the Project site, MDS Sites 1 and 2 are still identified as the Van Vleck 

and Freeman properties, while the Young property (outside the Project site) is now owned by P. Schell, and no new 

structures noted.  Peter Schell is listed in the 1880 census as a farmer, and the occupations of Van Vleck and 

Freeman are the same (U.S. Census Bureau, 1880).  The 1898 USGS topographical map of Syracuse, New York 

does not show structures located at both MDS Sites 1 and 2, and does not depict any new structures located in the 

Project site. This is the last map reviewed to identify the area as Cigarville (Figure 11).   
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That year also marked the decline of Cigarville, as the estimated 75 to 100 Coughtry cigar workers went on strike, 

which lasted long enough to force the factory to close.  Within five years, the building had burned. Attempts by some 

of the previous Coughtry workers to form a new cigar manufacturing business failed, leading to the end of the 

industry in Cigarville. The village was renamed Clay in 1903, after a petition by the J. Weller Kraut company for a 

name change to relieve confusion regarding mail delivery (Clay Historical Association, 1878).  By the 1930s, 

sauerkraut production had come to dominate the area economy, with at least one factory located on the former site of 

the Coughtry cigar manufactory (Bogardus, 1933).  The 1943 USGS topographic map of Brewerton, New York 

(Figure12) shows MDS Sites 1 and 2 and a cluster of structures around the intersection of the railroad and Route 31. 

In 1943 the Project site remained agricultural and undeveloped, with no new structures built.   

 

The character of the land in the Project site through the rest of the twentieth century remained relatively unchanged, 

with no new construction.  Review of historical aerial photography of the Project site conducted as part of two 

previously prepared Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs; CS Consulting Engineers, Inc., 1991; C&S Engineers, 

Inc., 2004) indicates that agricultural use of the Project site continued through the 1970s, and that former fields 

began to take on a fallow appearance with significant vegetation growth during the 1980s and 1990s.  In June 2004, 

a site walkover conducted as part of an ESA noted that a vacant, 40x35-foot, two-story house and 25-x40-foot three-

car garage were located at MDS Site 2, with a septic tank and leach field located east of the house (C&S Engineers, 

Inc., 2004). The house and garage stood at MDS Site 2 until approximately 4-5 years ago, when the buildings were 

demolished and removed (Provo, 2012). 

 

2.6 Existing Conditions 

A reconnaissance-level field visit to the Project site and proposed sewer line route was conducted by a Registered 

Professional Archeologist on August 15, 2012.  The site visit included observations and photography from public 

rights of way.  A complete pedestrian survey of the Project site and proposed sewer line was conducted as part of the 

Phase 1 survey during June-July 2013. Existing conditions within the Project site are shown on Figure 3 and in 

photographs included in Appendix A (see Photographs 1-74).  Observations of existing conditions within the Project 

site include the following: 

 

 No named streams occur within the Project site, however the proposed sewer line crosses Shaver Creek 

(see Figure 3).  Unnamed tributaries to Youngs Creek are located in the northern part of the Project site.  

Both Youngs Creek and Shaver Creek are tributaries to the Oneida River, which is the nearest major water 

feature and is located 0.5 mile northwest of the western end of the proposed sewer line.  The northern 

terminus of proposed road improvements located at Mud Mill Road is adjacent to Youngs Creek.   
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 The Project site is relatively flat to gently sloping terrain and bordered by NYS Route 31 to the south and 

Caughdenoy Road to the west. The majority of the site has slopes that do not exceed 8%; steeper slopes 

are primarily confined to the linear esker feature in the eastern portion of the site and in isolated areas along 

the sewer line (see Figure 2).   

 The Project site is characterized by large undeveloped areas of former farmland, as well as fallow fields, 

shrublands, wetlands and forested areas, all of which are in various stages of natural succession (Appendix 

A: Photographs 1-5).  The CSX Railroad forms a portion of the northwestern boundary of the site 

(Photograph 6).  A NYPA electric transmission line right-of-way crosses the northern portion of the Project 

site (Photographs 7-8).   

 The former locations of two structures depicted on historic maps (or MDS) are located within the Project site 

on the east side of Caughdenoy Road (see MDS Sites 1 and 2 on Figure 3: Sheet 2).  No standing 

structures are present at these sites and both sites are overgrown with vegetation (Photographs 9-10). 

 

The only standing structure within the Project site is a mid-to-late-twentieth-century residence located at 8700 

Caughdenoy Road (see Figure 3: Sheet 2; Appendix A: Photograph 11).  The locations of structures immediately 

adjacent to the Project site are shown on Figure 3A.  Photographs of these buildings are included in Appendix A 

(Photographs 12-23).  Summary descriptions of these buildings are provided in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Buildings Within and Adjacent to the Project Site. 

Address Description 
Photograph 

(see Appendix A) 

8700 Caughdenoy Road  
(within the Project site) 

Mid-to-late 20th century two-story split-level ranch house with 
vinyl siding and windows. 

11 

8676 Caughdenoy Road 
Front-gabled farm house ca. 1860 with vinyl siding and 
windows, detached modern garage. 

12 

8271 Caughdenoy Road  
(Jerome Fire Equipment Co., Inc.) 

Late 20th-century concrete block fire engine service center. 13 

8725 Caughdenoy Road 
Mid-20th-century 1.5-story wood shingle-clad house with 
attached garage. 

14 

8617 Caughdenoy Road. 
Late 20th-century 1.5-story vinyl-clad house with attached 
garage. 

15 

8613 Caughdenoy Road 
Late 20th-century 1.5-story vinyl-clad house with attached 
garage. 

15 

8611 Caughdenoy Road. Late 20th-century split-level ranch house. 16 

8607 Caughdenoy Road. 
Late 20th-century one-story ranch house with attached 
garage, clad in vinyl siding. 

17 

8603 Caughdenoy Road. 
Late 20th-century two-story ranch house with attached 
garage, clad in vinyl siding. 

18 

8587 Caughdenoy Road 
Late 20th-century one-story ranch house with attached 
garage, clad in wood shingles. 

18 

5064 NYS Route 31. 
Late 19th-century two-story house with mid-19th century 
Greek Revival rear wing, with aluminum siding and 
replacement windows.  

19 
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Address Description 
Photograph 

(see Appendix A) 

5117 NYS Route 31. 
Mid-to-late 20th century one-story ranch house with aluminum 
siding. 

20 

5117 NYS Route 31, associated 
garage. 

Late 20th century concrete block garage. 21 

5170 NYS Route 31. 
Mid-19th century Greek Revival farm house, with vinyl siding, 
and late 20th century attached garage. 

22 

5170 NYS Route 31, associated 
barn. 

Large, late 19th century barn with wood clapboard siding, 
some original windows, and some replacement windows and 
door. 

23 

 

None of the buildings located immediately adjacent to the Project site appear to satisfy NRHP-eligibility criteria. 

 

Both sides of Caughdenoy Road (adjacent to the Project site) are flanked by drainage ditches and utility markers 

indicate the presence of water, gas, and telecommunication lines (Photographs 6 and 24).   

 

The route of the proposed sewer line runs south from the CSX railroad crossing along Caughdenoy Road, along the 

western perimeter of the Project site. Both sides of Caughdenoy Road are flanked by drainage ditches.  Hydrants 

and gas line markers indicate the presence of buried utilities within the road shoulders (Photographs 25-31).  South 

of NYS Route 31, the proposed sewer line follows the route of an existing water line westward from Caughdenoy 

Road to just east of Mud Creek.  This portion of the proposed sewer line traverses areas that include active 

agricultural fields, as well as successional/shrubland areas and maintained lawns (Photographs 32-37).  

Approximately 300 feet east of Mud Creek, the proposed sewer line route turns north and runs parallel to Mud Creek 

to the Oak Orchard WWTP.  This portion of the proposed sewer line traverses areas that include active agricultural 

fields, successional/shrubland areas, and forested areas (Photographs 38-40; 66-74). 
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3.0 ARCHEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

 

3.1 Prehistoric Native-American Archeological Sensitivity Assessment 

As described in Section 2.2 of this report and shown on Figure 6, all of the previously identified Native American 

archeological sites located in the vicinity of the Project site are located along Mud Creek and/or the Oneida River.  

Archeological site inventories prepared in the early-twentieth century (e.g., Beauchamp, 1908; Parker, 1922) 

describe Native American sites located along the Oneida River, including a larger settlement (possibly a village) and 

burials in the vicinity of Oak Orchard.  Historical sources and recent archeological survey reports state that Native 

American sites in Clay are typically located on sandy soils close to major waterways (Bruce, 1896:25-27; Fisher 

Associates, Inc., 2011; Kisselburgh, 1978; McDowell-Loudan, 1976a; Thompson, 1978).  An unidentified historical 

source suggests that Caughdenoy Road follows the route of an Indian footpath (Horner, 1978:61).   

 

The Project site includes approximately 11.41 acres of delineated wetlands and as described in Section 2.1 of this 

report, significant portions of the Project site are characterized by somewhat poorly drained soils. These areas should 

be considered as having a low potential for the presence of Native American archeological sites.  However, an esker 

(a linear glacial landform) is located within the eastern portion of the Project site. As described previously, well-

drained, elevated, sandy soils generally represent preferred locations for Native American archeological sites and 

use as burial sites within the Town of Clay (and central New York more generally). The area in the immediate vicinity 

of the esker (i.e., within approximately 200 feet) should be considered as having a higher relative potential for Native 

American archeological sites to be present.  In addition, per consultation with NYSOPRHP staff, the areas along the 

margins of the wetlands within the Project site should be considered archeologically sensitive because they represent 

marginal/boundary areas between ecotones, which are typically high-resource areas favored by hunter-gatherers 

(i.e., prehistoric Native American populations; Perazio, 2012; EDR, 2013a; see Appendix B).  

 

A portion of the route of the proposed sewer line runs east of, and generally parallel to, Mud Creek, and passes 

through the area of one previously reported Native American archeological site (NYSM Site 7311). The western 

terminus of the proposed sewer line route is also located in proximity to the known archeological sites in the vicinity 

of Oak Orchard. The portion of the proposed sewer line that runs parallel to Mud Creek should be considered as 

having a higher relative potential for Native American archeological sites to be present.  

 

3.2 Historic Period Archeological Sensitivity Assessment 

As described in Section 2.5 of this report, there are two farmstead and/or residential sites depicted within the Project 

site (both on the east side of Caughdenoy Road) on historic maps of the area from the mid-nineteenth through mid-

twentieth centuries (Figures 7-12).  Potential archeological resources associated with these sites could include 
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foundations, structural remains, artifact scatters, and other features, such as wells, privies, and cisterns.  Areas 

located in the immediate vicinity (within approximately 200 feet) of the two MDS sites (see Figure 3) should be 

considered as having a high potential for the presence of historic-period archeological resources.  The remaining 

portions of the Project site exhibit minimal (if any) likelihood for significant historic period archeological sites to be 

present.  

 
3.3 Prior Ground Disturbance 

Previous ground disturbance within the Project site is for the most part limited to previous agricultural activities. 

These types of activities, particularly plowing, are not considered significant in terms of their potential to affect the 

integrity of archeological resources (NYAC, 1994; NYSOPRHP, 2005).  The NYPA transmission line right-of-way 

within the northern portion of the Project site is previously disturbed (associated with construction of the NYPA line 

during the 1960s).  Additionally, some areas immediately adjacent to existing roads along the periphery of the Project 

site include drainage ditches, culverts, and buried utilities.  With the exception of these areas, the Project site in 

general does not appear to have been subjected to significant previous disturbance.  

 
The portion of the proposed sewer line route that is located parallel to Caughdenoy Road include previously 

disturbed areas, as evidenced by drainage ditches, hydrants, and buried utility markers.  The portion of the proposed 

sewer line between Caughdenoy Road and the Oak Orchard WWTP is located within the right-of-way for an existing 

waterline; however, the proposed sewer line is intended to be installed within a new trench (i.e., it will not be installed 

within areas previously disturbed by installation of the water line). 

 

To verify the locations of existing buried utilities and identify areas of previous disturbance, EDR placed a call with 

Dig Safely New York (DSNY) to request utility mark-outs prior to conducting the Phase 1 archeological survey 

fieldwork.  The DSNY request was made on June 17, 2013 and utility mark outs were conducted by responders 

between June 17 and June 20, 2013.   Utility mark-out responders included:  

  

 Metropolitan Water Board (Water) 

 National Grid / Central / Electric (Electric) 

 National Grid / Central / Gas (Gas) 

 Onondaga County Water Authority (Water) 

 Verizon / Onondaga (Fiber-optic, Telephone) 

 Buckeye Pipeline Company (Petroleum products pipeline) 

 Elantic Telecom, Inc (Fiber-optic) 

 Onondaga County / Department Of Water - Environment Protection (Drainage, Sewer) 
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 Time Warner Cable | Syracuse (Fiber-optic, Cable television) 

 Town Of Clay (Highway, Culverts, Sewer, Water) 

 NYS DoT Syracuse - Region #3 (Traffic Signals) 

 Fiber Technologies, LLC (Fiber-optic) 

 Metropolitan Water Board (Water) 

 National Grid / Central / Electric (Electric) 

 National Grid / Central / Gas (Gas) 

 

As a component of the Phase 1 archeological survey fieldwork, the locations of all utility markers (such as pin flags or 

spray paint markings) were recorded by EDR personnel using GPS equipment with reported sub-meter accuracy and 

marked on field notes for later reporting (see Figure 13).  In addition to utility mark-outs, existing ditches, paved 

surfaces, storm drains, fire hydrants, and other indications of previous disturbance were recorded with GPS and/or 

field notes.  Representative depictions of previously disturbed areas and utility markings are shown in Appendix A: 

Photographs 68, 69, 71, 73, and 74. Areas previously disturbed by existing utilities are not considered archeologically 

sensitive. 
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4.0 PHASE 1 ARCHEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

 

4.1 Phase 1 Archeological Survey Scope and Fieldwork Methods 

As described in Section 1.3 of this report, the scope (or research design) for the Phase 1 archeological survey 

described herein was developed in consultation with NYSOPRHP as memorialized in correspondence included in 

Appendix B.  As a result on discussion between EDR and NYSOPRHP regarding the appropriate scope for the 

Phase 1 survey (see Section 1.3 and Appendix B), NYSOPRHP recommended that an appropriate Phase 1 testing 

strategy for the Project site would be shovel testing (at 50-foot intervals, in most instances, in accordance with the 

NYAC Standards) in the following areas: 

 

a. The vicinity of the esker (see Section 2.1 and Figure 3). 

b. The areas around the two MDS depicted on historic maps (see Section 2.5 and 3.2). NYSOPRHP’s 2005 

Phase 1 Archeological Report Format Requirements indicate that shovel tests should be dug at 7.5 meter 

(25 foot) intervals in yard areas of standing or map-documented historic structures.  

c. Within all areas identified as “Buildable Areas” on CHA’s “Existing Site Conditions” map (i.e., Figure 4), a 

100-foot-wide strip along the edges of wetlands and wetland buffers.  As described in Section 3.1, the areas 

along the margins of the wetlands within the Project site are considered archeologically sensitive because 

they represent marginal/boundary areas between ecotones, which are typically high-resource areas favored 

by hunter-gatherers (i.e., prehistoric Native American populations; Perazio, 2012; EDR, 2013; see Appendix 

B). In these areas shovel tests should be excavated in three parallel transects at 50-foot intervals (along the 

edge of the wetland/wetland buffer boundary, 50 feet perpendicular to the wetland/wetland buffer boundary, 

and 100 feet from the wetland/wetland buffer boundary).  

d. Other than these areas, NYSOPRHP recommended that Phase 1 testing would not be necessary in the 

remaining portions of the 355-acre project site. 

 

EDR and NYSOPRHP agreed to eliminate the vicinity of ‘Wetland D” (see Figure 4) from the areas requiring 

archeological testing.  Wetland D is a very low quality wetland that consists of a low relief swale with invasive 

vegetation that runs through a successional field.   It was observed that this wetland was until very recently actively 

farmed and that if farming was ongoing now there would be no wetland there.  Wetland D is unlike the other wetlands 

on-site, which in general include well defined water courses and more distinct boundaries between wetland and 

upland areas (TES, 2012).  On May 6, 2013, Philip Perazio sent an email to EDR stating NYSOPRHP’s concurrence 

that the vicinity of Wetland D did not need to be included in the Phase 1 archeological survey (Perazio, 2013a; see 

Appendix B). 
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EDR employed shovel test pits as the principal archeological survey method for the Phase 1 archeological survey of 

the Project site.  In addition, pedestrian surface survey was conducted along a short portion of the proposed sewer 

line located within a plowed agricultural field.  Shovel tests were approximately 12-20 inches (30-50 cm) in diameter 

and excavated at least 4 inches (10 cm) into the subsoil stratum or to the limits of practical hand excavation.  EDR 

recorded the locations of all shovel tests with survey-grade GPS equipment with reported sub-meter accuracy, while 

also noting shovel test locations on field maps.   

 

Stratigraphic profiles, including excavated depth, soil color, and texture, for all shovel tests were recorded on 

standardized field record sheets (see Appendices C and D).  During the course of the Phase 1 fieldwork, EDR 

consulted with NYSOPRHP regarding the presentation of the stratigraphic profiles within this report.  EDR noted that 

the majority of shovel tests within the Project site did not include cultural materials and proposed that only a sample 

of the shovel test stratigraphic profiles be included in tabular format within the report.  EDR proposed that a 10% 

sample of the shovel tests, as well as all the shovel tests located in the vicinity of the MDS sites within the Project 

site, be included in tabular format in the report. NYSOPRHP concurred with this proposal (Perazio, 2013b; see 

Appendix B).  Accordingly, stratigraphic profiles from a representative sample of shovel tests are included in tabular 

format in Appendix C of this report.  Scanned copies of all shovel test records are included in digital format as a PDF 

included on a CD as Appendix D of this report. 

 

EDR personnel organized shovel testing within the various areas of the Project site as follows: 

 

 Wetland Margin Areas and Esker: EDR organized shovel testing of the margin areas around wetlands 

(including the esker) within the Project site according to the buildable areas designated by CHA on Figure 4 

(i.e., Buildable Areas 1-6) and were labeled accordingly by EDR for fieldwork and reporting purposes 

(Figure 13: Sheets 1-3). In accordance with NYAC Standards (1994) as recommended for use by 

NYSOPRHP, shovel tests within these areas were completed at a 50-foot interval along three transects 

(with each transect spaced 50 feet apart) that followed the boundaries of delineated wetland areas within 

the Project site (see Figure 13).  EDR designated shovel tests in these areas with a trinomial designation 

consisting of the Buildable Area number (i.e., Buildable Areas1-6), followed by a transect number (1, 2, or 

3), and sequential shovel test number within each transect (e.g. shovel tests 1.1.01, 1.1.02; etc.). 

 

 MDS Sites 1 and 2: In addition to testing the margins of wetland areas within the Project site, EDR also 

completed archeological surveys of two map documented structure (MDS) sites that were identified in the 

Phase 1A report for the Project. Both MDS sites are located on Caughdenoy Road, along the western 

margin of the Project site, and contain the remains of former structures detailed on mid-nineteenth to late 
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twentieth century period maps and historic aerial imagery (Figures 7-12, 15, 16).  Shovel tests within MDS 

areas were excavated at variable 25-foot or 50-foot intervals, with the closer interval testing conducted in 

the vicinity of assumed structure locations that were not readily apparent based on foundation remains or 

other indications (see Section 4.3 of this report, below).  Each potential archeological site area was 

designated with a letter (e.g., “A”, “B”, “C”). In these areas, shovel tests were designated with the letter 

assigned to that potential site area, followed by grid coordinates indicating distances in feet north and east 

from an arbitrary site datum (e.g., “B.N100-E100”, “C.N150-E150”, etc.; see Figures 14 and 15).   

 

 Sewer Line Route: EDR also completed shovel testing and pedestrian survey of the proposed route of the 

sewer line that will connect the proposed business park with the nearby Oak Orchard WWTP.  In this portion 

of the Project site, shovel tests followed the center line of the sewer route and were placed at a 50 foot 

interval along a single transect (see Figure 13: Sheets 3-6).  Shovel tests along the sewer line route were 

designated U1 (i.e., utility line 1) followed by a sequential shovel test number (e.g. shovel tests U1.01, 

U1.02, etc.).  

 

All soils excavated from shovel tests were screened through 0.25-inch hardware cloth.  The presence of clearly 

modern and recent materials, such as plastic & glass bottle fragments or mid- to late twentieth-century architectural 

materials, in shovel tests was noted on field forms but these materials were typically not collected for subsequent 

analysis. If prehistoric Native American and/or potentially significant historic-period artifacts were recovered from a 

shovel test, EDR archeologists excavated additional “radial” shovel tests per the NYSOPRHP’s Phase 1 

Archeological Report Format Requirements (NYSOPRHP, 2005) in cardinal directions around the original find.  The 

NYSOPRHP guidance indicates when prehistoric Native American artifacts are recovered from an isolated shovel 

test, then up to eight additional shovel tests will need to be excavated around the original shovel test to determine 

whether the artifacts represent an isolated find or may indicate the presence of a more substantial archeological site.  

The additional shovel tests should be excavated at one-meter and three-meter intervals in the cardinal directions (or 

as appropriate based on the project configuration) around the original shovel test.   

 

Artifacts recovered from shovel tests were placed in plastic bags labeled with standard archeological information, 

including location and provenience information.  Following completion of fieldwork, all recovered materials were 

washed, identified, inventoried, and re-bagged in labeled and clean 4-mil archival quality plastic bags.  All artifacts 

recovered were then identified and described based on material type and standard descriptive characteristics and 

included in an artifact inventory (see Appendix E). Photographs of representative artifacts recovered from 

archeological sites are included in Appendix A (Photographs 98-112). 
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4.2 Phase 1 Archeological Survey Fieldwork Results 

EDR conducted the Phase 1 archeological survey fieldwork for the Project between May 29 and July 10, 2013. 

Fieldwork was conducted under the direct supervision of Arron Kotlensky, Senior Archeologist with EDR and a 

Registered Professional Archeologist (RPA), assisted by Diane Bonn, Sam Holmes, and Fran McCormick 

(Archeological Field Assistants) and Eric Lockard and Connor Liddell (GPS Technicians), with Patrick Heaton 

(Project Manager, RPA) providing oversight for all of the fieldwork.  Photographs of representative conditions 

encountered during the Phase 1 survey are included in Appendix A (Photographs 42-74). 

 

EDR personnel excavated 1,414 shovel tests (in total) during the course of the Phase 1 survey.  Within the proposed 

business park site, EDR completed a total of 1,095 shovel tests (see Figure 13: Sheets 1-3).  These included 959 

shovel tests located in the margin areas around previously delineated wetlands and/or the vicinity of the esker 

located on site. EDR also conducted archeological investigations of two MDS sites (Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 & 

MDS 2; see Section 4.3, below, and Appendix E) that were identified in the Phase 1A report (EDR, 2012; see 

Sections 2.5 and 3.2, above). EDR completed a total of 136 shovel tests at both sites (including 51 shovel tests at 

MDS 1 and 85 shovel tests at MDS 2). In addition, EDR excavated 319 shovel tests and an approximately 600-foot 

(183-meter) long segment of pedestrian survey in a cultivated field along the proposed route of the sewer line (Figure 

13; Sheets 3-6). A summary of the level of effort for the Phase 1 survey is presented in Table 6.  

 

Table 6. Phase 1 Archeological Testing Summary 

Archeological  
Survey Area 

Shovel  
Tests 

Comments/ 
Artifacts Recovered 

Archeological  
Sites 
Identified 

Photographs 
(Appendix A) 

1 1.1.01–1.1.101 
1.2.01–1.2.105 
1.3.01–1.3.105  
A1–A4 

Shovel tests 1.1.18, 1.1.22, 1.1.37, 1.1.45 - 
historic/modern materials recovered;  
Potential feature A (mound of stones),  
Shovel tests A1–A4, no artifacts recovered 

None  42-46 

2 2.1.01–2.1.36 
2.2.01–2.2.34 
2.3.01–2.3.38 

Shovel tests 2.2.17 and 2.3.18 –  
historic/modern materials recovered 

None 47-51 

3 3.1.01–3.1.65 
3.2.01–3.2.62 
3.3.01–3.3.55 

Shovel tests 3.1.22 and 3.1.65 - 
historic/modern materials recovered 

None  52-54 
 

4 4.1.01–4.1.43 
4.2.01–4.2.34 
4.3.01–4.3.30 

No cultural materials recovered None 55-58 

 

5 5.1.01–5.1.74 
5.2.01–5.2.58 
5.3.01–5.3.52 

Shovel test 5.1.23 - 
historic/modern materials recovered 

None 59-62 

6 6.1.01–6.1.26 
6.2.01–6.2.20 
6.3.01–6.3.17 

No materials recovered None 63-65 

Sewer line U1.01–U1.313 U1.30, U1.66, U1.88  - 
Historic/modern materials recovered 

None 66-74 
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Archeological  
Survey Area 

Shovel  
Tests 

Comments/ 
Artifacts Recovered 

Archeological  
Sites 
Identified 

Photographs 
(Appendix A) 

Caughdenoy Road  
MDS 1 Site;  

51 shovel tests Features B1-B4 
10 positive shovel tests –  
Historic/modern materials recovered 

Caughdenoy Road  
MDS 1 Site 

75-78; 
82-87 

Caughdenoy Road  
MDS 2 Site;  

85 shovel tests Features C1-C8 
6 positive shovel tests –  
Historic/modern materials recovered 

Caughdenoy Road  
MDS 1 Site 

79-81; 
88-96 

 

Shovel tests typically ranged in depth from approximately 20 to 45 cm (8-18 in) below ground surface (bgs). 

Observed soils were relatively uniform across the Project site and strongly suggest intensive previous cultivation in 

several areas (Buildable Area 3, in particular). Soil profiles typically included an upper stratum of uniform, dark 

grayish brown to brown silt loam with trace pebbles or cobbles, with typical depths ranging between 25 and 35 cm (9-

14 in) bgs. These uppermost soils frequently displayed characteristics of a distinct plowzone (uniformity with a lack of 

pebbles/cobbles) and were underlain by distinct dark yellowish brown to yellowish brown silt loam to silty clay, with 

trace pebbles and cobbles. The subsoil observed in several shovel tests contained evidence of recent hydric 

conditions, including immediate water percolation and reduction-oxidation (“redox”) indicators. Relatively few larger 

cobbles or boulders were encountered in shovel tests within the Project site (see Appendices C and D).    

 

Apart from the results of EDR’s intensive archeological surveys of the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and MDS 2 sites 

(discussed in detail in Section 4.3, below), the archeological survey of the Project site did not identify any additional 

archeological sites, prehistoric or historic.  Potential archeological features were observed in two areas (other than 

the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and 2 sites).  In both cases, the fieldwork conducted for the Phase 1 survey was 

sufficient to determine that these areas did not warrant further consideration as archeological resources. These areas 

are described below:   

 

 In Buildable Area 1, EDR personnel encountered a roughly rectilinear mound or pile of field stones flanked 

by large, mature hardwood trees in proximity to shovel test 1.1.71.  This area was designated as potential 

archeological site “A” (see Figure 13: Sheet 3).  To determine whether this mound of fieldstones 

represented an archeological site, EDR personnel excavated four shovel tests (A1 through A4) around the 

perimeter of the mound of fieldstones. No artifacts were recovered from these four shovel tests. Additionally, 

EDR personnel completed a pedestrian reconnaissance of the immediate area and observed no additional 

evidence of a possible structure or other identifiable archeological feature. Given the extended use of the 

property for agricultural activities, the assemblage of field stones and mature hardwood trees may represent 

a pile of fieldstone removed from cultivated fields and/or a cluster of shade trees in a former pasture area. 

Historic aerial imagery, dating from 1956 and 1972 (Figures 16 and 17), depict a darker shaded area in this 
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area, suggesting that the small copse of trees that remain standing were present historically. No structural 

footprint or other clear indication of an archeological feature is evident in either image.  Based on the results 

of the Phase 1 survey, EDR determined that the mound of fieldstones did not represent an archeological 

site. 

 

 Along the route of the proposed sewer line, EDR personnel recovered three (3) mid-nineteenth to early 

twentieth century domestic site-related artifacts (including a likely fragment of plaster, undecorated white-

ware, and a fragment of clear vessel glass) from shovel test U1.30 (see Appendix D: Artifact Inventory; 

Figure 13: Sheet 4). To determine whether these finds indicated the possible presence of a historic-period 

archeological site, EDR completed an additional six shovel tests at cardinal directions around shovel test 

U1.30, to the northwest, north, northeast, west, east, and south at a 25 foot (7.5 m) intervals (areas located 

southwest and southeast of shovel test U1.30 were heavily disturbed by recent ATV traffic along an 

unimproved road surface so no shovel tests were excavated at these locations). No additional artifacts were 

recovered from these shovel tests. In addition to the radial shovel tests, EDR personnel completed a 

pedestrian reconnaissance in the area of shovel test U1.30 but observed no evidence of obvious structural 

remains (e.g., foundation masonry, depressions, shaft features). Historic maps (Figures 7-12) do not depict 

any historic structures in the vicinity of shovel test U1.30. The recovered artifacts likely represent agricultural 

field scatter and are not considered archeologically significant. 

 

No shovel tests were excavated in areas previously disturbed by existing utilities. The results of the utility mark outs 

(and results of shovel testing in some areas) indicate that many segments of the proposed sewer line are located in 

previously disturbed areas (see Figure 13: Sheets 3-6, and Appendix A: Photographs 69, 70, 72).     

 

4.3 Identified Archeological Sites 

EDR recovered 214 artifacts from shovel tests during the Phase 1 survey (see Appendix E).  No prehistoric Native 

American artifacts were recovered from any shovel tests during the Phase 1 survey. As described above, when 

modern artifacts were observed in shovel tests their presence was noted but they were not typically collected for 

further analysis.  Historic-period artifacts recovered during the Phase 1 survey are enumerated in Appendix D.  

Concentrations of artifacts that warrant consideration as archeological sites were identified in two areas (the 

Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 site and the Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 site) within the Project site, which are each treated 

in further detail below. 
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Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 

Site Location 

Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 is located within an overgrown area that includes forest and successional vegetation 

located along the east side of Caughdenoy Road, approximately 2,650 feet north of the intersection with NYS Route 

31 (Figure 13: Sheet 2 and Figure 14). The site is bounded on the west by a portion of Caughdenoy Road and on the 

south by a hedgerow that runs perpendicular to Caughdenoy Road. The area east of the site is forested wetland and 

area north of the site is open agricultural fields. 

 

Historical Documentation 

As described in Section 2.5, Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 is first identified in the 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County 

(see Figure 7), which identifies a structure in this location as being occupied by “H. Summer”, who is likely the “Henry 

Summers” listed in the 1850 U.S. census (U.S. Census Bureau, 1850) within the Town of Clay. H. Summers is also 

listed as the resident of this location in the 1860 Sweet Map of Onondaga County (see Figure 8). Henry Summers 

was a farmer who lived in the Town of Clay from at least 1850 to 1880. Summers was a white farmer born in New 

York state in 1814 (date of death unknown), eventually marrying Mary Summers (maiden name unknown), with 

whom he had at least one child, David N. Summers.  

 

The 1874 and 1889 maps (see Figures 9 and 10) identify “I. Van Vleck” as the owner or occupant of MDS 1.  Isaac 

Van Vleck is identified in the 1870 census as a farmer in the Town of Clay.  Isaac Van Vleck was born in 1821, 

possibly in the Town of Salina, to Abraham and Helen Van Vleck. In 1850 Isaac was working as a salt merchant and 

may have married his wife by this point in time, but by 1860 had become a farmer like his father. At this point, two 

generations of the Van Vleck family were living together in the Town of Schroeppel, in Oswego County. Isaac, his 

father, his apparent wife, and their children are listed in the 1870 census as living in the Town of Clay, so the property 

in question may have been acquired by this point in time (especially considering it is listed in the 1874 Sweet map as 

belonging to Van Vleck). Given that both Henry Summers and Isaac Van Vleck were identified as farmers in census 

records and that the physical extent of Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 is relatively limited and appears to have contained 

with no more than a couple of primary structures, it is reasonable to conclude that this property was used strictly for 

residential and agricultural purposes.  

 

Aerial photographs of the site from 1956 and 1972 show two or three structures standing at the site (Figures 16 and 

17). As noted in the Phase 1A report prepared for the Project (EDR, 2012), an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 

was conducted for this parcel in June of 2004. The ESA noted that a vacant, 40 foot by 35 foot, two-story detached 

dwelling and 25 foot by 40 foot three-car garage remained standing within the site, with a septic tank and leach field 
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located east of the house (C&S Engineers, Inc., 2004). The house and garage stood at Caughdenoy Road MDS Site 

1 until approximately four to five years ago, when the buildings were demolished and removed (Provo, 2012). 

 

Archaeological Reconnaissance and Testing 

Archeological survey conducted at the site included a pedestrian reconnaissance and shovel testing.  The pedestrian 

reconnaissance served to identify readily apparent foundation remains and establish preliminary site boundaries 

(based on foundation remains, vegetation patterns, and other observed surface conditions).  The western portion of 

the site appears to be a formerly open yard that is in the process of being overgrown with successional vegetation 

(Photographs 75-76). The eastern portion of the site is overgrown with better established (estimated at 30-40 years) 

successional forest vegetation. Several older hardwood trees (probable shade trees) and areas of shrubby, 

ornamental vegetation in the western part of the site suggest the former presence of a house and yard, including two 

Norway spruce, a large, senescent maple, a dwarf white spruce, and multi-flora rose to the south of the Norway 

spruce and maple trees mentioned above (see Figure 14). Other ornamental and non-native vegetation in the vicinity 

of the former house site include garlic, mint, day lilies, cherry trees, white birch, and extensive raspberry bushes and 

wild grapevines, suggesting a mix of domestic gardening and permaculture around the site.  Weed vegetation, 

coupled with hummocky ground surface with bare sub soil and crushed stone, indicates that the former site of the 

house (in the center of the open yard area) is significantly disturbed. The eastern edge of the former open yard area 

is defined by a series of berms (or push-piles) that run north-south along the eastern edge of the yard.  Surface 

materials and artifacts recovered from shovel tests in this area included a mixture of modern and recent domestic 

and architectural debris dating from the nineteenth century through the mid-to-late twentieth century (see below). 

Conversations with current residents in the area suggest that the house and possible garage remained standing until 

four or five years ago, at which point they were demolished, which accounts for the well-disturbed soils and push 

piles (Provo, 2012).  

     

In total, 51 shovel tests were excavated at the site.  Shovel testing was performed across the site in a grid pattern, at 

50 foot (approximately 15 m) intervals running east from Caughdenoy Road to the western edge of the site (see 

Figure 14). Shovel tests were designated with a “B” followed by grid coordinates that referenced each shovel test’s 

distance (in feet) from a site datum (B.N100-E000), which was located at the southwestern most point of the 

designated site survey area. The northernmost transect of shovel tests began at B.N400-E000, 300 feet (91 m) north 

of the site datum, and the easternmost shovel tests were dug at B.N100-E350 and B.N150-E350.  Additional shovel 

tests were completed at 25 foot (7.5 m) intervals in the vicinity of observed foundation remains and the presumed 

former location of the house (see Figure 14).  These included five additional shovel tests in the vicinity of the former 

house site (shovel tests B.N200-E075, B.N225-E050, B.N225-E075, B.N225-E100, and B.N250-E075) and seven 
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additional shovel tests (B.N125-E100, B.N125-E125, B.N125-E150, B.N150-E125, B.N175-E100, B.N175-E125, and 

B.N175-E150) in the former yard area around the garage foundation (Feature B1, see below).  

 

Across the site, most shovel tests revealed a surface layer of soil characterized by a medium-dark yellow-brown silt-

clay loam, changing to a subsoil starting around 8 to 14 inches (20 to 35 cm) in depth, characterized by dark yellow 

clay loam with higher moisture content. This pattern only deviated in shovel tests either in the vicinity of Feature B1 

and within the area of the presumed house site, particularly shovel tests B.N200-E050, B.N200-E100, B.N225-E050, 

B.N225-E075, and B.N250-E075, all of which were characterized by heavily disturbed soils and all of which yielded 

artifacts (except for shovel test B.N225-E050). These shovel tests lacked intact topsoil and generally exhibited soils 

characterized by compact, mixed silt loam and silt clay loam that included gravel/crushed stone, concrete, rock, 

structural timbers and debris, charcoal/burnt materials, architectural hardware (nails) and fragments of flat glass.  The 

disturbed soils observed in these shovel tests generally represent the location and immediate vicinity of the former 

house that was demolished at the site ca. 2007-2008 (Provo, 2012).  

 

Archeological Features 

The Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 site contains the probable remnants of a house, garage, barn, silo, and well (see 

Figure 14). The site of the former house, located generally southeast of the remnants of an asphalt driveway 

intersecting Caughdenoy Road between B.N175-N225 and B.E50-E100 (within the site grid), is characterized by a 

slightly higher elevation than the area around it (Photographs 75-76). The ground within the house site is marked by 

several hummocks with depressions, tall weeds and grassy vegetation, and disturbed soils to 80 cm (32 in), which 

were encountered in shovel tests along the B.N200 and B.N225 transects. No indications of an intact foundation 

were observed.  The surface conditions and soils observed in shovel tests are consistent with a local resident’s 

information that the house was demolished and the site bulldozed within the past few years (Provo, 2012).  A 

structure (presumably the house) is also shown in this general location on aerial photographs from 1956 and 1972 

(Figures 16 and 17) 

 

Four extant features were identified through pedestrian survey and shovel testing around Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 

during the archeological survey, including a well, two foundations (that appear to represent a garage and a barn), and 

the circular foundation of a silo (see Figure 14). These features are described as follows:  

 

 Feature B1 is a rectilinear, poured concrete foundation (Photograph 77), that measures approximately 30 

feet (9.1 m) east-west by 12 feet (3.7 m) north-south. The walls of the foundation are about 9 inches (23 cm) 

wide, rising to 10 inches (25 cm) above the grade of the surrounding area, and are marked by steel anchor 

bolts that rise vertically from the lip of the foundation, likely intended to fix the walls of the structure to the 
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foundation. The interior of the foundation is recessed vertically to about four inches (10 cm) below the top of 

the wall. Within the exterior perimeter walls, a thin layer of organic material (primarily leaf litter) overlays a 

concrete floor. The feature is located between B.N125 and B.N150 feet between B.E100 and B.E150 (see 

Figure 14). Given the size and orientation of the feature, its proximity to the presumed house site, and its 

apparent recent (mid-twentieth-century) origin it most likely represents a modern garage/carport structure. A 

structure is shown in this approximate location on an aerial photograph from 1956 (Figure 16). 

 

 Feature B2 is a circular poured concrete foundation (Photograph 78) that is approximately 14 feet (4.3 m) in 

diameter. The concrete lip of the foundation is about one foot (30 cm) wide, rising to 8 inches (20 cm) above 

the grade of the surrounding area. The foundation and the surrounding area are largely overgrown with 

weeds, grapevines, and poison ivy. Given its shape, dimensions, and proximity to a possible barn structure 

(see Feature B3), it appears to represent the base of an agricultural silo. The feature is located near the far 

northeastern extent of the site, between B.E200 and B.E250 and between B.N425 and B.N450.  

 

 Feature B3 is comprised of fieldstone wall segments—some of which are capped with poured concrete—

that form a rectangular space oriented approximately north-to-south and east-to-west with an extended 

eastern wall (Photographs 79-80). The northern and southern wall segments of the foundation measure 

roughly 18 feet (5.5 m) in length, the western wall segment measures approximately 23 feet (7 m), and the 

eastern wall segment measure approximately 46 feet (14m).  The feature is located between approximately 

B.N375 and B.N425 and between B.E175 and B.E225. The northern end of the extended eastern wall 

segment is about 15 feet (4.6 m) south and 10 feet (3 m) west of Feature B2 (i.e., the silo foundation). The 

area east and northeast of the Feature B3 is depressed, open, and overgrown with weed grasses, 

suggesting the interior space of a former barn structure, likely measuring at least 50 feet by 50 feet (15.2 m 

x 15.2 m). Given the past agricultural use of the property as well as the feature’s shape, dimensions, and 

proximity to an apparent silo foundation, Feature B3 appears to represent a the foundation of a stock barn. 

A structure is shown in this approximate location on aerial photographs from 1956 and 1972 (Figures 16 and 

17). 

 

 Feature B4 is a 5 foot by 5 foot (1.5 m x 1.5 m), square, concrete block shaft capped by a rusted sheet of 

corrugated metal roofing or siding (Photograph 81). The feature appears to represent a well or cistern - the 

feature’s depth could not be determined. Feature B4 is located approximately at B.E150 feet between 

B.N200 and B.N225, approximately midway between the former house site and barn foundation (i.e., 

Feature B3).  
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Artifacts  

In total, 71 artifacts were recovered from 10 shovel tests at the site (see Appendix E and Table 7, below). Almost all 

of the artifacts recovered from the site were from shovel tests located in the immediate vicinity of either Feature B1 

(the garage foundation) or the former house site.  

 

Table 7. Summary of Artifacts Recovered at Caughdenoy Road MDS 1.   

Shovel Test Stratum Depth Count Description Date Range 

B.N100-E350 1 0-48 cm 3 nails and wire (architectural); ferrous 19th-20th cent. 

B.N175-E100 1 0-25 cm 4 coal ash (3), plastic (1) unknown/modern  

B.N200-E050 2 62-82 cm 1 nail (architectural); ferrous 19th-20th cent. 

B.N200-E100 1 0-82 cm 31 roof tile (1), brick (1), nails (7), metal—bullet casing (1), 
ceramic (14—6 terracotta, 8 white ware), glass (7, vessel 
& flat) 

var.  

B.N200-E150 1 0-34 cm 3 white ware (1), nails (2) 19th-20th cent. 

B.N225-E075 2 42-64 cm 17 nails (2), metal chain (1), flat/window glass (14) 19th-20th cent. 

B.N250-E075 2 40-60 cm 4 bone (3), flat/window glass (1) unknown  

B.N250-E100 2 20-30 cm 1 bone (animal); cut unknown  

B.N250-E200 1 0-35 cm 6 misc. metal (4), ceramic (1), glass (1—food, serving) 19th-20th cent. 

B.N350-E050 2 25-75 cm 1 ceramic (1—decorative tile) unknown  

   71 Total Artifacts—MDS 1 (10 total positive STPs)  

 

The majority of recovered artifacts were ceramic, glass, and metal, including white earthenware, flower pot terracotta, 

architectural metal/hardware (primarily wire nails), flat/window glass with smaller quantities of serving/vessel 

glassware fragments, and miscellaneous/unidentified metal fragments (Photographs 98-103). A few bone fragments 

were recovered, including one piece of cut bone, several pieces of coal ash, one piece of plastic, one .22 caliber 

cartridge, a fragment of roof tile, and one decorative ceramic tile fragment. No prehistoric artifacts were recovered 

during the survey of the site. Artifacts recovered from the site date between the second half of the nineteenth century 

and the mid-to-late twentieth century. 

 

In addition, as described above there is a series of push-piles located east of the former house site, located between 

approximately B.N200 and B.N300 and between B.E175 and B.E225 (see Figure 14).  Scattered piles of domestic 

refuse are distributed on the ground surface across and around these push piles.  This refuse includes metal 

buckets, paint cans, metal drums/barrels, box-springs, metal hardware (bolts, rods, and cables), agricultural 

implements, automobile/truck parts, rubber tires, concrete blocks/fragments, butchered bone fragments, canning and 

mason jars, stoneware crocks, plastic jugs/bottles, and glass bottles ((Photograph 82)).  None of these materials 

were collected for further analysis.  In general, the dates of the materials included in this scattered rubbish are 

consistent with the assumed abandonment of the property, i.e., during the mid to late twentieth century. 

 

Taken together, the artifact assemblage recovered from and observed at the site is indicative of a domestic habitation 
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spanning the map documented dates of occupation of the site and does not suggest an earlier, unrecorded 

occupation of the site or alternative uses of the site that were not recorded by either period maps or other consulted 

historical records. The locations of foundation remains at the site are generally consistent with what appear to be 

structures on aerial photographs of the site from 1956 and 1972 (Figures 16 and 17).  Based on the terminal dating of 

the artifact assemblage, the site may have been abandoned as early as the 1960s or 1970s.  

 

Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 

Site Location 

Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 is located within an overgrown forested area on the east side of Caughdenoy Road, 

approximately 1,150 feet north of NYS Route 31. The area intensively surveyed around this site measured 

approximately 350 feet (107m) east to west by 450 feet (137 m) north to south (Figure 13: Sheet 3 and Figure 15).  

 

Historical Documentation 

The Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 site is first identified in the 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County (see Figure 6), 

which identifies a structure in the location of MDS 2 as belonging to a C. Mogg. This would appear to be Cornelius 

Mogg, who is listed in the 1850 census as a resident of the Town of Clay and a carpenter born in 1821 (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 1850). At that time, Cornelius was married to a Corina Mogg. Between the 1850, 1860, and 1870 censuses, 

her name is spelled Corina, Lavina, and Lovina respectively, though it appears to be the same individual (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 1850, 1860, 1870). Together they had three sons: Levi, born in 1849; Curtis, born in 1854; and 

Elmer, born in 1861. Cornelius Mogg remained more or less in the same line of work, listed as a lumberman in the 

1860 census and then as a farmer in the 1870 U.S. Census. By 1860, however, the site had become the property of 

a W. H. Ostrander, who is identified as the owner in the 1860 Sweet Map of Onondaga County (Figure 7), which also 

identifies the site as the location of a cigar manufactory.  

 

Sometime between 1850 and 1860, William H. Ostrander moved from the Town of Danube in Herkimer County to the 

Town of Clay with his wife Arian (who was just a year or less younger than William) and their young son, Henry. It is 

unclear if Henry, born in 1849, lived past the age of 11—he is not listed in the 1860, 1870, or 1880 censuses. It 

appears that the Ostranders took on several boarders over the years; however, these primarily included farm 

laborers, presumably working on the Ostranders’ lands, but also extended family (such as William’s brother Orlando, 

sister-in-law Judeth, nephew Harry, and aunt Polly Diefendorf, all listed as part of the Ostrander household in the 

1880 census), and also a couple of cigarmakers. Though the 1860 census lists W. H. Ostrander’s occupation as a 

farmer (which was William’s listed occupation in every census recovered), it also identifies a cigar manufacturer 

named William L. Coughtry as living in that residence (U.S. Census Bureau, 1860). William L. Coughtry was likely 

related to Jacob W. Coughtry, who owned the J. W. Coughtry & Sons Cigar Manufacturers.  However, after the 1860 
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census, no trace of William L. Coughtry could be found in the Town of Clay.  As described in Section 2.5, cigar 

manufacturing became a prominent industry in Clay in the latter half of the nineteenth century and the crossroads 

hamlet located along the Rome, Watertown & Ogdensburg Railroad west of the Project site was known as Cigarville1. 

By 1889, the Coughtry cigar manufactory had relocated to a site in Cigarville (see Figure 10). 

 

By 1874 Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 was identified as the property and/or residence of I. Freeman (see Figure 9).  

This is most likely the Irving Freeman listed in the 1870 census as a farmer in the Town of Clay (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 1870). Freeman is the last identified property owner on this site, listed in the 1889 Sweet Map of Onondaga 

County (see Figure 9). According to census records, Irving Freeman first appears as a resident of the Town of Clay in 

1870 as (a very likely misspelled) “Ervira” Freeman, living with Henry and Margaret Brown, then ages 56 and 48. In 

1870, “Ervira” was listed as being 14 years of age, meaning that if the Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 property belonged 

to him in 1874, then he was no more than 18 years old at the time. It is unclear what the relation was between Irving 

Freeman and the Browns, if there were any—the Browns did not have any natural children listed as living with them 

in 1870, and no other conclusive records of the Browns can be found at this time. It is likely that Irving taken in as a 

boarder and a hired hand. The 1870 census also lists a 22 year-old farmer named Charles Young and a 17 year-old 

schoolteacher named Mary McCullock living in the Brown household.  

 

Irving was listed as a farmer and a member of the Brown household in the 1880 census as well, along with Irving’s 

wife Rose and a slightly older (28 year-old), unrelated individual named Barker Rhodes, then listed as a telegraph 

operator. If Irving Freeman was still the owner of the property at MDS 2 at this point in time, then that would suggest 

that the Browns had also been living there for at least as long. Regardless, in 1900 Irving Freeman was listed as the 

head of the household, living with his wife Rose and Margaret Brown. By this point in time, Henry Brown may have 

passed away and Irving was working as a canal superintendent. The 1910 census no longer lists Margaret Brown as 

a part of the Freeman household, but it does include a Florence Freeman, listed as the daughter of Rose and 

Irving—who is then listed as a State Official. Finally, in 1920, the Freeman household included Irving, then a County 

Sherriff, Rose, their daughter Florence (now having taken the name Edgren), and her husband, a bookkeeper named 

Edward Edgren (USCB, 1900, 1910, 1920). Irving died in 1934.  

 

Aerial photographs of the site from 1956 and 1972 show three or four structures standing at the site (Figures 16 and 

17). According to EDR’s interviews with a local historian, in the 1960s the property was purchased by the Lombardy 

Tank Company. These owners brought cattle to the site in September of 1965, but then moved these from the site in 

                                                           

1 The Cigarville railroad station was built in what is now the hamlet of Clay around 1871, as was the Cigarville post office. The 
first historical map to identify the hamlet of Clay as “Cigarville” was the 1874 Sweet Map of Onondaga County (see Figure 9); the 
last historical map to identify the hamlet of Clay as Cigarville was the 1898 USGS topographical map of Syracuse (Figure 11).  
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January of 1966. The primary house structure on the property, which was described as a one-story building 

constructed of hewn timbers, burned down by 1970 – possibly as a result of lightning strike. The barn associated with 

the property was later taken down in the early 1990s (Young, 2013).  

 

Archaeological Reconnaissance and Testing 

Archeological survey conducted at the site included a pedestrian reconnaissance and shovel testing.  The pedestrian 

reconnaissance served to identify readily apparent foundation remains and establish preliminary site boundaries 

(based on foundation remains, vegetation patterns, and other observed surface conditions).  The entire site is 

overgrown with established (estimated at 30-40 years) successional shrub and forest vegetation (Photograph 83). 

Distinctive vegetation includes a large stand of Japanese knotweed in the southern part of the site (Photograph 84). 

This stand of Japanese knotweed lies immediately to the south of an overgrown clearing, measuring approximately 

50 feet north-south (15m) by 125 feet east-west (38 m), perpendicular to and extending from Caughdenoy Road 

toward a mature Norway Spruce and a large maple located approximately 50 feet (15m) east and northeast 

(respectively) of the northern boundary of the Japanese knotweed. As described below, the stand of knotweed 

appears to be located in an area of disturbed soils with burnt material (assumed to be associated with the former 

location of the house).  The overgrown clearing, north of the knotweed, appears to represent the locations of a 

historic drive or lane and yard adjacent to the presumed house site.  

 

In total, 85 shovel tests were excavated at the site.  Similar to the testing strategy at Caughdenoy Road MDS Site 1, 

shovel testing was performed across the site in a grid pattern at 50-foot intervals running east from Caughdenoy 

Road to the western edge of the site (see Figure 15). Shovel tests were designated with a “C” followed by grid 

coordinates that referenced each shovel test’s distance (in feet) from a site datum (C.N200-E000), which was located 

at the southwestern most point of the designated site survey area. The northernmost transect of shovel tests followed 

gridline C.N550 and the easternmost shovel tests were excavated along grid line C.E350 (350 feet north and east of 

the site datum, respectively).  Additional shovel tests were excavated at 25-foot intervals in areas extant foundations, 

suspected locations of former structures, and/or high artifact concentrations. These included transects C.N200 

(shovel tests were excavated at 25-foot intervals between C.E075 and C.E225), C.N225 (E075-E.225), C.N250 

(E025-E.225), C.N275 (E050-E.225), and C.N300 (E075-E225; see Figure 15).  

 

Across the site, stratigraphy observed in most shovel tests included a surface layer of soil characterized by some 

variation of silty-loam and silty-clay-loam and generally either a dark brown (occasionally near-black) color, or a 

neutral, medium-brown color. The shift to subsoil generally occurred between 25 and 35cm in depth, and was 

accompanied by a color shift to a much lighter, occasionally pale tan-yellow color; the subsoil texture is similar to the 

surface level, though in many areas included higher clay content.  
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Archeological Features 

A large, dense stand of Japanese knotweed is located within the site between approximately C.N200 and C.N300 

and between C.E120 and C.E210 (see Figure 15; Photograph 84).  Based on EDR’s interview with a local historian, 

this distinctive area of vegetation represents the former location of the house on the site (Young, 2013). A structure 

appears to be shown in this approximate location on aerial photographs from 1956 and 1972 (Figures 16 and 17). 

Shovel tests in this area included disturbed soils with frequent burned material, charcoal, and coal/coal slag as well 

as relatively greater number of historic period artifacts, including fragments of flat (window glass), small brick 

fragments, mortar, nails, whiteware and stoneware sherds, vessel glass fragments, and unidentified/miscellaneous 

metal fragments (see below and Appendix C).  A few large fieldstones were observed within this area of knotweed, 

although no readily apparent pattern or arrangement was observed. These stones may have served at one time as 

part of a foundation or footings for the former structure in this area. Scattered structural debris, such as asbestos tile 

fragments and asphalt shingle fragments, were also observed on the ground surface in this area.  

 

Eight extant archeological features were identified at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2, including four wells, one extant silo, 

one barn foundation, and two fieldstone mounds/piles. These features are as follows: 

  

 Feature C1 is a large foundation with mixed construction materials including poured concrete, concrete 

block, and mortared fieldstone that taken together appear to represent the foundation of a barn 

(Photographs 85-88). The wall segments stand generally 12 to 30 inches (30 to 76 cm) above grade, and 

include several structural anchor bolts, typically spaced five to six feet (1.5 m to 1.8 m) apart. The full extent 

of these foundations and the associated structure(s) or extensions is difficult to determine due to the poor 

state of preservation, density of ground cover, and presence of numerous felled (or blown down) trees over 

the southern part of the foundation area. The northernmost wall segment measures nearly 81 feet (24 m) in 

length, running east-west. Another foundation footer runs at least 77 feet (23 m) north-south across the 

approximate center of the barn, with additional shorter segments running perpendicular to this long 

foundation wall, suggesting a structure with multiple bays and additions. In total, the foundation covers an 

area greater of 80 feet (24.4 m) by 80 feet (or more), located between approximately C.N400 and C.N500 

and between C.E100 and C.E200. The shorter, interior foundation wall segments exhibit variable 

construction materials (fieldstone, some capped with cement, and concrete blocks) suggesting multiple 

episodes of construction. There are also remains of a rectangular, thin-walled, galvanized sheet-metal basin 

adjacent to the long, center footer that probably served as a watering trough for livestock. Given its overall 

dimensions, its proximity to a standing concrete silo (Feature C2), the possible livestock-watering trough, 

and informant testimony (Young, 2013), Feature C1 appears to represent the foundation of a large barn 
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structure. A structure with two perpendicular bays, or two adjacent/connected structures, is shown in this 

approximate location on aerial photographs from 1956 and 1972 (Figures 16 and 17). 

 

 Feature C2 is a concrete tower silo, built of concrete blocks with iron stave framing, measuring 

approximately 12 feet (3.7 m) in its internal diameter and (estimated) 32 feet (10m) in height (Photograph 

89). The feature is located at approximately C.N475-E210. It is immediately adjacent to the northeast corner 

of the barn foundation (Feature C1) - the outside (western) edge of the silo is within three feet (0.9 m) of the 

eastern edge of the barn foundation. The silo is partially overgrown with ivy. 

 

 Feature C3 is a modern well, consisting of a capped steel pipe, approximately three inches in diameter and 

standing 24 inches above surrounding grade (Photograph 90). The well is located at approximately C.N490-

E.260. The well is located approximately 50 feet east of the large concrete silo (Feature C2).  

 

 Feature C4 is a circular fieldstone-lined well, approximately five feet in diameter (Photograph 91). The well 

is currently filled with rocks and rubble, with standing water observable at approximately four feet below the 

ground surface. The well is located at approximately C.N315-E135, on the northern side of the large area of 

dense Japanese knotweed and within 50’ west of an old, large maple tree. A very large Norway spruce 

stands near to this feature, adjacent to C.N350-E150. There is also a recent rubber hose with a steel clamp 

running from the well, suggesting that it may still be (or was recently) in working order. 

 

 Feature C5 is a circular stone-lined well, approximately five to six feet in diameter and constructed of large 

cobblestones and fieldstones.  The feature is located at approximately C.N400-E160, south of and nearby 

the large barn foundation (Feature C1). The well shaft is observable to a depth of approximately three feet 

below the ground surface, below which it is filled with cinder blocks and large slabs of concrete (Photograph 

92), which are assumed to represent demolished portions of the former barn structure and/or foundation. 

Other, very large slabs of concrete were observed in piles on the ground surface within an area of 

overgrown vegetation immediately adjacent to the well.  

 

 Feature C6 is a low mound or push-pile of fieldstones, located between approximately C.N.200-E.250 and 

C.N250-E275.  Scattered piles of domestic refuse are distributed on the ground surface across and around 

this pile of fieldstones.  This refuse includes a metal box spring, rubber tires, metal 50 gallon drums, plastic 

drinking cups and two-liter soda bottles, pull-tab beer cans, metal (food) cans, miscellaneous metal 

associated with farm machinery, glass juice and condiment bottles, and a large number of canning jars 

(Photographs 93-95).  None of these materials were collected for further analysis.  In general, the dates of 



Phase 1 Archeological Survey – White Pine Commerce Park  34 

the materials included in this scattered rubbish are consistent with the reported abandonment of the 

property, i.e., during the mid to late twentieth century.  

 

 Feature C7 is a modern well, similar to Feature C3, located at approximately C.N450-E100 (Photograph 

96).  

 

 Feature C8 is a small fieldstone pile located at approximately C.N460-E340 (Photograph 97).  Four oxidized 

fragments of nails or metal wire were recovered from shovel test C.450-E350 (adjacent to the feature; see 

below).  Otherwise, no indications of a structure or other feature were observed and it is likely that this pile 

represents stones resulting from field clearing activities.   

 

Artifacts 

Artifacts were recovered from a total of 26 shovel tests (see Figure 15), with 121 artifacts recovered from the site 

(see Appendix E and Table 8, below). The majority of artifacts were recovered from shovel tests located in the 

immediate vicinity of the presumed house site (i.e., the stand of Japanese knotweed; see Figure 15) and to a lesser 

extent the area associated with the barn foundation and silo (Features C1 and C2, respectively).  

 

Table 8. Summary of Artifacts Recovered at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2. 

Shovel Test Stratum Depth Count Description Date Range 

C.N200-E075 1 0-5 cm 1 stoneware (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N200-E100 1 0-28 cm 2 whiteware (1), glass (1); food—serving 20th cent. 

C.N200-E125 1 0-33 cm 7 stoneware (2), flat glass (2), coal (2), slag (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N200-E175 1 0-5 cm 1 whiteware (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N225-E075 1 0-34 cm 2 brick fragments (2) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N225-E125 0 surface 7 tile (4), brick fragments – 1 mortared (3) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N225-E125 1 0-41 cm 2 coal fragments (2) unk.  

C.N225-E150 1 0-5 cm 4 stoneware (2), flat glass (1), vessel glass (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N225-E175 1 0-5 cm 4 flat glass (2), whiteware (2) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N225-E225 1 0-24 cm 8 metal button & metal fragments 19th cent.  

C.N250-E075 1 0-10 cm 1 flat glass (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N250-E100 1 0-30 cm 8 mortar (7), flat limestone w/ mortar (1) unk.  

C.N250-E125 1 0-20 cm 5 nail (1), staple (1), flat glass (1), mortar fragment (1), fabric 
strip (1) 

19th-20th cent. 

C.N250-E150 1 0-30 cm 3 whiteware (1), flat/window glass (2) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N250-E175 1 0-20 cm 6 whiteware (2), coal (2), flat glass (1), brick fragment (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N275-E075 2 40-80 cm 9 whiteware (1), bullet casing (1), vessel glass (1), nail frag. 
(1), brick fragment (1), misc. metal (1), mortar fragment (3) 

19th-20th cent. 

C.N275-E100 1 0-20 cm 4 brick fragment (1), nail (1), ceramic (1), flat glass (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N275-E125 1 0-20 cm 6 flat glass (2), vessel glass (1), whiteware (1), redware (2) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N275-E175 1 0-20 cm 1 nail (1) 19th cent.  

C.N275-E200 1 0-20 cm 3 flat glass (1), vessel glass (1), mortar sample (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N300-E075 1 0-20 cm 7 ceramic (3—white ware), flat glass (3), vessel glass (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N350-E150 1 0-35 cm 2 steel axehead (1), shotgun casing (1) var.  
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Shovel Test Stratum Depth Count Description Date Range 

C.N450-E100 1 0-28 cm 5 nail (1), misc. metal (2), flat glass (1), rubber hose (1) 19th-20th cent. 

C.N450-E150 1 0-30 cm 10 brick fragments (4), vessel glass (2), flat glass (1), slate (1), 
misc. metal (2—painted/enameled metal) 

19th-20th cent. 

C.N450-E250 1 0-27 cm 7 nails, plastic-coated metal wire 19th-20th cent. 

C.N450-E350 1 0-22 cm 4 nails and/or metal wire fragments 19th-20th cent. 

   119 Total Artifacts—MDS 2 (26 total positive STPs)  

 

Artifacts recovered from the site include ceramic, glass (flat and vessel glass fragments), metal hardware (principally 

architectural in nature), brick fragments and mortar remains, including pieces of stone and brick with mortar attached 

(Photographs 104-112). The ceramic fragments include whiteware, with a few pieces of very thick, salt-glazed 

stoneware and two pieces of redware/terracotta. There were approximately twice as many fragments of flat glass as 

vessel glass, and the majority of metal fragments were architectural hardware (nails, staples, wires, and other forms). 

Some samples of coal fragments and slag were also recorded, which is consistent with the reported burning of the 

house at the site during the late 1960s (Young, 2013).  Miscellaneous artifacts that were recovered include a button, 

a bullet casing, a modern plastic and metal shotgun casing, a plastic-coated wire, an enameled metal sign, and a 

large, historic axe head. No prehistoric artifacts were recorded. The assemblage of artifacts recovered and observed 

at the site date from the second half of the nineteenth century to the middle-late twentieth century.  

 

The features and artifact assemblage observed at (and recovered from) the site reflect domestic use and agricultural 

production consistent with the map documented dates of occupation of the site.  The locations of foundation remains 

at the site are generally consistent with what appear to be structures on aerial photographs of the site from 1956 and 

1972 (Figures 16 and 17).  Features C1, C2, C3, and C4 are all clearly modern (twentieth-century) features.  

Although at least one occupant of the site during the mid-nineteenth-century was reported to be a cigar manufacturer, 

no artifacts or features associated with that trade were identified at the site. The burning and disturbed soils observed 

in shovel tests in the former area of the house on the site are consistent with the reported burning of the house during 

the late 1960s (Young, 2013).  
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

5.1 Summary of Archeological Survey Findings 

Relative to archeological resources, the results of the Phase 1 survey for the proposed White Pine Commerce Park 

project can be summarized as follows: 

 

 The scope of work (or research design) for Phase 1 archeological survey/testing for the Project was 

developed in consultation with NYSOPRHP staff (see Section 4.1 and Appendix B).  NYSOPRHP 

recommended that an appropriate Phase 1 testing strategy for the Project site would be shovel testing (at 

50-foot intervals, in most instances, in accordance with the NYAC Standards) in the following areas: 

a. The vicinity of the esker (see Section 2.1 and Figure 3). 

b. The areas around the two MDS depicted on historic maps (see Sections 2.5 and 3.2).  

c. A 100-foot-wide strip along the edges of wetlands and wetland buffers.   

d. Other than these areas, NYSOPRHP recommended that Phase 1 testing would not be necessary 

in the remaining portions of the approximately 340 -acre Project site. 

In addition, EDR excavated shovel tests at 50-foot intervals along the centerline of the proposed sewer line. 

 In total, EDR personnel excavated 1,414 shovel tests during the course of the Phase 1 survey.  Within the 

proposed business park site, EDR completed a total of 1,095 shovel tests.  These included 959 shovel tests 

located in the margin areas around previously delineated wetlands and/or the vicinity of the esker located on 

site, 136 shovel tests at the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and MDS 2 sites (51 shovel tests at MDS 1 and 85 

shovel tests at MDS 2), and 319 shovel tests along the proposed route of the sewer line. 

 No prehistoric Native American artifacts or archeological sites were recovered or identified during the Phase 

1 survey.   

 EDR personnel recovered 214 artifacts during the Phase 1 survey (see Appendix E).  Most of the recovered 

artifacts were associated with two historic-period sites – the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and 2 sites.  The 

remaining artifacts were form the nineteenth and/or twentieth centuries and represented incidental field 

scatter that is not considered historically significant.  

 The Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 site is a farmstead that is documented on historic maps as early as 1854.  

The Phase 1 survey identified four features at the site (foundations of a garage, barn, silo, and well) and 

determined the former location of the house at the site, which was razed ca. 2008.  Artifacts recovered from 

shovel tests at the site generally consisted of fragmentary architectural materials (nails and window glass 

fragments) and small fragments of late-nineteenth to early-twentieth century ceramic and glass vessels.  

The area around the former house site is significantly disturbed, with stripped and graded areas, hummocks, 

push-piles and scattered concrete and other demolition debris.  The only shaft feature identified at the site 
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was the well.  The large push-piles that mark the eastern edge of the former yard around the house site 

include large quantities of domestic refuse, including box springs, metal buckets, automobile parts, paint 

cans, glass bottles, and plastic jugs/bottles. 

 The Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 site is also a farmstead that is documented on historic maps as early as 

1854.  The Phase 1 survey identified eight features at the site (the foundation of a large barn, a partially 

standing silo, two stone-lined wells, two modern wells, and two piles of fieldstones). The former location of 

the house at the site, which burned and was razed ca. 1970, was determined by shovel testing.  Artifacts 

recovered from shovel tests at the site generally consisted of fragmentary architectural materials (nails and 

window glass fragments) and small fragments of late-nineteenth to early-twentieth century ceramic and 

glass vessels.  The area around the former house site is indicated by a dense stand of Japanese knotweed 

(an invasive species that thrives in disturbed soils).  Shovel testing in this area revealed disturbed soils, with 

significant quantities of burnt material and charcoal, which is consistent with reports that the house burned 

ca. 1970. The only shaft features identified at the site were two fieldstone-lined wells.  A large pile of 

fieldstone near the former house site included large quantities of domestic refuse, such as metal drums and 

buckets, glass jars and bottles, and plastic jugs/bottles.  Significant portions of the large barn foundation 

were built with concrete cinder blocks.  The partially standing silo and two metal pipes/wells at the site were 

also clearly of relatively recent/modern construction. 

 The archeological testing conducted at the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and 2 sites was adequate to 

determine the spatial boundaries, identify foundations and other features, and generally assess the 

condition of archeological resources located at both of these sites.      

 

5.2 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Phase 1 archeological survey was conducted in accordance with a work plan (or research design) that was 

developed in consultation with (and approved by) NYSOPRHP staff.  The Phase 1 survey included the proposed 

location of the White Pine Commerce Park (approximately 340 acres) and a proposed four-mile long sewer line. The 

survey included the excavation of approximately 1,400 shovel tests from which 214 artifacts were recovered.  No 

Native American archeological sites were identified. 

 

The Phase 1 survey resulted in the identification of two historic-period archeological sites – the Caughdenoy Road 

MDS 1 and 2 sites.  Both of these sites are located within the proposed White Pine Commerce Park project site.  

Both sites are farmstead sites that are documented on historic maps as early as 1854 and appear to have been 

abandoned during the mid-to-late twentieth century (ca. 1960s or 1970s).  Review of historic maps and sources 

suggests that both sites were typical farm sites (i.e., both domestic habitation and agricultural production sites) 

throughout their occupation and use.  There are no standing structures at either site, other than a partially standing 
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concrete grain silo.  The former locations of the house and adjacent yard area at both sites are extensively disturbed, 

presumably associated with the demolition of the houses at each site.  Extant foundation remains observed at both 

sites include barns, wells, and a garage. The archeological testing conducted at the sites was adequate to determine 

the spatial boundaries, identify foundations and other features, and generally assess the condition of archeological 

resources located at both of these sites. 

 

In the opinion of EDR, the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 and MDS 2 sites are typical, unremarkable examples of 

abandoned farm sites.  These types of sites are ubiquitous throughout Central New York and numerous examples in 

the region have previously been studied by archeologists.  EDR did not identify any significant historical associations 

or unusual/remarkable archeological features at either site.  In the opinion of EDR, the Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 

and 2 sites do not warrant additional archeological research and no additional cultural resources investigations are 

recommended for the proposed Project. 
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Site Soils
AoA - Appleton loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
ArB - Arkport very fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes
ChA - Collamer silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
ChB - Collamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes
ClB - Colonie loamy fine sand, 0 to 6 percent slopes
DuC - Dunkirk silt loam, rolling
FL - Fluvaquents, frequently flooded
HlA - Hilton loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

HlB - Hilton loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes
MdB - Madrid fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes
MdC - Madrid fine sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes
NgA - Niagara silt loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes
OgB - Ontario loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes
OnC - Ontario gravelly loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes
Rh - Rhinebeck silt loam
WwA - Williamson silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
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Figure 7: 1854 Town of Clay, NY Map

Notes: Basemap: 1854 Town of Clay Map, Fagan.
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Figure 8: 1860 Map of Onondaga County, NY

Notes: Basemap: 1860 Map of Onondaga County, NY, H.D.L. Sweet, A.R.Z. Dawson.
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Figure 9: 1874 Map of Onondaga County, NY

Notes: Basemap: Sweet H. 1874 Atlas of Onondaga County, Clay Sheet.
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Figure 10: 1889 Map of Onondaga County, NY

Notes: Basemap: Sweet H. 1889 Atlas of Onondaga County, Clay Sheet.
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Figure 11: 1898 USGS Syracuse, NY Topographic Map

Notes: Basemap: 1898 USGS 1:62,500 Topographic Quadrangle, Syracuse.
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Figure 12: 1943 USGS Brewerton, NY Topographic Map

Notes: Basemap: 1943 USGS 1:24,000 Topographic Quadrangle, Brewerton.
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Photo 01

Southern portion of the Project 
site from NYS Route 31, view 
to the north.

Photo 02

Southern portion of the Project 
site from NYS Route 31, view 
to the north.
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Photo 03

Southern portion of the Project 
site from Caughdenoy Road, 
view to the north-northeast.

Photo 04

Northern portion of the Project 
site from Caughdenoy Road, 
view to the east.
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Photo 05

Northern portion of the Project 
site from Caughdenoy Road, 
view to the northeast.

Photo 06

CSX Railroad tracks along 
the northwestern perimeter of 
the Project site, view to the 
northeast.
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Photo 07

NYPA transmission line and 
right-of-way within the northern 
portion of the Project site, view 
to the east.

Photo 08

NYPA transmission line 
and CSX Railroad crossing 
Caughdenoy Road, view to the 
north.
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Photo 09

Location of MDS Site 1 within 
the Project site; view to the 
east.

Photo 10

Location of MDS Site 2 within 
the Project site; view to the 
east.
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Photo 11

8700 Caughdenoy Road 
(within the Project site).

Photo 12

8676 Caughdenoy Road.
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Photo 13

8721 Caughdenoy Road 
(Jerome Fire Equipment Co., 
Inc.).

Photo 14

8725 Caughdenoy Road.
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Photo 15

8613, 8617 Caughdenoy Road.

Photo 16

8611 Caughdenoy Road.
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Photo 17

8607 Caughdenoy Road.

Photo 18

8587, 8603 Caughdenoy Road.
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Photo 19

5064 NYS Route 31.

Photo 20

5117 NYS Route 31.
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Photo 21

5117 NYS Route 31, 
associated garage.

Photo 22

5170 NYS Route 31.
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Photo 23

5170 NYS Route 31, 
associated barn.

Photo 24

Proposed area of road 
improvements along 
Caughdenoy Road between 
Verplank Road and Mud Mill 
Road, view to the north.
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Photo 25

Proposed sewer line route, 
west side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.

Photo 26

Proposed sewer line route, 
east side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.
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Photo 27

Proposed sewer line route, 
east side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.

Photo 28

Proposed sewer line route, 
east side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.
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Photo 29

Proposed sewer line route, 
west side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.

Photo 30

Proposed sewer line route, 
east side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.
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Photo 31

Proposed sewer line route, 
west side of Caughdenoy 
Road, view to the north.

Photo 32

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Caughdenoy Road, view 
to the west.
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Photo 33

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Grange Road, view to the 
southeast.

Photo 34

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Maple Road, view to the 
east.
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Photo 35

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Maple Road, view to the 
west.

Photo 36

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Henry Clay Boulevard, 
view to the east.
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Photo 37

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Henry Clay Boulevard, 
view to the west.

Photo 38

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from NYS Route 31, view to 
the south.
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Photo 39

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from NYS Route 31, view to 
the north.

Photo 40

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Verplank Road, view to 
the south.
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Photo 41

Proposed sewer line route 
adjacent to existing water line 
from Verplank Road, view to 
the north.

Photo 42

View within Project site Area 
1, depicting conditions east of 
8664 Caughdenoy Road. View 
to the west. 
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Photo 43

View within Project site Area 1, 
with EDR personnel completing 
shovel tests near tree line. 
View to the east.

Photo 44

View within Project site Area 1, 
with EDR personnel complet-
ing shovel tests. View to the 
southeast.
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Photo 45

View within Project site Area 
1, depicting conditions east 
of 8676 Caughdenoy Road 
(with structures visible in 
background). View to the west. 

Photo 46

View of field and forested area 
within Project site Area 1, with 
EDR personnel completing 
shovel tests. View to the north.
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Photo 47

View within Project site Area 
2, depicting conditions along 
existing transmission line 
corridor. View to the southeast. 

Photo 48

View within Project site Area 2, 
depicting conditions along ex-
isting transmission line corridor. 
View to the southwest. 
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Photo 49

View within Project site Area 
2, depicting conditions near 
Caughdenoy Road, junction 
of CSX railroad crossing, and 
transmission access road. 
View to the northwest.

Photo 50

View within Project site Area 
2, depicting conditions east of 
Caughdenoy Road (adjacent 
to Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 & 
abandoned driveway). View to 
the west. 
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Photo 51

View within Project site Area 
2, depicting conditions east of 
Caughdenoy Road (adjacent 
to Caughdenoy Road MDS 1). 
View to the southeast.

Photo 52

View between Project site Ar-
eas 2 & 3, depicting conditions 
south of wooded area border-
ing transmission line corridor. 
View to the north.
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Photo 53

View between Project site 
Areas 2 & 3, depicting 
conditions along border 
between wooded area 
and open field. View to the 
southeast. 

Photo 54

View within Project site Area 
3, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the north.
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Photo 55

View within Project site Area 
4, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the north.

Photo 56

View within Project site Area 
4, depicting conditions within 
open wooded area. View to the 
northwest.
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Photo 57

View within Project site Area 
4, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the west.

Photo 58

View within Project site Area 
4, depicting conditions within 
open wooded area. View to the 
northwest.
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Photo 59

View within Project site Area 
5, depicting conditions within 
open wooded area along esker. 
View to the south.

Photo 60

View within Project site Area 
5, depicting conditions within 
wooded area along esker. View 
to the northwest.
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Photo 61

View within Project site Area 
5, depicting conditions within 
wooded area along esker. View 
to the southeast.

Photo 62

View within Project site Area 
5, depicting conditions within 
wooded area along esker. View 
to the east.
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Photo 63

View within Project site Area 
6, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the northwest.

Photo 64

View within Project site Area 
6, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the west.



Sheet 33 of 56
www.edrcompanies.com

White Pine Commerce Park
Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York
Appendix A:  Photographs
September 2013

Photo 65

View within Project site Area 
6, depicting conditions within 
dense wooded area. View to 
the southeast.

Photo 66

View along sewer line route, 
depicting conditions adjacent to 
wetland. View to the west.
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Photo 67

View along sewer line route, 
depicting wetland conditions. 
View to the southwest.

Photo 68

View along sewer line route, 
depicting marked-out gas line 
along eastern edge of Maple 
Road. View to the south. 
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Photo 69

View along sewer line route, 
depicting marked-out buried 
telecommunications line along 
western edge of Henry Clay 
Boulevard. View to the north.

Photo 70

EDR personnel conducting 
pedestrian survey along sewer 
line in agricultural field west of 
Henry Clay Boulevard. View to 
the east. 
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Photo 71

View along sewer line route, 
depicting buried gas line 
running north-south across 
sewer line route. View to the 
north.

Photo 72

View along sewer line route, 
depicting built conditions near 
to NY State Route 31. View to 
the north.
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Photo 73

View along sewer line route, 
depicting buried gas line 
running east-west across 
sewer line route. View to the 
west.

Photo 74

View along sewer line route, 
depicting marked-out buried 
telecommunications line along 
southern edge of Verplanck 
Road. View to the east.
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Photo 75

View of former house site at 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 
View to the east.

Photo 76

View of former house site-
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1.  
View to the south.
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Photo 77

View of former garage/carport 
foundation (Feature B1) 
located within Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 1. View to the 
southeast.

Photo 78

View of concrete foundation 
of a silo (Feature B2) within 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1.  
View to the east.
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Photo 79

View of fieldstone/concrete 
foundation segment (Feature 
B3) of probable barn located 
within Caughdenoy Road MDS 
1.  View to the east.

Photo 80

Detail of fieldstone/concrete 
barn foundation (Feature B3) 
within Caughdenoy Road MDS 
1.  View to the south.
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Photo 81

Detail view of concrete block-
lined well or cistern (Feature 
B4), with corrugated sheet 
metal cover, located within 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1.

Photo 82

Detail of push-pile and refuse 
mound located east of former 
house site at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 1. View to the 
northeast.
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Photo 83

View of former house site at 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2. 
View to the east.

Photo 84

View of dense Japanese knot-
weed growth in area of former 
house site within Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.  View to the 
west.
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Photo 85

View of barn foundation 
(Feature C1) and depression 
at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.  
View to the southwest.

Photo 86

View of barn foundation 
(Feature C1) and depression 
at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.  
View to the northeast.
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Photo 87

View of barn foundation 
(Feature C1) at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.  View to the 
southeast.

Photo 88

View of barn foundation 
(Feature C1) at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.  View to the 
southeast.
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Photo 89

View of concrete silo (Feature 
C2) at Caughdenoy Road 
MDS 2.  View to the south.

Photo 90

View of modern well (Feature 
C3) east of barn foundation 
at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.  
View to the north.
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Photo 91

Detail of dry-laid, stone-lined 
well (Feature C4) located along 
northern edge of Japanese 
knotweed growth within 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.

Photo 92

View of dry-laid, debris-filled 
fieldstone well (Feature C5) 
south of barn foundation at 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.  
View to the north.
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Photo 93

View of rubble mound (Feature 
C6) located within former 
house site at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.  View to the 
southwest.

Photo 94

View of rubble mound (Feature 
C6) located within former 
house site at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.  View to the 
southeast.
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Photo 95

Detail of bottles and jars 
located among rubble mound 
(Feature C6) at Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2.

Photo 96

View of modern well (Feature 
C7) west of barn foundation at 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.  
View to the southwest.
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Photo 97

View of field stone pile (Feature 
C8) at Caughdenoy Road MDS 
2.  View to the east.

Photo 98

Representative selection of 
ceramic artifacts recovered 
from the archeological survey 
of Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 
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Photo 99

Representative selection of 
metal artifacts recovered from 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 

Photo 100

Additional representative selec-
tion of metal artifacts recovered 
from the archeological survey 
of Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 



Sheet 51 of 56
www.edrcompanies.com

White Pine Commerce Park
Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York
Appendix A:  Photographs
September 2013

Photo 101

Representative selection 
of glass artifacts recovered 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 

Photo 102

Representative selection of 
bone/osteological remains 
recovered the archeological 
survey of Caughdenoy Road 
MDS 1. 
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Photo 103

Representative selection 
of other miscellaneous 
cultural materials recovered 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 1. 
Pictured: roofing shingle, brick 
fragment, coal ash, modern 
plastic. 

Photo 104

Representative selection of 
ceramic artifacts recovered the 
archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2. 
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Photo 105

Representative selection 
of glass artifacts recovered 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2. 

Photo 106

Representative selection of 
coal and coal ash recovered 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.
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Photo 107

Representative selection of 
architectural metal artifacts 
recovered the archeological 
survey of Caughdenoy Road 
MDS 2.

Photo 108

Representative selection of 
miscellaneous other metal 
artifacts recovered from the 
archeological survey of Caugh-
denoy Road MDS 2. Pictured: 
12-gauge shotgun cartridge, 
hose clamp, .22 caliber bullet 
casing, button, coated signage, 
and other fragments.
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Photo 109

Representative selection of 
brick fragments recovered 
from shovel testing from 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2.

Photo 110

Representative selection of 
other architectural materials 
recovered from the archeo-
logical survey of Caughdenoy 
Road MDS 2. Pictured: stone 
slab with mortar, previously 
attached to larger architectural 
stone.
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Photo 111

Representative selection 
of other architectural 
materials recovered from 
the archeological survey of 
Caughdenoy Road MDS 2. 
Pictured: brick fragments with 
large mortar fragment.

Photo 112

Representative selection of 
miscellaneous artifacts recov-
ered from the archeological 
survey of Caughdenoy Road 
MDS 2.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B:  

NYSOPRHP Correspondence 









 
letter of transmittal 

 

 
 2012-09-19_SHPO Transmittal_Phase 1A Report 

 

To: Nancy Herter edr Project No: 12062 

Company: New York State Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY 12188-0189 

From: Patrick J. Heaton, RPA 

Date: September 19, 2012 

RE: Clay Business Park (Town of Clay, Onondaga County) 
SHPO Project Review Request 
Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey 

We are sending: Attached 

Sent VIA: USPS 

 
Comments: 
 
On behalf of CHA and the Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency (OCIDA), edr Companies (edr) 
prepared the enclosed Project Review Cover Form and Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey for the proposed Clay 
Business Park Project, located in the Town of Clay, in Onondaga County, New York.  If you have any questions or 
require additional information, please contact Patrick Heaton at pheaton@edrcompanies.com or (315) 471-0688. 
 
 
 
Copies To: W. Kalina (CHA – via email); file 
 
 
If enclosures are not as indicated, kindly notify us. 

mailto:pheaton@edrcompanies.com






 
memorandum 

 

 
 2013-03-19_Minutes_edr Call with P Perazio to Review NYSOPRHP Response 

 

To: Walt Kalina, CHA edr Project No: 12062 

From: Patrick Heaton 

Date: March 19, 2013 

Reference: Clay Business Park 
Call with NYSOPRHP re: Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey 

 
Comments: 
 
On March 19, 2013, Patrick Heaton (edr Companies) spoke with Phillip Perazio at New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) regarding the proposed Clay Business Park project in the Town of 
Clay, Onondaga County, NY.  Previously, edr prepared a Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey for the project on behalf of 
CHA and the Onondaga County Industrial Development Authority (OCIDA), which was submitted to NYSOPRHP for their 
review in September, 2012.  NYSOPRHP issued a review letter (authored by Mr. Perazio) on October 16, 2012 in 
response to the report.   
 
In preparation for the call, edr emailed to Mr. Perazio the following additional materials: 
 

1. A map entitled “Existing Site Conditions” prepared by CHA that was not included in the Phase 1A, which shows 
the extents of wetlands and limits of developable areas on the site (approximately 187 acres of the 340-acre site 
are developable). The extent of wetlands on the site (as shown on this map) and lack of topographic relief 
informed edr’s statement in the Phase 1A that the site is generally characterized by poorly drained soils.   
 

2. An earlier NYSOPRHP response from May, 1998 (which was appended to the Phase 1A) that indicates 
NYSOPRHP had no concerns with the 255-acre parcel that makes up the southern part of the 340-acre Clay 
Business Park project site. Note that this response includes a form that indicates “no permits required” signed by 
Robert Kuhn as Historic Preservation Program Coordinator. 
 

3. A map showing the extent of the 255-acre portion of the project site that was previously reviewed by 
NYSOPRHP. 

 
These materials are also attached to this memo. 
 
edr’s discussion with Mr. Perazio can be summarized as follows: 
 

1. edr indicated that the purpose of the call was to respond to NYSOPRHP’s review letter. 
 

2. edr stated it was OCIDA’s goal to avoid or limit the need for Phase 1B archeological survey at the site. 
 

3. edr referenced the 1998 NYSOPRHP letter and inquired if the previous evaluation of the 255-acre portion of the 
site is applicable. 



 
 
Mr. Walt Kalina 
Clay Business Park – Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey 
March 19, 2013 
Page 2 

 
4. NYSOPRHP indicated that the 1998 letter is outdated and no longer applicable.  Mr. Perazio referenced the 2005 

Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey Report guidelines, issued by NYSOPRHP, and that the earlier letter reflects 
outdated standards/rationale because it pre-dates those guidelines. The 1998 letter indicates “No Permits Are 
Required”. However, the current project requires a wetlands permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In 
addition, Mr. Perazio referred to a recent New York State Museum (NYSM) volume regarding the significance of 
small prehistoric archeological sites (or lithic scatters; NYSM Bulletin 508).  He stated that these references 
contribute to current standards for evaluating archeological sensitivity in NYS. 
 

5. Mr. Perazio acknowledged that the “Existing Site Conditions” map prepared by CHA helped to clarify 
NYSOPRHP’s understanding of the extent of wetlands and topographic character of the site. 
 

6. NYSOPRHP indicated that in addition to the area around the esker and the two map-documented structures 
identified in the Phase 1A report, the areas along the fringes of the wetlands should also be considered 
archeologically sensitive because they represent marginal/boundary areas between ecotones, which are typically 
high-resource areas favored by hunter-gatherers (i.e., prehistoric Native American populations). 
 

7. NYSOPRHP recommended that an appropriate Phase 1B testing strategy for the project site would be shovel 
testing at 50-foot intervals (in accordance with the New York State standards) in the following areas: 

 
a. The vicinity of the esker. 
b. The areas around the two map-documented structures depicted on historic maps. The NYSOPRHP 

2005 Guidelines indicate that shovel tests should be dug at 7.5 meter (25 foot) intervals in yard areas of 
standing or map-documented historic structures.  

c. Within all areas identified as “Buildable Areas” on CHA’s “Existing Site Conditions” map, a 100-foot-
wide strip along the edges of wetlands and wetland buffers.  In these areas shovel tests should be 
excavated in three parallel transects (along the edge of the wetland/wetland buffer boundary, 50 feet 
perpendicular to the wetland/wetland buffer boundary, and 100 feet from the wetland/wetland buffer 
boundary).  

 
8. Other than these areas, NYSOPRHP recommended that Phase 1B testing would not be necessary in the 

remaining portions of the 355-acre project site. 
 

Please contact Patrick Heaton at pheaton@edrcompanies.com or 315.471.0688 if you have any questions or comments 
on these minutes. 
 
Attachments: “Existing Site Conditions” map (prepared by CHA); 1998 SHPO Letter; Parcel Map. 
 
Copies To: file 

mailto:pheaton@edrcompanies.com
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TOWN OF CLAY ZONING DATA
TOTAL AREA: 339.26± ACRES
TAX MAP NOS. 48-01-01 & 2.2, 46-2-1, 2.1, 3.1, 4 & 5.2

INDUSTRIAL 2 (I-2) W/ 500' INDUSTRIAL PERIMETER
AREA, MINIMUM: N/A
WIDTH, MINIMUM: N/A
DEPTH, MINIMUM: N/A
MAXIMUM HEIGHT: N/A
MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA: N/A
MAXIMUM NUMBER OF FLOORS: N/A

COVERAGE, MAXIMUM BUILDING: 60% = 203.556 AC.
COVERAGE, MAXIMUM TOTAL: 80% = 271.408 AC.

PRINCIPAL STRUCTURES AND ATTACHED ACCESSORY STRUCTURES
FRONT YARD MINIMUM: 200' (NYS OR COUNTY HIGHWAY)
SIDE YARD MINIMUM: 25'+100' WHERE ABUTTING A NONINDUSTRIAL DISTRICT
REAR YARD MINIMUM: 25'+100' WHERE ABUTTING A NONINDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

SUPPLEMENTAL DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS
FRONT PERIMETER LANDSCAPE STRIP (% OF FRONT YARD DEPTH): 50% = 100'

ANY OPEN STORAGE OF MATERIALS OR WASTE SHALL BE SCREENED FROM
VIEW FROM ALL PROPERTY LINES WITH A 7' HIGH FENCE, HEDGE OR SIMILAR
OPAQUE BARRIER. SUCH SCREENING SHALL COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE
SETBACKS.

HIGHWAY OVERLAY ZONE DISTRICT
TYPE A: NYS ROUTE 31 TYPE C: CAUGHDENOY ROAD

LOT DEPTH, MINIMUM: 200'
LOT FRONTAGE, MINIMUM: 200'
PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE: TYPE A: 165' TYPE C: 115'
ACCESSORY STRUCTURE: TYPE A: 115' TYPE C: 65'
PARKING AREA: TYPE A: 90' TYPE C: 55'

CORNER LOT REQUIREMENTS
(A) MINIMUM DEPTH, MEASURED ALONG THE NONDESIGNATED ROW, OF 250'
FROM THE TYPE A, B, OR C HIGHWAY RIGHT-OF-WAY EDGE.
(B) DRIVEWAY ACCESS FOR A CORNER NO CLOSER THAN 100' TO THE
INTERSECTION OF THE HIGHWAY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES.
(C) WITHIN THE TRIANGULAR AREA FORMED BY THE INTERSECTION OF 2
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES AND A THIRD LINE JOINING THEM AT POINTS 50' AWAY
FROM THEIR INTERSECTION, THERE SHALL BE NO PLANTING OR
STRUCTURES WHICH OBSTRUCT MOTORISTS' VISION OR DIMINISH HIGHWAY
SIGHT DISTANCE.

PARKING
MIN. PARKING SPACES MIN. LOADING SPACES

OFFICE, NON-CLIENT-BASED
LESS THAN 4,000 SQ. FT. 4/1,000 SQ. FT. 0
4,000 TO 15,000 SQ. FT. 3/1,000 SQ. FT. 0
GREATER THAN 15,000 SQ. FT. 2/1,000 SQ. FT. 1/50,000 SQ. FT.

PRODUCTION SITE (MANUFACTURING) 4/1,000 SQ. FT. 1/30,000 SQ. FT.
STORAGE SITE (WAREHOUSING) 0.5/1,000 SQ. FT. 1/50,000 SQ. FT.

PARKING SPACE SIZE: 9.5'X20' WITH A 20' DRIVE AISLE
HANDICAP PARKING: FOLLOW THE REQUIREMENTS OF NYS BUILDING CODE
LOADING SPACE SIZE: 12'X55' WITH A HEIGHT CLEARANCE OF 14'

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
CLAY BUSINESS PARK

SCALE: 1"=250'

FIGURE: 2.1-1

prepared by:

prepared for:

Drawing Copyright © 2012

www.chacompanies.com

441 South Salina Street Syracuse, NY 13202-4712
Main: (315) 471-3920
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From: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
To: Pat Heaton
Cc: Walt Kalina (wkalina@chacompanies.com); MaryBethPrimo@ongov.net
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
Date: Monday, May 06, 2013 9:20:08 AM

Pat –

 

With regard to Wetland D, you say it is not mapped as containing hydric soils, suggesting either that it

falls below the spatial threshold of the soil survey or that the wet conditions are a relatively recent

development. In either case, I concur that this area can be eliminated from the area to be tested.

 

Philip.

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 1:39 PM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Cc: Walt Kalina (wkalina@chacompanies.com); MaryBethPrimo@ongov.net
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Phil
I met last week with OCIDA and their environmental consultants (CHA) to review our discussion re: the Phase
1B for the Clay Business Park site.  In general the rationale for testing along wetland buffer/edge areas was
well understood by the meeting participants.  During this discussion, CHA and OCIDA observed that one of the
wetlands on the site (Wetland D, see description from wetland delineation report below, noted on attached
map, also Photo 5 from Phase 1A report - attached ) was a very low quality wetland that consists of a low-relief
swale with invasive vegetation that runs through a successional field.   It was observed that this wetland was
until very recently actively farmed and that if farming was ongoing now there would be no wetland there. 
Wetland D is unlike the other wetlands on-site, which in general include well defined water courses and more
distinct boundaries between wetland and upland areas.  For these reasons, OCIDA would like to request that
Phase 1B archeological testing not be required along/around Wetland D.  The Phase 1B would be conducted
as you requested around the remaining wetlands on the site.  Please let me know if this approach is
acceptable.
 
From Wetland Delineation Report (Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc., 2012):
 
Wetland D
Wetland D is approximately 4.16 acre in size, and was found in the north-central portion
of the site (Figure 8). Wetland D is a mix of wet meadow and scrub-shrub wetland cover
types.
There was no tree or shrub layer in the wet meadow portion of the Wetland D. Reed canary
grass and purple loosestrife dominated the herbaceous layer.
The scrub-shrub portion of Wetland D contained no tree layer but was dominated by
silky dogwood and gray dogwood in the shrub layer. New England aster and mannagrass

mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com
mailto:wkalina@chacompanies.com
mailto:MaryBethPrimo@ongov.net
mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us


dominated the herbaceous layer.
While not located in an area of mapped hydric soils, or soils with potential hydric
inclusions, soils within Wetland D showed low matrix chromas with mottles in the B-horizon
and had redoximorphic features.
Hydrology indicators in the wet meadow portion of wetland D contained drainage
patterns. The scrub-shrub portion included inundation and saturation in the upper 12 inches.
Water from this wetland drains north into Wetland E/I.
 
In addition, it’s worth noting that Wetland D is a federal wetland and it is OCIDA’s intent (as stated in the Draft
GEIS) to have future development avoid Wetland D and all other wetlands. The wetlands with 100 foot buffers
are State (DEC-protected) wetlands. If a future tenant needs to impact that wetland that future tenant will need
to pursue a wetlands permit at that time.
 
Thanks, Pat
 
Patrick Heaton
Project Manager
 
Environmental Design & Research,
Landscape Architecture and Engineering, P.C. (edr)
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000,  Syracuse, New York 13202
P. 315.471.0688  ::  C. 315.391.3021  ::  F. 315.471.1061
E. pheaton@edrcompanies.com  ::  www.edrcompanies.com 

edr is a certified WBE/DBE/SBE. 
You can also  check out what we're up to on Facebook  and LinkedIn .
 
From: Perazio, Philip (PEB) [mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 1:28 PM
To: Pat Heaton
Cc: Walt Kalina (wkalina@chacompanies.com)
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Pat –

 

I’ve made two additions to your document. First, the 1998 letter indicates that “No Permits Are

Required”. However, it is our understanding that the current project requires a wetlands permit from the

Corps. Therefore, it is subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Second, the

2005 OPRHP report guidelines state that shovel testing in yard areas associated with standing historic

buildings or map-documented structures should be undertaken at 7.5-meter (25-foot) intervals.

 

Otherwise, I concur with your summary.

 

Philip.

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 

mailto:pheaton@edrcompanies.com
http://www.edrcompanies.com/
http://www.facebook.com/pages/edr-Companies/464399813604538?ref=hl
http://www.linkedin.com/company/2740447
mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov
mailto:wkalina@chacompanies.com
mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com


Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 11:54 AM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Cc: Walt Kalina (wkalina@chacompanies.com)
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Phil
Please review the attached minutes from our call the other day.  I’d appreciate it if you would track
any changes and send back to me. If you don’t have any edits then please let me know that too.
Thanks for your help,
Pat
 
Patrick Heaton
Project Manager

edr Companies
 
From: Perazio, Philip (PEB) [mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:26 AM
To: Pat Heaton
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
3 it is.

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 5:07 PM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Phil
I realized I have a scheduled meeting at 1:00 tomorrow.  Will 3:00 work for you? (in case my
meeting is not wrapped up at 2).
Thanks,
Pat
 
Patrick Heaton
Project Manager

edr Companies
 
From: Perazio, Philip (PEB) [mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov] 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 3:18 PM
To: Pat Heaton
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)

mailto:wkalina@chacompanies.com
mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov
mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com
mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov


 
Why don’t we shoot for 2 tomorrow afternoon? We’re forecast to get a fair amount of snow here

overnight, but I should be in by the afternoon.

 

Philip.

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Subject: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Phil
I would like to schedule a call with you to discuss OPRHP’s response to the Phase 1A report we
submitted for the Clay Business Park in September 2012 (your response was dated October 16,
2012).  After reviewing your comments and considering the information presented in the Phase 1A
report, I would like to discuss the recommended level of effort for a Phase 1B survey at the site.  I
have attached for your consideration and for discussion during this call:
 

·         a map entitled “Existing Site Conditions” prepared by CHA that was not included in the
Phase 1A (it should have been, and will be included in the revised report) that shows the
extents of wetlands and limits of developable areas on the site (approximately 187 acres of
the 340-acre site are developable). The extent of wetlands on the site (as shown on this
map) and lack of topographic relief informed our statement that the site is generally
characterized by poorly drained soils. 

·         an earlier NYSOPRHP response from May, 1998 (which was appended to the Phase 1A)
that indicates NYSOPRHP has no concerns with the 255-acre parcel that makes up the
southern part of the 340-acre Clay Business Park project site. Note that this response
includes a form that indicates “no permits required” signed by Robert Kuhn as Historic
Preservation Program Coordinator.

·         A map showing the extent of the 255-acre portion of the project site that was previously
reviewed by NYSOPRHP.

 
 
I would like to discuss these materials with you and revisit the discussion of whether a limited
Phase 1B scope is appropriate for the site.  Please let me know when you are available to discuss
this and I will call you.
 
Thank you,
 
Patrick Heaton

mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com


Project Manager

edr Companies
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000,  Syracuse, New York 13202 
P. 315.471.0688  ::  M. 315.391.3021  ::  www.edrcompanies.com 

edr is a certified WBE/DBE/SBE
 

https://owa.edrcompanies.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=03e4f6e38e6a463ca0201962ec19d983&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.edrcompanies.com%2f


From: Pat Heaton
To: Pat Heaton
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
Date: Friday, September 06, 2013 5:07:16 PM

From: Perazio, Philip (PEB) [mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2013 1:08 PM
To: Pat Heaton
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Pat –

 

Go ahead with that.

 

Philip.

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit
Division for Historic Preservation 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov
 

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 9:33 AM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Cc: Arron Kotlensky
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Philip
For most areas I’d like to propose 10%.  There are 2 historic-period sites in the project area.  We will include all
of the shovel tests for these areas.  In addition, if there are any other areas where the stratigraphy is
significantly different or noteworthy then we will include those areas as well. Please let me know if this will be
ok.
Thanks, Pat
 
Patrick Heaton
Project Manager

Environmental Design & Research, 
Landscape Architecture and Engineering, P.C. (edr)
 
From: Perazio, Philip (PEB) [mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2013 9:59 AM
To: Pat Heaton
Cc: Arron Kotlensky
Subject: RE: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
What fraction of the tests do you propose to report?

 

Philip A. Perazio (PEB) 

mailto:/O=FIRST ORGANIZATION/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=PAT HEATON
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com
mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com
mailto:Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov


Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit
Division for Historic Preservation 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, NY  12188 
Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3276; FAX: 518-233-9049 
Philip.Perazio@parks.ny.gov
 

From: Pat Heaton [mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2013 9:18 AM
To: Perazio, Philip (PEB)
Cc: Arron Kotlensky
Subject: Re: 12PR04065 (Clay Business Park)
 
Hi Philip 
We are currently conducting the phase 1B survey for the clay business park site. The approach you
outlined of 3 transects along wetland boundary areas is working well. So far, with the exception of
shovel tests in the vicinity of map-documented structures and infrequent historic-period field
scatter, the results of shovel testing are all negative (no cultural material). The phase 1 guidelines
request that all stratigraphic profiles be tabulated as an appendix for the report. In order to avoid
the costs and time associated with data entry for 100s of negative shovel tests, I would like to
request that we only provide records for representative shovel tests in most areas.  We would still
provide tabulated shovel tests for site area (both historic and, if we find any, prehistoric sites). We
would also provide scanned copies of all field data for all of the shovel tests as an appendix on cd
with the report. Please let me know if this would be acceptable. I will be in my office to discuss this
if you would like on Thursday and Friday of this week. Thanks. 

Pat Heaton

mailto:Philip.Perazio@oprhp.state.ny.us
mailto:Pheaton@edrcompanies.com


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C:  

Selected Shovel Test Stratigraphic Profiles 



White Pine Commerce Park

EDR Project 12062

Phase 1 Archeological Survey

Appendix C: Shovel Test Records 

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

1.1.01 0-25 10YR 4/1 silt loam, hydric, plowzone (APZ) No Cultural Material (NCM); water 25 cm

1.1.10 0-30 10YR 4/1 silt loam, APZ NCM; water 25 cm

1.1.20 0-26 10YR 3/3 mottled silt loam NCM

1.1.20 26-40 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.1.30 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.30 22-33 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.1.40 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.40 30-44 10YR 4/6 mottled silt loam NCM

1.1.50 0-23 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.50 23-38 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.1.60 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.60 22-35 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.1.70 0-26 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.70 26-36 10YR 5/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.80 0-26 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.1.80 26-42 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.1.90 0-25 10YR 3/2 silt loam NCM

1.1.90 25-46 10YR 4/6 silt loam, inundated NCM

1.1.100 0-25 10YR 3/3 silt loam, standing water NCM

1.1.101 0-25 10YR 3/3 silt loam, standing water NCM

1.2.01 0-29 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.2.01 29-41 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

1.2.10 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.2.10 27-33 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM; filled with water

1.2.20 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.2.20 24-27 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM; water 

1.2.30 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

1.2.30 23-33 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.40 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.40 24-34 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.50 0-32 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.50 32-43 10YR 2/2 silt clay loam NCM; apparent agricultural filling or slope wash in low area

1.2.50 43-53 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.60 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.60 22-32 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.70 0-18 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.70 18-28 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.80 0-24 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.80 24-34 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.90 0-27 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.90 27-37 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

1.2.100 0-18 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.100 18-28 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.110 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.110 20-30 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.112 0-10 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

1.2.112 10- water Standing water NCM

1.3.01 0-26 10YR 4/2 silt clay loam NCM

1.3.01 26-40 10YR 5/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM; water seepage

1.3.10 0-30 10YR 4/2 silt clay loam NCM; small pebbles/cobbles

Archeological Survey Area 1 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)

Appendix C: Page 1 of 14



White Pine Commerce Park

EDR Project 12062

Phase 1 Archeological Survey

Appendix C: Shovel Test Records 

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

1.3.10 30-40 10YR 5/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

1.3.20 0-30 10YR 4/2 silt clay loam NCM; water 

1.3.30 0-30 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

1.3.30 30-40 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

1.3.40 0-27 10YR 3/4 silt loam NCM

1.3.40 27-37 10YR 6/3 silt loam NCM

1.3.50 0-33 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

1.3.50 33-43 10YR 4/4 clay loam NCM

1.3.60 0-33 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

1.3.60 33-47 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

1.3.70 0-30 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

1.3.70 30-40 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM; water 

1.3.80 0-30 10YR 5/2 clay loam NCM

1.3.80 30-40 10YR 6/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

1.3.90 0-30 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM; water @ 37 cm

1.3.90 30-37 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM; water @ 37 cm

1.3.100 0-30 10YR 5/2 silty clay NCM; water @ 30 cm; next to large old tree

1.3.105 0-27 10YR 3/1 silty clay NCM

1.3.105 27-37 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

2.1.01 0-28 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

2.1.01 28-42 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

2.1.10 0-5 10YR 4/4 Gravel NCM; w/in 25 ft of Transmission Line - heavy gravel

2.1.20 0-27 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.1.20 27-40 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

2.1.30 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

2.1.30 30-42 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

2.1.36 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.1.36 28-39 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.01 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.01 23-33 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.10 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.10 20-30 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.20 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.20 23-33 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam, water NCM

2.2.30 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.30 24-34 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.34 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

2.2.34 27-37 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

2.3.01 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

2.3.01 28-38 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

2.3.10 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; water

2.3.20 0-28 10YR 3/4 clay loam NCM; adjacent to MDS Site 1

2.3.20 28-38 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

2.3.30 0-27 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; soils wet

2.3.30 27-37 10YR 5/4, 6/3 silt loam NCM; soils wet

2.3.38 0-32 10YR 5/2 clay loam NCM

2.3.38 32-42 10YR 7/3, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.1.01 0-25 10YR 5/4 silt loam - APZ NCM

3.1.01 25-35 10YR 5/6, 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

Archeological Survey Area 2 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)

Archeological Survey Area 3 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)
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White Pine Commerce Park

EDR Project 12062

Phase 1 Archeological Survey

Appendix C: Shovel Test Records 

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

3.1.10 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt loam - APZ NCM

3.1.10 25-36 10YR 5/6, 6/4 silty clay NCM

3.1.20 0-3 sod silt loam NCM

3.1.20 3-30 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

3.1.20 30-35 10YR 5/6 loam NCM

3.1.30 5-22 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

3.1.30 22-35 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM; inside copse

3.1.40 0-21 10YR 5/4 sandy loam NCM

3.1.40 21-31 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

3.1.50 0-32 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

3.1.50 32-43 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM; heavy tree roots

3.1.60 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

3.1.60 22-33 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

3.1.65 0-23 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

3.1.65 23-39 10YR 4/6 silt loam 1 square nail

3.2.01 0-30 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.2.01 30-40 10YR 6/2, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.2.10 0-32 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.2.10 32-47 10YR 6/2, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.2.20 0-3 sod silt loam NCM

3.2.20 3-25 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.20 25-35 10YR 6/3 silt loam NCM

3.2.30 0-24 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

3.2.30 24-36 10YR 2/2, 7.5YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.30 36-46 10YR 5/5 silt loam NCM

3.2.40 0-24 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

3.2.40 24-34 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.50 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.50 20-30 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.60 0-22 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.60 22-32 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.62 0-32 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

3.2.62 32-42 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

3.3.01 0-24 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.3.01 24-35 10YR 5/8, 6/2 silt loam NCM

3.3.10 0-24 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.3.10 24-36 10YR 5/8 silt loam NCM

3.3.20 0-28 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.3.20 28-38 10YR 6/2, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.3.30 0-30 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.3.30 30-40 10YR 6/2, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.3.40 0-38 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

3.3.40 38-48 10YR 6/2, 5/8 silty clay NCM

3.3.50 0-34 10YR 3/3 clay loam NCM

3.3.50 34-45 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

3.3.55 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

3.3.55 30-40 10YR 6/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

4.1.01 0-22 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

4.1.01 22-33 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

4.1.10 0-21 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

Archeological Survey Area 4 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)
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Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

4.1.10 21-33 10YR 8/2 clay loam NCM

4.1.20 0-31 10YR 3/2 silt loam NCM

4.1.20 31-43 10YR 6/3 silt loam, water NCM

4.1.30 0-19 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

4.1.30 19-33 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

4.1.40 0-12 10YR 3/2 silt loam NCM

4.1.40 12-31 10YR 6/1, 4/6 silt loam NCM

4.1.43 0-12 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

4.1.43 12-22 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.01 0-24 10YR 2/2 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.01 24-34 10YR 4/2 silt clay loam, water NCM

4.2.10 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.10 23-33 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.20 0-8 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.20 8-16 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.20 16-26 10YR 6/2 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.30 0-14 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.30 14-24 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.34 0-16 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

4.2.34 16-26 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

4.3.01 0-17 10YR 5/2 clay loam NCM; soils wet

4.3.01 17-33 10YR 6/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

4.3.10 0-20 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

4.3.10 20-30 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

4.3.20 0-30 10YR 4/3 silty clay NCM

4.3.20 30-40 10YR 4/6 silty clay NCM

4.3.30 0-8 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

4.3.30 8-24 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.01 0-30 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.01 30-51 10YR 4/5 silt loam NCM

5.1.10 0-32 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.10 32-45 10YR 4/5 silt loam NCM

5.1.20 0-16 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.20 16-29 10YR 4/5 silt loam NCM

5.1.30 0-9 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

5.1.30 9-14 10YR 7/2 silt loam NCM

5.1.30 14-29 5YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

5.1.40 0-22 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.40 22-34 5YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

5.1.50 0-12 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

5.1.50 12-22 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

5.1.60 0-14 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.1.60 14-24 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.1.70 0-14 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

5.1.70 14-24 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.1.74 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

5.1.74 15-25 10YR 6/3 silty clay NCM

5.2.01 0-24 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

5.2.01 24-34 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.10 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

Archeological Survey Area 5 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)
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5.2.10 15-25 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.20 0-17 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.20 17-27 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.30 0-9 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

5.2.30 9-15 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

5.2.30 15-25 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.40 0-7 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.40 7-17 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.50 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.50 28-38 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.58 0-24 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

5.2.58 24-34 10YR 6/2 silt clay loam NCM

5.3.01 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

5.3.01 27-37 10YR 4/6 clay loam NCM

5.3.10 0-35 10YR 3/3 clay loam NCM

5.3.10 35-45 10YR 6/3 silty clay NCM

5.3.20 0-20 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

5.3.20 20-30 10YR 4/6 silty clay NCM

5.3.30 0-20 10YR 3/1 clay loam NCM

5.3.30 20-33 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

5.3.40 0-18 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

5.3.40 18-27 10YR 5/2 clay loam NCM

5.3.40 27-37 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

5.3.50 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.3.50 20-30 10YR 5/2 silt clay loam NCM

5.3.52 0-30 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

5.3.52 30-40 10YR 6/2 silt clay loam NCM

6.1.01 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.1.01 24-49 10YR 5/3 mottled ClLo, water NCM

6.1.10 0-38 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.1.10 38-49 10YR 6/4 ClLo, water NCM

6.1.20 0-26 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.1.20 26-36 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

6.1.26 0-22 10YR 4/2 silt loam NCM

6.1.26 22-32 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.2.01 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.01 24-34 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.02 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.02 22-32 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.03 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.03 22-32 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.04 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.04 20-30 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.05 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.05 23-33 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.06 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.06 20-30 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.07 0-10 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.07 10-20 Water silt clay loam NCM

6.2.08 0-18 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

Archeological Survey Area 6 (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)
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6.2.08 18-28 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.09 0-12 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.09 12-22 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.10 0-18 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.10 18-28 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.11 0-14 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.11 14-24 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.12 0-10 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.12 10-20 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.13 0-21 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.13 21-31 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.14 0-16 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.14 16-26 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.15 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.15 25-35 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

6.2.16 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.16 23-33 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.17 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.17 22-32 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.18 0-34 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.18 34-44 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.19 0-26 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.19 26-36 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.20 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.2.20 22-32 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

6.3.01 0-27 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.01 27-40 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.02 0-32 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.02 32-42 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.03 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.03 30-40 10YR 5/8, 6/2 silty clay NCM

6.3.04 0-28 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

6.3.04 28-38 7.5YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.05 0-17 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; water

6.3.06 0-18 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; water

6.3.07 0-37 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.07 37-51 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM; water

6.3.08 0-31 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.08 31-43 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM; water

6.3.09 0-29 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.09 29-40 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.10 0-34 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.10 34-50 10YR 6/1, 5/8 silty clay NCM

6.3.11 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; water

6.3.12 0-34 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.13 0-25 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.13 25-35 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.14 0-26 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.14 26-36 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

6.3.15 0-29 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

6.3.15 29-43 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM
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6.3.16 0-33 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

6.3.16 33-44 10YR 6/4 silty clay NCM

6.3.17 0-35 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

6.3.17 35-49 10YR 6/4 silty clay NCM

UL.01 0-22 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM; water 

UL.01 22-36 10YR 6/6, 5/8 silty clay NCM

UL.10 0-25 10YR 2/2 clay loam NCM

UL.10 25-35 10YR 6/3, 5/8 silty clay NCM

UL.20 0-46 10YR 2/1 clay loam NCM; lots of roots

UL. 20 46-56 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

UL.30 0-43 10YR 4/3 silt loam 1 mortar fragment, 1 whiteware sherd

UL.30 43-53 10YR 7/2, 5/8 sandy loam 1 clear vessel glass fragment

UL.40 0-31 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

UL.40 31-38 10YR 7/2, 6/1 silt NCM

UL.40 38-48 10YR 6/3, 5/8 silt NCM

UL.50 0-23 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

UL.50 23-33 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

UL.60 0-30 10YR 3/3 silty clay NCM

UL.60 30-40 10YR 4/6 sandy loam NCM

UL.70 0-18 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM (standing water on surface)

UL.70 18-41 10YR 5/1, 5/8 silty clay NCM

UL.80 0-46 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

UL.80 46-56 10YR 4/6 silt loam, w/decomposing rock NCM

UL.90 0-20 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.90 20-36 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.100 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.100 30-40 10YR 5/2 silt clay loam NCM

UL.110 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

UL.110 30-40 10YR 6/3, 5/8 sandy clay NCM

UL.120 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.120 30-40 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.130 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.130 20-30 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.140 0-10 10YR 5/2 clay loam NCM (cobbles and gravel)

UL.140 10-20 10YR 4/3 sandy loam NCM

UL.140 20-33 10YR 6/6 sandy loam NCM

UL.150 0-30 10YR 4/3 sandy loam NCM

UL.150 30-40 10YR 5/6 sandy loam NCM

UL.160 0-35 10YR 4/3 sandy loam NCM

UL.160 35-45 10YR 6/3 loam NCM

UL.170 0-41 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

UL.170 41-51 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.180 0-14 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.180 14-24 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

UL.190 0-15 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.190 15-25 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.200 0-26 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

UL.200 26-36 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

UL.210 0-28 10YR 6/2 silt clay loam, water NCM

UL.210 28-38 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

Proposed Utility Line (representative 10% sample of shovel test profiles)
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UL.220 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.220 15-25 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.230 0-24 10YR 4/3 Si cl lo, gravel NCM; disturbed soils

UL.240 0-28 10YR 2/2 silt loam some very modern plastic

UL.240 28-38 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.250 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.250 20-30 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.260 0-27 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.260 27-37 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

UL.270 0-24 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.270 24-34 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.280 0-31 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.280 31-38 mottled 10YR 7/4 clay loam NCM

UL.280 38-48 10YR 4/6 silty clay NCM

UL.290 0-14 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.290 14- 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, water NCM

UL.300 0-30 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM; water

UL.300 30-40 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM; water

UL.310 0-31 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.310 31-41 10YR 6/5 silt clay loam NCM

UL.313 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

UL.313 15-30 10YR 4/6 silty clay NCM

UL.313 30-40 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30N 0-26 10YR 3/2 silty clay Metal fragments (not collected)

UL.30N 26-36 10YR 5/6 silty clay Metal fragments (not collected)

UL.30E 0-32 10YR 3/2 silty clay NCM

UL.30E 32-42 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

UL.30W 0-22 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30W 22-42 10YR 3/3 and 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30W 42-52 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30S 0-29 10YR 3/2 silty clay NCM

UL.30S 29-39 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

UL.30NW 0-9 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30NW 9-36 mottled 10YR 4/4, 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30NW 36-46 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30NE 0-19 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

UL.30NE 19-29 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

A1 0-17 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

A1 17-35 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

A2 0-23 10YR 3/4 loam NCM

A2 23-25 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM; root impasse

A3 0-35 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

A3 35-50 10YR 5/6 silty clay, water NCM; water seepage @ 38cm

A4 0-24 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM; many roots

A4 24-34 10YR 5/4 silty clay NCM

B.N100E.050 0-19 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100E.050 19-39 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E100 0-19 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E100 19-42 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

Potenial Archeological Site Area A (determined to not be an archeological site)

Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 Site (Archeological Site Area B)

Appendix C: Page 8 of 14



White Pine Commerce Park

EDR Project 12062

Phase 1 Archeological Survey

Appendix C: Shovel Test Records 

Shovel Test Depth (cm) Soil Color Soil Texture Comments/Artifacts

B.N100.E150 0-33 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E150 33-45 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

B.N100.E.200 0-35 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E.200 35-48 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E.250 0-37 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E.250 37-57 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

B.N100.E.300 0-57 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N100.E.300 57-76 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

B.N100.E.350 0-36 10YR 4/4 silt loam 3 wire and nail fragments

B.N100.E.350 36-48 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

B.N125.E100 0-43 10YR 4/4, mottled silt loam NCM

B.N125.E100 43-56 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

B.N125.E125 0-33 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

B.N125.E125 33-46 10YR 7/4 silt loam NCM

B.N125.E150 0-24 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

B.N125.E150 24-35 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

B.N150.E050 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam a few coal fragments

B.N150.E050 27-43 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N150.E100 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

B.N150.E100 23-36 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM; tree roots

B.N155.E125 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM; adjacent to north wall of Feature B1

B.N155.E125 24-39 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM; adjacent to north wall of Feature B1

B.N150.E.150 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

B.N150.E.150 27-40 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N150.E.150 40-48 10YR 6/3 clay loam NCM

B.N150.E200 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

B.N150.E200 28-45 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N150.E250 0-43 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

B.N150.E250 43-64 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

B.N150.E300 0-36 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

B.N150.E300 36-50 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N150.E350 0-31 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

B.N150.E350 31-40 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N175.E100 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt loam 3 coal cinders, 1 plastic fragment

B.N175.E100 25-46 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N175.E125 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

B.N175.E125 28-46 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N175.E125 46-56 10YR 6/3 clay loam NCM

B.N175.E150 0-33 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

B.N175.E150 33-51 10YR 5/4 clay loam NCM

B.N200.E050 0-8 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam roof debris

B.N200.E050 8-19 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam roof debris

B.N200.E050 19-41 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E050 41-62 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E050 62-82 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam, wet 1 wire nail

B.N200.E050 82-96 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam, wet NCM

B.N200.E075 0-7 10YR 4/3 silt loam, gravel, debris heavy cement debris

B.N200.E075 7- silt loam, gravel, debris cement impasse

B.N200.E100 0-20 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam wood and building debris

B.N200.E100 20-28 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam coal and coal burning debris

B.N200.E100 28-61 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 roof tile, 6 terracotta/redware sherds, brick fragments
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B.N200.E100 61-70 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam 7 nails, 1 bullet casing

B.N200.E100 70-82 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam, wet 8 whiteware sherds, 7 glass fragments

B.N200.E150 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 whiteware sherd, 2 nail fragments

B.N200.E150 24-34 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E200 0-20 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E200 20-30 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM: surface scatter of glass bottles nearby

B.N200.E250 0-26 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E250 26-36 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E300 0-15 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N200.E300 15-25 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E050 0-12 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E050 12-53 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E050 53-63 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E075 0-17 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam cement building debris, cobbles

B.N225.E075 17-32 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E075 32-42 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E075 42-64 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam 2 nails, 1 metal chain, 14 glass fragments (vessel and flat)

B.N225.E075 64-74 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E100 0-8 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

B.N225.E100 8- 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam, cement debris, gravel cement, rock, and gravel impasse

B.N250.E.050 0-30 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

B.N250.E.050 30-47 10YR 4/4 clay loam NCM

B.N250.E.050 47-57 10YR 3/2 silty clay, water a few coal smudges in subsoil

B.N250.E075 0-20 10YR 3/2 silty clay NCM: topsoil fill

B.N250.E075 20-40 10YR 5/6, 3/2 silty clay NCM: disturbed

B.N250.E075 40-60 10YR 3/3, 3/2, 5/6 silty clay fill w/ some coal ash and coal smudges; 3 bone fragments, 1 flat 

glass fragment

B.N250.E075 60-70 10YR 5/8 silty clay, water NCM

B.N250.E100 0-30 10YR 3/2, 5/4 silty clay 1 bone fragment

B.N250.E100 30-54 10YR 4/6 silty clay, water NCM

B.N250.E150 0-55 10YR 3/3 clay loam coal ash, misc. metal fragments (not collected); on ground surface 

nearby - push-pile with buckets, paint cans, auto parts, bed springs, 

cables, bolts, bones, mason jars, wine bottles, etc.

B.N250.E150 55-65 10YR 4/3 silty clay NCM

B.N250.E200 0-35 10YR 4/2 clay loam 1 glass vessel fragment, 1 ceramic fragment, 4 misc. metal 

fragments

B.N250.E200 35-48 10YR 5/6 silty clay, water NCM

B.N300.E050 0-38 10YR 3/2 clay loam road gravel/crushed stone, asphalt

B.N300.E050 38-48 10YR 4/3 silty clay NCM

B.N300.E100 0-14 10YR 3/2 sandy loam NCM

B.N300.E100 14-30 10YR 4/4 sandy loam, water NCM

B.N300.E150 0-17 10YR 3/4 clay loam NCM; on ground surface nearby - push-pile with truck parts, 5 gal. 

drums, tires, concrete blocks, etc.

B.N300.E150 17-30 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

B.N300.E200 0-27 10YR 3/1 clay loam NCM

B.N300.E200 27-40 10YR 6/3, 5/6 silty clay, water NCM

B.N350.E050 0-30 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

B.N350.E050 30-40 10YR 6/3, 5/8 silty clay, water 1 ceramic sherd (decorative tile)

B.N350.E100 0-29 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; root impasse

B.N350.E150 0-35 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N350.E150 35-45 10YR 6/3, 5/4 silty clay NCM
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B.N350.E200 0-16 10YR 4/2 clay loam large pieces of broken concrete slabs

B.N350.E200 16-40 10YR 6/3, 5/4 silty clay NCM

B.N350.E250 0-34 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N350.E250 34-48 10YR 5/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

B.N350.E300 0-27 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

B.N350.E300 27-41 10YR 5/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

B.N400.E050 0-35 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N400.E050 35-50 10YR 5/3, 5/6 silty clay NCM

B.N400.E100 0-10 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N400.E100 10-24 10YR 6/6 silty clay, water NCM

B.N400.E150 0-24 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N400.E150 24-34 10YR 6/4 silty clay NCM

B.N400.N200 0-27 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N400.N200 27-37 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

B.N400.E250 0-27 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

B.N400.E250 27-37 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

C.N200.E050 0-32 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

C.N200.E050 32-42 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N200.E075 0-31 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 stoneware sherd; large boulders below 31cm—impasse

C.N200.E100 0-28 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 whiteware sherd, 1 vessel glass fragment

C.N200.E100 28-38 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N200.E125 0-33 10YR 2/2 silt loam 2 stoneware sherds, 2 flat glass fragments, 3 coal/slag fragments

C.N200.E125 33-56 10YR 5/6 silt loam, water NCM

C.N200.E150 0-30 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 flat glass fragment, 1 brick fragment (not collected)

C.N200.E150 30-40 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N200.E175 0-35 10YR 4/2 clay loam 1 whiteware sherd

C.N200.E175 35-47 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

C.N200.E200 0-30 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

C.N200.E200 30-40 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N200.E225 0-27 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

C.N200.E225 27-41 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

C.N200.E250 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N200.E250 25-35 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N200.E300 0-22 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N200.E300 22-32 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N200.E350 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N200.E350 27-37 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N225.E050 0-38 10YR 4/3 silt loam possible cut stone

C.N225.E050 38-54 10YR 4/6 silt loam, water NCM

C.N225.E075 0-34 10YR 3/3 silt loam 2 small brick fragments

C.N225.E075 34-61 10YR 7/5 silt loam NCM

C.N225.E100 0-31 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

C.N225.E100 31-43 10YR 6/3 sandy loam NCM

C.N225.E100 43-53 10YR 5/8, 6/8, 4/2 silty clay NCM

C.N225.E125 0-41 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam 2 small coal fragments

C.N225.E125 41-74 10YR 4/5 silt clay loam NCM

C.N225.E150 0-36 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 flat glass fragment, 1 vessel glass fragment, 2 stoneware sherds

C.N225.E150 36-54 10YR 5/8 clay loam NCM

C.N225.E175 0-27 10YR 3/2 clay loam 2 flat glass fragments, 2 whiteware sherds

C.N225.E175 27-41 10YR 5/8 clay loam NCM

Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 Site (Archeological Site Area C)
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C.N225.E200 0-21 10YR 3/2 silt loam twined metal cable fragment (not collected)

C.N225.E200 21-44 7.5YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N225.E225 0-24 10YR 3/4 silt loam 1 metal button w/ 7 miscellaneous metal fragments

C.N225.E225 24-35 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E025 0-37 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

C.N250.E025 37-57 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM; medium-sized cobbles in subsoil

C.N250.E050 0-74 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E050 74-84 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E075 0-27 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 flat glass fragment, concrete block (not collected)

C.N250.E075 27-45 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N250.E100 0-33 10YR 3/3 silt loam 8 samples of mortar/mortared stone

C.N250.E100 33-45 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E125 0-47 10YR 3/2 clay loam 1 nail, 1 staple, 1 flat glass fragment, 1 mortar sample, 1 fabric strip

C.N250.E150 0-22 10YR 4/4 silt loam 1 whiteware sherd, 2 flat glass fragments

C.N250.E150 22-36 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E175 0-8 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E175 8-14 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E175 14-33 10YR 3/2 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E175 33-45 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E200 0-27 10YR 4/4 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E200 27-39 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N250.E225 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

C.N250.E225 30-40 7.5YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

C.N250.E250 0-20 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E250 20-30 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E300 0-25 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E300 25-35 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E350 0-20 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N250.E350 20-30 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E050 0-60 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E050 60-70 10YR 5/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E075 0-80 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 whiteware sherd, 1 bullet casing, 1 vessel glass fragment, 1 nail, 

1 brick fragment, 1 metal fragment, 3 mortar fragments

C.N275.E075 80-90 10YR 5/8 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E100 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 ceramic sherd, 1 flat glass fragment, 1 nail, 1 small brick 

fragment; charcoal throughout

C.N275.E100 15-32 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM; disturbed; charcoal throughout

C.N275.E100 32-42 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM; compact, distrubed; possibly structureal/foundation rubble; 

charcoal throughout

C.N275.E125 0-18 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam 1 whiteware sherd, 2 terracotta/redware sherds, 2 flat glass 

fragments, 1 veesel glass fragment

C.N275.E125 18-63 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E125 63-73 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E150 0-32 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM; concrete on surface nearby; rock impasse @ 32cm

C.N275.E175 0-18 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam 1 nail 

C.N275.E175 18-30 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E200 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 flat glass, 1 vessel glass, 1 mortar sample

C.N275.E200 23-33 10YR 5/8 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E225 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N275.E225 23-33 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N300.E050 0-34 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM
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C.N300.E050 34-45 10YR 5/4 silt loam NCM

C.N300.E075 0-23 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 3 whiteware sherds, 3 flat glass, 1 vessel glass fragment

C.N300.E075 23-33 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N300.E100 0-17 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

C.N300.E100 17-35 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

C.N300.E125 0-21 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM; heavy gravel

C.N300.E125 21-31 10YR 5/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N300.E150 0-45 10YR 4/2, 5/6 clay loam NCM

C.N300.E175 0-45 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N300.E175 45-55 10YR 5/5 silt clay loam NCM

C.N300.E200 0-37 10YR 4/2 silt loam 3 modern vessel glass fragments, styrofoam (not collected)

C.N300.E200 37-47 10YR 5/6 clay loam NCM

C.N300.E225 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam mortar & gravel; rock impasse @ 22cm

C.N300.E250 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

C.N300.E250 25-35 10YR 5/8 silt loam NCM

C.N300.E300 0-27 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

C.N300.E300 27-37 10YR 5/8 silt loam NCM

C.N300.E350 0-25 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM; near rubbish mound on surface - 5 gal. metal buckets,  jars, 

miscellaneous metal

C.N300.E350 25-35 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N350.E050 0-25 10YR 3/3 silt clay loam NCM; disturbed

C.N350.E050 25-75 10YR 5/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E050 75-85 10YR 4/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E100 0-10 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E100 10- compact gravel gravel/paving impasse

C.N350.E150 0-35 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 axe head

C.N350.E150 35-45 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam 1 shotgun shell (used)

C.N350.E200 0-33 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E200 33-43 10YR 5/2 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E250 0-25 10YR 4/4 silt clay loam cement impasse @ 25cm

C.N350.E300 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N350.E300 30-40 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N400.E050 0-24 10YR 3/2 clay loam NCM

C.N400.E050 24-37 10YR 5/8 silty clay NCM

C.N400.E100 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam 1 flat glass fragment (not collected)

C.N400.E100 30-41 10YR 5/6 silty clay NCM

C.N400.E150 0-14 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM; modern metal door on surface nearby

C.N400.E150 14-27 10YR 5/4, 6/3 silty clay NCM

C.N400.E200 0-17 10YR 3/3 clay loam concrete structural debris, distrubed

C.N400.E200 17-33 10YR 5/8 clay loam NCM

C.N400.E250 0-13 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM; orange brick fragment, "SS" embossed on surface (not 

collected)

C.N400.E250 13-27 10YR 5/6 silt loam NCM

C.N400.E300 0-25 10YR 4/3 clay loam NCM

C.N400.E300 25-35 10YR 6/6 clay loam NCM

C.N400.E350 0-30 10YR 4/2 clay loam NCM

C.N400.E350 30 10YR 8/1 silt NCM; dark lens between surface & subsoil layers

C.N400.E350 30-40 10YR 5/8 clay loam NCM

C.N450.E050 0-22 10YR 3/4 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E050 22-35 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM
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C.N450.E100 0-27 10YR 3/2 silt loam 1 nail, 2 metal fragments, 1 flat glass, 1 rubber hose; modern 

rubbish mound on surface nearby - rubber, glass, jars, tires, 

chickenwire, etc.

C.N450.E100 27-37 10YR 4/6 silt loam, gravel NCM

C.N450.E150 0-20 10YR 3/2 silt loam 4 brick fragments, 2 vessel glass, 1 flat glass fragment, 1 slate tile, 

2 metal fragments 

C.N450.E150 20-31 10YR 4/6 silt loam, gravel NCM

C.N450.E200 0-19 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E200 19-33 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E250 0-19 10YR 3/3 silt loam 7 wire nail fragments

C.N450.E250 19-32 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E300 0-11 10YR 3/2 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E300 11-26 10YR 3/4 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E300 26-49 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N450.E350 0-22 10YR 4/4 silt loam 4 nail and wire fragments

C.N450.E350 22-34 10YR 4/6 silt loam NCM

C.N500.E050 0-22 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E050 22-32 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E100 0-26 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E100 26-36 10YR 6/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E150 0-24 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam modern glass bottle, asphalt roofing, flat glass (not collected)

C.N500.E150 24-34 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E200 0-17 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam 1 flat glass (not collected)

C.N500.E200 17-27 10YR 6/6 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E250 0-16 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E250 16-26 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E300 0-15 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E300 15-25 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E350 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt clay loam NCM

C.N500.E350 28-38 10YR 6/4 silt clay loam NCM

C.N550.E050 0-30 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E050 30-40 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E100 0-28 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E100 28-46 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E150 0-40 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E150 40-50 10YR 6/4 clay loam NCM; pebbles w/ small cobbles in subsoil

C.N550.E200 0-38 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM; pebbles w/ small cobbles throughout

C.N550.E200 38-51 10YR 6/4 clay loam NCM

C.N550.E250 0-28 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E250 28-38 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E300 0-32 10YR 4/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E300 32-52 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E350 0-23 10YR 3/3 silt loam NCM

C.N550.E350 23-33 10YR 6/4 silt loam NCM
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Appendix D:  

Shovel Test Field Forms (Scanned, on Enclosed CD) 
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Shovel Test Stratum Depth Count Description Comments Date Range

1.1.18 1 0-28 cm 1 misc. metal; ferrous 06/04/13, FMM unk. 

1.1.22 1 0-28 cm 1 can fragment (food—container); aluminum 06/04/13, FMM 20th cent.

1.1.37 1 0-30 cm 1 staple (architectural—fence post); ferrous 06/05/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

1.1.45 1 0-30 cm 1 charcoal 06/05/13, FMM unk. 

2.2.17 1 0-32 cm 7 nail (1), flat/window glass (1), glass slag (1), brick (1), asphalt tile (3); architectural 6/11/2013, SCH 19th-20th cent.

2.3.18 1 0-18 cm 1 nail (architectural); ferrous 06/12/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

3.1.22 1 0-28 cm 1 misc. metal; ferrous 06/03/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

3.1.65 1 0-28 cm 1 nail (architectural); ferrous 06/12/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

5.1.23 1 0-22 cm 2 nail (architectural), shotgun casing; ferrous 06/21/13, FMM unk. 

B.N100-E350 1 0-48 cm 3 nails and wire (architectural); ferrous 06/14/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

B.N175-E100 1 0-25 cm 4 coal cinder (3), plastic (1) 06/14/13, PH unk. 

B.N200-E050 2 62-82 cm 1 nail (architectural); ferrous 06/14/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

B.N200-E100 1 0-82 cm 31 roof tile (1), brick (1), nails (7), metal—bullet casing (1), ceramic (14—6 terracotta, 8 

whiteware), glass (7, vessel & flat)

06/14/13, SCH var. 

B.N200-E150 1 0-34 cm 3 whiteware (1), nails (2) 06/14/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

B.N225-E075 2 42-64 cm 17 nails (2), metal chain (1), flat/window glass (14) 06/14/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

B.N250-E075 2 40-60 cm 4 bone (3), flat/window glass (1) 06/14/13, DB unk. 

B.N250-E100 2 20-30 cm 1 bone (animal); cut 06/14/13, DB unk. 

B.N250-E200 1 0-35 cm 6 misc. metal (4), ceramic (1), glass (1—food, serving) 06/14/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

B.N350-E050 2 30-40 cm 1 ceramic (1—decorative tile) 06/25/13, SCH unk. 

C.N200-E075 1 0-5 cm 1 ceramic (1—stoneware) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N200-E100 1 0-28 cm 2 whiteware (1), glass (1); food—serving 06/23/13, DB 20th cent.

C.N200-E125 1 0-33 cm 7 ceramic (2—stoneware), flat glass (2), coal (2), slag (1) 07/01/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N200-E175 1 0-5 cm 1 ceramic (1—whiteware) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N225-E075 1 0-34 cm 2 brick frag. (2) 07/01/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N225-E125 0 surface 7 tile (4), brick frag. (2), mortar w/ brick frag. (1) 07/01/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N225-E125 1 0-41 cm 2 coal frag. (2) 07/01/13, FMM unk. 

C.N225-E150 1 0-5 cm 4 ceramic (2—stoneware), flat glass (1), vessel glass (1) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N225-E175 1 0-5 cm 4 flat glass (2), whiteware (2) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N225-E225 1 0-24 cm 8 metal button & assoc. frag. 07/01/13, FMM 19th cent. 

C.N250-E075 1 0-10 cm 1 flat glass (1) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N250-E100 1 0-30 cm 8 mortar (7), flat limestone w/ mortar (1); architectural 06/25/13, FMM unk. 

C.N250-E125 1 0-20 cm 5 nail (1), staple (1), flat glass (1), mortar frag. (1), fabric strip (1) 07/01/13, DB 19th-20th cent.

C.N250-E150 1 0-30 cm 3 whiteware (food—serving), flat/window glass 06/25/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.
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C.N250-E175 1 0-20 cm 6 ceramic (2—whiteware), coal ash (1), coal (1—anthracite), flat glass (1), brick frag. (1) 07/01/13, SCH/TAK 19th-20th cent.

C.N275-E075 2 40-80 cm 9 ceramic (1—whiteware), bullet casing (1), vessel glass (1), nail frag. (1), brick frag. (1), 

misc. metal (1), mortar frag. (3)

07/01/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

C.N275-E100 1 0-20 cm 4 brick frag. (1), nail (1), ceramic (1), flat glass (1) 07/01/13, SCH/TAK 19th-20th cent.

C.N275-E125 1 0-20 cm 6 flat glass (2), vessel glass (1), ceramic (1—whiteware), ceramic (2—redware) 07/01/13, SCH/TAK 19th-20th cent.

C.N275-E175 1 0-20 cm 1 nail (1) 07/01/13, SCH 19th cent. 

C.N275-E200 1 0-20 cm 3 flat glass (1), vessel glass (1), mortar sample (1) 07/01/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

C.N300-E075 1 0-20 cm 7 ceramic (3—whiteware), flat glass (3), vessel glass (1) 07/01/13, SCH 19th-20th cent.

C.N350-E150 1 0-35 cm 2 metal axehead (1), shotgun casing (1) 06/25/13, SCH var. 

C.N450-E100 1 0-28 cm 5 nail (1), misc. metal (2), flat/window glass (1), rubber hose (1) 06/25/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N450-E150 1 0-30 cm 10 brick (4), clear vessel glass (2—food, serving), flat/window glass (1), slate 

(1—architectural), misc. metal (2—painted/enameled metal sign?)

06/25/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N450-E250 1 0-27 cm 7 nails (architectural), plastic-coated wire; ferrous 06/25/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

C.N450-E350 1 0-22 cm 4 nails and wire (architectural); ferrous 06/23/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

U.1.30 1 0-43 cm 3 plaster frag. (1), ceramic (1), vessel glass (1) 07/03/13, FMM 19th cent. 

U.1.66 1 0-18 cm 4 coal (2), ceramic (2) 07/08/13, FMM 19th-20th cent.

U.1.80 1 0-46 cm 1 stone w/concrete (architectural) 07/08/13, FMM unk. 

214 Total Artifacts

Appendix E: Page 2 of 2



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F:  

NYSOPRHP Archeological Site Inventory Forms 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

OPRHP Historic Site Form - page  1    

 
NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE INVENTORY FORM 

NYS OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION & HISTORIC PRESERVATION     

(518) 237-8643                                

 

For Office Use Only—Site Identifier  

 

Project Identifier:  White Pine Commerce Park, Phase 1 Archeological Survey                                                                     

  

Your Name:   Francis M. McCormick/T. Arron Kotlensky, RPA/     Date:  June-July 2013 

  Patrick J. Heaton, RPA/Grant Johnson   

Address:  217 Montgomery St, Suite 1000      Phone: (315) 471-0688 

 Syracuse, NY 13202      

Organization:  EDR Environmental Services, LLC  

 

1.  SITE IDENTIFIER(S): Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 

2.  COUNTY: Onondaga                                            One of the following:        CITY                                                                

          TOWNSHIP      Clay                                                        

             INCORPORATED VILLAGE                                                                  

               UNINCORPORATED VILLAGE OR HAMLET                                                                 

 

3.   PRESENT OWNER: Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency                                                                   

    Address: 333 W. Washington Street, Suite 130, Syracuse, New York 13202 

 

4.  SITE DESCRIPTION (check all appropriate categories):Structure/site 

Superstructure: complete        partial      collapsed         not evident     x  

Foundation:  above   x    below   x    (ground level) not evident            

      Structural subdivisions apparent        Only surface traces visible 

      Buried traces detected 

List construction materials (be as specific as possible): concrete w/ iron rebar, fieldstones, cobblestones 

 

Grounds 

      Under cultivation          Sustaining erosion        Woodland       Upland 

      Never cultivated    x   Previously cultivated       Floodplain       Pastureland 

Soil Drainage:   excellent         good       fair        poor    x    

Distance to nearest water from structure (approx.): 260m                              

Elevation: 120m                           

 

5. SITE INVESTIGATION (append additional sheets, if necessary): 

 Surface Collection—date(s):                         Site map (submit with form*) 

Subsurface Testing—date(s): June-July 2013  (Submit plan of units with form*) 

  shovel    x     coring         other         unit size   35-50cm             

     no. units     51     

Excavation: unit size           no. of units            (Submit plan of units with form*) 

* Submission should be 8 ½” by 11", if feasible 

 

Investigator: Patrick J. Heaton, RPA/T Arron Kotlensky, RPA (EDR Environmental Services, LLC)                                                              

                                      

Manuscript or published report (s) (reference fully): 

EDR, 2013.  Phase 1 Archeological Survey, White Pine Commerce Park, Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York.  Prepared for 

CHA and Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency, Syracuse, NY. 

 

Present repository of materials: EDR, Syracuse, New York                                                                                                             

 

6. SITE INVENTORY: 

 a. Date constructed or occupation period: 1850s-1960s/1970s                                                       

 b. Previous owners, if known:   

 Henry Summers (ca. 1850s-1860s) 

 Isaac Van Vleck (ca. 1870s-1890s)                                                                       

 c. Modifications, if known (append additional sheets, if necessary):            
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7. SITE DOCUMENTATION (append additional sheets, if necessary): 

 a.  Historic map references 

 1) Name: Fagan Map of Onondaga County  Date: 1854    

  Source: Onondaga Historical Association  Present location of original: Syracuse, NY  

 2) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1860   

  Source: Ancestry.com  Present location of original:       

 3) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1874   

 Source: Ancestry.com  Present location of original:  

 4) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1889   

 Source: Onondaga Historical Association  Present location of original: Syracuse, NY 

 5) Name: USGS Topographical Map: Syracuse, NY  Date: 1898   

 Source: United States Geological Survey  Present location of original: Washington, D.C. 

 6) Name: USGS Topographical Map: Brewerton, NY Date: 1943   

 Source: United States Geological Survey  Present location of original: Washington, D.C. 

 b.  Representation in existing photography: none identified 

 c.  Primary and secondary source of documentation (reference fully):  

Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 is first identified in the 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County, which identifies the structure as belonging to 

an H. Summer (almost certainly the Henry Summers listed in the 1850 census (U.S. Census Bureau, 1850). H. Summers is listed as 

the resident of this location in the 1860 Sweet Map of Onondaga County. However, the 1874 Sweet Map of Onondaga County and the 

1889 Sweet Map of Onondaga County list I. Van Vleck, most likely the Isaac Van Vleck identified by the 1870 census as a farmer in 

the Town of Clay, as the resident of this property. The house and garage stood (vacant) on the site ca. 2004 but were demolished 

before about 2008 (see EDR report). 

 d.  Persons with memory of site 

1) Name M. Provo Address Jerome Fire Equipment Co., Inc., Caughdenoy Road, Clay, NY 

 
8.  LIST OF MATERIAL REMAINS (be as specific as possible in identifying object and material): 

The Caughdenoy Road MDS 1 site contains the probable remnants of a house, garage, barn, silo, and well.  In total, 71 artifacts were 

recovered from 10 shovel tests at the site. Almost all of the artifacts recovered from the site were from shovel tests located in the immediate 

vicinity of either Feature B1 (the garage foundation) or the former house site. The majority of recovered artifacts were ceramic, glass, and 

metal, including white earthenware, flower pot terracotta, architectural metal/hardware (primarily wire nails), flat/window glass with smaller 

quantities of serving/vessel glassware fragments, and miscellaneous/unidentified metal fragments. A few bone fragments were recovered, 

including one piece of cut bone, several pieces of coal ash, one piece of plastic, one .22 caliber cartridge, a fragment of roof tile, and one 

decorative ceramic tile fragment. No prehistoric artifacts were recovered during the survey of the site. Artifacts recovered from the site date 

between the second half of the nineteenth century and the mid-to-late twentieth century. 

 

In addition, as described above there is a series of push-piles located east of the former house site.  Scattered piles of domestic refuse are 

distributed on the ground surface across and around these push piles.  This refuse includes metal buckets, paint cans, metal drums/barrels, 

box-springs, metal hardware (bolts, rods, and cables), agricultural implements, automobile/truck parts, rubber tires, concrete 

blocks/fragments, butchered bone fragments, canning and mason jars, stoneware crocks, plastic jugs/bottles, and glass bottles.  In general, 

the dates of the materials included in this scattered rubbish are consistent with the assumed abandonment of the property, i.e., during the mid 

to late twentieth century. Based on the terminal dating of the artifact assemblage, the house site was may have been abandoned as early as 

the 1960s or 1970s. 

 

If prehistoric materials are evident, check here and fill out prehistoric site form. N/A        

 

9. MAP REFERENCES: Map or maps showing exact location and extent of site must accompany this form and be identified by source and 

date.  Keep this submission to 8½" x 11", if possible. 

USGS 7.5 Minute Series Quadrangle Name: Brewerton, NY                                                              

UTM Coordinates: (NAD83 UTM Zone 18T: Easting 405212.08; Northing 4782881.46) 

 

10. PHOTOGRAPHY (optional for environmental impact survey): See referenced report.  
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NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE INVENTORY FORM 

NYS OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION & HISTORIC PRESERVATION     

(518) 237-8643                                

 

For Office Use Only—Site Identifier  

 

Project Identifier:  White Pine Commerce Park, Phase 1 Archeological Survey                                                                     

  

Your Name:   Francis M. McCormick/T. Arron Kotlensky, RPA/     Date:  June-July 2013 

  Patrick J. Heaton, RPA/Grant Johnson   

Address:   217 Montgomery St, Suite 1000      Phone: (315) 471-0688 

  Syracuse, NY 13202      

Organization:  EDR Environmental Services, LLC                                                                                  

 

1.  SITE IDENTIFIER(s): Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 

2.  COUNTY: Onondaga                                            One of the following:        CITY                                                                

          TOWNSHIP      Clay                                                        

             INCORPORATED VILLAGE                                                                  

                UNINCORPORATED VILLAGE OR HAMLET                                                                 

 

3.   PRESENT OWNER: Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency                                                                   

    Address: 333 W. Washington Street, Suite 130, Syracuse, New York 13202 

 

4.  SITE DESCRIPTION (check all appropriate categories):Structure/site 

Superstructure: complete        partial      collapsed         not evident  x  

Foundation:  above  x    below   x    (ground level) not evident        

      Structural subdivisions apparent        Only surface traces visible 

      Buried traces detected 

List construction materials (be as specific as possible): concrete w/ iron rebar, fieldstones, cobblestones 

 

Grounds 

      Under cultivation          Sustaining erosion        Woodland       Upland 

      Never cultivated    x   Previously cultivated    x  Floodplain       Pastureland 

Soil Drainage:   excellent         good       fair        poor    x    

Distance to nearest water from structure (approx.): 475m                              

Elevation: 123m                           

 

5. SITE INVESTIGATION (append additional sheets, if necessary): 

 Surface Collection—date(s):                         Site map (submit with form*) 

Subsurface Testing—date(s): June-July 2013  (Submit plan of units with form*) 

  shovel    x     coring         other         unit size   35-50cm             

     no. units     85     

Excavation: unit size           no. of units            (Submit plan of units with form*) 

* Submission should be 8 ½” by 11", if feasible 

 

Investigator: Patrick J. Heaton, RPA/T. Arron Kotlensky, RPA (EDR Environmental Services, LLC)                                                             

                                       

Manuscript or published report (s) (reference fully): 

EDR, 2013.  Phase 1 Archeological Survey, White Pine Commerce Park, Town of Clay, Onondaga County, New York.  Prepared for 

CHA and Onondaga County Industrial Development Agency, Syracuse, NY. 

Present repository of materials: EDR, Syracuse, New York                                                                                                             

 

6. SITE INVENTORY: 

 a. Date constructed or occupation period: 1854-1943                                                       

 b. Previous owners, if known:   

 Cornelius Mogg (1850s) 

William H. Muir Ostrander (1860s) 

 Irving Freeman (1870s-1890s) 

 c. Modifications, if known (append additional sheets, if necessary):                                                                              
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7. SITE DOCUMENTATION (append additional sheets, if necessary): 

 a.  Historic map references 

 1) Name: Fagan Map of Onondaga County  Date: 1854    

  Source: Onondaga Historical Association  Present location of original: Syracuse, NY  

 2) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1860   

  Source: Ancestry.com  Present location of original:       

 3) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1874   

 Source: Ancestry.com  Present location of original:  

 4) Name: Sweet Map of Onondaga County Date: 1889   

 Source: Onondaga Historical Association  Present location of original: Syracuse, NY 

 5) Name: USGS Topograhical Map: Syracuse, NY  Date: 1898   

 Source: United States Geological Survey  Present location of original: Washington, D.C. 

 6) Name: USGS Topograhical Map: Brewerton, NY Date: 1943   

 Source: United States Geological Survey  Present location of original: Washington, D.C. 

 b.  Representation in existing photography: none identified 

 c.  Primary and secondary source of documentation (reference fully):  

Caughdenoy Road MDS 2 is first identified in the 1854 Fagan Map of Onondaga County as belonging to C. Mogg, most likely 

Cornelius Mogg listed in the 1850 census as a carpenter and resident of the Town of Clay (U.S. Census Bureau, 1850). By 1860, 

the site had become the property of a W. H. Ostrander, and the site as the location of a cigar manufactory. Though the 1860 

census lists W. H. Ostrander’s occupation as a farmer, it also identifies a cigar manufacturer named William L. Coughtry as living in 

that residence (U.S. Census Bureau, 1860). In the latter half of the 19th century, cigar manufacturing became a prominent industry 

in what is now Clay. However, by 1874 no cigar manufactory was located at Caughdenoy Road MDS 2, which was listed as the 

property of I. Freeman—most likely the Irving Freeman listed in the 1870 census as a farmer in the Town of Clay (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 1870). In the 1960s the property was purchased by the Lombardy Tank Company. The primary house structure on the 

property, which was described as a one-story building constructed of hewn timbers, burned down by 1970 – possibly as a result of 

lightning strike. The barn associated with the property was later taken down in the early 1990s (see EDR report). 

 d.  Persons with memory of site:  

1) Name: Lyle Young  Address:  Clay Historical Association                                                      

2) Name: Dorothy Heller  District #5 School House  

 8561 Van Hoesen Road  

 Clay, NY  13041  

8.  LIST OF MATERIAL REMAINS (be as specific as possible in identifying object and material): 

Artifacts were recovered from a total of 26 shovel tests, with 121 artifacts recovered from the site. The majority of artifacts were 

recovered from shovel tests located in the immediate vicinity of the presumed house site and to a lesser extent the area associated with 

the barn foundation and silo (Features C1 and C2, respectively). Artifacts recovered from the site include ceramic, glass (flat and vessel 

glass fragments), metal hardware (principally architectural in nature), brick fragments and mortar remains, including pieces of stone and 

brick with mortar attached. The ceramic fragments include whiteware, with a few pieces of very thick, salt-glazed stoneware and two 

pieces of redware/terracotta. There were approximately twice as many fragments of flat glass as vessel glass, and the majority of metal 

fragments were architectural hardware (nails, staples, wires, and other forms). Some samples of coal fragments and slag were also 

recorded, which is consistent with the reported burning of the house at the site during the late 1960s.  Miscellaneous artifacts that were 

recovered include a button, a bullet casing, a modern plastic and metal shotgun casing, a plastic-coated wire, an enameled metal sign, 

and a large, historic axe head. No prehistoric artifacts were recorded. The assemblage of artifacts recovered and observed at the site 

date from the second half of the nineteenth century to the middle-late twentieth century.  

 

The features and artifact assemblage observed at (and recovered from) the site reflect domestic use and agricultural production consistent 

with the map documented dates of occupation of the site.  Features C1, C2, C3, and C4 are all clearly modern (twentieth-century) features.  

Although at least one occupant of the site during the mid-nineteenth-century was reported to be a cigar manufacturer, no artifacts or features 

associated with that trade were identified at the site. The burning and disturbed soils observed in shovel tests in the former area of the house 

on the site are consistent with the reported burning of the house during the late 1960s. 

If prehistoric materials are evident, check here and fill out prehistoric site form. N/A   

      

9. MAP REFERENCES: Map or maps showing exact location and extent of site must accompany this form and be identified by source and 

date.  Keep this submission to 8½" x 11", if possible. 

USGS 7.5 Minute Series Quadrangle Name: Brewerton, NY                                                              

UTM Coordinates: (NAD83 UTM Zone 18T: Easting 405249.25; Northing 4782397.47) 

 

10.  PHOTOGRAPHY (optional for environmental impact survey): See referenced report.  
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