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FOURTH QUARTER 2024 MONITORING REPORT
TWO-MILE POND COMPLEX RIPARIAN SURVEY,
CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

PROJECT SUMMARY

The purpose of the 2024 Two Mile system riparian area monitoring was to determine if eliminating
the diversion of Santa Fe River flows through Two Mile Pond system would result in stresses on
the established riparian area.

The 2024 Two Mile Pond riparian assessment included the following:

1. Monthly assessments of moisture and vegetation index imagery to assess changes in
water stress and riparian area canopy health.

2. Monthly riparian area monitoring for biotic and abiotic metrics.
3. Soil moisture monitoring.
4. Continuous monitoring of streamflow at five locations.
5. Collection of field water quality data.
Summary of findings are the following:

e As indicated by streamflow monitoring, the primary water source for the Two Mile Pond
system from Old Stone Dam to Two Mile Pond is shallow groundwater discharging at the
base of Old Stone Dam. The origin of this groundwater is from infiltration of streamflow,
snowmelt, and storm-water runoff to alluvium upstream of Old Stone Dam.

e The average flow emanating from the base of Old Stone Dam and flowing through the Two
Mile system is 0.3 cfs (135 gpm), which is enough to offset evapotranspiration from the
riparian system and keep Two Mile Pond full (to the current stand pipe setting) and flushed.

e In 2024, approximately 259 ac-ft of water flowed through the system, 31.4 ac-ft were lost
to evapotranspiration and the remaining 227.6 ac-ft flowed through Two Mile Pond and
discharged to the Santa Fe River below Two Mile Pond.

e Losses from the Santa Fe River channel adjacent to the Two Mile Pond system were
minimal. One seep (< 1 gpm) was noted on the southeast side of Two Mile Pond that may
originate from the Santa Fe River channel.

e Two Mile Pond did not change in size during 2024; however, all stream and groundwater
systems are transient and the flow rate though the system will vary from changes in climate.

e Flow at the base of Old Stone Dam maintained an average temperature of 10 °C, specific
conductance of 185 uS/cm, and pH of 7.0; indication of excellent water quality for the
aquatic and riparian habitats.

e Monthly Biotic metric surveys ranked from good to excellent in 2024.
e A health diversity of flora and fauna were documented.

e Monthly Abiotic metric surveys ranked from good to excellent in 2024.
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e Soil moisture monitoring indicated good soil moisture in the riparian system until
September 2024, when drought conditions started to show significant reduction in soil
moisture along the outer fringes of the riparian area. Changes in soil moisture on the
fringes of the riparian area are expected to vary with changes in climate.

e The landscape context, biotic, and abiotic metrics for each monthly investigation are
ranked and scored using a modified NMRAM. Monthly riparian rankings alternated
between A (excellent condition) and B (good condition).

e The main water stressed area in 2024 appear to be directly up gradient of Old Stone Dam,
primarily affecting shallow rooted vegetation (<10 ft) such as coyote willow.

In conclusions, eliminating the diversion of Santa Fe River flows through Two Mile Pond system
did not result in significant stresses on the established riparian area. Groundwater discharging
from the base of Old Stone Dam sustained streamflow through the Two Mile Pond system.

During 2024, winter, spring, and summer precipitation events provided recharge to the Two Mile
Pond system and assist with maintaining soil moisture in the riparian area. Drought conditions
took hold on the fall and winter. Water was bypassed to the Santa Fe River as part of the Santa Fe
Living River target year flow of 1,000 ac-ft and bypass of water due to repairs to the
Nicholas Reservoir dam from July through December 2024. With persistent drought forecasted
for 2025, it is likely the flow regime will be drought dominated. For 2025, it is
recommended to continue monitoring the flows through Two Mile Pond system and condition of
the riparian area.
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FOURTH QUARTER 2024 MONITORING REPORT
TWO-MILE POND COMPLEX RIPARIAN SURVEY,
CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

1.0 INTRODUCTION

John Shomaker & Associates, Inc. (JSAI) was contracted by City of Santa Fe Public Works
Department to provide monthly monitoring of the Two Mile Pond Complex riparian area from the
Restoration Channel staff gage to decommissioned Two Mile Dam (Figs. 1 through 3). The
monitoring area is focused on the riparian area associated with the Restoration Channel and Two
Mile Pond Complex. Six monitoring transects have been identified for assessment of riparian
conditions (Fig. 3). JSAI utilized standardized riparian monitoring and assessment methods
described by New Mexico Rapid Assessment Method (NMRAM) Field Guide prepared by the
New Mexico Environment Department Surface Water Quality Bureau (NMED SWQB) (Muldavin
et al., 2022). The NMRAM field guide provides procedures for conducting a rapid ecological
assessment of wetlands and riparian areas in the Montane Riverine Wetland Subclass that occur
along unconfined mountain streams and rivers at elevations between 6,000 and 8,500 ft above

mean sea level (ft amsl).

1.1 Project Background

The Santa Fe River begins in the Sangre de Cristo Mountains and flows to the Rio Grande.
The Two Mile Pond Complex is in the upper reach of the Middle Santa Fe River hydrologic system
(Fig. 1). Reservoirs were established in the Middle and Upper Santa Fe River hydrologic system
as a result of securing and developing water supply for the City of Santa Fe (Fig. 2). The City of
Santa Fe reservoirs include:
e Old Stone Dam constructed in 1880, but silted in by 1904

e Two Mile Dam and Reservoir constructed in 1893 and decommissioned
in mid 1990s

e Granite Point (McClure) Dam and Reservoir constructed in 1926

e Nichols Dam and Reservoir constructed in 1943

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Two Mile Pond Complex

Figure 1. Map of Santa Fe watershed showing location of Two Mile Pond Complex.
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Figure 2. Map showing locations of City of Santa Fe reservoirs, Santa Fe River, and Two Mile Pond receiving watershed.
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Figure 3. Landscape map showing June 7, 2023 aerial photograph and the Two Mile Pond Complex and area of investigation.
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The Two Mile Pond Complex is the result of restoration of the decommissioned Two Mile
Dam that was constructed in the Santa Fe River canyon. The Two Mile Pond Complex was
donated to The Nature Conservancy (TNC) in 2000, which converted it into the “Santa Fe Canyon
Preserve.” Features of the Two Mile Pond Complex include:
e Restoration Channel
e Remnants of Old Stone Dam
e Remnants of decommissioned Two Mile Dam

e Established riparian area along the Restoration Channel in the former footprint of
Two Mile Reservoir

The City of Santa Fe Ordinance 2012-10 established the Santa Fe River target flows for a
Living River Initiative. Target flows are Santa Fe River flows originating from above McClure
Reservoir that are bypassed (water that flows past a diversion or storage facility) and released to Santa
Fe River at the base of Nichols Dam. Since 2012, target flows have run through Two Mile Complex
via the Santa Fe River and Restoration Channel. Other bypass flows include those for court-ordered
acequia deliveries downstream of the Two Mile Complex.

Santa Fe River bypassed flows are waters of the State. In 2023, the New Mexico Office of
the State Engineer (NMOSE) determined that Restoration Channel diversions from the Santa Fe
River and storage in Two Mile Pond had no supporting water right permit, and ordered a stop to
these diversions and storage of water. There are concerns that these changes in streamflow
conditions through the Two Mile Pond Complex will alter the established riparian system. The
primary objective of assessing the Two Mile Pond Complex riparian area is to determine current
conditions and health of the system, and affects due to changes to the hydrologic regime.

1.2 Scope of Work

The intentions of the quarterly monitoring reports are to provide a summary of the project,
to present data collected to date, to provide an assessment of the collected data, and to present
observations and findings. The quarterly monitoring reports are to include:

> field datasheets (Appendix D)

landscape map (Fig. 3)

sampling rank and score and assessment summary (Table 4)

stressor checklist (Appendix D)

sampling area rank and score and assessment summaries (Table 8)

water flows and budget from the streamflow monitoring network

observed changes in surface water and soil moisture conditions (Appendix G)

YV V YV V V V
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2.0 SUMMARY OF EXISTING DATA AND INFORMATION

Available existing data and information were compiled for the Two Mile Pond Complex,
which were limited to NMED riparian habitat mapping, historical imagery, and streamflow
monitoring performed for Santa Fe Water Division.

2.1 NMED SWQB

The NMED SWQB has prepared a riparian habitat map of the Two Mile Pond Complex
portion of the Santa Fe River (Fig. 4). Each colored section represents a different habitat in the
Two Mile Pond area. These habitats were used as a guideline in completing Worksheet 5 and B1
of the Montane Riverine Wetlands field worksheets. It should be noted that Habitat 1AL in this
model appears to be exaggerated and was not included in the field observations.

2.2 Google Earth Images

Google Earth historical aerial imagery for the Two Mile Pond Complex were available for
1991 to 2023. Historical imagery can be referenced from Appendix A. The Restoration Channel
and area of investigation were placed on each image for reference. A summary of the historical
images reviewed is presented in Table 1. The Two Mile Pond Complex riparian area begins around
1996, and significant tree canopies are observed by 2005. Since Two Mile Dam and Reservoir
were decommissioned, the riparian area was established and ponded water has been observed in
Two Mile Pond.

Table 1. Summary of the historical images for Two Mile Pond Complex

Google Earth approximate combined area of .
image date riparian and surface water (acres) IO

May 25,1991 na Two Mile Reservoir operational
October 8, 1996 8.86 4 years after Two Mile decommissioned
December 6, 2002 9.52 significant drought period
May 10, 2004 8.32 prior to SFR target flows
April 26, 2005 9.67 established tree canopies
May 8, 2009 9.39 water present in Two Mile Pond
June 16, 2011 8.38 beaver ponds present
October 2, 2013 9.96 beaver ponds present
November 1, 2015 10.00 water present in Two Mile Pond
June 10, 2017 9.64 water present in Two Mile Pond
March 2, 2021 9.38 water present in Two Mile Pond
June 7, 2023 10.40 water present in Two Mile Pond

SFR - Santa Fe River

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Figure 4. Map showing NMED SWQB defined riparian habitat zones for Two Mile Pond Complex.
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The combined riparian and surface-water area was estimated from each historical image
after 1996. Over the last 28 years, the combined riparian and surface-water area has varied
between 8.32 and 10.40 acres. For 2013 to current, the average area has been about 10 acres. The
primary change in the riparian area has been the development of the tree canopy, particularly from
2005 to current.

2.3 NDMI Images

Normalized Difference Moisture Index (NDMI) from Modified Copernicus Sentinel Data
(2024) is used to determine vegetation water content and monitor droughts. The values range from
-1 to 1 with negative values representing barren soil, values around zero correspond to water stress
or dormancy of deciduous vegetation, and positive values represent vegetative canopy without water
stress or snowpack cover. NDMI images for January through December 2024 can be referenced
from Appendix B, and a summary of observations is presented as Table 2. The quality of the imagery

depends on degree of cloud cover.

Table 2. Summary of NDMI images for Two Mile Pond Complex

image date

Two Mile Pond Complex observations

January 16, 2024

NDMI 1.00 to 0.10, snowpack covered, barren soil

February 5, 2024

NDMI 0.20 to -0.10, high soil moisture to dormancy

March 3, 2034

NDMI -0.03 to -0.50, indicating water stress or dormancy

April 10, 2024 NDMI -0.01 to -0.20, indicating water stress or dormancy
May 17, 2024 NDMI 0.20 to -0.01, indicating water stress

June 16, 2024 NDMI 1.00 to 0.00, high canopy without water stress
July 16, 2024 NDMI 0.8 to -0.03, high canopy without water stress

August 13, 2024

NDMI 0.8 to 0.00, high canopy without water stress

September 12, 2024

NDMI 0.8 to 0.03 high canopy without water stress

October 9, 2024

NDMI 0.8 to -0.03 high canopy without water stress

November 13, 2024

NDMI 0.24 to -0.03 indicating water stress or dormancy

December 13, 2024

NDMI 0.10 to -0.10 indicating water stress or dormancy

NDMI - Normalized Difference Moisture Index

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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2.4 NDVI Images

Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) from Modified Copernicus Sentinel Data
(2024) is used to quantify green vegetation. It is a measure of the state of vegetation health based
on how plants reflect light at certain wave lengths. The values range from -1 to 1 with negative
values representing water; values around zero correspond to barren areas of rock, sand, snow, or
dormant vegetation, low positive values represent shrubs, grasses, or new growth; and high
positive values represent forested areas. NDVI images for January through December 2024 can

be referenced from Appendix C, and a summary of observations is presented as Table 3.

Table 3. Summary of NDVI images for Two Mile Pond Complex

image date Two Mile Pond Complex observations
January 16, 2024 NDVI 0.4 to -0.1, snowpack, dormant vegetation
February 5, 2024 NDVI 0.4 to 0.0, snowpack, dormant vegetation
March 3, 2034 NDVI 0.4 to 0.1, shrubs, grasses, new growth
April 10, 2024 NDVI 0.4 to 0.0, soil, water, shrubs, grasses, new growth
May 17, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to 0.2, shrub, grassland, temperate forest
June 16, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, shrub, temperate forest
July 16, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, shrub, temperate forest
August 13, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, temperate forest
September 12, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, temperate forest
October 9, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, shrub temperate forest
November 13, 2024 NDVI 1.0 to -1.0, water, shrub temperate forest
December 13, 2024 NDVI 0.3 to 0.1, dormant vegetation

NDVI - Normalized Difference Vegetation Index

2.5 Streamflow Monitoring

The City of Santa Fe Water Division has contracted JSAI to install and maintain several
continuous streamflow monitoring points in the Two Mile Pond Complex area (Fig. 5). Hydrographs
for the Santa Fe River monitoring stations are presented as Figure 6 through 9, and hydrographs for
the Restoration Channel and Two Mile return are presented as Figures 10 and 11. Hydrograph for

Cerro Gordo acequia diversions is presented as Figure 12.
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Figure 5. Map of Two Mile Pond Complex showing streamflow monitoring stations.
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Figure 6. Graph of 2024 streamflow data for Santa Fe River below Nichols.
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Figure 7. Graph of 2024 streamflow data for Santa Fe River next to Two Mile Pond.
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Figure 8. Graph of 2024 Cerro Gordo Diversions from Santa Fe River.
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Figure 9. Graph of 2024 streamflow data for Santa Fe River below Two Mile Return.
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Figure 10. Graph of 2024 streamflow for Restoration Channel below Old Stone Dam.
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Figure 11. Graph of 2024 streamflow for Two Mile Pond return.
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Figure 12. Graph comparing measured 2024 daily flow Below Old Stone Dam and at Two Mile Pond return.
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2.5.1 Santa Fe River

The gage Santa Fe River below Nichols monitors all bypass flows below Nichols Dam.
The river channel at the gage Santa Fe River below Nichols was clogged with fallen trees during
this last winter. Recorded streamflow data corrected using a water balance analysis of Nichols
Reservoir (JSAI, 2025). Corrected flow data and water temperature are presented on Figure 6.
From January to about mid-April, streamflow at Santa Fe River below Nichols was less than
0.1 cubic feet per second (cfs). Bypass flows for irrigation deliveries and targeted flows for Living
River Initiative started around mid-April (Fig. 6). Spring pulse occurred mid-May. Additional
bypass flows occurred during the summer into the fall as a result of repairs to Nichols Dam. During
the middle of August, it was discovered that the transducer had failed and a replacement transducer
was installed by October 3. Santa Fe River bypass flows during 2024 averaged 1.65 cfs and ranged
between 0.1 and 10 cfs.

An existing 90° V-notch weir in the Santa Fe River next to Two Mile Pond (Fig. 5) was
modified by expanding the weir dimensions. At the beginning of March 2024, the VV-notch weir
was built up and equipped with a stilling well and transducer and recorded streamflow for the
remainder of 2024 (Fig. 7). The Santa Fe River streamflow next to Two Mile Pond mimicked
Santa Fe River below Nichols flows.

At the beginning of February 2024, a temporary 90° V-notch weir was installed in the Santa
Fe River below the confluence of Two Mile Pond return and Santa Fe River (Fig. 5). The weir
was equipped to provide continuous monitoring of flows in the Santa Fe River below Two Mile
Pond return. Recorded streamflow and water temperature can be referenced from Figure 9. Spring
pulse, sporadic reservoir releases, and storm-water runoff events repeatedly damaged the weir.
Attempts were made to repair the weir after each high-flow event.

Diversions from Acequia Cerro Gordo are graphically illustrated on Figure 8. These
diversions were included the water budget for the Santa Fe River from below Nichols to below
Two Mile Pond confluence. Diversion rates appear to average 0.3 cfs for scheduled water delivery
days during the irrigation season.

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Santa Fe River flows from below Nichols, around Two Mile Pond, and downstream of Two
Mile Pond confluence show a base flow of 0.1 cfs during the First Quarter of 2024, sustained flows
above 3 cfs during the Second Quarter of 2024, flows varying between <0.1 and above 6 cfs during
the Third and Fourth quarters (Figs. 6, 7, and 9). Sustained flows occurred from mid-April to October,
and from mid-November through December. Analysis of the Santa Fe River streamflow data indicated
seepage losses occur above Old Stone Dam but are within the 2024 dataset measurement error (JSAI,
2025).

Santa Fe River below Nichols water temperature increased from winter (3 °C) to summer (18 °C),
and then decreased during the Fourth quarter about 3 °C (Fig. 6). Flows at Santa Fe River next to Two
Mile showed larger daily fluctuations in water temperature ranging from 0 to greater than 20 °C (Fig. 7)
due to the shallow concrete lined channel and periods of low flow with slow water velocity. Santa Fe
River water temperature below Two Mile confluence ranged from 2 to 18 °C (Fig. 9).

2.5.2 Two Mile Pond System

There are two streamflow monitoring stations for the Two Mile Pond system: 1) Restoration
Channel below Old Stone Dam, and 2) Two Mile Pond return (Fig. 5).

The Restoration Channel below Old Stone Dam monitors seepage from the base of Old Stone
Dam (Fig. 10). The only available location to install the weir was on top of an old beaver dam. Due
to potential underflow and lack of channel on top of old beaver dam, the measured flows below Old
Stone dam represent a portion of flow entering the Two Mile Pond system. Measured flows below
Old Stone Dam averaged 0.13 cfs in 2024, with flows ranging from 0.04 cfs (18 gallons per minute;
gpm) to 0.50 cfs (224 gpm). Water was constantly flowing below Old Stone Dam to Two Mile Pond
in 2024 (see Figs. 10, 11, and 12).

The Two Mile return 6-in. Parshall flume monitors all streamflow exiting the Two Mile Pond
Complex (Fig. 11). JSAI has been monitoring this flume for the past few years. There have been
issues with maintaining the flume, such as suspended sediment and organic debris clogging the ports
for the stilling well and flume entrance. Returns from Two Mile Pond Complex increase to about
0.8 cfs during April snow-melt runoff, and remained between 0.15 and 0.50 cfs during most of 2024
(Fig. 10). The occasional spikes in flow are believed to be a result of precipitation events. Sustained
increases in flow (<0.2 cfs) at Two Mile Pond return coincide with Santa Fe River spring pulse and

December bypass flow releases.
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Figure 12 is a graph comparing flows measured below Old Stone Dam and at Two Mile
Pond return. Streamflow measured below Old Stone Dam is less than the Two Mile return, likely
due to underflow in the beaver pond structure that is not measured. The analysis of flow through
Two Mile system is based on flows measured below Old Stone Dam and flows measured at Two
Mile Return. Monthly riparian area field inspections during 2024 did not reveal any significant
flows diverted from Santa Fe River to the Restoration channel above Old Stone Dam or any
significant seeps of flow to the Two Mile system from the Santa Fe River below Old Stone Dam.
One seep (< 1 gpm) was noted near the south side of Two Mile Pond. Therefore, all flows into
Two Mile Pond originated from the flow at the base of Old Stone Dam and from captured
precipitation within the Two Mile Pond system.

Temperature data of flow below Old Stone Dam is consistently colder than Santa Fe River
surface water during the summer months and warmer in the winter months. Figure 13 is a time-
series graph of surface-water temperature measured at Santa Fe River below Nichols and at below
Old Stone Dam. The narrow range of seasonal temperature and constant daily temperature of
flows below Old Stone Dam are indicative of groundwater recharge resembling local recharge.
There were no observed instant jJumps in water temperature due to rapid infiltration of Santa Fe
River water.

As analyzed by JSAI (2025), the groundwater flow under Two Mile Dam is likely
insignificant, given the underlying low-permeability bedrock and lack of alluvial thickness.
Therefore, all flow exiting Two Mile Pond is measured at the return.

The total Two Mile Pond system inflow can be calculated by adding measured outflows at
Two Mile Pond Return and estimated evaporative losses from the Riparian system. A summary
of the monthly water budget for the Two Mile Pond system can be referenced from Table 4.
Monthly evapotranspiration was calculated from OpenET online application considering a riparian
area of 12.4 acres. Total Two Mile Pond system inflow was considered as flow measured at Two
Mile Pond return plus losses due to evapotranspiration. Total inflow varies from 14 to 31.6 acre-
feet (ac-ft) per month, and totals 259 ac-ft for 2024. The highest rate of inflow occurred in April

during spring snowmelt runoff before the spring pulse in May.
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Figure 13. Time-series graph of 2024 measured water temperature below Old Stone Dam and at Santa Fe River below Nichols.
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Table 4. Monthly water budget for Two Mile Pond system

month enserr_lble ET ET* Two Mile return total inflow

(in) (ac-ft) (ac-ft) (ac-ft)

January-24 0.689 0.711 14.8 15.5
February-24 1.147 1.184 17.8 19.0
March-24 1.669 1.723 12.3 14.0
April-24 2.657 2.743 28.9 31.6
May-24 3.803 3.926 24.6 28.5
June-24 4.542 4.689 22.1 26.8
July-24 4.709 4.862 19.1 24.0
August-24 4.091 4.224 14.8 19.0
September-24 3.265 3.371 11.7 15.1
October-24 2.116 2.184 16.0 18.2
November-24 1.058 1.092 19.1 20.2
December-24 0.662 0.684 26.4 27.1
31.4 227.6 259.0

* based on 12.4 acre riparian area

ET - evapotranspiration

ac-ft - acre-feet

Based on the analysis by JSAI (2025), it appears that about 60 percent of the inflow to Two

Mile Pond system is from slow infiltration along Santa Fe River channel above Old Stone Dam,

and about 40 percent of Two Mile Pond system total inflow is from a separate source of water that

the Santa Fe River, such as the receiving watershed (includes Aztec Spring drainage). Lines of

evidence for these conclusions are:

1) Groundwater issuing from the base of Old Stone Dam, snowmelt events, and
storm-water runoff are the sources of water flowing through the Two Mile Pond
system in 2024. No other significant seeps or sources of water entering the Two

Mile Pond system were observed during the monthly riparian survey.

2) Temperature of groundwater issuing from the base of Old Stone Dam was steady,
at thermal equilibrium, and not influenced by increased flows in the Santa Fe

River.

3) Santa Fe River mass balance suggests only a portion of the 259 ac-ft entering
Two Mile Pond system can be attributed to seepage upstream of Old Stone Dam.
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About 800 ft upstream of Old Stone Dam is a defunct concrete irrigation box on the Santa
Fe River. There are several pipes and valves associated with the irrigation box, in which one of
the pipes is reportedly buried and terminates at the base of Old Stone Dam. It has been thought
that streamflow draining into this pipe flows into the Two Mile Pond system. Observations during
the 2024 Riparian survey indicated that most all of the flow originating from the base of Old Stone
Dam was from seeps and not the irrigation pipe. Some flow was observed from the irrigation pipe,
but water temperature indicated the source was groundwater rather than diverted streamflow at the
irrigation box.

Other considerations of the conceptual hydrologic model for the Two Mile Pond system
would include alluvial storage capacity and potential seepage rate from Santa Fe River. The
alluvial system above Old Stone Dam is about 800 ft in length, 200 ft in width, and about 25 ft in
thickness; capable of storing about 25 ac-ft of groundwater. Considering a seepage rate of 1 cfs
per mile of river channel (JSAI, 2019), the Santa Fe River seepage capacity would be 0.15 cfs for
800 ft of river channel upstream of Old Stone Dam. This estimated Santa Fe River seepage rate is
about 40 percent of the total input to the Two Mile Pond system.

Collection and analysis of water chemistry data could help further refine the sources of

water to the Two Mile Pond system and associated conceptual model.

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
WATER-RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



JSAI 24

3.0 RIPARIAN MONITORING

The monitoring period is January to December 2024. Field investigations are performed
monthly during the growing season between March and November. This Fourth Quarter report
includes monthly field investigations from March through October 2024.

3.1 Field Investigations To Date

The New Mexico Rapid Assessment Method (NMRAM) Montane Riverine Wetlands data
sheets for assessment of Two Mile Pond on March 7, 2024; April 9, 2024; May 15, 2024; and June
11, 2024; July 16, 2024; August 13, 2024; September 11, 2024; October 9, 2024; can be referenced
from Appendix D, including the stressor checklist. Field photographs are presented in Appendix E.

Category scores are graded on a scale from 1 to 4 (higher numbers are more desirable
indicating better health and riparian condition). Table 5 is a summary of the scoring and ranking
method. Each transect is graded independently and the resulting grades are multiplied against a

weighted ratio and combined to give each transect a wetland condition score.

Table 5. NMRAM scoring and ranking description

rank score description
A >3.25-4.0 excellent condition
B >2.5-<3.25 good condition
C >1.75-<25 fair condition
D 1.0-<1.75 poor condition

NMRAM - New Mexico Rapid Assessment Method

3.1.1 Landscape Context

Landscape maps (Figs. 3 and 4, Appendix A) and field observations were used to evaluate
the landscape context metrics, such as surrounding land use and riparian connectivity. A summary
of the landscape context metric scoring is presented as Table 6. Landscape context remains the
same throughout the investigations because it is performed remotely and ahead of all investigations.
For the year of 2024, it was determined that the landscape context has a score of 3.25, as can be seen
in Table 6.
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Table 6. Average scores for landscape context metrics

landscape context metric average score 2024
buffer integrity index 3.00
riparian corridor connectivity 4.00
relative wetland size 4.00
surrounding land use 2.00

total 3.25

3.1.2 Biotic Metrics

Biotic metric scores were calculated using the Montane Riverine Wetlands Field Guide
method of ranking a riparian area. Each category has a set of biotic measurements and observations
that are recorded in the field and then combined to result in a final ranking for the riparian area.
Table 7 shows the average of all six transects for the total biotic component of Two Mile Reservoir.

Results from all transects can be found in Appendix D.

Table 7. Average scores for biotic metrics

March 7 April 9 May 15 June 11

biotic metrics average average average average

scores scores scores scores
relative native plant community composition 2.83 3.17 3.00 3.33
vegetation horizontal patch structure 2.83 3.00 3.00 3.00
vegetation vertical structure 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.67
native riparian tree regeneration 3.00 3.50 3.17 2.83
invasive exotic plant species cover 2.83 3.00 3.17 3.00
total 2.87 3.10 3.03 3.33

July 16 | August 13 | September 11 | October 9

biotic metrics average average average average

scores scores scores scores
relative native plant community composition 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.67
vegetation horizontal patch structure 3.33 3.17 3.17 3.17
vegetation vertical structure 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.17
native riparian tree regeneration 3.17 3.17 2.33 1.67
invasive exotic plant species cover 2.67 3.00 3.00 3.00
total 3.10 3.13 2.97 2.93
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Each monthly investigation biotic factors including flora and fauna are documented. The
NMRAM focuses on the flora aspect of the riparian environment and can be seen in the rankings of
each transect. The visible fauna of the environment include mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, insects,
and so forth.

Birds and insects were the most abundant fauna observed. Merlin Bird ID (a trusted bird
identification app) is used in areas where the birds can be heard but are not seen and cross referenced
with data from the Audubon Society Davey Randell Center (Appendix F). Identified birds and their
expected occurrence are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8. Summary of birds identified during the monthly field investigations

common * uncommon * rare*
Red Wing Blackbird American Crow Yellow Breasted Chat
Mallard Ducks Rufous-sided Towhee
Violet Green Swallow Black-Headed Grosbeak
Black Chinned Hummingbird Pinyon Jay
Broadtail Hummingbird Pine Siskin
House Finch Red Breasted Nuthatch
American Robin Coopers Hawk
Warbling Vireo Bushtit

Song Sparrow

Western Wood Pewee
Lesser Goldfinch

White Breasted Nuthatch
Northern Flicker

Black Capped Chickadee
Common Raven

* From Audubon New Mexico where Common is usually seen on each visit, uncommon is seen on
most visits but not every visit, and rare is seen only a few times over five seasons

Traces of animals including tracks, droppings, and other sounds are also documented when
they are observed in the field. Observed mammals included deer, grey mouse, and raccoon.

Photographs of some of the observed species along with check lists from the Davey Randell
Center and The Nature Conservancy Santa Fe Canyon Preserve can be found in Appendix E. A list
of fauna observed by date of monthly investigation can be referenced from Table 9.

Notable aquatic fauna included tadpoles, frogs, water striders, Dragon Flies, ducks, and
Goldfish. There are numerous beaver dams, but no beavers were observed during the monthly field
inspections.
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date

observed species

3/7/2024

Red Wing Black Bird

Small Gnats

Goldfish

Deer droppings/tracks

4/9/2024

Tadpoles

Bees

Mallard Ducks

5/15/2024

Pinyon Jay

Garter Snakes (6)

Rufous-Sided Towhee

Black Chinned Hummingbird

Frog Croaks

Whiptail Lizards

American Robin

Pinacate Beetles (3)

Swallowtail Butterfly

Box Elder bugs

Water Striders (Gerridae)

6/11/2024

Whiptail lizards

Mule deer

Black- Headed Grosbheak

Rufous-Sided Towhee

American Robin

House Finch

Pine Siskin

Yellow Breasted Chat

Warbling Vireo

Lesser Goldfinch

Western Wood Pewee

Box Elder Bugs

Water Striders (Gerridae)

Beatles (Melolonthinae)

Table 9. Summary of fauna observed in Two Mile Pond riparian area
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7/16/2024

Whiptail Lizards

Garter Snakes (4)

Rufous-Sided Towhee

Redwing Blackbird

Song Sparrow

Broadtail Hummingbird

Yellow Breasted Chat

Robin

Warblin Vireo

Red Breasted Nuthatch

Violet Green Swallow

Dragon Fly

Frog Croaks

Ants

Butterflies/Moths

8/13/2024

Racoon Tracks

Lesser Goldfinch

Mosquitos

Bees

Coopers Hawk

Fence Post Lizard

Pine Siskin

American Crow

9/11/2024 | Dragon Fly 10/9/2024 Butterflies/Moths
Wasps Black Bee
White Breasted Nuthatch Amber Bee
Northern Flicker Bee fly
Broadtailed Hummingbird Northern Flicker
Black Capped Chickadee Crickets
Lesser Goldfinch Toads
Racoon Tracks Grey mouse
Water Striders (Gerridae) Bushtit

Deer Track

Song Sparrow

Bluetail Lizard

Rufous-Sided Towhee

Broadtail Hummingbird

Red Breasted Nuthatch

Common Raven

Mallard Ducks

House Finch
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The City of Santa Fe, New Mexico Integrated Pest Management conducted their own Two
Mile Pond mosquito survey on June 18, 2024. The results of their field collection can be found in
Table 10. Sixty mosquitos were caught and among them 18 (Culex tarsalis) are common vectors for
the West Nile Virus in New Mexico. The entire report can be found in Appendix F.

Table 10. Summary of mosquito survey

species count percent of total sample
Aedes increpitus 1 1.52%
Aedes trivittatus 11 16.67%
Anopheles freeborni 6 9.09%
Culex tarsalis 18 27.27%
Culiseta incidens 4 6.06%
Culiseta increpitus 1 1.52%
Culiseta inornata 25 37.88%

3.1.3 Abiotic Metrics

Scores were calculated using the Montane Riverine Wetlands Field Guide method of
ranking a riparian area. Each category has a set of abiotic measurements and observations that are
recorded in the field and then combined to result in a final ranking for the riparian area. There are
four abiotic metrics that reflect the physical status of the riparian area:

1. Physical Patch Complexity, which is a measure of the physical structural
complexity of a site that contributes to ecological richness.

2. Channel Equilibrium, which is the assessment of the degree of channel aggradation
or degradation relative to reference equilibrium conditions.

3. Steam Bank Stability and Cover, which is a measure of stream bank soil/substrate
stability and erosion potential that reflect overall stream bank stability.

4. Soil Surface Condition reflects anthropogenic soil disturbance impacts within the
sampling area

Due to the circumstances, Two Mile Pond “Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity” was not
accounted for since its results could be misleading and its importance is not relevant to this
particular investigation. Table 11 shows the average of all six transects for the total abiotic
component of Two Mile Reservoir. Results from all transects can be found in Appendix D.
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Table 11. Average scores for abiotic metrics

March 7 April 9 May 15 June 11
abiotic categories average average average average
scores scores scores scores
physical patch diversity 2.50 2.33 2.33 2.33
channel equilibrium 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.83
stream bank stability and cover 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
soil surface condition 3.67 3.50 3.50 3.33
total 3.54 3.46 3.46 3.38
July 16 | August 13 | September 11 | October 9
abiotic categories average average average average
scores scores scores scores
physical patch diversity 2.33 2.67 2.67 2.67
channel equilibrium 3.83 3.67 3.67 3.50
stream bank stability and cover 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
soil surface condition 3.67 3.83 3.83 3.83
total 3.46 3.54 3.54 3.50

Two Mile Pond is preparing for fall as the flora give their final blooms and the leaves begin
turning yellow. The canopy and density of the high forest thrived through the summer. The channels
and waterways themselves are surrounded by thick walls of willows and cattails that keep the banks
from eroding. The streams themselves appear to be in a state of equilibrium and there are no signs of
active degradation or aggradation that were noticeable at this time. The anthropogenic disturbance
also appears low considering the popularity of the area’s trails. Overall, the abiotic components of
the riparian area appear to rank on the higher end of the scoring throughout Two Mile Pond Complex.

Field water-quality data were measured from March to October 2024, and a summary of
the field water-quality data can be referenced from Table 12. Monitoring points included Santa
Fe River adjacent to Two Mile Pond system, seeps at the base of Old Stone Dam, Transect 3, Beaver
Dam at the Restoration Channel below Old Stone Dam, and Transect 6 (Fig. 3). Measured field water
quality parameters included water temperature, pH, specific conductance, dissolved oxygen, and
turbidity.
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Table 12. Summary of field-measured water-quality data for Two Mile Pond system

field pH results along Two Mile Pond

Santa Fe River | Old Stone Dam Transect 3 Beaver Dam Transect 6
4/9/2024 6.75 6.96 7.23 6.86 6.89
5/15/2024 6.69 6.48 6.60 6.50 6.67
6/11/2024 7.60 7.02 7.32 6.72 6.71
7/16/2024 6.84 6.08 6.85 6.71 7.10
8/13/2024 7.72 7.08 7.12 6.91 6.91
9/11/2024 7.57 6.76 7.33 6.90 6.85
10/9/2024 8.12 6.99 7.46 7.41 7.05

specific conductance results along Two Mile Pond (uS/cm)

Santa Fe River | Old Stone Dam Transect 3 Beaver Dam Transect 6
4/9/2024 77 160 170 244 246
5/15/2024 63 187 249 350 285
6/11/2024 61 181 193 371 358
7/16/2024 49 152 179 363 306
8/13/2024 79 186 216 308 308
9/11/2024 65 202 212 245 439
10/9/2024 88 222 244 283 359

temperature results along Two Mile Pond (°C)

Santa Fe River | Old Stone Dam Transect 3 Beaver Dam Transect 6
4/9/2024 1.7 7.9 6.2 11.5 4.50
5/15/2024 14.0 9.3 9.1 13.5 10.2
6/11/2024 16.8 8.4 10.7 14.4 14.2
7/16/2024 17.2 10.0 12.3 16.2 16.4
8/13/2024 17.4 11.2 13.9 16.9 16.9
9/11/2024 14.5 11.1 11.3 17.1 125
10/9/2024 10.7 12.1 9.9 9.9 10.0

dissolved oxygen results along Two Mile Pond (mg/L)

Santa Fe River | Old Stone Dam Transect 3 Beaver Dam Transect 6
5/15/2024 7.87 3.70 7.50 4.15 2.60
9/11/2024 7.62 2.42 4.86 3.48 1.99
10/9/2024 7.15 2.89 4,20 5.60 2.64

turbidity results along Two Mile Pond (NTU)

Santa Fe River | Old Stone Dam Transect 3 Beaver Dam Transect 6
6/11/2024 6.1 4.4 7.8 8.5 16.2
7/16/2024 4.5 6.1 185 45.6 27.5
8/13/2024 155 5.0 7.9 9.8 9.8
9/11/2024 31.9 4.2 6.5 10.2 22.0
10/9/2024 10.5 4.1 115 14.5 18.5

pS/cm - microsiemens per centimeter
mg/L - milligrams per liter
NTU - nephelometric turbidity units
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It is important to notice the Santa Fe River is not directly connected to the Two Mile Pond
system, and the primary difference between them is water temperature, dissolved oxygen, and specific
conductance (Table 12; Fig. 8). The Santa Fe River is characteristic of surface water with low specific
conductance, high dissolved oxygen, and varying temperature. The Two Mile Pond system water
source emanating from the base of Old Stone Dam resemble groundwater with slightly high specific
conductance, lower dissolved oxygen, and fairly constant temperature.

Two Mile Pond system water temperature changes seasonally and increases down-stream
from Old Stone Dam. Figure 14 is a time series graph of water temperature for each measuring
station. New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (NMWQCC) has established designated
uses of coolwater aquatic life and wildlife for the Santa Fe River below Nichols to downstream past
Two Mile Pond system (20.6.4.121 NMAC). The water temperature standard for coolwater aquatic
life is 20 °C or less (20.6.4.900 NMAC), in which water temperatures for Santa Fe River and Two
Mile Pond system were below 20 °C in 2024.

The pH range for coolwater aquatic life is 6.6 to 8.8 (20.6.4.900 NMAC). With the exception
of two measurements (based of Old Stone Dam and Beaver pond), all measured pH values were
within the range of 6.6 to 8.8 (Table 12).

The specific conductance of the water increases as the water moves through the Two Mile
Pond riparian system particularly between Transect 3 and 3.5 during the summer months (Fig. 15).
This is likely caused by evapo-concentration. Specific conductance of Two Mile Pond is about 3 to
4 times greater than Santa Fe River, but still consider low with low total dissolved solids.

Decreasing dissolved oxygen and increasing turbidity through the Two Mile Pond system is
likely indicative of increasing organic matter. Dissolved oxygen in the Two Mile Pond system ranged
from 2 to 7.5 mg/L, with an average of 3.8 mg/L. Relatively low dissolved oxygen in the Two Mile
Pond system is likely a result of high organic matter content (cattail thickets) and beaver ponds

slowing down the flow of water and limiting aeration.
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Figure 14. Graph showing the relationship of time and temperature from April 9 2024, through October 9 2024.
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Figure 15. Graph showing specific conductance of different locations of the pond during
each field investigation from April 9 2024, through October 9 2024.
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3.1.4 Summary Riparian Metrics Ranking

The landscape context, biotic, and abiotic metrics for each monthly investigation are ranked
and scored using a modified NMRAM. The weighted average for each metric is calculated, tabulated,
and ranked using the scoring method summarized in Table 4. The Two Mile Pond Complex riparian
area rankings from March through November are summarized in Table 13. All individual transect
grades can be found in Appendix D along with a graph showing each transect progress over time.
Table 13 shows the averages of all six transects for each given month. This way the overall health of
the pond can be seen over time without extensive details on individual transects. Each investigation
is based on monthly field observations, with the exception of landscape context. Landscape context
remains the same throughout the investigations because it is performed remotely and ahead of all
investigations. For more detail as to why a particular month did better or worse, the individual transect
rankings for each month can be found in Appendix D. Common changes can include things like exotic
species becoming more proliferate, land coverage and new growth struggling/striving, new stressors
introduced into the environment, or expansion/destruction of existing flora. Table 13 shows the 2024

results the rank for each month can be seen at the bottom.

3.1.5 Soil Moisture

Soil moisture was measured every 15 ft from the southeast end of transect to the northwest
end. Moisture was measured using a conductance-style moisture meter, which had a probe depth
of 6 in. The moisture meter gives results from a scale of 1 to 10, which is a relative indicator of
moisture based on conductivity of water in the soil. This device helps get a general idea of where
water might be concentrated in the ground and over time, and ability to see how this parameter
changes. The northwest side of these transects are not always accessible due to thick willows but
readings are made until water is reached or until willows become too thick to enter. Willow
thickets indicate high moisture areas. Field notes from the soil monitoring can be found in
Appendix D.

The soil moisture data for monthly visits from March through October 2024 were contoured.
Images of soil moisture distribution can be referenced from Appendix G. Interpretations were made
between data points using imagery.
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Table 13. Summary of Two Mile Pond Complex riparian area metrics ranking
NMRAM monthly investigations
weight
metric description 3/7/2024 | 4/9/2024 | 5/15/2024 | 6/11/2024 | 7/16/2024 | 8/13/2024 | 9/11/2024 | 10/9/2024
landscape context
buffer integrity index 0.25 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
riparian corridor connectivity 0.25 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
relative riparian size 0.25 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
surrounding land use 0.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
biotic
relative native plant community 0.20 2.83 3.17 3.00 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.67
vegetation horizontal patch structure 0.20 2.83 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.33 3.17 3.17 3.17
vegetation vertical structure 0.20 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.67 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.17
native riparian tree regeneration 0.20 3.00 3.50 3.17 2.83 3.17 3.17 2.33 1.67
invasive exotic plant species cover 0.20 2.83 3.00 3.17 3.00 2.67 3.00 3.00 3.00
abiotic
physical patch diversity 0.25 2.50 2.33 2.33 2.33 2.33 2.67 2.67 2.67
channel equilibrium 0.25 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.83 3.83 3.67 3.67 3.50
stream bank stability and cover 0.25 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
soil surface condition 0.25 3.67 3.50 3.50 3.33 3.67 3.83 3.83 3.83
major attribute
landscape context 0.30 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25
biotic 0.35 2.87 3.10 3.03 2.97 3.10 3.13 2.97 2.93
abiotic 0.35 3.54 3.46 3.46 3.38 3.46 3.54 3.54 3.50
RIPARIAN CONDITION SCORE ) 3.22 3.27 3.25 3.19 3.27 3.31 3.25 3.23
RIPARIAN RANK B A A B A A A B
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4.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The Two Mile Pond Complex riparian area started after the decommissioning of Two Mile
Dam and Reservoir in 1992, and has been about the same size for over the last 20 years. The
riparian area was well established by 2002. Large tree canopies above and below Old Stone Dam
became evident around 2005 (See historic imagery in Appendix A).

The ecosystem benefits of the Two Mile Pond system are recreational, educational, and
quality of life for the local citizens and community. The purpose of the 2024 Two Mile system
riparian area monitoring was to determine if eliminating the diversion of Santa Fe River flows
through Two Mile Pond system would result in stresses on the established riparian area.

The 2024 Two Mile Pond riparian assessment included:

1. Monthly assessments of Moisture and Vegetation index imagery to assess changes in
water stress and riparian area canopy health.

2. Monthly riparian area monitoring for Biotic and Abiotic metrics
3. Soil moisture monitoring.
4. Continuous monitoring of streamflow at five locations

5. Collection of field water quality data

Summary of findings are:

e As indicated by streamflow monitoring, the primary water source for the Two Mile Pond
system from Old Stone Dam to Two Mile Pond is shallow groundwater discharging at the
base of Old Stone Dam. The origin of this groundwater is from infiltration of streamflow,
snowmelt, and storm-water runoff to alluvium upstream of Old Stone Dam.

e The average flow emanating from the base of Old Stone Dam and flowing through the Two
Mile system is 0.3 cfs (135 gpm), which is enough to offset evapotranspiration from the
riparian system and keep Two Mile Pond full (to the current stand pipe setting) and flushed.

e In 2024, approximately 259 ac-ft of water flowed through the system, 31.4 ac-ft were lost
to evapotranspiration and the remaining 227.6 ac-ft flowed through Two Mile Pond and
discharged to the Santa Fe River below Two Mile Pond.
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Losses from the Santa Fe River channel adjacent to the Two Mile Pond system were
minimal. One seep (< 1 gpm) was noted on the southeast side of Two Mile Pond that may
originate from the Santa Fe River channel.

Two Mile Pond did not change in size during 2024; however, all stream and groundwater
systems are transient and the flow rate though the system will vary from changes in climate.

Flow at the base of Old Stone Dam maintained an average temperature of 10 °C, specific
conductance of 185 uS/cm, and pH of 7.0; indication of excellent water quality for the
aquatic and riparian habitats.

Monthly Biotic metric surveys ranked from good to excellent in 2024
A health diversity of flora and fauna were documented.
Monthly Abiotic metric surveys ranked from good to excellent in 2024

Soil moisture monitoring indicated good soil moisture in the riparian system until
September 2024, when drought conditions started to show significant reduction in soil
moisture along the outer fringes of the riparian area. Changes in soil moisture on the
fringes of the riparian area are expected to vary with changes in climate.

The landscape context, biotic, and abiotic metrics for each monthly investigation are
ranked and scored using a modified NMRAM. Monthly riparian rankings alternated
between A (excellent condition) and B (good condition).

The main water stressed area in 2024 appear to be directly up gradient of Old Stone Dam,
primarily affecting shallow rooted vegetation (<10 ft) such as coyote willow.
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

During 2024, winter, spring, and summer precipitation events provided recharge to the
Two Mile Pond system and assist with maintaining soil moisture in the riparian area.
Drought conditions took hold on the fall and winter. Water was bypassed to the Santa Fe
River as part of the Santa Fe Living River target year flow of 1,000 ac-ft and bypass of water
due to repairs to the Nichols Reservoir dam from July through December 2024. With persistent
drought forecasted for 2025, it is likely the flow regime will be drought dominated. For 2025, it
is recommended to continue monitoring the flows through Two Mile Pond system and
condition of the riparian area. The following are recommended:

1. Perform one more year of riparian monitoring for biotic and abiotic metrics. In
particular perform more in-depth survey of the area above Old Stone Dam.

2. Increase soil moisture monitoring distribution around riparian area

3. Continue to maintain and monitor streamflow at the following established stations:
Santa Fe River below Nichols, Santa Fe River next to Two Mile, below Old Stone
Dam, and Two Mile Pond return

4. Include climate data (air temperature, precipitation, humidity etc) from local
monitoring stations (Audubon?) and consider continuous monitoring of temperature
within the riparian area and outside.
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Historical Google Earth Images of Two Mile Pond Complex
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Figure Al. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated May 25, 1991.
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Figure A2. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated August 10, 1996.
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Figure A3. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated December 6, 2002.
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Figure A4. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated May 10, 2004.
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Figure AS. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated April 26, 2005.
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Figure A6. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated May 8, 2009.
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Figure A7. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated June 16, 2011.
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Figure A8. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated October 2, 2013.
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Figure A9. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated November 1, 2015.
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Figure A10. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated June 10, 2017.
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Figure A11. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated March 2, 2021.
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Figure A12. Historical image of Two-Mile Pond Complex dated July 6, 2023.
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NDMI Images for Two Mile Pond Complex
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Figure B1. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for January 16, 2024.
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Figure B4. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for April 10, 2024.
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Figure B5. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for May 17, 2024.
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Figure B6. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for June 16, 2024.
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Figure B7. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for July 16, 2024.
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Figure BS. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for August 13, 2024.
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Figure B9. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for September 12, 2024.
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Figure B11. NDMI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for November 13, 2024.
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NDVI Images for Two Mile Pond Complex

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

WATER-RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



JSAI Appendix C.

Figure C1. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for January 16, 2024.
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Figure C2. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for February 5, 2024.

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
WATER-RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



JSAI Appendix C.

Figure C3. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for March 3, 2024.
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Figure C4. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for April 10, 2024.
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Figure C5. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for May 17, 2024.
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Figure C6. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for June 16, 2024.
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Figure C7. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for July 16, 2024.
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Figure C8. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for August 13, 2024.
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Figure C9. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for September 12, 2024.

JOHN SHOMAKER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
WATER-RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



JSAI Appendix C.

Figure C10. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for October 9, 2024.
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Figure C11. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for November 13, 2024.
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Figure C12. NDVI image of Two Mile Pond Complex for December 13, 2024.
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NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ 1 ] SA Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement
./:\ 1de Tsct[ 1 ] AU Name :Transect [ I ] WOI : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
County SantaFe HUC12 Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 2224.7 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)
Arriparian system that leads into a pond located on the east side of Santa Fe bordering the Santa Fe National Forest. This reservoir was

decommissioned due to safety concerns regarding the reservoir and a water diversion to the area was recently shut down due to lack
of water rights.

Driving Directions
Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North.

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest |D2ta Sharing| Results to client Fish Observed in

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Surveyor Role Surveyor Name Surveyor initials
Landscape DMSVHA ahr/ A n 1 DS}F”A /1
Biotic v W - r
Abiotic “ . v “
Stressors ” s Py o
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105°53' 24" W 35°41'23"N 13 NAD-83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89
Survey Date LZ/ / ? / ' / C/ Start Time O7 /% End Time 13:0F
[/ : SA Description

SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding‘landscape; include condition and impacts)
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SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc.]; flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 1 ] Date: Z7// ey

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 1 ] Surveyor Initials : Dj

Landscape Context

Ty

L, -fZB‘qufe'r Integrity Index

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem con nectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).
Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer|RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i- i X X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Small irrigation ditches without levees L1 | [ [Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
(1| [ |old fields, unmaintained (]| [] [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
[] L] {Open range land Lo materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
intensity) P (1| [ |intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
Non-channel open water Lo row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
"1 [ |unpaved two tracks roads P Y
structure
1] [ [other L1 OJ |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% X 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in C 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map, Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon || 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
) Buffer Width | Buffer Width | __ Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line - -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 C 2 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 231.48 759.44 x 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 -<130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
¢ >3 G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Rati Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating °
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C a4 >3.5
an the SA Summary Worksheet. xR 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating + Buffer Width Rating /2= Buffer Integrity Index Score C 2 >1.5-525
C 1 <15
3 + 3 /2= 3
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SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ [ 1 Surveyor Initials : QX,%
&~

L4 -Surrounding Land Use

rksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use, Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone {LUZ)

using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LU! Score. Rate

0,
Land Use Element Coef %LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 03 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads)), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 04 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
Jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 03 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . - . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 >80 - <95
& 2 240 - <80
'1 C o1 <40
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ ) Date: Y /5/ ¢

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ [ ] Surveyor Initials : j 'f,
" Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
4 >3.75 <10% non-native
~ 3 > 3.25 and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
¢ 2 > 2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
D <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

orksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
ttern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: &
Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure
| Rating Description
) Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.
/ 3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
) be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
<9 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
____|dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
- Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

3 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Jorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ame VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 6S VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA N bp’i

able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
ve rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
able down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
ting on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 25%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
S 4 1 6w
2or1and2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
< 3 2or1and2 5
| 2orland2 6W
5 6W
2or1and2
-2 5
6W
65
D 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ ] pate: 7/7/ 27
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ /1] Surveyor Initials : @ S

B4 - Native Riparian Tree Regeneration

Ta. 34, Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description

Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.

4
3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.

2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<19% cover, little size class differentiation.

'3*5{’)’)

1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

|
|
E
|
]
|
|

B5 - Invasive EXOti¢ Plant Species Cover

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) < 1% l calculate

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

C 4 X 0%

r3 7 >0% - <1%

v o2 21% - <10%

cC o1 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SA CODE:

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ [ ] Surveyor Initials : 5.\“

SFE2MIT [ 1] pate:  {//7/0¢

7

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.,
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

l

Active side channels

Wi

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

OO0 00UoOdooUooUooaou

I O =<
| o o

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
{mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

|Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

[Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ | 1]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [

_A3- Channel Equilibrium

Date: “/"//?/ZL/

[ Surveyor Initials : f[/) S

""ke‘an Tower segment of the SA |

din : lcators if at appky to tk e upper, ymlk

tbserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Indicators of
Channel
Equilibrium

]

&

]

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
{neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach,

Indicators of Active
Degradation

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

yOyojo|jojo|jo|jo|jo|o|o|lo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o

DDDDDDDDDDDE\EZ{DE@EE

Oy/oyojojo|jo|jo|o|o|o|o|lo|jo|o|o|o|o|o|o

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor,
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SACODE: SFMIT | | Date: 179/
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials : §j A
Table A3, Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
R/ 4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
c 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
c 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA,
A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middie and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
[]4 4 []4 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. [13 []3 []3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
|“d'¢?t°"5 o.f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability 2 12 12 Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 1 1 bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
y > 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
E ¥4 4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
250% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
3 3 3 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.
Indicators of 225% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential | [ ]2 []2 []2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Y Y Y cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description

X a4 >3.5-4.0

C 3 >25-<35

C 2 >1.5-<25

cC 1 1.0-<15
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

Date: 7/?/27/

Surveyor Initials : 0 5;

seamip | ]

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ]

_.orksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition, Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field

reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)
[ [ [ Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).
] Bf ] Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,
] ] ] Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.
] ] ] Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement
] ] ] Grading or plowing
] ] ] Fill
] ] ] Gravel pits
] ] ] Anthropogenic levees and berms
] ] ] Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts
] ] ] Fire pits
] ] ] Other{
Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area
Average % Soil Disturbance:
Table AS5. Soil Surface Condition Rating
Rating Description
Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.
Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
% 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.
Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
C 2 staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas

and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ | ] Date: 1/ "

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ | ] Surveyor Initials : -

orksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
egories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknov
nk Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Affect
k St G St C t
an Nrajor | Wimor | Absent lUnknown ressor Group/Stressor omments
Adverse water management
[Zf ] ] ] Extended low flow dam releases
J J lZ] [ ] | Timing of flow releases not concordant
] ] IZr ] Extended high flow dam releases
] J E ] [|Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
Adverse sediment management
] J [Zf J Adverse sediment retention by dams
] J [Zf J Sediment loss by dredging
Adverse sediment input
O [ ﬁ O] (roads/development)
Artificial water additions
] ] Zr J Sewer treatment effluent
] ] J Point source urban runoff
] ] ] Factory, feedlot outfall
] ] [A1 ] Agricultural irrigation ditch returns
J J ] Mining waste
Ground water pumping
J ] LZ/ J Urban depletions
] J I;Z[ ] Fracking
J J ]Z ] Agriculture irrigation wells
l Watershed alteration |
] ] |Z]/ J Extensive recent fires in watershed
] ] IZ( J Extensive recent timber harvest
] ] [ZT [] | Extensive open pit mining in watershed
] J J Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
Local biodiversity impacts '
g
J O V% J Evidence of excessive grazing (local)
] ] [Z] ] Excessive noise affecting wildlife
0 0 - 0  [Counts by Intensity
ditional Comments D/\/ l\/’)ﬂl\ , (,Zp Sy f no LG 7/ Cr //mwf/w; 74!; S % . /01 P ﬁ(g,ﬂ "e / )
rsion Date: 04/25/2022 Schema: Montane 2.5
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SACODE: SF2MI[ | ] Date: S//5 />

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ) | Surveyor Initials: /) ¢

Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).
Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer |RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i- i X X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Smallirrigation ditches without levees (J | [] {Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
[ ]| [ |old fields, unmaintained [(J| [ |Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
0| [ [Open range land L O materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
intensity) P (1| [J |Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
X -
Non-channel open water L O row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
1| [ |unpaved two tracks roads P y
structure
L] [] |other (1] [ [other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C a4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% ® 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in metersin]|C__ 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon ||(C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
: Buffer Width | Buffer Width | . Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 53891 E 161.93 531.26 2 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 23148 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
c G C <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Rati Scor
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating core
below. Using the Buffer integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
n the SA Summary Worksheet. X 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating + Buffer Width Rating /2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ; 2 >15-525
PR <15
3 + 3 2= 3
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SACODE:  SF2MI| /] Date: >/75/z <

SAName:  Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ | ] Surveyor Initials: /¢ S

" ‘orksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUi Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
0,
Land Use Element Coef %LUz LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.q., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads}), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
kf}riculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ’ 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g. no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . " , h 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
O 3 280 - <95
&« 2 240 - <80
C <40
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SACODE: SF2MIL | 1] Date: S/ /5/2?’

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ﬁ ) Surveyor Initials : D ( ‘)
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
4 =3.75 <10% non-native
3 2 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
1 <20 >50% non-native

rksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matchnes the mapped vegetation patch
tern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

rizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D:

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure
Description
Most closely matches Pattern A. SA hasa diverse patch structure (=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.
Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,

dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

Verti

Eting

orksheet 8, Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %5A
,m Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
me VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.
VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST7
High Structure | Low Structure Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetiand Vegetation Vegetation
Fotal % of SA 50 50

able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

Jw that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
he rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).V5Ts 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
able down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the

ating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 25%
T 1 5 6W and/or 6H
4 1 6W

2or1and?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
2orland?2 5
(f 3 2or1and?2 6W
5 6w
2or1and2
2 5
6W
- 65
C 1 6H
7
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sacope: SF2MI[ /| ] - pate: ©,//S/ 24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials : /{)[3

- Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Description
C 4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
® 3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
C 2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
’ <1% cover, little size class differentiation.
C 1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%)

Table BS. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4 X 0%
r .3 >0% - <1%
2 >1% - <10%
C 1 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SACODE: SFami[ [ ) Date: 5,//5-/25/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials : DCﬁ

Me*hod 2

1. .eAlc. Narratve Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Rating. Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
hydrologic connectivity. At each crggs;;e@tifoﬁ;"ﬁigwméTfﬁ@ to record channel incision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
other hydrolWy&&haﬁW&ld preclude naturWinundation. Conversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
flow and floodplain inundation. Record whether be activity is obscuring bankful indicators due to inundation of the floodplain.
Select a rating from the table below. Use d Iaﬂfﬁ'rﬁjvi/,orksheets 10b to help select rating. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet.
Photographs are required at eacﬁg@ -section and rew jﬁahblemﬁjgmw

Rating e Description

(I;g&l‘jyﬁ?nne/gted’tﬁthe natural ﬂOOdW of bankfull discharge are at the bank/floodplain transition, with
jver-barikfull flows likely to inundate a d area of floodplain. Floodplain supports riparian vegetation and shows
signs of overbank sediment degg;jﬁ n. Or beaver ponds inundate the entire, normally active floodplain and preciude
the identification of bankfull indicators and the active floodplain width.

Flow access to the floo pfa{n moderately limited by incision, channelization. Less frequent inundation than fully
connected streams.déscribed above (as noted by bankfull indi ators below floodplain transition). Floodplain supports a
riparian overstory, but some understory plants. may-beupla An’i’nsetﬂc‘fc?‘d"’p“ﬂainsupporting riparian vegetation may

also be present. e

Inciseg,véhannelized or modified with an inset floodplain formed, which is regularly inundated and supports riparian
vegggfgtion”éﬁd sediment regimes. Or the stream has minimal access-to-the natural floodplain due to incision,
channelization, or flow modification, and the natural floodptain does not support riparian vegetation except for
relatively long-lived phreatophytes (e.g., cotton , salt cedar, etc.).

Fully disconnected from floodplain, eithaﬁtﬁfough incision, bank modification/channelization, or hydrologic
modification (i.e., abandonment offloodplain due to decreased peak flows). Indicators may include upland vegetation

o1 and lack of overbank sediment deposits on the floodplain, et

Ta A1d. Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photographs. For each cross-section record the digital names/nqﬁr,nbérs of photographs

cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flags indicating bankful in the groung,yyhen“t'é'ki'ﬁgthe Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A
photo board with SA name and cross-section information is helpful. (*The;gank*'dffstream or river on the right (left) of the observer when

taken looking Upstream and Downstream from the thalweg and looking Bank Right* and Bank Left* across-the stream from each side of the

facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) See Appendix E forjgditi’ghal details.

5

Cross Easting Northing
Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) SR

Downstream.| - BankRight |  BanklLeft

1

Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Comments:

Mot~ on TSAL Aveors
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SACODE: SF2MI[ / ] pate: S//5/2Y

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ | ] Surveyor Initials : [;i S

KPR A Jexit

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

0
o e o o 2 |
o

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,

C 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
3 present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
?ﬁ 1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ |

pate: S//5/ 7z Y
] Surveyor Initials ; DCS

at apply to the upper, midaie and lower segment of the SA

bserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middie
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Indicators of
Channel
Equilibrium

[]

X

[

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

b4l

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

X

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

By

Kl
O
1
iy
I

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar eievation,

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

There are partially buried or sediment-choked cuiverts.

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ ] Date:
SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 54 ] Surveyor Initials :
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
?Q degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
C 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA,

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators

Indicators of Bank
Soil Stability

(14

(X4

()4

Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.

13

13

13

Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
vegetation removal, erosion etc.

12

12

12

Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.

[l

L

[

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

Indicators of
Stream Bank
Erosion Potential

(14

@4

(14

> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion,

13

13

13

250% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.

]2

12

]2

>25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.

1

L

(N

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score Qﬂ 4 >3.5-4.0
3 >2.5-<35
2 >1.5-<25
G 10-<15
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SA CODE: SEOMIT ) ] pate: S//15/2Y

@

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ [ ] Surveyor Initials : OCS

-orksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood depaosition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,

] ] O gullies, plant pedestals).

] K] ] Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,
] ] ] Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.
] ] ] Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

] ] [] Grading or plowing

] ] ] Fill

] ] D Gravel pits

] [] [] Anthropogenic levees and berms

[] [] [] Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

[] [] [] Fire pits

O] O] ] Other

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5, Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or

C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic

degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

y 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction

staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas

and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,

or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from

off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water

C o is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total

disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil

surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ | ] Date: 5//”5/2’/

es <,
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ) Surveyor Initials : D (//

rksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecotogical condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
agories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknow
'k Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Affect
Absent [Unknown

ink

Stressor Group/Stressor Comments

nanagement

] Extended low flow dam releases

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)
_ Artificial water additions

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feediot outfall

Mining waste
_ Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

Fracking

SUIN NG INVISNESUINEINE S ENUINGENTE ISURSE NS

Agriculture irrigation wells

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

Cl
Cl
Cl
Cl
Cl
Cl
Cl
Cl
[]
] Agricultural irrigation ditch returns
[]
[]
Cl
[]
Cl
[]
Cl
[]
[]
[]

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

iditional Comments

rsion Date: 04/25/2022 Schema: Montane 2.5

Page 16 of 17




<

NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ | ] SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir o Project : Riparian Assesement
M’“i‘?ode Tsct[ | ] AU Name : Transect [ /] WOI : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
rCounty Santa Fe HUC12  Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 {m) 2224.7 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

of water rights.

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)
A riparian system that leads into a pond located on the east side of Santa Fe bordering the Santa Fe National Forest. This reservoir was
decommissioned due to safety concerns regarding the reservoir and a water diversion to the area was recently shut down due to lack

Driving Directions

Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on
Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North. J

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest |Pata Sharing| Results to client Fish Observed in

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Landscape Dustin Schwartz

SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)

DS
Biotic Annie McCoy AM
Abiotic Dustin Schwartz DS
Stressors DUStin SChWaI’tZ DS
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105° 53' 24" W 35°41'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89
Survey Date 6/11/24 Start Time 9:00 End Time 15:00

SA Description

Lots of s Vo Fropn santa Lo rfea /«g/cy but A o,
)

o3 e oy

.
5
7

>

,7 y i r /
27 I oy T ,,.-?' (2% Z

SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)

9'/02\ ’ha//ﬁ!\/

60" 1 bi»vé!\ jrefgi and o in 3, w.»ﬁbé’;; f{;ﬁ:

S e Gl sarms vy ] b 22

¢

Seeh  Cry Lhere

disturbance and other site im

SA Abiotic Condition {hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc ]; flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
pacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

T 16,87

Nﬁ L/(;‘/P{ jfz & R T » ; =

@‘é{'}l rf Zf" ‘;}u ef:ff) ;13 'él é MO h"qu/ 1“;_

A
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Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)
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SACODE: SFaMI[ [ ] Date:  6/11/24

DS/AM

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ [ 1 Surveyor Initials :

Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer RCC Buffer |RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i- i X X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Small irrigation ditches without levees ] [7 Jrawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
] [7 |old fields, unmaintained ] [] [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
L L1 {Open fange land L L materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
< N
intensity) [1 | [ [intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
X -
Non-channel open water L L row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
X
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
| l:l [] |unpaved two tracks roads structure
LL—-' [1 [othed 1| [ lother
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% & 3 280% - <100%
Worksheet 1¢. Buffer Width Sub-metric, Measure the length of each buffer line in meters n]|C__ 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon {|C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
: Buffer Width | Buffer Width | Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line - -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 o 2 >190m
B 125.25 41092 F 231.48 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
O 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Rati Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ng <o
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
'1 on the SA Summary Worksheet, K] >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score g: 2 >15-52.5
P | <1.5
3 + 3 2= 3
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SACODE: SF2MI[ / ] Date:  6/11/24

. : . DS/AM
SAName:  Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ [ ] Surveyor Initials :

L4 - Surrounding Land Use

“Worksheet 4, Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent

of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,
0
Land Use Element Coef %o LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
‘\;j\griculture - Permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . - . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion {chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 08 0
removed ’ 0
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
O 3 280 - <95
& 2 240 - <80
C 1 <40
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SACODE: SF2MIf [ 1 Date: 6/11/24

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect { ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating

Rating CT Final Weighted Score
& 4 >3.75 <10% non-native
C 3 > 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
C 2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
C 1 <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetatmn Horizontal Patch Structure

Vorksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (AppendlxﬂB)
attern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

jorizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: / /q/

choose the schematic patterkn that best matches the mapped vegetation patch

Table B2, Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description

Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type wouid

"4 be difficult to determine.

m 3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.

~ 2 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.

Coo Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

33 - Vegetatlon Vertical Structure

Worksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Usmg the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
from Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
same VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST5 VST 6S VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest A Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA 30%s 0% /0

Table B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

row that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
Percentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
the rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
table down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST =215% Sub-dominant VST 25%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
C 4 1 6w
2orland2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
2orland2 5
c 3 2orland?2 6W
5 6w
2orland2
§< 2 5
6W
65
(G 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ ] Date:  6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ [ ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

[1 . B4. Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description

4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.

3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.

5 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation.

DR DD

1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover),

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Rating Method Invasive cover (%)

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4y 0%
~ 3 >0% - <1%
F 2 21% - <10%
6 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SACODE: SF2MI[ [ 1 Date:  6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials : DS/AM
od 2 2 T
Method .

hydrologic conny ivityZA ' ajc/lmc’r’éss-sectyiﬁgn;*tigé V\{grks‘ﬁ?éet 10b to record channelincision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
other hydm{g/léﬁeevi ence that woulgl/pre)cludgnatﬁral floodplain inundatign- onversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
flow and floodplain irlyn’dation,”Rerrd vghetﬁer bgyaver”'\a'ctivity is obsedring bankful indicators due to inundation of the flood plain,

Select a rating from-the tal;,le"Bélov’\(/,,,Us/e}datafro’rAh WorksheetsT0b to help select rating. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet,
Photographs a][e”req}}ireﬂ at each cross-section and recorded in Table A1d.

e Al Narra}?f%am Hydrologic Connecti\’ii"ti Ratmg Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
: e

7

g

Rating ¢ 2 . Descri ption e

7

Fully/c@;\e‘fted to the natural floodplain. Indicators of bankfull discharge are at the bank/floodplain transition, with
over-bankfull flows likely to inundate a broad area of floodplain. Floodplain supports riparian vegetation and shows
signs of over@ygnﬁsediment,fdé‘position. Or beaver ponds inundate the entire, normally active floodplain and preclude
the identification of bankfull indicators and the active floodplain width.

Flow aceess to the floodplain moderately limited by incision, channelization. Less frequent in undation than fully
conneeted streams described gbe\’?e (as noted by bankfull indicators below floodplain transition). Floodplain supports a
riparian overstory, but so)r,,neﬁnderstory plants may be upland. An inset fjggdpiéiﬁupporting riparian vegetation may
also bepresent. " e

Incised, channelized or modified with an inset floodplain formed, which is regularly inundated and supports riparian
vegetation and sediment regimes. Or the stream has-inimal access to the natural floodplain due to incision,
channelization, or.flow modification, and j;be»ﬁéwﬁlral floodplain does not support riparian vegetation except for

relatj,vélyylongfffved phreatophytes (e:g.,’ cottonwood; salt cédar, etc.). =

Fully disconnected from floodplain, either through incision, bank modification/channelization, or hydrologic
modification (i.e., abandéhment of floodplain due to decreased peak flows). Indicators may include upland vegetation
and lack of overbank sediment deposits on the floodplain, etc.

oo

[ :A1d. Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photographs. For each cross-section record the digital names/numbers of photographs
taken looking Upstream and Downstream from the thalweg and looking Bank Right* and_Bank-Left* across the stream from each side of the
cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flags indicating bankful in tj}ghgmﬁ’rﬁ when taking the Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A
photo board with SA name and cross-section information is helpfu!:.w;(ﬂh‘é”“ﬁank of a stream or river on the right (left) of the observer when
facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) See Appendix Efor additional details.

Cross Easting - Northing S .
Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) ~ Upstream Downstream \ Bank Right Bank Left
1
5 — - 1
3
Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Comments: e ) ——

/ / .
/VO 7 {a 8 @/ 1 e js&[ /gsﬁ@ S;m@am{m%m
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SA CODE:

SFZM'[ , ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ’ ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middie Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

| o] o o

Undercut banks in channels

| o o o 5

|}

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6- 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ / ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ / ]

or .Chan

bserved at the channel e

Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

indicators that a pply to te upper, ‘middle and lower segmento the S

dge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from

his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

O

X

]

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

X | &4

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools,

Indicators of

b

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
{neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

MIE XM O/

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Dyo/o|o|/o|ojololololo

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SA CODE: Date: 6/11/24
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ! ] Surveyor Initials : DS/AM
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
,(7( 4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
~ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
c 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover

condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstrea

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the

m and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and en
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

ter the

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators

Indicators of Bank
Soil Stability

14

[X]4

14

Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.

3

3

mE

Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
vegetation removal, erosion etc.

2

12

2

Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.

1

ml

1

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
bank under stress, loose soil, stumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

Indicators of
Stream Bank
Erosion Potential Dz

4

[X)4

4

> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.

3

3

mE

>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.

]2

2

>25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.

L

L

i

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description

R4 >35-4.0

C 3 >2.5-<3.5

2 >1.5-<25

C 1 1.0-<15
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SACODE: SFaMi[ | ] Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials: DS/AM

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ | ]

™,

Jorksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple fivestock and other {fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing
Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits
Othery

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

U|0O|0|000|0|gog) o
| o o o =
U\0O|0000000oig o

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5, Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or

C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

(% 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area,

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soll areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
C 1 is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SA CODE: SFZMI[I ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ) ]

Date: 6/11/24

DS/AM

Surveyor Initials :

Jorksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
ategories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unkno ~

ank Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Aff
Rank ect

Major | Minor | Absent |Unknown
, , Adverse water management

O | O

Stressor Group/Stressor

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream

Adverse sediment management

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)
Artificial water additions

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

Mining waste
Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

. Watershed alteration

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
_Local biodiversity impacts

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

1
|
|
1
1
1
|
|
1
1
|
1
|
|
1
|
|
1
|
L

O
O
1
O
1
O
1
1
1
1
1
O
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
0

HDD olgo|glol |Oo|o|0o)] |(o|ja|jg|jo|o| o000, japapo o

O|a} jojgyja)g olo|o| |o|jo|o|o|o| |o|o|o) |o|jo|o|o

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

Counts by Intensity

Additional Comments

Version Date: 04/25/2022

Page 16 of 17

Schema: Montane 2.5




' NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ Z_) SA Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement
; :de Tsct[ <] AU Name : Transect [ Z 1 WOI : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
County SantaFe HUC12  Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

of water rights.

Driving Directions
Driving to Santa Fe from Albuguerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North.

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest |Data Sharing| Results to client  [Fish Observed in

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Surveyor Role Surveyor Name Surveyor Initials
Landscape "Dt 't Anale DS+ 47
Biotic ” P % H
Abiotic 7 \ /s T
Stressors e M “ W
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105°53'24"w 35°41'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89
Survey Date 419/ 24 Start Time 6917 End Time 13:05
- SA Description

SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)

A !Mvﬁ “ﬂw 0"3‘- f”‘/ C v b lg J%/:'w %f@l '/I s ?i«éi é!)o ¥ (f\'ﬂ 5, 7 !g

}(«’awf Elae & :’fa «?5; ;f; -)=~6 b " (/ o h f!\e W;’ //m\/ 7”"«5?:% o

Cea 7’7’5;@« WQ@c?»j S,

SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)
5 ) . 1] e ¢ 4
Tl\,\'s /(]féﬂx /\,as 2 /Corp‘f;(/w aree ’//\0 [:fs’/l Aﬁ //1 //;‘ff’% ;;50(:’,5; 7{3 A b s //ma/
!3 G ‘l\ ‘S{?g }!’m,n &P »,«i,f;MJ ’54{ € C f{d “Bnl /i & ﬁf;f”’; & ir“?qﬁf/ 7 E & p @*‘/’éf ¥ A, IZ} f/%

AET ey
YEEsy A ptek

~
ff’m g F

SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc ]; flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

A g a . < 7
Tka K Do hdon 3 7@5’@*"* 3 ‘ir /? S ‘{w\/i n ol g i:i;‘é\ ol /fn PG ey P

/ .
. . iy
&g e | e AL ¢ o
4y WA e TH leawns

Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)

, L)
.t 3 . : < .
Av €eq ScemS S s fnw 745 /6574/ Visti Ty Seme neows /@V’owﬂ\

4 3
4‘/"/4 ear ‘2“7 bt In 7(/’//(//(}; o See hons L llyiss Groes,

Provisional Final -,
Fiel d';co:; 310§ﬁ’Rank ﬁ Surveyor(s) D CJ/AI‘/} Scr:)re .2052 Rank ﬁ Initials D s Date L//y/g 9’
Page Tof 77
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SACODE:  SFaMi[ 7 ]

SAName: Ty, Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 7

,

L. -;Buffér Integrity Index

]

Date : (// é?/%’ &/

Surveyor Initials : ?/%) ®

Landscape Context

’

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file

Image Date

6/23

Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements

Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements

Buffer|RCC

Buffer

RCC

Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures

Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields

Railroads

Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
materials, staging areas

Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots

Intensive agriculture: maintained Pastures, hay fields,
row crops, orchards, and vineyards

X

naturally occurring levees

Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or

Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
graded roads

unpaved two tracks roads

[x]
L]

Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches [X]
[X] |Small irrigation ditches without levees (1] [
(1] [ loid fields, unmaintained ] [
]| [J |open range land 11 O
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low

intensity) D D
Non-channel open water ] O

x]1 [¥

X

Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
structure ‘

L] [

Othe

]

L]

Other

Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 3 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% X 3 280% - <100%
Worksheet 1¢. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in metersin]|C 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate usingTable L1b. Enter the ratingon [|CC 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
Line Buffer Width Buffer Width Line Buffer Width Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 C 4 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 231.48 759.44 x 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378,57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831 (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Scor
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box 9 core
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c¢ C 4 >3.5
anthe SA Summary Worksheet, X 3 >25-<35
Buffer % Rating + Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >15-52.5
1 <15
3 + [‘ 3 2= 3
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SA(EODE: SFE2MI[ ") Date: 7/9/2 7

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 1 Surveyor Initials : Ds

L4 - Surrounding Land Use , ,‘ .. . _
jorksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use, Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)

surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUJ Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,
0
Land Use Element Coef | %LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc,) 03 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
Jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 03 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 0.5 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) )
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., notillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . -~ . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodiand/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g.,>30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUI Score
C 4 295 - 100
. 3 280 - <95
® 2 240 - <80
o <40
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o g &
SACODE: SP2MIL 21 pate:  Y/9/7 %

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21 Surveyor Initials: li‘ >

SA Name:
able B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
ating CT Final Weighted Score
4 >3.75 <10% non-native
3 > 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
2 > 2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
1 <2.0 >50% non-native

- Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

‘ksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B),
ern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating

jzontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C,orD: L (,

choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

o Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description
Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.
3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity 3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
9 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
) dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
1 Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
Itypes, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

3 - Vegetation Vertical Structure
'orksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%5A for CTs with
yme VST) x 100. Enter the total %5A for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VsST7

High Structure | Low Structure Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse

Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation

Total % of SA ) 5o
ure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

fable B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Struct
ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co-and sub-dominants.

bercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
the rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
table down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the

rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% sub-dominant VST 25%
i 5 6W and/or 6H
C 4 i 6W
20r1and2 5 6W and/or 6H
i
h{ 2or1and2 5
S )
2orland2 6W
5 6W
2or1and2
C 2 5
6W
65
c 1 6H
7
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sAcopE: SF2MI[ 2 ] Date: Y /9/% ¢
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 2 ] Surveyor Initials : ﬁﬁ},

B4 -Native Riparian Tree Regeneration

Ta.  Ja. Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description
m/ 4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
C 3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
Cc 2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation.
C 1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

BS - Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) < 17 l calculate 1

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

c 4 0%

~ 3y >0% - <1%

G o2 21% - <10%

C 1 =10

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 7 1 Date : zf ~

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21 Surveyor Initials :

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

| [m]|m] m] ] ] ] ] ] ) ) ] ] ) ) ) ") - - -
)]0} e )
DooooooooooooooooooQ

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
C 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
C 3 present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
C 2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6-8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
(}3\/ 1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.

Page 12 of 17




SACODE:  SF2MI[ 2 | oute:  9/9/5 %/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 4 ] Surveyor Initials : ﬁ%

-A3-Channel Equilibrium - .
Worksheet 12. Channe Equilibrium Checklist. Check all field indicators that apply to the upper, middle and Tower segment of the SA
tybserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist, Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
| [Zl [] |pointofincipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate,

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs,

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly

0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
[ |scoured and not vegetated,
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]
0]

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools,

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts,

[ ]
[ (¥
0 [
0 |
L] L]
0|
0 X
0 (X
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]
L] L]

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MIT Z ] Date: / 7/ 57’
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21 Surveyor Initials : D S
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
5< 4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
‘ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
) There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.
A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.
Condition Upper | Middle | Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
4 E\(ll 4 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. 3 3 3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indicators °f Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability 2 2 2 Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 Bl 1 bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
4 KM 4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
13 13 (13 cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.
Indicators of >25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential M2 2 (]2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
o [ L cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description

R4 >3.5-4.0

C 3 >25-<3.5

C 2 >15-<25

c 1 1.0-<15
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" SA CODE:

SA Name:

SF2MI[ 7] Date: //7/7 i

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 7 | Surveyor nitials: [/ b

A5 - Soil Surface Condition

..Brksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field

reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

DO0O0D0D0D0D0oool o

DIOO0D0D0DoDooDR O
DO00000ooonol o

Other{

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table AS5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating

Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA,

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common, These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2]

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 2]

Date: é//‘?/z ‘/

Surveyor Initials : f? 5

rksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
agories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. if the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknov

k Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

) Affect

nk - - Stressor Group/Stressor
Major l Minor lAbsent lUnknown

Adverse water management

Comments

]ii ] N Il Extended low flow dam releases
] ] Timing of flow releases not concordant
] ] Extended high flow dam releases
] Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
- Adverse sediment management
] Adverse sediment retention by dams
] Sediment loss by dredging
Adverse sediment input
D (roads/development)
Artificial water additions
N Sewer treatment effluent
Point source urban runoff
Factory, feedlot outfall
Agricultural irrigation ditch returns
Mining waste
Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

———

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

Watershed alteration

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]

DDDDWDDD O|o|gjgpt
A

E

Local biodiversity impacts

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

]
[]

_ I

O

O.SD

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

Counts by Intensity ‘
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SA CODE: SF2MI[ 7 ] pate: S/i5/ 2y

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ Z1 Surveyor Initials : Dj
Landscape Context
n the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).
Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer]RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i- i X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Small irrigation ditches without levees [] [] |Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
(1| [ |old fields, unmaintained (]| [] [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
[ L) [Open range land [ [ materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
intensity) P (1| [] [Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
Non-channel open water L O row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
"1 1 [ |unpaved two tracks roads P Y
structure
L1 [ |othe (1| [ |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% x 3 280% - <100%
Worksheet 1¢. Buffer Width Sub-metric, Measure the length of each buffer fine in metersin]|C__ 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon || 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. b -
o | BufferWidth | Buffer Width | Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line - -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 53891 E 161.93 531.26 C 2 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 23148 759.44 & 3 2130 - <190m
2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (fv) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Rati Scor
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer integrity Index Score using the formuia in the box ating core
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c¢ C 4 >3.5
i »nthe SA Summary Worksheet, X 3 >2.5-53.5
Buffer % Rating +  BufferWidth Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >15-525
Do <15
3 + 3 2= 3
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SAC(;DE: SF2MIT < ] Date; §/f5/z(/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 1] Surveyor Initials : f’””;

Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUJ scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

[+)
Land Use Element Coef %LUz LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt iot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc,) 0.3 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0

Jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 03 0 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) )

Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ’ 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., notillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g, >30 cm diameter at breast height)
: . - . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4, Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUI Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 280 - <95
® 2 240 - <80
G <40

Page5o0f17






£130 £ 3bey

199ysHIom Aewwns yuey yg 4} Uo uopisodwo) Ayunwwo> lueld aAneN aaneay Joy
Buney ay3 sa3ua pue Lg 3|qeL uo 21055 payyBiapm jeury 1D 343 31y "$91035 1M 33 Jo wins 93 st 3105 pajybiap jeury ULy *VS % « 21035 mey 3y} jo Pnpoud ayy sy 31035 “IMg ‘L Jenba

1SNW ys9 ease [e10) ay3 laquinu [BLI>3p e se passaidxa pue |5 ay Aq Pa13A0> eale ys ay3 Jo abejuadiad U3 S1¥S%g ‘(g xipuaddy) e g ajqe| WO 5131035 Meyy, 19A0> Wwinjesss

2301 %01 <(5q10} pue spioujwesh) SNO3BQIRH "€ 11910 Wnjeuss 030 94c7< PUe (393} 07) w9s sqnuys pue saaij ‘7 4ano> Ln3ess 1e301 %Sz < pue (194 0z) W g < sqniys pue saai] |
'Yy £2103s payybrap jeury

* 3.. | Y| P A el
%m%%\%&é Vgl NV |l ssy| W sty | N | il el T 2g | NV Gy 7| v
N N N N
m_

9 saads 3 S sa1nadg 3 Z s3padg 3l L sai>adg 'SON uobAjod| |5
{ 91025 1D ¢ Wnjeng ssieds/snoasequay z wniens Apoopm poys | Wwnjens Apoom jet

921095 IM| VS %[ Lmey

w Z

¥ saadsg € saadg

e

"uoBAjod ay) 1oy pareas s 1D Mau e 1o uonsodwod awes sy SeY M 41 1D swes 3y 03 paubisse 13433 st uobAjod yoe3 -Juepunge ssow I Y2IYM
Ul winjexs ay) 03 sa1dads ayy ubisse ‘ejes)s auo UBL3 3Jow u} sieadde saivads e ) suoldnsul [epads 1oy sej0uz00y sag "uobAjod ay3 ur sieadde eyl wnlesns yoes uj sapads Jueujwop
doy om3 3y 10y s3po> sapads Y3 13113 °g 393YsIOM Woy uoBKjod 1511 943 40 J3qUINU BY3 12JUB ‘Y 1 yum Buipess ‘syuawubissy uobA£jod pue sapadg jueld 1) ‘9 39aysxyiom

o —

m% : sjeniuj JoAaaing \\\._ m\m\ \M - -Tq | [ M ]30esuesy HI0AI13S3Y puod oIy om| ‘awepN yg [ N l1iwz4s :3a0d vs




Date: < /’ ‘ g?;‘;iﬂ ;}f&

SACODE: SF2MILZ ]

sAName: Two MilePond Reservoir Transect [ 7' Surveyor Initials : i
-able B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
lating CT Final Weighted Score
- 4 =375 <10% non-native
3 >3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
1 <20 >50% non-native

mapped vegetation patch

(Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matc es

rksheet 7. Using Ta Ieé aand B2C
d enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

ern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 an

izontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C,orD:

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Description
(=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would

Rating
Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure

4 be difficult to determine.
Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present)

and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
e inthe SA.

i be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrenc
2 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
. dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

o patch diversity or complexity. The SAis

Pattern D. SA has essentially littleton
d occupy a small portion of the SA.

|types, if present, occur infrequently an

from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with

tructure type (VST). Using the Structure Type
e SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST

orksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical s
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of th

;me VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.
VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST7
High Structure | Low Structure Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA V]fb %0
<ed on the criteria in Table B3, Pick the

Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA ba
fies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.

.The types listed in the columns must be the most common V5Ts in the SA for
nce and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
thout changing the rating. Enter the

able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure.
ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row speci
dominant is a minimum
d 2 can be inverted in domina
are met, any other types may or may not co-occur wi

ercentage cover required per co- of sub-
he rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).VSTs 1 an
able down. As long as the requirements for one row

rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 25%
B 1 5 6W and/or 6H
— 4 1 6W
2orland?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
fg 3 20r1and?2 5
2or1and?2 6W
5 6W
2or1and?2
— 2 5
6W
6S
G 6H
7
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SACODE:  SF2MI[ 21 Date: S //5/2¢f

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 72 1 Surveyor Initials : 9, 5

=4

34. Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Description
4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
@ cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% covetr, size classes few,
2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
’ <1% cover, little size class differentiation.
O Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) )

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

O 4 x 0%

r -3 >0% - <1%

72 >1% - <10%

Co 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments;
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ]
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ]
Method 2

Date:

Surveyor Initials ;

[

). .eAlc. Narratve Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Rating.

hydrologic connectivity. At each crossﬂ-secﬁbn, l;fe Worksheet 10b to
other hydrologic evidence that/wou’ld preclqd‘g natural floodplain inu
flow and-floodplain inundfa,tio”ﬁ). Record whéther beaver activity is obs
Select a rating from the table below. Use data from Worksheets 10b t
Photographs arg,redhired at each cross-section and recorded in TabléfA1d.

Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
record channel incision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
ndation., Conversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
curing bankful indicators due to inundation of the floodplain.
ohglp"séylect g:at'fng. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet,

/ Rating

Descri;’s‘t;ion

Fully connected to the natural floodplain. Indicators )
over-bankfull flows likely to inundate a broad area of

Vf;béknkfull discharge are at the bank/floodplain transition, with
floodplain. Floodplain supports riparian vegetation and shows

also be present.

riparian over;toiy, but some understory plants may be upla

o 4 signs of Qv‘érbank sediment deposition. Or beaver ponds inundate the entire, normally active floodplain and preclude
the identification of bankfull indicators and the active floodplain width, e /
Flow access to the floodplain moderately limited by incision, channelization. Less frequent indndation than fully

C 3 coynnected streams described above (as noted by bankfull indicators belqw.ﬂbodplain»}traﬁsition). Floodplain supports a

nd. An inset floodplain supporting riparian vegetation may

P

vegetation and sediment regimes. Or the stream has

Incised, channelized or modified with an inset floodplain formed, which is regularly inundated and supports riparian
minimal access to the natural floodplain due to incision,
¢thannelization, or flow modification, and the natural floodplain does not support riparian vegetation except for
relatively long-lived phreatophytes (e.g., cottonwood, salt cedar; etc.).

Fully disconnected from floodplain, either throu

madification (i.e., abandonment of floodplain due to decréase
and lack of overbank sediment deposits on the floodphain, etc.

gh incision,bank modiﬁcation/channeli;ation, or-hydrologic
d peak flows). lndic’ators may incl(ide upland vegetation

HT;L A1d. Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photographs. For each cross
taken looking Upstream and Downstream from the thalweg and looking Ban
cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flags indicating bankfglfi‘ﬁ th
photo board with SA name and cross-section information is helpful:(*The b
facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) See Appendix E,fof additional dejcailé.

s-section record thedigital names/numbers of photographs

k Right* and Bank Left* across the stream from each side of the
e ground whé‘ﬁ taking the Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A
ank of a stream or river on the right (left) of the observer when

Cross Easting Northing ‘ P )
Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) pPStreﬁ, ’ D9wnstream Bar,k Rlyght -.Bank Left
1 : B A
; o
3

Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Comments:

N@’*g fa

J o AL f"?% S5 o, S
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

SF2MmI 7 ] pate: S/ 15/7 7

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ /1 Surveyorlnitials: |/ %

i

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist.
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middie and lower

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

OooooooDooooooooooUUs

o ] o o o o ¢

o} {0n] ) om0

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2 ] pate: S/15/2¢

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21 Surveyor Initials : 0 9

orksheet 12, Channel Equilibrium Checklist. Check all field indicators that apply to the upper, middle and Tower segment of the SA ']
bbserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
this checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Upper Middle Lower
Segment | Segment | Segment

]

Condition Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
[] point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and wel} established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.,

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
L' |scoured and not vegetated.
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

DDDDDDDDDDD\E@EDEE\E&@

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 7] Date: S/ fi://;" il/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 7] Surveyor Initials : w” 5
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
co 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
‘ Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
(14 X4 (14 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
) []3 [ []3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indicators o‘f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc,
Soil Stability 2 2 2 Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 1 1 bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
[]4 []4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
3 13 3 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to altow only minor erosion.
Indicators of 225% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential (]2 (12 []2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
1 11 1 cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.
Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score w4 >35-4.0
C 3 >2.5-<35
Co2 >15-<25
o 1.0-<1.5
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SACODE:  sFami[ 7] pate: /15/7 ¢/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ PZ] Surveyor Initials : D >

orksheet 14, Soil Surface Condition, Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance, The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance {eq. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other {fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing
Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits
Other

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

LO00ooooooog o
00O 0oOoo)oos O
UO00Oonooooo) o

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5, Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description
Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic

degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

C 3 minimal in extent, Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
O is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SA CODE:

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect { Z ]

SE2MI[ £ 1

Date: 4;//9/2 Y

Surveyor Initials : ﬁ f>

rksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WO, Assign
egorles using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknov
'k Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

nk

Affect

Absent [Unknown

Stressor Group/Stressor

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

N

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

,@,,
L
L
L
L
L
L

NS

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff
Factory, feedlot outfall
Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

N

Mining waste

Urban depletions

Fracking

N R

Agriculture irrigation wells

IZI Extensive recent fires in watershed
Extensive recent timber harvest
Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

Old) |14

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
=
0
0

=
0
0

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

ersion Date: 04/25/2022
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NMRAM Monta

ne Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ Z ] SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement
'o de Tsct[ Z ] AU Name :Transect [ 7/ ] WOI : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
County Santa Fe HUC12 Headwaters Santa Fe River |(Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)

Driving Directions

Canyon Road until

Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

you reach the reservoir located to the North,

Ownership The Nature

Surveyor Role

Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest |Data Sharing| Resultsto client  |Fish Observed in

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Dustin Schwartz )

Landscape DS
Biotic Annie McCoy AM
Abiotic Dustin Schwartz DS
Stressors Dustin Schwartz DS
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD 1) Longitude (DD ft)
-105° 53' 24" W 35°41'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35689722 -105.89
- Survey Date 6/11/24 Start Time 9:00 End Time 15:00
k SA Description
SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)
The  valk e‘ifiﬁ e Th o a5, e iy /@}9,;& Goes ﬂji/ oA =
i}f? ?;airf Chopn e / o very vt aved,  F . L o anen e f
hawens |, i I/ WLW ‘ mm it of Pive Lol chepmol.

oA i N 3 .
SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)

L/ //{f)/f/
sull”

b [ Zer J«i"?ﬁ; oy /{’/ [ 2 .fig ,’ / /4 /0/6 Vs /e a I[S AGV& Z}t.ern pS 7 j[’ﬁv‘»’i’f;

gt 'fgs P ’,»-,,; e 5 - 1 3 #
e ey Y GEELH S/Ué‘ﬁ"ﬁ/l T whee V@’A/"y 7 rep, Jrassen //7“«/@«

Sanhe @'ﬁ‘ﬁw"”ﬁf 5’?44 A@/j;@ ;f;w / N&vp/z;w e g >

SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc.); flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

" S /\f %ﬂ"? Mﬁ?f/ o ﬁfé‘?i’n s i€ aficuy e e ? a al o L/ V™

s fi

' / ~ 4
rl'l‘f‘ C “(z? A f“! (7 /[,j fy‘%:/i ~ ,gjdf,w;f 7, “ /{ﬂ '7/ / a s j e
Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)
§ S i ;
Tl\(/ Areéa /(5 l/(:'// 7/6’“’% aﬁ(/ MEen O Opr ?'fﬁ 55 '«5 lfz /j!ﬁﬁ Lﬁ/ﬂ .’«’"s/iwﬁﬁff
& ,i’ Fle L {'iff’r" 5 %ﬁ?f}// TL{’/‘d aye | a ’j = [J s ”,”UPE o p

ILr‘@/h reeem f ra x!f“’? 3 é‘jur?[ Lv.! // bew ;s/ﬂ aye Bt 7! i

,//VLM(;"/ /e qgg(,;h,(

: /
for  Seouwen’ g f e

Provisional
Field Score 5, ¢ Rank

ﬁ) Surveyor(s) DS/AM ,S:icTrL 3DL/ Rank B Initials D > Date 6/11/24
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2 |

SA Name:

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [

]

Surveyor Initials :

Landscape Context

Date:

DS/AM

6/11/24

and year of imagery).

off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt €cosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file

Image Date

6/23

Allowed buffer/RCC fand cover elements

Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements

Buffer|RCC

Buffer

RCC

Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches

Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures

Small irrigation ditches without levees

Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields

Old fields, unmaintained

Railroads

Open range fand

Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
materials, staging areas

| OO =
M| O|OF =

intensity)

Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low

Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots

Non-channel open water

|
3]

OO0 0O0gx
DO 000 =

Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
row crops, orchards, and vineyards

Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or

Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but

naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
!j [] |unpaved two tracks roads structure
| 1| O [other L] | [ [other

Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d.

Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer

Buffer Percent (%)=

85%

Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the rating on

the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d.

Table L1a. Buffer Percent

Rating Buffer Percent
C 4 100%
® 3 280% - <100%
C 2 250% - <80%
O 1 <50%

Table L1b. Buffer Width

. Buffer Width Buffer Width . Buffer Width Buffer Width
Line Line - -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 53891 E 161.93 531.26 C 4 >190m
B 125.25 41092 F 231.48 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G O 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831 (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box g
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1¢ O 4 >3.5
1 on the SA Summary Worksheet, ®R 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity index Score ((: 2 >1.5-52.5
o1 <15

3 + 3 /2

= 3
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SA CODE ; SE2MIT 2 ] Date: 6/11/24

DS/AM
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ Z] Surveyor Initials :

L4-SurroundinglandUse

'@Worksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent

of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,
0
Land Use Element Coef % LUZ LUl Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trall, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 ) 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 03 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
"}griculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 07 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
: . L . ) 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4, Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 280 - <95
€ 2 240 - <80
O <40
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ) ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ %] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating

Rating CT Final Weighted Score
W 4 2375 <10% non-native
3 2 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
2 > 2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
C 1 <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure ,
Vorksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern t
attern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

jorizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D:

hat best Matchés the méppéd vegetation patch

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description

~ Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would

‘ 4 be difficult to determine.

~ 3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.

= ) Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.

o Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

33 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Worksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
from Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
same VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA | D o
Table B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the
row that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
Percentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
the rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
table down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST =5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
C 4 1 6W
2orland?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
2orland?2 5
<3 2orland?2 6W
5 6w
2orland?2
C 2 5
6W
6S
o 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2] Date:  6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ ¢_ ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM
B4-Native Riparian Tree Regeneration . -
il . B4, Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from

Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description

4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically muitiple size (age) classes.

3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.

2

4

Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation.
Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

D DR

D

Worksheet 9, Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) I 12  caleulate
Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4 % 0%
™, 3 ' >0% - <1%
;2 21% - <10%
[(‘ 1 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2] Date:  6/11/24
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 2-] Surveyor Initials : DS/AM

Method 2

Jle Alc. Narratve FloodplainHydrologic Connectivity Rating. Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
hydrologic connectivit){;ﬁﬁtﬂ'éygth cross-sectipﬁ; use Worksheet 10b to record channel incision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
other hydrologic g%déﬁce that would preclude natural floodplain inundation. Conversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
flow anﬁiogpléfh inundation. Recgrdywhether beaver activity is obscuring bankful indicators due to inundation of the floodplain.
Selecp% rgtir’fé from the table belgvs?f Use data from Worksheets 10b to help selectfy[,at'l\hg. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet.
Phot@gfgphs are required at qacﬁ cross-section and recorded in TableAld. /”

Rating r ~ Dg;effétion
Fully connected to the natural floodpj,ain”.”Indicatorg,ofbankfull discharge are at the bank/floodplain transition, with
C 4 over-bgﬁkfull flows likely to inundate a broad arga"ﬁf floodplain. Floodplain supports riparian vegetation and shows
: signs'of overbank sediment deposition. Or bga\’?er ponds inundate the entire, normally active floodplain and preclude
the'identification of bankfull indicators and-the active floodplain width.
Flow access to the floodplain moderately limited by incision, channelization. Less frequent inundation than fully
C o3 /'|connected streams described above (as noted by bankfull indicators below floodplain transition). odplain supports a
’ {;,é’“’ riparian overstory, but some understory plants may be upland. An inset floodplain supportingaiparian vegetation may
./ [also be present. o P
.f Ingi,se"i:l, channelized or modified with an inset floodplain formed, which is regularL).(_,in‘ﬁ/ndated and supports riparian
/ _|vegetation and sedimgnt’regimes. Or the stream has minimal access to the natural floodplain due to incision,
=" |channelization, or flow modification, and the natural floodplain does not support riparian vegetation except for

relatively long-lived phreatophytes (e.g., cottonwood, salt cedar, etc.).
Fully disconnected from floodplain, either through incision, bank modification/channelization, or hydrologic

o1 modification (i.e., abandonment of floodplain due to decreased peak flows). Indicators may include upland vegetation
" and lack of overbank sediment deposits'on the floodplain, etc. - }CJ
h . A1d. Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photographs. Fof each cross-section rgco‘rd the digital names[n’ﬁ?hbers of photographs

taken looking Upstream and Downstream from the thalweg a_ndylooking Bank Right*and Bank Left* acro§§xtﬁfe stream from each side of the
cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flags indicating bankful in the ground when taking the.Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A
photo board with SA name and-cross-section information’is helpful. (*The bank of a stream or rivqr,oh'the right (left) of the observer when

facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) See Appendix E for additional details.

Cross Easting .| Northing

Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) gpstream 7 Downstream Bank Right | Bapleteft

1

Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Comments:

Nt 1 T

L
>
e
-
5
o
A
WA
3
%
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

SF2MI[ 21 Date: 6/11/24

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 2 ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

] | o ]

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Vatiegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

O|O|0000ooonooO o ooooad

O|O|0000O0|OooooOooooocod

oo

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6- 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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S‘ACODE: SE2MIT 2] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ -7 ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

indicators that apply to the upper, mi nd segmen eSA |
bserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
[] IXI []  [|point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs,

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

MO E '

H

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel,

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD
DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD

DO g|jo/o|lg|o|jglo|olg

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MI[Z. ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect { l ]

Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium

Rating Description
“ﬁ'\/ 4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
‘ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.

C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.

Cc 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.

C o1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the

condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

2

P

Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
14 14 14 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. 13 13 HE; bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indicators o.f‘Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank

2

under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.

M

1

1

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

4

K4

4

> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.

13

3

13

>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to atlow only minor erosion.

Indicators of
Stream Bank
Erosion Potential D2

2

]2

>25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.

[

1

1

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description

1= 4 >3.5-4.0

3 >25-<35

C 2 >1.5-<2.5

cC 1 1.0-<1.5
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£y
Vorksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

SA CODE:

SA Name:

SE2MI[ 2] Date: 6/11/24

DS/AM

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 2] Surveyor Initials :

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eq.rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

] o o] o o] oo o |

] o o o o
UO0oooooooo| O

Other{

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or

C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA, Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.
Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

O 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.
Bare solls from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction

C 2 staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas

and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present, Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface Is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.

M 5 Sencty up vl ot

Page 15 0of 17




SACODE: SF2MI{ 7 1 Date: 6/11/24

. DS/AM
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 2, ] Surveyor Initials :

Jorksheet 15. Stressor Checklist, Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
ategories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unkno*
ank Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Affect
Absent |Unknown

W

Rank Comments

Stressor Group/Stressor

Adverse water management . ‘

Extended low flow dam releases

71 | O

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

BN IR SN

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion tjpstream

Adverse sediment management

Adverse sediment retention by dams

~

Sediment loss by dredging

j

Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol

olo|al |o|olo|o|

Ol
Ol
Ol
O
Ol
Ol

Y NEIN

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)
Artificial water additions

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

Mining waste

Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

Watershed alteration

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

EEONE] |E|e|E] MR |EE

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Local biodiversity impacts

Ol
Ol
Ol
O
Ol
O
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
O
Ol

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

0| O

Additional Comments M@

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

Ol
Ol
O
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
Ol
O
O
Ol
O
[
0

o\Olol |Oojojo|ol jo|jo|O (Ojooiujd

o P N Oy
Ao Tey 3 oA

Version Date: 04/25/2022 Schema: Montane 2.5
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Date: (//f/“zt/
iy

SACODE: SF2MI[ 3 ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21 Surveyor Initials :

Landscape Context

L BiFSFRESOHGRBEX 0 e s
Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,

and year of imagery).

or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disru

pt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season

H'mage'y Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer |RCC
. . Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X [x] |Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches X X] dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
[x] | [X] |Smallirrigation ditches without levees [1] [ [Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
[11 [ (oM fields, unmaintained 1| [ [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
[1] [ [Orenrangeland 0y O materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
X1 X | : P [ ]| [ [intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
intensity)
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
[(X] | B] [Non-channel open water 0y O row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
LINIF naturally occurring levees | [ graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
'_! [] [unpaved two tracks roads x| [x] structure
1| [ |othen (1| O |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% X 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in C 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon |[C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
. Buffer Width Buffer Width . Buffer Width Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line . "
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 C 2 >190m
B 125.25 41092 F 23148 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box g
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
on the SA Summary Worksheet, [C >25-<35
L
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >1.5-52.5
1 <15
3 3 2= 3
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 3] pate: ¥/ G/2%

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 21

L4 - Surrounding Land Use

Surveyor Initials:  // C5S

;orksheet 4. surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUl scores for each element to create the final LUI Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

0,
Land Use Element Coef % LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, un paved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 Y
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 03 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 04 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 Y

,,jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 03 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 03 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) '

Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 08 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 09 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g. >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . - . , 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 280 - <95
® 2 >40 - <80
C 1 <40
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SACODE: SF2MI[ g} ] Date: //
. v o
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ‘3 ] Surveyor Initials : E/) (")
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
~ 4 >3.75 <10% non-native
S >3.25 and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
S 2 > 2.0 and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
o <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

orksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2¢ (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
ttern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: A

£ —1

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description

— |Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would

.4 be difficult to determine.

3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.

~ 9 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.

1 Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA,

3 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Jorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ame VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST 7?7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation

Total % of SA [: b [;ﬁ)

able B3. Rating for‘legetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
he rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
able down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
ating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST >5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
S 4 1 6W
2or1and?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
R 3 2or1and?2 5
2orland2 6w
5 6W
2or1and2
-2 5
6W
6S
= 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 3 | Date: é/'//?ff‘fﬁ)' 9’
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ = ] Surveyor Initials : ,l/(

B4 - '\latlve Riparian Tree Regeneration

ﬁL 34, Native Riparian Tree Regeneration ratmg Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlmgs, saplmgs and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description

Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) dlasses.

Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically

4
3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
2 <1% cover, little size class differentiation.

S IRIER

1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

B5 - Invasive E)‘(‘Qtick Plant Species Cover

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) <1 ’  calculate

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

C 4 0%

73 x >0% - <1%

{ 2 21% - <10%

cC 1 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:

Y 2
Bé’@ é/)/ﬁ/vl ‘“’15" @/&ﬁ/f?lf é’“}ﬁ 4 Eem !?ﬁ Ry A

H

)am 15 oves p/ﬁw,‘nj fﬁbﬁ/-"j 9 recn ﬁmmﬁj

co«rmm“f Aqg ésfﬁ,
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SA CODE:

SEMI[ 2 ] pate: /417

e
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3 ] Surveyor Initials: [/

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middie and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

0

0

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

(N o o

oo o o o S e o Sy ]
OOOoOouoooUuoobDOoono

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

X s

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2 ] pate: 7/9/ 2%
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ < ] Surveyor Initials: [ )< ;

EE\Ior eet 12. Channe Equilibrium Checklist. Check all field indicators t atapp y to the upper, middle and Tower segment of the SA

bserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middie Lower
Segment | Segment | Segment

[

Condition Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
] point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the

bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.
Channel - , , P :
Equilibrium There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

DDDDDDDDDDDEEED‘@E‘@E\Q
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There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2] Date: 4//

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3 1 Surveyor Initials : i:}é'. >
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
¢ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12,
Cc 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
cC 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
cC 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.
A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
[]4 @4 [[]4 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. (13 []3 []3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indlc?tors o‘f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
[12 [12 [12
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 1 1 bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
(14 |§_t]4 [ 14 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
3 3 3 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.
Indicators of >25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential | [ ]2 []2 ]2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
L [ n cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.
Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score \‘\ K 4 >3.5-4.0
C 3 >25-<35
C 2 >1.5-<25
C o 1.0-<15
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A5 - Soil Surface Condition

.forksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field

reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

OO0ooo0OooooO) O

OO0 0|0000oM O
0000000000 O

Other{

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance: ' < j/

Table AS. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating

Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled intorrills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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orksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
tegories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknow
nk Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Affect
ank - Stressor Group/Stressor Comments
Major | Minor | Absent [Unknown
Adverse water management |
N ] ] ] Extended low flow dam releases
] ] E\J [] | Timing of flow releases not concordant
] ] L] ] Extended high flow dam releases
] ] [] |Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
—m—
Adverse sediment management
] ] ] Adverse sediment retention by dams
] ] ] Sediment loss by dredging
Adverse sediment input
=,
O O O (roads/development)
Artificial water additions
] ] ] Sewer treatment effluent
] ] ] Point source urban runoff
] ] ] Factory, feedlot outfall
] ] ] Agricultural irrigation ditch returns
] ] [] Mining waste
Ground water pumping
] ] N ] Urban depletions
] ] ] Fracking
] ] ] Agriculture irrigation wells
l Watershed alteration
] ] ] Extensive recent fires in watershed
] ] ] Extensive recent timber harvest
] ] [] | Extensive open pit mining in watershed
] ] ] Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
| Local biodiversity impacts |
] ] ] Evidence of excessive grazing (local)
] ] ] Excessive noise affecting wildlife
. 0 0 0  |Counts by Intensity
1
lditional Comments
rsion Date: 04/25/2022 Schema: Montane 2.5
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SACODE:  SFaMi[ 3 ] Date: S/ 5/ 74/

. e
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 3 ] Surveyor Initials: /) 2

Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer |RCC

Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,

N i- i .
atural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures

B
x]

Small irrigation ditches without levees Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields

Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
materials, staging areas

Old fields, unmaintained

O \U|xd
O (Ui

Open range land

Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low

0| oo 0g0g X
OO0 OO0 x

X _—
intensity) Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
X -
Non-channel open water row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
1| [J |unpaved two tracks roads P y
structure
L1 | [ |othen (1] [ |other
Worksheet 1b, Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% & 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in O 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon || 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
Line | BufferWidth | BufferWidth | | BufferWidth | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 O 4 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 231.48 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
G2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831 (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating co
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
¢ anthe SA Summary Worksheet. ® 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >1.5-52.5
b1 <1.5
3 + 3 /2= 3
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SACODE:  SF2MI[ g ]

i

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ; ]

using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

orksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LU! scores for each element to create the final LU Score. Rate

Land Use Element Coef % LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads)), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Skiarea 0.4 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
riculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) )
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g, perennial vegetation cover) ’ 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . L , . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUl Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUI Score

C 4 295 -100

C 3 280 - <95

&« 2 240 - <80

O <40
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2 ] pate: 5/15/ 21

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 2) ] Surveyor Initials : ;a{f;
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
K 4 23.75 <10% non-native
3 >3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
S 2 > 2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
R <2.0 >50% non-native

orksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
ttern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: ‘ A,

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description
—___ |Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
N 4 be difficult to determine.
-3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity {3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, aithough the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
2 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
1 Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

Jorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ame VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
lotal% of SA | S() 20
able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure, Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the
ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
1e rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
ible down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
iting on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
S 4 1 6w
2orland?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
t 2orland?2 5
3 2orland?2 6W
5 6W
2orland?2
2 5
6W
6S
R 6H
7
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* sacope: SF2MI[ 1

SA Name:

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 5 ]

Date : 5//5/2 ?(
fc s

Surveyor Initials :

Ta. J4 Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Description
C 4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
' cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
C 2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
’ <1% cover, little size class differentiation.
G 1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

Worksheet 9, Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) > / Y
Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
4 0%
.3 x >0% - <1%
L2 21% - <10%
O 210
Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
f /
S X i / /
]/ @) ‘/9; 0 ﬁ /1@ re&e 7/ Qi / ) f} /7“"’ RERe ) 8 il ,/ & R
. o £ ! i £ PO
67‘ 4w 5 @ \v/ﬁ 'rg & ? ;f‘ﬁ/‘{)’//% r Yl R ( <
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 2 1]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ 7 ]

A2 - Physical Patch Comple

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

] 4 ] Active side channels

] ] ] Abandoned channels

] N ] Backwater/eddy

] ] ] Riffles or rapids

] X ] Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

] ] ] Channel boulders

] ] ] Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

] ] ] Vegetated island and side bars

] ] Terraces

] ] Channel pools

] m ] Beaver ponds

] | ] Swales, depressional features on floodplains

] ] Debris jams in channel

] ] Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

] ] ] Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

] ] Downed logs

] ] Natural levees

] ] Standing snags

] ] ] Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

] ] ] Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
\S< 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
C 3 present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9- 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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'SACODE:  SF2MI[ 3 ] pate: &//5/2Y

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3 ] Surveyor Initials : fJc>

} pply pp e and lower segment of the
Lobserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from

!

his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
[] E’ [] point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filied with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partialily buried or sediment-choked culverts,

O ¥
O X
O ]
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O O
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O O
O []
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There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 3] Date: & /rs/: ¢/

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3] Surveyor Initials: [ C 5
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium J
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12,

There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an

¢ 3 equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.

c 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.

o The channe! is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
-4 &4 (14 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. [(]3 (]3 (]3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indlca.xtors o'f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil stability Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
(12 (]2 (]2

under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream

1 1 ml bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is

artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
(14 E4 (14 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.

>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by

13 13 13 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation

are protected to allow only minor erosion.

indicators of 225% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential | [ 12 Wy (]2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or

stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
(1 N (1 cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows,

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score (}{\ 4 >3.5-4.0
— 3 >25-<3.5
2 >1.5-<2.5
1 1.0-<1.5
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SA CODE:

SFMIT 7 ] pate: 5/,5/ 7 ¢/

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ Z ] Surveyor Initials : D C j

.orksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fitl

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

O|O0OoooooO O

O OoOUgooooo =
OO|0OgonoooOo O

Otheri

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table AS. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating

Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fili, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

SF2MI[ 3 ]

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 5’5 ]

Surveyor Initials :

Date: 5/’5/? 4

orksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
tegories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknow
nk Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

ank

Affect

Major

Absent |Unknown

Stressor Group/Stressor

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

SN INin

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

SlishiN

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)
if d

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

55!!!1\:1!

~

Mining waste

N

Urban depletions
1 Fracking
IZI/ Agriculture irrigation wells

Extensive recent fires in watershed

N

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

NN

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

FDDDDDD n\olo| |o|o|jo|o|gl |g|jo|o] |o|o|o

°I§LD§5DDDD OO0 |\ Oo|0j/oo|op ooy gyo oo

-o|lo| |o|o|o|o DDD:DDDDD’DDD OO0 g

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

{ditional Comments

rsion Date: 04/25/2022
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NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet

SACode SF2MI[ 3 ]

SA Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir

Project : Riparian Assesement

"ode Tt B :

AU Name : Transect [3 1

WO!I : Two Mile Pond Reservoir

County Santa Fe

HUC12 Headwaters Santa Fe River
)

Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

Driving Directions

Canyon Road until

Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head

n
you reach the reservoir locate

orth on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

d to the North.

Surveyor Role

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Dustin Schwartz

Data Sharing| Results to client Fish Observed in

Landscape DS
Biotic Annie McCoy AM
Abiotic Dustin Schwartz DS
Stressors Dustin Schwartz DS
Easting (m) Northing {(m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105°53'24" W 35°41'23"N 13 | NAD-83UTM 35.689722 -105.89
Survey Date 6/11/24 Start Time 9:00 End Time 15:00
‘ SA Description ‘
SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)
%Eﬁ ver am 5 pver Fh ee!y, vater level 1o A /9 hor 7’2’24@ A o has cone
been ! f\/ £ 4 ééwd\// Forms ;75 " 7 f’/ t?i - ;rwrf“f T
; )
)4’ orie Vo k /’ wr ' " e avga o Willows  ang / coller 1
)i, ALy fﬁ Lv,’//m/s . eo s YN / ropr %} Lo z 25/ et faf
jé%’! 5 ,1// f{:"";’/tﬁiﬁ [ See gx’ff’;?/} M. / 61.'* /3 qe h’/ ’} féz 1;?

SA Abiotic Condition (h

ydrological alterations {e.g., da

ms, walls etc.]; flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil

disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)
T 0T 195 HS 7.3 p¥ 7,837,
5 e Jf, & f é‘/ﬂ}« oot Ay ;’/ »’g e B o ;:‘ 7 nes RCE

Assessment Summary (Overall site condition/summary and comments after the fj

eld data is collected.)

Ares > ﬂ"///l"j b and F of  )ile . Wateo
and habife]  seems  1ip  an e/ Ripacian Wist foves)
Eir;\éis;?:igIS(,ﬁRank fi- Surveyor(s) DS/AM 'S:'Cr(’;g 3,565 Rank _J itals [ < Date 6/11/24
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SACODE: SF2MI[ % ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3 ]

Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials: DS/AM

Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cove

r elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer]RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i i X X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Small irrigation ditches without levees 0| [ [Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
[1| [ |old fields, unmaintained [J 1 [ [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
L [ |Open range land [ L] materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
intensity) P [1| [O [Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
X - ¢
Non-channel open water [ L row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
(1| [ |unpaved two tracks roads P Y
structure
1 | [T lothe O O lother
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric, Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. O 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% ® 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric, Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in][C__ 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon [|C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
Line | BufferWidth [ BufferWidth | | BufferWidth | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 C 2 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 231.48 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80 -
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box g r
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
1 on the SA Summary Worksheet. ®R 3 >2.5-<35
buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ; 2 >15-525
roo <15
3 + 3 2= 3
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 3 ] Date: 6/11/24

3 DS/AM

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ] Surveyor Initials ;

L4-SurroundinglandUse =~

“Worksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use, Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent

of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUI Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
0,
Land Use Element Coef %o LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roadsl), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
\griculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 03 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
{e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ’ 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . . . ) 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 Y
LUl Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 280 - <95
® 2 240 - <80
O 1 <40
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SACODE: SF2MI[ 7 ] Date: 6/11/24

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ a; 1 Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
lRating CT Final Weighted Score
. 4 >3.75 <10% non-native
C 3 23.25 and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
C 2 > 2.0 and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
C o1 <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure ” , ” ;
Vorksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
attern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

lorizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: /1

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description

— |Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (=4 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would

< 4 be difficult to determine.

~ 3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.

~ 2 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.

~ Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

33 - Vegetation Vertical Structure ,
Worksheet 8, Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %5A

from Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
same VST) x 100, Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA 50 50

Table B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the
row that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
Percentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
the rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
table down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
C 4 1 6w
2or1and2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
2or1and2 5
% 3 2or1and2 6W
5 6w
2or1and?2
C 2 5
6W
65
C 1 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ = ] Date:  6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond ReservoirTransect[ > ] Surveyor Initials:  Ds/AM

B4 - Native Riparian Tree Regeneration

ﬁ B4, Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Description
Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes,

ative poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -59% Cover, size classes few.

N
Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation,

1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover),

 caleulate

Rating Method l I Invasive cover (%) > / %

Table B5, Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4 0%
~o3 X >0% - <1%
2 21% - <10%
[c >10

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:

3 ) A X @
Iy N - o dd 7 . 37 3 )
?6 /l?*(‘ i“{ - /'{ Cacdy {;P o7 égm/q/ s 53/{,;5; M edf Towhee /’%V’?fﬁ vicay Mo é’”’?
¢ &

l1 i i
4 B &éﬁ/}& 5 ?j{',/ ( "f;!«‘ /

A ; '} « N
;‘je[;;{ﬁ ;‘/"fbé@ f Py

76 / |
L/a,,é /,;,7 M‘Vﬂﬁ y Lf‘ SOC 60‘// / !i/ﬁy//f'ﬁi' #f %&,0/ fg;/wgg

Ledar Mavv) g )

-]
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

SFaMI[ % ]

2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ % ]

Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials : DS/AM

Norksheet 11. Physical Patch Co

mplexity checklist.

Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower

segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Upper Segment Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

O

D%
O

Dq

Os

=]

O

Oa

O

|

(23] || ] | \S

Ot

O

\?

O

O

O

B

&l

O

&d

o

]!

O

O

O

O

O

O

:

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Active side channels
Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely—vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated istand and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains
Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

-

Woody Wra- e
Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating fo

r Physical Patch Complexity

Rating

Description

High

4

L

(mounds and pits,
etc), and there is high in-channel co
or more unique indicators are presen

segments).

degree of physical patch comple
woody wrack piles, etc.
mplexity

xity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels,
(pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
t and well distributed throughout the SA

terraces, side bars,

(most indicators are found on multiple

present, s
are scattered throughou

Moderate physical patch complexity s
everal fluvial geomorphic surface
t the SA (some on

attered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
5, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9-11 indicators
multiple segments).

Limited physical patch comple
some fluvial geomorphic surfaces,
unique indicators

present in the SA

xity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
and there is limited in-channel complexity.
(only afewon multiple segments).

As a guide, on average there are 6-8

Little or no physical p
different fluvial geomorphic surfaces,
present in the SA.

atch complexity ont
and there is little or no in-channel complex

he floodplain, There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few

ity. As a guide, = 5 unique indicators are
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ S ] Surveyor Initials :

Date: 6/11/24

DS/AM

er, middle and Tower segment of the SA
ed on a preponderance of evidence from

Upper

Condition Segment

Middle

Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

]

]

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain,

]

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it,

[/] D There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

7

] The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area,
Channel - . . e ,
Equilibrium There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation,

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material,

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate,

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs,

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

There are active headcuts within the channel,

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation,

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation,

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks,

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
poois at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts,

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SACODE: SF2MIL 5] Date: 6/11/24
SAName: Two Mile pond Reservoir Transect [ 5 ] Surveyor Initials : DS/AM
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Bating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with littie evidence of excessive aggradation or
degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
c o3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the Channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
c 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.
C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover

the SA. Average the six scores for
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Stream
condition looking a minimum of 2

5 m upstream and downst

both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the

bank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the

ream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of

(2

(2

Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment :
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
4 $\4 4 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
) 3 13 HE] bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
|“d"§t°’5 o.f'Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank

(12

under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc,

1

1

n

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; of
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

Indicators of
Stream Bank
Erosion Potential

4

@4

4

> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.

(3

3

3

>50% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.

2

(2

(2

>25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials of vegetation that give
limited protection.

R

1

1

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
4 >3.5-40
c 3 >25-<35
C 2 >1.5-<25
cC 1 1.0-<1.5
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SACODE: sFaMi[ § ]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 3 1

T

Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials: DS/AM

f\lorksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition.
‘[reconnaissance., The absence of these ind

and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Check all that appl
icators would sign
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance

y in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field
ify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5

Upper Segment Middle Segment

Lower Segment

Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg.rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc,

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

LOO00oooiooo| o
LO0Oo0oDooooD s
UO00O0ooooool o

OtherL

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Description

gravel pits are found within the SA.
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or ve
Total disturbance, includin

ry limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
g erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human ca

uses is present but the extent is i

mited. Area of impervious surfaces are

C 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area,
Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
C 2 staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas

and not found across the majority of the SA

or other anthropogenic degradati

- Total disturbance,
on to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,

Bare soil areas degrade
off-road vehicles or machine

disturbance,

ponded. Additional human-caused i
including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.

hydrology or other long-lasting impacts, Deep ruts from
nce or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
mpervious surfaces or soil compaction are present, Total
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SACODE: SF2MI[ S 1

Date:

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect[ S ] Surveyor Initials :

6/11/24

DS/AM

rksheet 15. Stressor Checklist.
egories using direct evidence where avai

Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
lable or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unkno

vk Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

o

Affect

ink

Stressor Group/Stressor

Adverse water management

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
Adverse sediment management

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

Adverse sediment input

(roads/development)
Artificial water additions

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

Mining waste

Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

Watershed alteration '

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
Local biodiversity impacts

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

Cotints by Intensity

Additional Comments

Version Date: 04/25/2022
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NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ "/ ] SA Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement
;\ sde Tsct [ L( ] AU Name : Transect [ ‘/ ] WOl : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
County SantaFe HUC12  Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)
Ariparian system that leads into a pond located on the east side of Santa Fe bordering the Santa Fe National Forest. This reservoir was

decommissioned due to safety concerns regarding the reservoir and a water diversion to the area was recently shut down due to lack
of water rights.

Driving Directions
Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North.,

Data Sharing| Results to client Fish Observed in
Restrictions | only. Wetland?

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest

Surveyor Role Surveyor Name Surveyor Initials
Landscape DM ?’/i/g /) 3
Biotic Ao AL/
Abiotic D, } L /} D)

Stressors f):)ﬁ ?’“ L. r) 5
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105°53'24" W 35°41'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89
Survey Date 7 / g / 7 3{ Start Time End Time
.2 SA Description

SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)

T

/| “y P - - ' P h
H cee /4/)/&@" 2 1a stelf be [ CEdpering

Eérm/zﬂ ﬁ’l\c l«/l’*'\ 7J'PV Sef/o L«t z)/? fo e /’0 Lo (/}//;/

SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)
; ,

L/ ; //Dl\/s 5 7L,// qre W;;f‘}{,’ F/ﬂpvfﬁ/ i ;\) // ,{;“ﬁy; m/w /}/(f‘,, 7 /héf% 7E ;/ff"r;/‘«/’

- ™ - 7 . . v
A : Nl £ a4 7 # j I3 B B ~~, A P oA f N 4 i
( vora et iLD i% /5;, S8 8 b fr éi,»; /’z»li 4y i 4 5 fi’s a sf.u -
4

(‘4 i’Ver7L J/@r’/:;ﬁ’; . Fr it Srpen .

SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc.]; ﬂyooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; sail
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

4

5 ) / o . N / P A
S é:’t“lp e = J e Cvae ,,/( e cvee, /‘? e s g g} S7HE et 5
P, ,

Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)

ﬁ N rs S 7Z / // boe /4/;7 “f / /’»‘ﬂ{)fﬂ ora p/ K, e

Provisional , l/’7gRank "//’1/78/Surveyor(s) D "»’1) gic';i 5,[/7gRank ﬂ/ Initials D <> Date Z// 7/2 L/

Field Score j'
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Date: ’5//5;/{; ’,!
258

SACODE: SEaMI[ ¥

¢ iore
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials :

Landscape Context

Lo -jkBuffe‘r Integrity Index

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).

Imagery Google Earth KMZ, file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer|RCC
‘ Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
. . e
X [x] |Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches E dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
[x] | [X] |Smallirrigation ditches without levees (]| [ |Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
[]| [ |Old fields, unmaintained (1] [ [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
1] L1 |Openrange land L O materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
X X | . P [1] [] [intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
intensity)
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
[x] |Non-channel open water L o row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
[x] naturally occurring levees [X] graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
1| [ |unpaved two tracks roads [x] P Y
i structure
(1| [ |othey [J| [ |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% ® 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in C_ 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon || 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
| BufferWidth | BufferWidth | Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line " -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 C 3 >190m
B 125.25 41092 F 23148 759.44 x 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831 (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Rati Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ng co
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
Hn the SA Summary Worksheet. X 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >1.5-52.5
1 <1.5
3 + 3 2= 3

Page 3 of 17






SACODE:  SF2MI|[ {/7/] pate: &/ /5> &

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ / ] Surveyor Initials ; /f/ )

L4 - Surrounding Land Use

orksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupled by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)

using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

surroundmg the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUI Score. Rate

% LUZ

Land Use Element Coef LUl Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soiis 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 03 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 05 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
Jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 03 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 03 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . - . ) 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
038 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score

C 4 295 - 100

C 280 - <95

x 2 240 - <80

C 1 <40
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SA CODE : SFZMI[Ll 1 Date : L/ /ﬁ/l‘/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ! ] Surveyor Initials : D (”)
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
X 4 >3.75 <10% non-native
=~ 3 > 3.25 and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
-2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
= <2.0 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

orksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
attern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: f)

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description
. |Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.
?{ 3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
: be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
~ 9 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
~ Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

3 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Jorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ame VST) x 100, Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VSTS5 VST 65 VST6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA 50 5

able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the

ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
ne rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
able down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
ating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST =5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
T4 1 6W
2or1land?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
2orland2 5
K 3 2orland2 6w
5 6W
2or1and2
"2 5
6w
65
D 6H
7
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k e
sAcope: SF2MII (Z/]‘ Date:: 4////? 7
y e
SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ‘/ ] Surveyor Initials : [) D

B4- Natlve Riparian Tree Regeneratlon

Ta. 34, Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Usmg the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlmgs saphngs and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description
4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
| ¢ cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
i C 3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
c 2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
| <1% cover, little size class differentiation.
f o1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover),

~ B5 - Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) <;L I calculate

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

C 4 0%

T3y >0% - <1%

v 2 21% - <10%

C 1 >10

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:

£

¢ - foes
o #Lip S //

- 5 o6 i A .
C Uryre WVL\ ﬁ o g, &4; A > g tn js V4 bhin To PG v D E s L ey

A\ o i
e ’f/um S if
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ({ ] Date: 1{1 f?/’ ’f

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ L(l ] Surveyor Initials : 5 ) ”g}

F

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

[l

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

I

I = = O 53} =4 =<
] o o o o o o

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description
|High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
C 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12

or more unigue indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,

C 2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).
Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few

c 1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are

present in the SA.
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sacope: SF2MI[ 7] Date: §//7/;7i’§/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ (/ ] Surveyor Initials : l,f}

A3 ChabnelEqaiopn =~ . . =
‘Worksheet 12. Channel Equilibrium Checklist. Check all field indicators that apply to the upper, middle and Tower segment of the SA
l:>bserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from

his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
] [}T [l  [|point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the

I;H bankfull contour, but not below it.

[E There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

E The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.
Channel o . . . L .
Equilibrium m There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

[

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channe! bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

K

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

)=

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

K

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel,

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

Dygdjoo|o|jo|o|jg|ojg|o|o|o|/o|olo|lolglo
OOy o|/g|o|(ojo|o|jo|o|g|o|jo|o|g|ololo|d

OO/ 0/o|jo|jo|go|(o|g|o|a

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley fioor.
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Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium

Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or

?ﬁ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.

C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.

C 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.

C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the

condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators

[]4

@4

14

Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.

Indicators of Bank

13

13

13

Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
vegetation removal, erosion etc.

Soil Stability

]2

[]2

]2

Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.

N

[

L1

Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.

[]4

4

7

[]4

> B0% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.

13

13

13

>50% - <B0% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.

Indicators of
Stream Bank
Erosion Potential

]2

]2

]2

>25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.

mj

)

mj

Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description

Gl 4 >35-4.0

C 3 >2.5-<35

2 >15-<25

o1 1.0-<1.5
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A5 Soil Surface Condltlon

..rorksheet 14, Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

[ [ [ Actiye erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

] % ] Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

] /| ] ] Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

] ] ] Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

] ] ] Grading or plowing

] ] ] Fill

] ] ] Gravel pits

] ] ] Anthropogenic levees and berms

] ] ] Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

] ] ] Fire pits

] ] ] Other{
Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance: < j.%’;

Table AS5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating

Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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orksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
tegories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknov
ink Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

Affect
ank ft—— - Stressor Group/Stressor Comments
Major | Minor | Absent [Unknown
Adverse water management
EE ] ] ] Extended low flow dam releases
] ] [y [] | Timing of flow releases not concordant
] ] ] Extended high flow dam releases
] ] [ ] |Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
Adverse sediment management
] ] ] Adverse sediment retention by dams
] ] ] Sediment loss by dredging
Adverse sediment input
[ O &] [ (roads/development)
Artificial water additions
] ] Ii?] ] Sewer treatment effluent
] ] ] Point source urban runoff
] ] ] Factory, feedlot outfall
] ] ] Agricultural irrigation ditch returns
] ] ] Mining waste
Ground water pumping
] ] ] Urban depletions
] ] ] Fracking
] ] ] ] Agriculture irrigation wells
I Watershed alteration
] ] ] Extensive recent fires in watershed
] ] ] Extensive recent timber harvest
] ] [] | Extensive open pit mining in watershed
] ] ] Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
Local biodiversity impacts '
] ] ] Evidence of excessive grazing (local)
] ] E ] Excessive noise affecting wildlife
. 0 0 0  |Counts by Intensity

ditional Comments

sion Date: 04/25/2022 Schema: Montane 2.5
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Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist, Check offland cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).
Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer [RCC Buffer |RCC
Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
X i- i X X
Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
Small irrigation ditches without levees [1 | [ |[Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
L 1| [ |oid fields, unmaintained [ { [ [Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
u L] {Open rangeland [ [ materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
intensity) P [1| [ |intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feediots
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
X -
Non-channel open water L o row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
naturally occurring levees graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
"1 | [ |unpaved two tracks roads P y
structure
L] [] |othe L1 [ |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% ® 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric, Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in] | 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon [|C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d, -
. Buffer Width Buffer Width \ Buffer Width Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line X ;
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 53891 E 161.93 531.26 C 4 >190m
B 12525 41092 F 23148 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
< G C o1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Scor
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating core
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c¢ C 4 >3.5
i anthe SA Summary Worksheet. X 3 >2.5-<35
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating /2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >15-525
oo <15
3 + 3 2= 3
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orksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUl scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet, :
0,
Land Use Element Coef %LUz LUl Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetiands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
;riculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) )
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . - . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercialtree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 09 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUI Score

O 4 295 -100

C 3 280 - <95

g 2 240 - <80

O <40
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SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ [{ ] Surveyor Initials : i/ “y
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
4 =3.75 <10% non-native
-3 = 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native ,
2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
- <20 >50% non-native

orksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
ttern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D:

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure
Rating Description
_— |Mostclosely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.
fo3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
) Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
1 Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

lorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ime VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.

VST 1 VST 2 VST5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Jotal % of SA f)é’ "5 d
able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure, Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3, Pick the
ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants,
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum, The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
1e rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8).VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
ible down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
iting on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 25%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
S 4 1 6W
2orland?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
x 3 2or1and?2 5
2orland?2 6W
5 6W
2or1and?2
S22 5
6W
65
N 6H
7
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Te 4. Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of native tree seedlings, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description

Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.

4
3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
2

Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation.

SR §)

1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%) <D

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %

o 4 0%

C .3+ >0% - <1%

2 >1% - <10%

(O : >10

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:

— N / 7
( ar»,// ‘ é/ o ;o
ran ™) / (jf R XY G

]
\L/’rfi}f e /5;55/‘
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ] Date:
SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ] Surveyor Initials :
Method 2
[, .eAlc. Narratve Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Rating. Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
hydrologic connectivity, At each cross-section, use Worksheet 10b to record channel incision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
other hydrologic evidende that would preclude natural floodplain inundation. Conversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
flow and floodplain inundation. Record whether beaver activity is obscuring bankful indicators due to inundation of the ﬂoédplain
Select a rating from the tablé\below. Use data from Worksheets 10b to help select rating. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet.
Photographs are required at each cross-section and recorded in Table A1d. e
Rating Description i 4
Fully connected to the natural floodplain. Indicators of bankfull discharge are at the bank/rfl/oééplain transition, with
C 4 over-bankfull flows lik lét%o inundate a broad area of floodplain. Floodplain supports n/a an vegetation and shows
' signs of overbank sedimapt deposition. Or beaver ponds inundate the entire, normally‘active floodplain and preclude
the identification of bankfull indicators and the active floodplain width. /
Flow access to the floodplalﬁ\a moderately limited by incision, channelization. Less frequent inundation than fully
C 3 connected streams described above (as noted by bankfuli indicators below fléodplain transition). Floodplain supports a
’ riparian overstory, but some understory plants may be upland. An inset floédplain supporting riparian vegetation may
also be present. i E
incised, channelized or modified with an inset floodplain formed, which is regularly inundated and supports riparian
co2 vegetation and sediment regimes. Or'the stream has mlnlmg;%ess to the natural floodplain due to incision,
channelization, or flow modification, and the natural floodplain‘does not support riparian vegetation except for
relatively long-lived phreatophytes (e.g.,\cottonwood, salt cedar, etc.).
Fully disconnected from fioodplain, either through incisign, bank modification/channelization, or hydrologic
O modification (i.e., abandonment of floodplain due tzp(li{e reased peak flows). Indicators may include upland vegetation
’ and lack of overbank sediment deposits on the floodplain, etc

A\

Ta.
taken looking U

A1d. Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photograph

ch cross-section record the digital names/numbers of photographs
ng Bank Right* and Bank Left* across the stream from each side of the

o

a
pstream and Downstream from the thalweg‘and Io}\ﬁu

cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flags indi gtmg bankfh in the ground when taking the Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A

photo board with SA name and cross-section |nformat|9 is helpful. (*T

ank of a stream or river on the right (left) of the observer when

b
facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) See Appendax E for addlttgw\al details.

Cross Easting Northing .
Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) Ug; ream Dowkitream Bank Right Bank Left
7
1 /‘ \
> / \
/
4
3 Ef \
J
%
Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Comments:
\
A
4
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Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

]
mjin

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

] o o o o o e
) s o =< T 2o o = o =«
OOoooUoooooooooo DO

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description

High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
{mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
C 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12
or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
1 3
7% are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,
2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).

Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
- 1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are
present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[ L/ ] Date: S//'C':/:’fi éﬁ/

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ (/ ] Surveyor Initials : /D( P

Worksheet 12. Channel Equilibrium Checklist. Check a indicators that apply to the upper, middle and fower segment of the SA '
tbserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
] point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

[

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channe! bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.

DDDDDDDDDDD/E],JZ]/@Z]’DZI@I]

(N1 T A O I 0 I I
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SACODE: SF2MI] Z,/] Date: ‘

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ %’, ] Surveyor Initials : f}f’({)
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or

?x degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12,

Co3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.

C 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.

C 1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.

Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet.
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
[14 $4 [14 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
) 13 []3 13 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
lndlce.xtors o'f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc,
Soil Stability 02 M2 M2 Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 11 ml bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
= 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
[]4 (14 4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
250% - <B0% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
13 3 3 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.,
Indicators of 225% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential []2 []2 []2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
N 11 [ cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.
Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score ¥ 4 >3.5-4.0
3 >25-<35
2 >1.5-<25
o1 1.0-<1.5
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orksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)
] ] ] Acti}/e erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).
] E [] Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,
[] f:] ] Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.
[] [] [] Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement
[] ] [] Grading or plowing
[] [] [] Fill
[] [] [] Gravel pits
] ] [] Anthropogenic levees and berms
] ] ] Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts
[] ] [] Fire pits
[] ] [] Othed
Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance: > (J
¥

Table A5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or

C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic

degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

C 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other

anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common, These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction

C 2 staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,

or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from

off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water

o1 is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total

disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil

surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI| z7/]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ (’7/ ]

Surveyor Initials : /

Date:

/orksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WO, Assign
ategories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unknov

ank Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

ank

Affect

Stressor Group/Stressor

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

Adverse sediment input
(roads/development)

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

Mining waste

Urban depletions

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

yoyayay | oyo)a) (ojajojoja) |\o|jojgal |o|lo|la|o

Oy oyap (opoyg) (ojag)o|o|ol j\ojoio |ojo|jo|og

OOy Oy oyoyoyjo o) |ojg|op jojolold

W Ojayoy  oyg)gp jajayo|ojal |ojolgl |ojalalo

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing

Evidence of excessive grazing (local)

° (OO

U4

O

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

ditional Comments

sion Date: 04/25/2022
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‘ NMﬁAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

~ SA Cover Worksheet

SACode SF2MI[ & ] 5A Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement
'/w;ode Tsct[ l/ ] AU Name : Transect [ 4/ ] WOl : Two Mile Pond Reservoir
County SantaFe HUC12 Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)

A riparian system that leads into a pond located on the east side of Santa Fe bordering the Santa Fe National Forest. This reservoir was
decommissioned due to safety concerns regarding the reservoir and a water diversion to the area was recently shut down due to lack

of water rights.

Driving Directions

Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on J

Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North,

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest [Data Sharing| Resultsto client Fish Observed in

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Dustin Schwartz

Landscape DS

Biotic Annie McCoy XY
Abiotic Dustin Schwartz DS
Stressors Dustin Schwartz

Easting (m)
-105°53' 24* W

Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)

35°471'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89

Survey Date 6/11/24 Start Time 9:00 End Time 15:00

; SA Description
SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)

//ibzgf/y /4 “owy /%ew!}l & Goevunes  ppas  ofle f@ v é%//

li':‘}z\ @!@S fef?!’ ’{{? 5 o j",%;]j’@ PABEE !;9 é’d £ FYays

!
S@&m & { &t :;{; €

SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)
} N T - ’
‘ R&‘J LV,L? é'/;c'( By 2 : CA NN ' g/ /6%5 Lo} /i é e Gy
/ e
v N . ’
iz anfs and 2 5*29“4«/ Coverase o L., %
~ . [} ﬁi
gra e ldes F Ny

i

SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walis etc,); flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

L /‘“((C 5} ‘,é’ L)/q:?iwi,w ;‘% ? P ?l”f : w o g g

Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)

) ’/,\ ./’ , P ; # /,« // 1
/%\ ﬁlééJ . P(O’"’(// // A'f’ o eniritn I’”"’?ﬁ/’!’// £ '/" a7
Zf@\/ ‘; ;}’5:;,;5

Provisional

. i Final it 6/11/24
Field Score 3, 3% Rank %L, Surveyor(s) DS/AM Score%g Rank 11( Initials D‘_B Date
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SACODE: SF2MI[{ ] Date:  6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 7 ] Surveyor Initials: DS/AM

Landscape Context

-Bufferintegrityindex .
Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off land cover elements within the buffer area or RCC corridors that are either allowed,
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery),

imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer|RCC Buffer{RCC

Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,

Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures

Small irrigation ditches without levees Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields

Railroads
Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
materials, staging areas

Old fields, unmaintained

Open range land

O |O|Ed] =
OO &=

Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low o
Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots

[
[x]

00000 =
00000 =

intensity)
< 71 INonch | ¢ Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
on-channel open water row crops, orchards, and vineyards

Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
graded roads

naturally occurring levees

Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade

D [] {unpaved two tracks roads structure
| | [ [other L1| [ |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% & 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1¢. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in C 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon [|C 1 <50%
the Buffer Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. -
) Buffer Width | Buffer Width | . Buffer Width | Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Width
Line Line -
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 c 4 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 23148 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 265 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 511.38
Average 14831  (m) 486.58 (ft) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
Integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c C 4 >3.5
1 on the SA Summary Worksheet, ® 3 >2.5-<3.5
bu?fer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ((: 2 >1.5-52.5
DI <1.5
3 + 3 2= 3
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SACODE:  SF2MI[ 7 ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ? ] Surveyor Initials :

L4 - Surrounding Land Use

DS/AM

"}Norksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LuUz)
surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LU scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate

using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

0,
Land Use Element Coef % LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads)), junkyards, 0.3 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads) '
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production v 0.2 0 0
‘ ‘Agriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 0.3 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 o 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . " . . 0.3 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
» 0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75

Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUl Score

C 4 295 - 100

C 3 280 - <95

® 2 240 - <80

C 1 <40
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SA CODE:

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ A/ 1

6/11/24

SF2MI | 7 ] Date:

Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

Table B1. Relative Native Plant Community Composition Rating
Rating CT Final Weighted Score
C 4 2375 <10% non-native
C 3 2 3.25and <3.75 10% <209% non-native
C 2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
o <2.0 >50% non-native

32 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Norksheet 7. Usnhg Tables B2a and B2c (Appendlx B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped yvegetatlon pyatch
yattern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

{orizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D:

Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Rating Description

Most closely matches Pattern A, SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would

C 4 be difficult to determine.

3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may

Ei be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.

Co2 Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.

Coo Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch

types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

83 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Worksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST) Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA
from Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
same VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below.
VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 65 VST 6W VST 6H VST7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA 50 5

Table B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3. Pick the
row that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.

Percentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for

the rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable. Work from the top of the
table down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST 215% Sub-dominant VST 5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
C 4 1 6W
2orland2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
é( 3 2or1and2 5
' 2or1and2 6W
5 6W
2orland?2
C 2 5
6w
65
C 1 6H
7
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

B4 - Native Riparian Tree Regeneratic

T B4, Native Riparian Tree Regeneratlon ratlng. Usmg the polygon percent cover of natlve tree seedlmgs, saplmgs and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description
C 4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
C 3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
oy Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
I}t <1% cover, little size class differentiation.
C 1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method Invasive cover (%)

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4 0%
- 3X >0% - <1%
21% - <10%
[c >10

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:
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SACODE: SF2MI[ | Date:  6/11/24
SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 1 Surveyor Initials : DS/AM

Met‘hod 2

Jle ATc. Narratve Floodplain Hydrologic Connectivity Rating. Select the narrative description that best describes the floodplain
hydrologic connectivity. At each cross-section, use Worksheet 10b to record channel incision, bank modification, inset floodplain or
other hydrologic evidence that would preclude natural floodplain inundation. Conversely, assess indicators and evidence for overbank
flow and floodplain inundation, Record whether beaver activity is obscuring bankful indicators due to inundation of the floodplain.
Select a rating from the table below. Use data from Worksheets 10b to help select rating. Enter Rating on SA Summary Worksheet.
Photographs are required at each cross-section and recorded in Table A1d.

) Description ’ ///
Fully connected to the nasural floodplain. Indicators of bankfull discharge are at the bank/floodplain transition, with

over-bankfull flows likely R(inundate a broad area of floodplain. Floodplain supports riparian vegetation and shows

e

Rating

¢ 4 signs of overbank sediment deposition. Or beaver ponds inundate the entire, nermally active floodplain and preclude
the identification of bankful| indicators and the active floodplain width.

Flow access to the floodplainmoderately limited by incision, channelizgtion. Less frequent inundation than fully
connected streams describedabove (as noted by bankfull indicators elow floodplain transition). Floodplain supports a

¢ 3 riparian overstory, but some understory plants may be upland. Anshset floodplain supporting riparian vegetation may
also be present.
Incised, channelized or modified wth an inset floodplain fored, which is regularly inundated and supports riparian
c 2 vegetation and sediment regimes.
’ channelization, or flow modification,\and the natural fl
relatively long-lived phreatophytes (e.
Fully disconnected from floodplain, either througlyincision, bank modification/channelization, or hydrologic
C o modification (i.e., abandonment of floodplain dyé to decreased peak flows). Indicators may include upland vegetation

and lack of overbank sediment deposits onthg’floodplain, etc.

_ £\

T  A1ld.Photo Point Log for Cross-Section Photo aphs.\ﬁfr each cross-section record the digital names/numbers of photographs
taken looking Upstream and Downstream from the thalweg and'ipoking Bank Right* and Bank Left* across the stream from each side of the
cross-section. Leave the cross-section tape and flagsdndicating bakkful in the ground when taking the Bank Right and Bank Left photos. A
photo board with SA hame and cross-section inforphation is helpful\(*The bank of a stream or river on the right (left) of the observer when
facing in the direction of flow or downstream.) SsZ/:l\ppendix E for additional details.

Cross Easting Northing

Section| (Latitude) | (Longitude) /; pstream \Q\fwnstream Bank Right Bank Left

| / \

: [ \

: / \

I
7
Floodplain Hydrologic Connectiviigl Comments:
H
H

/
H
!
|
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SA CODE:

SF2MI [ ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ 1 Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)

Active side channels

Abandoned channels

Backwater/eddy

Riffles or rapids

Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars

Channel boulders

Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains

Vegetated island and side bars

Terraces

Channel pools

Beaver ponds

Swales, depressional features on floodplains

Debris jams in channel

Woody wrack piles on the floodplain

Floodplain micro-topography {(mounds, pits)

Downed logs

Natural levees

Standing snags

Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore

0 o oo o o

O|0OOX| 000|004 0ORIO) 0RO 00|

{0 o | o o o

Undercut banks in channels

No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2, Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description
High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
C a etc), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12

or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments).

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,

C 2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).
Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few
cC1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are

present in the SA.
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SACODE: SF2MI[

]

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [

Date: 6/11/24

] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM

ITe and Tower segment of the A |

indicators that apply to the upper, mi:‘

bserved at the channel edge of the traverse, Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
his checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Condition

Upper
Segment

Middle
- Segment

Lower
Segment

Field Indicators(check all existing conditions)

Indicators of
Channel
Equilibrium

[

|

[

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount
consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covering the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

ooy |joja|oygyg|o|jojojoyoyo|jo|o,go|g

DDDDDDDDDDDD\EQDD\E\QH

o|o|jog|ojo|yooygyo|jojojoygygo|go|jo|go|g

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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SA CODE: SF2Mi | ] Date: 6/11/24

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ ] Surveyor Initials:  DS/AM
Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12,
There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
C 3
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.
There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
C 2
process: aggradation or degradation.
1 The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.
A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet,
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
(4 I;E4 [ from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc.
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
] []3 []3 13 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indlc?tors o.f.Bank vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability 2 02 2 Significant raw banks and loose solil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
1 1 1 bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length.
> 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
14 14 []4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
250% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
3 3 3 vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion,
Indicators of 225% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential ]2 (]2 []2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
11 [ L cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.
Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
Average Indicator Score (x 4 >3.5-4.0
C 3 >25-<3.5
C 2 >1.5-<2.5
C o1 1.0-<15
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SACODE: SF2MI[ ] Date: 6/11/24

Surveyor Initials: DS/AM

SA Name: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect { 1

EY

Torksheet 14, Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper, middle and lower 5A segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing
Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits
Other:l

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

(Y Y
DDDDDDDDDQD
O|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|00) O

Average % Soil Disturbance: 7 f

Table A5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating Description
Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
C 4 gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic

degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are

C 3 minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA,

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
C 1 is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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SA CODE:

SA Name:

SF2MI [

]

Date: 6/11/24

DS/AM

Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect | ] Surveyor Initials :

categories using direct evidence where available or your best
Rank Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick upto3)

Worksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological condition of the SA and WOI, Assign
professional judgement otherwise, If the presence of the stressor is uncertain, mark as "Unkno .

Rank

Affect

Major | Minor

Absent |Unknown

ER e e T '

N

]

Stressor Group/Stressor

Extended low flow dam releases

Comments

Timing of flow releases not concordant

Extended high flow dam releases

Agriculture/Urban flow diversion upstream
Adverse sediment management

Adverse sediment retention by dams

Sediment loss by dredging

Adverse sedimentinput

(roads/development)
Artificial water additions

Sewer treatment effluent

Point source urban runoff

Factory, feedlot outfall

Agricultural irrigation ditch returns

Mining waste

Ground water pumping

Urban depletions

Fracking

Agriculture irrigation wells

Extensive recent fires in watershed

Watershed alteration ,

Extensive recent timber harvest

Extensive open pit mining in watershed

Livestock/wildlife overgrazing
Local biediversity impacts

Evidence of excessive grazing {local)

[l
[l
[l
[l
]
[l
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L]

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
O
]
]
]
]
L]
0

L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L]
0

[l
[l
[l
L
L
[l
L
[l
[l
L
[l
[l
[l
[l
L
L
[l
[l
L
L]
0

Excessive noise affecting wildlife

dditional Comments

-

ersion Date: 04/25/2022
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NMRAM Montane Riverine Wetlands Version 2.5

SA Cover Worksheet
SACode SF2MI[ 51 SA Name : Two Mile Pond Reservoir Project : Riparian Assesement 5’{/ Q@ // /
L e Tsct[ 5 ] AU Name :Transect [S ] WOI : Two Mile Pond Reservoir o
County SantaFe HUC12 Headwaters Santa Fe River |Elevation (ft) 7299 (m) 22247 Ecoregion 6.0 NWFM

SA General Location and Boundary (Rationale, comments)
A riparian system that leads into a pond located on the east side of Santa Fe bordering the Santa Fe National Forest. This reservoir was

decommissioned due to safety concerns regarding the reservoir and a water diversion to the area was recently shut down due to lack
of water rights.

Driving Directions
Driving to Santa Fe from Albuquerque you head north on Old Pecos Trail. Then head east on Camino Del Monte Sol and right on

Canyon Road until you reach the reservoir located to the North.

Data Sharing| Results to client  [Fish Observed in

Ownership The Nature Conservative and The Santa Fe National Forest

Restrictions | only. Wetland?
Surveyor Role Surveyor Name Surveyor Initials
? N r; {:
Landscape Du 5‘,/' PN D l

Biotic Aale 1D astn I
Abiotic Q'A o ~:',\ /:}S

St o4
ressors {5 ol L l:) <
Easting (m) Northing (m) Zone Datum Latitude (DD ft) Longitude (DD ft)
-105°53' 24" W 35°41'23"N 13 NAD- 83 UTM 35.689722 -105.89
- Survey Date L/ /? / 7 4 Start Time End Time
E SA Description

SA Landscape Context (summarize the wetland and surrounding landscape; include condition and impacts)

\/ on y Ve V/ / // AriR J '7L/ y / g/ Or e sl / /‘{Lfﬁ‘ﬂ’?

L | . i/ . ‘ T / P .
L’V ”171 er, /’4 v /!ﬁg/\l’ 4 fi&e / /l [ {f{/fq i bared o £ b w7 Fewa s

SA Biotic Condition (vegetation patterns, composition and structure, exotics and invasives, disturbance evidence, fire and herbivory)

e Boodc RCTiulye pcef / S e rye  a g/
f"‘?ﬁ( ‘/*x " { £ Py
fAgen ,j é* A N SN e R A A EF g et Vo o
‘ @ L ™ Are /?g}iifl}; Y, i,,i/@g; s B et 5’1 A1 / (B -

SA Abiotic Condition (hydrological alterations {e.g., dams, walls etc]; flooding characteristics and evidence of overbank flooding; soil
disturbance and other site impacts; explain the hydrologic breaks or other factors that define the SA limits)

Lq“o/ 371;"// \/@‘f/‘/ @,*;,‘/ e NT}[ g ron e ;(&‘; éi 7/

7
4

7
. )
& wip 50 Un

4 !, '
or /wﬁg 4;525/«/ WA{O,;; oy TR ﬁ;ﬂiay,&?ﬁ/

L

o

Assessment Summary (Overall site condition summary and comments after the field data is collected.)

Lah/ 2 0 ""{7/ ok 7he L\«f"‘ﬁ\‘//k/ A héj SeCn S /ﬁwfw;i(?cf/

{g, o levty ﬁ,@m L\//’rz %f/‘/

Provisional R Final - ~ " ¢ /4
Field Score ;5 Rank /71 Surveyor(s) j ;/ Score ~¢ 2 Rank /[} Initials D/) Date 1//7 /
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SACODE:

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ g 1

SE2MIT 5 ]

Ly - Buffer Integrity Index

Date:

Surveyor Initials :

Landscape Context

Worksheet 1a. Buffer and RCC Checklist. Check off Iand cover elements wnthln the buffer area or RCC comdors that are elther allowed
or are excluded and considered non-buffer elements that disrupt ecosystem connectivity. Indicate the imagery type and date (season
and year of imagery).

Imagery Google Earth KMZ. file Image Date 6/23
Allowed buffer/RCC land cover elements Excluded non-buffer/RCC land cover elements
Buffer |[RCC Buffer |RCC
. . Commercial/residential developments, parking lots,
[X] Natural or semi-natural vegetation patches X IZ] dams, bridges, revetments, and other structures
[x] | [X] |Smallirrigation ditches without levees (1| [ |Lawns, parks, golf courses, sports fields
(1] [ |old fields, unmaintained (1] [ |Railroads
' Maintained levees, sediment piles, construction
[1] O [Openrangeland L o materials, staging areas
Foot trails, horse trails, unpaved bike trails (low
X ™ . P [1] [ [Intensive livestock areas, horse paddocks, feedlots
intensity)
Intensive agriculture: maintained pastures, hay fields,
(X Non-channel open water D D row crops, orchards, and vineyards
Non-functioning abandoned vegetated levees, or Paved roads or developed second-order unpaved but
BT i naturally occurring levees b I graded roads
Open water bounded by a levee or other manmade
-
[] junpaved two tracks roads x| [x structure
(1] O |other (1] O |other
Worksheet 1b. Buffer Percent Sub-metric. Measure or estimate the percentage of the Table L1a. Buffer Percent
SA perimeter composed of allowed buffer elements and enter into the Buffer Percent
Box below. Rate the sub-metric using Table L1a and enter the rating on the Buffer Rating Buffer Percent
Integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. C 4 100%
Buffer Percent (%)= 85% ® 3 >80% - <100%
Worksheet 1c. Buffer Width Sub-metric. Measure the length of each buffer line in meters in C 2 250% - <80%
the GIS or on the map. Average the line lengths and rate using Table L1b. Enter the ratingon |[|C 1 <50%
the Buffer integrity Summary Worksheet 1d. i
. Buffer Width Buffer Width . Buffer Width Buffer Width Table L1b. Buffer Widt
Line Line . "
(m) (ft) (m) (ft) Rating Average buffer width
A 164.26 538.91 E 161.93 531.26 4 >190m
B 125.25 410.92 F 231.48 759.44 ® 3 2130 - <190m
C 2 >65 - <130m
115.39 378.57 121.25 397.80
C G C 1 <65m
D 111.07 364.40 H 155.87 51138
Average 14831 (m) 486.58 (f) Table L1c. Summary Rating for Buffer
integrity
Worksheet 1d. Buffer Integrity Summary. Enter the sub-metric Ratings from Tables L1a Ratin Score
and L1b above to calculate the Buffer Integrity Index Score using the formula in the box ating
below. Using the Buffer Integrity Index Score, enter rating for Buffer Integrity in Table L1c -4 >3.5
»n the SA Summary Worksheet, X 3 >2.5-<3.5
Buffer % Rating +  Buffer Width Rating 2= Buffer Integrity Index Score ; 2 >1.5-<25
B <15
3 + 3 2= 3
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‘ f5/ 5 0/
SACODE: SF2MI[ & 1 Date: 7/ 7/

-~ {,n

SsAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ S ] Surveyor Initials : / J 5

o <

‘L4 - Surrounding Land Use

1’orksheet 4. Surrounding Land Use. Enter the percent area occupied by a given Land Use Element in the Land Use Zone (LUZ)

surrounding the SA. Calculate the Land Use Index (LUI) Score by element as the product of the element coefficient times the percent
of the LUZ Area occupied. (The %LUZ Area must total 100%.) Sum the LUI scores for each element to create the final LUl Score. Rate
using Table L4 and enter the rating in the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
0
Land Use Element Coef %o LUZ LUI Score
Area
Paved roads, parking lots, domestic or commercially developed buildings, mining (gravel pit, quarry, 0 0
open pit, strip mining), railroads 0
Unpaved roads (e.g., driveway, tractor trail, unpaved parking lots), paddock, dirt lot 0.1 0 0
Dredging, borrow pits, abandoned mines, water-filled artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) 0.1 0 0
Filling or dumping of sediment or soils 0.1 0 0
Intense recreation (all-terrain vehicle use, camping, popular fishing spot, etc.) 0.3 0 0
Rip-rapped channel (highly modified channel with severely limited vegetation zone that is altered by
human activities but not a completely concrete channel [that goes under paved roads]), junkyards, 03 0 0
trash dumps, disturbed ground (not including roads)
Ski area 0.4 0
Dam sites and flood-disturbed shorelines around water storage reservoirs 0.5 0 0
Abandoned artificial impoundments (ponds and reservoirs) and associated disturbed flood zones 0.5 10 5
Artificial/Constructed wetlands, irrigation ditches 0.7 20 14
Developed/Managed trail system (high use trail) 0.8 5 4
Agriculture - active tilled crop production 0.2 0 0
jriculture - permanent crop (vineyards, orchards, nurseries, berry production) 0.3 0
Manicured lawns, sport fields, and golf courses; urban manicured parks 03 0
Old fields and other disturbed fallow lands dominated by ruderal and/or exotic species (e.g., kochia, 05 0 0
Russian thistle, mustards, annual vegetation) ’
Mature old fields and other fallow lands with natural composition, introduced hay field and pastures 0.7 0
(e.g., perennial vegetation cover) ) 0
Restoration areas in process to natural conditions (re-conversion in process) 0.8 65 52
Haying of native grassland (e.g., no tillage, haying and baling only) 0.9 0 0
Heavy logging or tree removal with >50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height)
. . L . . 03 0 0
removed, woodland/shrub vegetation conversion (chaining, cabling, rotochopping)
Commercial tree plantation, Christmas tree farms 0.6 0 0
Selective logging or tree removal with <50% of large trees (e.g., >30 cm diameter at breast height) 0
0.8 0
removed
Mature restoration areas returned to natural conditions (re-converted) 0.9 0 0
Natural area, land managed for native vegetation - No agriculture, logging, development 1 0 0
LUI Score= Coefficient * % LUZ Area 100 75
Table L4. Surrounding Land Use Rating
Rating LUI Score
C 4 295 - 100
C 3 280 - <95
< 2 240 - <80
C 1 <40
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C

/ 1 Date: Jf,/ Zi/ 4

SACODE: SF2MI[

SAName: Two Mile Pond Reservoir Transect [ () 1 Surveyor Initials : [j 5
Table B1. Relative Native Plant Com munity Composition Rating
ating CT Final Weighted Score
&)‘ 4 >3.75 <10% non-native
3 2 3.25and <3.75 10% <20% non-native
C 2 >2.0and <3.25 20% <50% non-native
r(“ 1 <20 >50% non-native

2 - Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure

Vorksheet 7. Using Tables B2a and B2c (Appendix B), choose the schematic pattern that best matches the mapped vegetation patch
attern for the SA. Rate using Table B2 and enter rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet,

lorizontal Patch Structure pattern A,B,C, or D: &B
Table B2. Rating for Vegetation Horizontal Patch Structure
Rating Description
N Most closely matches Pattern A. SA has a diverse patch structure (24 patch types) and complexity. A dominant patch type would
4 be difficult to determine.,
A3 Pattern B. SA has a moderate degree of patch diversity (3 patch types present) and complexity. A single, dominant patch type may
be present, although the other patch types would be well represented and have more than one occurrence in the SA.
~ Pattern C. SA has a low degree of patch diversity and complexity. Two or three patch types may be present; however, a single,
2 y Y|
dominant patch type exists with the others occupying a small portion of the SA.
~ Pattern D. SA has essentially little to no patch diversity or complexity. The SA is dominated by a single patch type. Other patch
types, if present, occur infrequently and occupy a small portion of the SA.

3 - Vegetation Vertical Structure

Jorksheet 8. Percentage of SA by vertical structure type (VST). Using the Structure Type from Worksheet 5 and the %SA

om Worksheet 6 calculate the total area of the SA occupied by each VST using the formula VST(type) = Sum (%SA for CTs with
ame VST) x 100. Enter the total %SA for each VST below

VST 1 VST 2 VST 5 VST 6S VST 6W VST 6H VST 7
High Structure | Low Structure | Tall Shrubland Short Herbaceous | Herbaceous Sparse
Forest Forest Shrubland Wetland Vegetation Vegetation
Total % of SA L% L%
able B3. Rating for Vegetation Vertical Structure. Using the data from Worksheet 8 rate the SA based on the criteria in Table B3, Pick the
ow that best fits the distribution of VSTs in the SA. Each row specifies the required dominant structure type plus co- and sub-dominants.
ercentage cover required per co- or sub-dominant is a minimum. The types listed in the columns must be the most common VSTs in the SA for
e rating to be applicable (Worksheet 8). VSTs 1 and 2 can be inverted in dominance and the rating is still applicable, Work from the top of the
ble down. As long as the requirements for one row are met, any other types may or may not co-occur without changing the rating. Enter the
ting on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.
Rating Dominant VST Co- or Sub-dominant VST >15% Sub-dominant VST >5%
1 5 6W and/or 6H
C4 1 6W
2orland?2 5 6W and/or 6H
1
e 3 2orland?2 5
2or1and2 6w
5 6W
2orland2
2 5
6W
6S
1 6H
7
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>

B4 - Native Rlpanan Tree Regeneratlon

'1"-3.‘ 34. Native Riparian Tree Regeneration rating. Using the polygon percent cover of nattve tree seedhngs, saplings and poles from
Worksheet 5, rate the SA based on polygon percent cover and patch density. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Description
;X' 4 Native poles, sapling, and seedlings trees well represented, obvious regeneration, many patches or polygons with >5%
cover, typically multiple size (age) classes.
C 3 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings common, scattered patches or polygons with 1% -5% cover, size classes few.
C 2 Native poles, saplings and/or seedlings present but uncommon, restricted to one or two patches or polygons with typically
<1% cover, little size class differentiation.
C 1 Native poles, saplings, and/or seedlings absent (0% cover).

B5 - Invasive Exot|c Plant Species Cover :

Worksheet 9. Based on Worksheets 5 and 6, calculate or estimate the percentage cover of invasive exotic species for the SA and enter
below. Rate using Table B5 and enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Rating Method < / % Invasive cover (%) < l’é | calculate

Table B5. Ratings for Invasive Exotic Plant Species Cover
Rating Invasive Species Cover %
C 4 0%
~ 3 X >0% - <1%
v o2 21% - <10% ,
C 1 210

Additional CTs and Biotic Metric Comments:

p 5 i
g'{/ A/ [ow s

S <2 e A
o e B L
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A2 - Physical Patch Complexity

Worksheet 11. Physical Patch Complexity checklist. Check off existing physical patch types for the upper, middle and lower
segments of the SA; count the number of unique patch types and rate using Table A2 in combination with the narrative description.
Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (check all existing conditions)
] A ] Active side channels
] ] ] Abandoned channels
L] ] ] Backwater/eddy
] ] ] Riffles or rapids
] ] Shoals, sparely-vegetated bars
] ] ] Channel boulders
] ] ] Oxbow lakes/ponds on floodplains
] ] Vegetated island and side bars
] "@ ] Terraces
] [g ] Channel pools
] ]E ] Beaver ponds
] ] ] Swales, depressional features on floodplains
] ] Debris jams in channel
L] ] Woody wrack piles on the floodplain
] ] ] Floodplain micro-topography (mounds, pits)
] ] ] Downed logs
] ] ] Natural levees
] ] ] Standing snags
] ] ] Variegated, convoluted, or crenulated foreshore
] ] ] Undercut banks in channels
No. of unique Patch Types

Table A2. Rating for Physical Patch Complexity

Rating Description
High degree of physical patch complexity across the floodplain. There are many floodplain micro-habitats present
(mounds and pits, woody wrack piles, etc.), many fluvial geomorphic surfaces (swales, side channels, terraces, side bars,
C 4 etc.), and there is high in-channel complexity (pools and riffles, large woody debris, undercut banks, etc.). As a guide, 12

or more unique indicators are present and well distributed throughout the SA (most indicators are found on multiple
segments),

Moderate physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are several floodplain micro-habitats
present, several fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is moderate in-channel complexity. As a guide, 9 - 11 indicators
are scattered throughout the SA (some on multiple segments).

Limited physical patch complexity scattered across the floodplain. There are some floodplain micro-habitats present,

C 2 some fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is limited in-channel complexity. As a guide, on average there are 6 - 8
unique indicators present in the SA (only a few on multiple segments).
Little or no physical patch complexity on the floodplain. There are few or no floodplain micro-habitats present, few

C 1 different fluvial geomorphic surfaces, and there is little or no in-channel complexity. As a guide, < 5 unique indicators are

present in the SA.
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A3— Channel Equlhbrsum . - . ‘
jWor eet 12. Channe Equilibrium Checklist. Check a Idin lcators t at app yto t e upper, mi
lsbserved at the channel edge of the traverse. Rate using the Table A3 descriptions and based on a preponderance of evidence from
lthis checklist. Enter the rating on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Middle Lower

Segment | Segment | Segment Field Indicators{check all existing conditions)

Condition

The channel has a well-defined bankfull contour that clearly demarcates the
] g [[] |[point of incipient flooding where moderate frequent flow events spread flow
across the floodplain.

Perennial riparian vegetation is abundant and well established along the
bankfull contour, but not below it.

e

There is leaf litter, thatch, or wrack in most pools.

,
=

The channel contains embedded woody debris of the size and amount

Indicators of consistent with what is naturally available in the riparian area.

Channel
Equilibrium

There is little or no active undercutting or burial of riparian vegetation.

There are no bars that are densely vegetated with perennial vegetation
(neither mid-channel bars or point bars).

Channel and point-bars consist of well-sorted bed material.

® | O K| X

The channel bed is not planar and without an abundance of fine materials
filling the interstitial spaces between larger stream substrate.

There are channel pools at meander bends and some deep pools within the
reach.

The channel is characterized by deeply undercut banks with exposed living
roots of trees or shrubs.

There are abundant bank slides or slumps, or the lower banks are uniformly
scoured and not vegetated.

Bank vegetation is declining in stature or vigor, or many riparian trees and
shrubs along the banks are leaning or falling into the channel.

Channel bed is scoured to large cobbles or boulders and entrained bank
material is filling the cobble interstices and pools.

Indicators of Active
Degradation

There are active headcuts within the channel.

An obvious historical floodplain has recently been abandoned, as indicated
by the age structure of its riparian vegetation.

There is abundant fresh splays of coarse sediment covenng the floodplain
above the natural point bar elevation.

There are partially buried living tree trunks or shrubs along the banks.

The channel bed is planar overall. The stream lacks well-defined channel
pools at meander bends, or pools are filled with sediment.

Indicators of Active
Aggradation

There are partially buried or sediment-choked culverts.

O|o|0|0|o|o0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0,|0|0,0
v O O Iy

Oo|o|oyo|ojojoygo|o|jo|d

There are avulsion channels on the floodplain or adjacent valley floor.
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Table A3. Rating for Channel Equilibrium
Rating Description
4 Most of the channel throughout the SA is in equilibrium condition with little evidence of excessive aggradation or
y(’ degradation based on the field indicators listed in Worksheet 12.
C 3 There is some evidence of excessive aggradation or degradation; the channel throughout the SA seems to approach an
equilibrium condition. Circle primary process: aggradation or degradation.,
C 2 There is evidence of severe aggradation or degradation throughout most of the channel through the SA. Circle primary
process: aggradation or degradation.,
C The channel is artificially hardened, channelized, or is concrete throughout most of the SA.
A4- Stream Bank Stability and Cover
Worksheet 13. Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential Checklist. Check the indicator that best describes the
condition looking a minimum of 25 m upstream and downstream at the channel edge of the upper, middle and lower segment of
the SA. Average the six scores for both Bank Soil Stability and Streambank Erosion Potential. Rate using the Table A4 and enter the
rating on the SA Summary Worksheet,
Condition Upper Middle Lower Field Indicators
Segment Segment Segment
Infrequent raw banks, less than 10% of steam bank under stress
[]4 [X]4 []4 from trampling, slumping, vegetation removal or active erosion,
etc,
Raw banks and loose soil intermittently and 10%-25% of stream
. []3 []3 []3 bank under stress from trampling, trail crossing, hoof punching,
Indlca.:tors °_f.33“k vegetation removal, erosion etc.
Soil Stability 12 2 2 Significant raw banks and loose soil, 25%-50% of stream bank
under stress, trampled, slumping or eroding etc.
Raw banks almost continuous with greater than 50% of stream
(1 1 [ bank under stress, loose soil, slumping, trampled or eroding; or
channel appear to lack banks due to trampling; or channel that is
artificially hardened or concrete along most of its length,
2 80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by vegetation in
[]4 EZ]4 4 vigorous condition with dense root mass or by boulders, large
cobbles and/or large woody debris that prevent bank erosion.
250% - <80% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
L3 L3 13 cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
are protected to allow only minor erosion.
Indicators of >25% - <50% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
Stream Bank vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
Erosion Potential []2 []2 []2 cobble or larger material. Those area not covered by vegetation or
stabilized by roots, are covered by materials or vegetation that give
limited protection.
Less than 25% of the stream bank surfaces are covered by
vegetation in vigorous condition with dense root mass or by
1 [n L cobble or larger material. Those areas not covered by vegetation
provide little or no control over erosion and excess shear stress,
and the banks are susceptible to erosion by high water flows.

Average Indicator Score

Table A4. Stream Bank Stability and Cover Rating
Rating Description
}% 4 >35-40
lc 3 >2.5-<35
C 2 >1.5-<25
cC 1 1.0-<15
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A5 So:l Surface Condltlon

~.orksheet 14. Soil Surface Condition. Check all that apply in the upper , middle and lower SA segments during the field
reconnaissance. The absence of these indicators would signify that disturbances are naturally occurring (e.g., flood deposition or low-
density wildlife trails). Estimate the percent soil disturbance by segment area and referring to the SA abiotic map. Rate using Table A5
and enter on the SA Rank Summary Worksheet.

Upper Segment | Middle Segment | Lower Segment Field Indicators (Check all existing conditions)

O

Active erosion features due to anthropogenic disturbance (eg. rills,
gullies, plant pedestals).

]

Multiple livestock and other (fishing,hiking) trails,

Vehicle tracks including off-road and construction, etc.

Impervious compacted surfaces or pavement

Grading or plowing

Fill

Gravel pits

Anthropogenic levees and berms

Irrigation-driven salinity and mineral crusts

Fire pits

) o o

O0|00000Do0oR| O
I i .

Other]

Estimate % soil disturbance by segment area

Average % Soil Disturbance:

Table A5. Soil Surface Condition Rating

Rating

Description

Bare soil areas due to anthropogenic disturbance absent or very limited. No human-caused impervious surfaces or
gravel pits are found within the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, or other anthropogenic
degradation to the soil surface is less than 1% of the SA.

Some amount of bare soil from human causes is present but the extent is limited. Area of impervious surfaces are
minimal in extent. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel pits, vehicle tracks or other
anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is between 1% and 5% of the sampling area.

Bare soils from human causes are common. These may include dense livestock trails, vehicle tracks, trails, construction
staging areas, mechanical rutting, or irrigation-driven salinity. Soil disturbance, while apparent, is limited to specific areas
and not found across the majority of the SA. Total disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill, gravel mining,
or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil surface is greater than 5% or less than 10% of the SA.

3
2
o1

Bare soil areas degrade portions of the site because of altered hydrology or other long-lasting impacts. Deep ruts from
off-road vehicles or machinery are present. Livestock disturbance or trails are widespread and several inches deep. Water
is channeled into rills or ponded. Additional human-caused impervious surfaces or soil compaction are present. Total
disturbance, including erosion, impervious surfaces, fill,gravel mining or other anthropogenic degradation to the soil
surface is equal to or greater than 10% of the SA.
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Jorksheet 15. Stressor Checklist. Check off stressors by intensity category that may be affecting wetland ecological
ategories using direct evidence where available or your best professional judgement otherwise. If the presence of the

ank Major Stressors in Dominant Stressor column(Pick up to 3)

condition of the SA and WOI. Assign
stres