NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE

CONNECTED/ICRE#

=111y city of
. B borﬂesvi"e BARTLESVILLE MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

7.

8.

Monday, April 15, 2024

City Hall, Council Chambers
v e 5:30 p.m.

401 S. Johnstone Avenue

Bartlesville, OK 74003 .
Chairman Dale Copeland

918-338-4282

AGENDA

Call to order the business meeting of the Bartlesville Municipal Authority by Chairman
Copeland.

Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum.

Invocation.

Citizens to be heard.

Discuss and take possible action to approve the Special Meeting Minutes of March 4, 2024.
Consider and take possible action to approve a Resolution of the Bartlesville Municipal Authority
adopting the Planning and Environmental Information Document for the proposed Chickasaw
Wastewater Treatment Plan Expansion Project. Presented by Terry Lauritsen, P.E., Director of
Water Utilities.

BMA Trustee Comments and Inquiries.

Adjournment.

The Notice of Meeting and Agenda was received and filed in the Office of the City Clerk and posted
in prominent public view at City Hall at 5:30 p.m. on Thursday, April 11, 2024.

_jason Muninger /8/ “Blaine Panes

Jason Muninger, CFO/City Clerk by Elaine Banes, Deputy City Clerk

Open Meetings Act Compliance (25 O.S. Sec. 301 et seq.): all discussion items are subject to possible action by the Bartlesville Municipal Authority
(BMA). Official action can only be taken on items which appear on the agenda. The BMA may adopt, approve, ratify, deny, defer, recommend, amend,
strike, or continue any agenda item. When more information is needed to act on an item, the BMA may refer the matter to the City Manager, Staff or City
Attorney, or back to a committee or other recommending body. Under certain circumstance, items are deferred to a specific later date or stricken from
the agenda entirely. Agenda items requiring a public hearing as required by law will be so noted. The BMA may at their discretion change the order of
the business agenda items. City of Bartlesville encourages participation from all its citizens. If participation at any public meeting is not possible due to a
disability, notification to the City Clerk at least one working day prior to the scheduled meeting is encouraged to make the necessary accommodations.
The City may waive this rule if signing is not the necessary accommodation.



Agenda Item 5.
MINUTES OF THE

SPECIAL MEETING

8 B ley Of - BARTLESVILLE ?IIIL:J;:-ICEIPAL AUTHORITY
' bO r-I.IeSVI "e Monday, March 4, 2024
K’ : -

CONNECTED/CREA

Immediately following the Bartlesville
City Hall, Council Chambers Education Authority Special Meeting

401 S. Johnstone Avenue beginning at 5:30 p.m.
Bartlesville, OK 74003

Chairman Dale Copeland
918-338-4282

MINUTES

(The Notice of Meeting and Agenda were posted February 29, 2024 at 5:30 p.m.)

Trustees present were Chairman Dale Copeland, Trevor Dorsey, Billie Roane and Loren Roszel.
Vice Chairman Jim Curd, Jr., was absent.

City staff present were Laura Sanders, Acting City Manager; Jess Kane, City Attorney; Jason
Muninger, CFO/City Clerk; Terry Lauritsen, Director of Water Utilities; Micah Siemers, Director of
Engineering; Shellie McGill, Director of the Library and Museum; Kelli Williams, Chief
Communications Officer; Larry Curtis, Director of Community Development; Kelsey Walker,
Communications and Marketing Manager; Police Chief Kevin Ickleberry; Deputy Police Chief
Troy Newell; Captain Daniel Elkins, Security; and Elaine Banes, Executive Assistant.

1. The business meeting of the Bartlesville Municipal Authority was called to order at 5:39
p.-m. by Chairman Copeland.

2. Roll Call was held and a quorum established.
3. Citizens to be heard.
There were no citizens to be heard.

4. Consent Docket
a. Approval of Minutes
i. Discuss and take possible action to approve the Special Meeting Minutes of June 5, 2023.

b. Approval of Agreement
i. Agreement with the Oklahoma Water Resources Board to accept the American Rescue Plan
Act (ARPA) grant for the engineering/pre-construction portion of the Chickasaw Wastewater
Treatment Plant Expansion project

Ms. Roane moved to approve the Consent Docket as presented, seconded by Mr. Roszel.

Ayes: Mr. Dorsey, Mr. Roszel, Ms. Roane, Chairman Copeland
Nays: None
Motion: Passed

5. Consider and take possible action with respect to a Resolution of the Bartlesville Municipal
Authority (The “Borrower”) authorizing a loan application to the Oklahoma Water Resources
Board; approving and authorizing a Clean Water SRF Loan from the Oklahoma Water Resources
Board in the total aggregate principal amount of $83,235,500.00; approving the issuance of a
promissory note in the total aggregate principal amount of $83,235,500.00, secured by a pledge
of revenues and authorizing its execution; approving and authorizing the execution of a loan
agreement for Clean Water SRF Loan; designating a local trustee and approving and



authorizing the execution of a Trust Agreement; approving and authorizing the execution of a
Security Agreement; ratifying and confirming a Lease Agreement; approving various
covenants; approving and authorizing payment of fees and expenses; and containing other
provisions relating thereto.

Appearing for the item was Nate Ellis and Allan Brooks, Public Finance Law Group, LLC, Jon Wolff,
Municipal Finance Services, Inc., and City Water Utilities Director Terry Lauritsen. Mr. Lauritsen, at the
Mayor’s request, provided background on this item. The action tonight is primarily to authorize a loan
application with the Oklahoma Water Resource Board (OWRB) to lock in rates for construction of a new
wastewater plant that will begin in 2026. The City will only draw what is needed, and will have the
option to de-obligate the loan should interest rates lower prior to drawing funds for construction. The
loan will be paid back through utility rates which the City has been positioning for over the past several
years with capital investment fees. The requirement to build a new facility is driven by a consent order
with the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) and other agencies in order to
maintain the sewer system properly. Mr. Dorsey inquired how much the water plant cost to build, which
was $45 million. Mr. Roszel inquired as to the reason for locking in rates now instead of waiting until
2026. Mr. Lauritsen responded that it was due to the uncertainly of interest rates, the City is choosing to
lock in the low rates now instead of waiting two years.

Mr. Brooks reported that the City has been working on this for several years evaluating options,
conducting engineering reviews and environmental reviews, holding public hearings, and now after all
of the requirements have been met, he feels that within 90 days or so the OWRB will be approving the
transaction formally. He added that if the loan closed today, the rate would be 2.9% fixed, and that re-
payment starts at the end of construction amortized over 34 years. The collateral is the water and
wastewater system, and revenues in place meet the OWRB’s requirements. Mr. Brooks confirmed that
if rates lower and no draw has been made on the loan, the City can de-obligate for the lower rate. He
concluded stating that the proposed resolution will move the process forward, with final approval before
the City Council at a later date. Mr. Lauritsen added that this debt may require the City to continue to
raise rates since $35-40million debt is what the past rate increases were based on, and by 2026 the
cost would be much higher. Mr. Muninger, Chief Financial Officer, reported that the rate design study
anticipated $65 million construction cost with a 5% interest rate, so with a lower rate such as 2.9%, the
debt service should be approximately the same. Mr. Wolff agreed with Mr. Muninger. Mayor Copeland
commented on how this has been a very mindful process over the past several years in order to move
forward with the new wastewater plant. He clarified that the loan is for the wastewater treatment plant,
not the collection system of which that improvement will be considered at a later date.

Mr. Dorsey moved to approve the Resolution as presented, seconded by Ms. Roane.
Ayes: Ms. Roane, Mr. Dorsey, Mr. Roszel, Chairman Copeland

Nays: None

Motion: Passed

BMA Trustee Comments and Inquiries.

Ms. Roane stated her appreciation of the due diligence involved by all parties.

. There being no further business to address, Chairman Copeland adjourned the meeting at 5:56
p.m.

Dale W. Copeland, Chairman
Bartlesville Municipal Authority

Jason Muninger, CFO/City Clerk
And Secretary to the Bartlesville Municipal Authority
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CONNECTED/CREA Water Utilities

I1.

SUBJECT, ATTACHMENTS, AND BACKGROUND

Approval of a Resolution adopting the Planning and Environmental Information
Document for the proposed Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion
project.

Attachments:
Resolution
Public Hearing Notice
Environmental Information Document — Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion Project

STAFF COMMENTS AND ANALYSIS

In September 2020, the City contracted with Tetra Tech for the first phase of design
services, which is to prepare engineering reports for the Wastewater Treatment Plant
Expansion and the Limestone to Chickasaw Transport Corridor Improvements. The
engineering report evaluates various improvement options, providing a 35% level of
engineering design, conducts an environmental review and estimates construction
costs.

The scope of the treatment plant expansion is to upgrade equipment and expand
treatment units to increase the capacity of the plant from 7.0 million gallons per day
to 8.2 million gallons per day. Also included in the expansion project will be the
additional treatment needed for water reuse. The estimated project costs, including
design, construction, inspection, financing and a 30% contingency, is $83.23MM.

For the environmental review portion of the project, Tetra Tech has prepared an
Environmental Information Document (EID), which is attached, and has been
reviewed by the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The final steps in the
environmental review are to host a public hearing, which will be Monday, April 15 at
noon in the Council Chambers of City Hall, and have the Bartlesville Municipal
Authority and City Council adopt the EID through resolution. The Environmental
Information Document is a requirement of the financing through the OWRB. The
EID found no significant impacts. Staff is requesting the Bartlesville Municipal
Authority adopt the Environmental Information Document. If approved, the
resolution, and public hearing information will be forwarded to the OWRB, who will
provide a 30-day comment period, complete their review and approve financing for
the project.

Page 1 of 2



I11. BUDGET IMPACT

None

IVv. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends approval of the resolution adopting the Planning and
Environmental Information Document for the proposed Chickasaw Wastewater
Treatment Plant Expansion project.

Page 2 of 2



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE BARTLESVILLE MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY ADOPTING THE PLANNING AND
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION DOCUMENT FOR THE PROPOSED CHICKASAW
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT EXPANSION PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Bartlesville Municipal Authority, acting through the City of Bartlesville, has
authorized the preparation of a Planning and Environmental Information Document for the
proposed Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project, dated February 29, 2024
and prepared by Tetra Tech and Eagle Environmental Consulting engineers; and

WHEREAS, the Authority intends to construct, operate and maintain such proposed facilities in
accordance with state and federal requirements, if said facility is approved and funded with a
loan from the Clean Water State Revolving Fund; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on April 15, 2024 at noon in the Council Chambers of City
Hall to discuss the proposed improvements to the wastewater treatment facility, cost and
potential environmental impacts in accordance with the Public Notice attached hereto.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TRUSTEES OF THE BARTLESVILLE MUNICIPAL
AUTHORITY, WASHINGTON COUNTY, OKLAHOMA that:

The Bartlesville Municipal Authority hereby adopts the Planning and Environmental Information
Document for the proposed Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project, dated
February 29, 2024 and prepared by Tetra Tech and Eagle Environmental Consulting engineers.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 15" DAY OF APRIL 2024.

CHAIRMAN

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK



(Published in the Bartlesville, (Okla.) Examiner-Enterprise on Wednesday, March 14, 2024)

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
CITY OF BARTLESVILLE

CWSRF PROJECT NO. ORF-23-0023-CW

The City of Bartlesville will hold a public hearing at 12:00 P.M. on April 15, 2024 in the council chambers
of the Bartlesville City Hall to discuss the Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project. The
hearing is to discuss proposed improvements to the City’s wastewater treatment facility, alternatives to
the proposed improvements and their associated costs. One purpose of the hearing is to discuss the
potential environmental impacts of the project and the alternatives to it.

The proposed project is identified in the Planning and Environmental Information Document and consists
of the following major elements:

1. New administration building, headworks structure, aeration system blowers, circular final
clarifiers, return activated sludge pumping, effluent filtration and backwash systems, WAS
thickening building, anaerobic digester, backup generator and indirect potable reuse (IPR) side-
stream incorporation.

2. Improvements to the primary clarifiers, aeration basins, disinfection system, sludge storage
basins, existing anaerobic digesters, gravity belt thickener building, and plant-wide electrical and
SCADA upgrades.

The planning document which includes environmental information is on file and available for public
inspection at the Bartlesville City Hall, 401 S. Johnstone Ave, Bartlesville, Oklahoma. The documents are
also available at www.cityofbartlesville.org. These documents provide a detailed description of the
project cost, financing information, cost to users, alternatives considered, and environmental effects.

The public is invited to attend.

DATED this 11th day of March, 2024.

Jason Muninger By:_Marcy Koester
Jason Muninger, City Clerk Deputy Clerk
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February 29, 2024
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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

Acronyms/Abbreviations Definition

AADF Average annual daily flow

ACH Air changes per hour

ANSA American National Standards Association
AOR Actual oxygen requirement

ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
Bartlesville City of Bartlesville

BOD Biochemical oxygen demand

CEC Constituents of emerging concern

CMU Concrete masonry unit

CWWTP Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant
DAF Dissolved air floatation

DAFT Dissolved air floatation thickener

DMRs Discharge Monitoring Reports

EID Environmental Information Document
EPDM Ethylene propylene diene monomer
FEB Flow equalization basin

FPM Fluoroelastomer

fps Feet per second

GBT Gravity belt thickener

gpcd Gallon per capita per day

gpm Gallon per minute

hp Horsepower

HPDE High-density polyethylene

HRT Hydraulic residence time

HVAC Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
IBC International Building Code

IFAS Integrated fixed film activated sludge
Ibs/day Pounds per day

LP-HO Low Pressure-High Output

LP-LO Low Pressure-Low Output

IPR Indirect potable reuse

MAU Make-up air unit

MCC Motor control centers

MG Million gallons

MGD Million gallons per day

mg/L Milligrams per liter
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Acronyms/Abbreviations Definition

MLE Modified Ludzack-Ettinger

MLR Mixed liquor return

MLSS Mixed liquor suspended solids

MM Maximum month

NFPA National Fire Prevention Association

NG Natural gas

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPSH Net positive suction head

OAC Oklahoma Administration Code

O&M Operations and maintenance

ODEQ Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality
ODOC Oklahoma Department of Commerce
OM&R Operation, maintenance, and replacement
OPCC Opinion of probable construction cost
OPDES Oklahoma Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
ORP Oxidation reduction potential

OWRB Oklahoma Water Resources Board

PD Positive displacement

PEMB Pre-engineered metal building

ppd Parts per deciliter

psi Pounds per square inch

PVC Polyvinyl chloride

RAS Return activated sludge

RDT Rotary drum thickeners

SCADA Supervisory control and data acquisition
scfm Standard cubic feet per minute

SOR Surface overflow rate

SOTE Standard oxygen transfer efficiency

TBF Traveling bridge filters

TSS Total suspended solids

uv Ultraviolet

UvT Ultraviolet transmittance

VAV Variable air volume

VFD Variable frequency drive

WAS Waste activated sludge

WLA Wasteload allocation

WSE Water surface elevation

WWTP Wastewater treatment plant
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1.0 PROJECT SCOPE

The purpose of the proposed action is to expand and improve functional handling capacity of the City of Bartlesville’s
wastewater treatment plant. The need for the proposed action is to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP
from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD). The implementation of indirect potable reuse (IPR) is included in this
project, which will allow the City of Bartlesville to become more resilient and effective in water use and conservation.

The City of Bartlesville engaged the consulting engineering firm Tetra Tech to perform design, bid, and construction
phase services for the overall Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project and included following
key elements:

* New administration building,

* Chickasaw lift station improvements,

» Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

* New headworks structure,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements,

+ Aeration basin improvements and modifications,

* New blower improvements and air piping modifications,

* New circular final clarifiers and conversion of existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage,
* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Activated Sludge pumping,

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

» Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,

* New backup generator improvements,

* New WAS thickening building with new rotating drum thickeners,

+ Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements and new additional anaerobic digester,
 Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

« Indirect potable reuse side-stream incorporation improvements,

+ Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades

In 2010, The City of Bartlesville authorized Tetra Tech to complete a wastewater facility plan study which developed
and outlined recommended capital improvements to the Bartlesville wastewater treatment facilities and a portion of
the collection system, specifically the Limestone-Chickasaw conveyance corridor. The 2010 facility plan study
projected a need for additional treatment capacity at the CWWTP and throughout the conveyance corridor in order
to handle flows through 2040. Between 2017 - 2019, Tetra Tech prepared an amendment to the 2010 facility plan
study in the form of technical memorandums (TM 1 through TM 4) that aimed to incorporate more current information
and cover a planning period through 2050. Additionally, the amendment incorporated the concept of reuse by
utilizing the CWWTP effluent to augment the Caney River for a more drought-resilient raw water supply. TM 1
updated the projections of flow and wasteload over the planning period. TM 2 assessed the existing CWWTP and
provided two (2) alternatives for treating the anticipated increase in flows. TM 3 assessed the existing Limestone-
Chickasaw conveyance corridor and provided two (2) alternatives for conveying the anticipated increase in flows.
TM 4 summarized the findings, provided cost analysis, and made a recommendation. Of the alternatives evaluated
in the amendment, the City elected to maintain all flows at the existing CWWTP. The resulting proposed project will
upgrade and expand the existing CWWTP to allow all flows to be treated over the planning period. The project
includes additional improvements that are required due to aging infrastructure and DEQ regulations. The City will
obtain a State Revolving Funds loan through OWRB and supplement with local funding as needed.

[E] TETRA TECH . # T
Page |1
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City of Bartlesville Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion

2.0 PROJECT PLANNING AREA

This EID has been prepared to identify, describe, and evaluate the potential environmental impacts to the human
environment associated with the proposed expansion of and improvements to the Chickasaw Wastewater
Treatment plant. The proposed project consists of the construction and/or implementation of the following elements:
a new administration building, lift station improvements, FEB improvements, new headworks structure, primary
clarifier rehab and improvements, aeration basin improvements/modifications, new blower improvements and air
piping modifications, new circular final clarifiers and conversion of existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage,
new return activated sludge and waste activated sludge pumping, new effluent filtration and backwash systems,
conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems, new backup generator improvements, new WAS thickening building
with new rotating drum thickeners, anaerobic digester rehab and improvements, new additional anaerobic digester,
gravity belt thickener building improvements, future indirect potable reuse side-stream incorporation improvements,
plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades. Photographs of the proposed action area are provided in Appendix A.
The facets of the proposed project associated with this EID involve soil excavation, surficial earth disturbance, and
vegetation removal. Vegetation management will consist of trimming limbs of living trees and underbrush as well as
clearing of the areas within and adjacent to the facility improvement site. Tree removal within the prospective
floodwater basin north of the Caney River would be approximately 17 acres and the tree removal areas within the
wastewater treatment plant expansion area would encompass 2 acres. It should be noted, the current design does
not include development of the floodwater storage basin north of the Caney River but the site is discussed herein for
informational purposes should floodwater storage be required. The total project area encompasses approximately
45 acres of a mixture of open livestock pastures with scattered trees and forested riparian areas. All exposed soils
within the construction areas would be restored upon completion. The general location of the project is shown on
Figure 1in Appendix A. Below are summaries of the facets, design objectives, and their service areas.

2.1 PROJECT EXTENTS

The proposed project extents are located in Bartlesville, Oklahoma. The proposed project is located in Sections 6
& 7, Township 17 North, Range 13 East on the existing and new WWTP properties and proposed floodwater storage
basin in Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma. The project extents can be visualized in Exhibit A.

2.2 GROWTH AND POPULATION TRENDS

Prior to developing alternatives for the south interceptor, Tetra Tech was tasked with sizing the expansion of the
WWTP and floodwater storage basin to accommodate both the current population and future growth. The current
population of Bartlesville is approximately 37,290 people based on the United States Census website for July 15,
2020. Tetra Tech projected flows for 2050 using a future population of 41,441 based on Oklahoma Department of
Commerce (ODOC) projections of population growth in Washington County. Using the projected population growth
rates and expected capacity needs, the sewer basin size was calculated and designed to accommodate the
expected population increases and future flow rate capacity requirements.

2.3 CURRENT AND PROJECTED WASTEWATER FLOW

Historical data from 2001 to 2020 was utilized to develop flow projections for the planning period through 2050.
Over the entire 20-year period, the average per capita flow was 197 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), and the
average rainfall during the period was 39.1 inches, which is slightly below the normal annual rainfall total of 39.2
inches. To confirm the true average per capita flow under average rainfall conditions, a line was fitted to the per
capita flow and rainfall data. Figure 1 shows a plot of the raw data, the fitted line (red dash), and the intercepts
(light blue) of the average annual rainfall of 39.2 inches. The fitted line results in a per capita flow of 112 gpcd with
no rainfall (the y-intercept). This is a reasonable per capita flow value for a community with the demographics of
Bartlesville and supports the quality of the data and fitted line. At the average rainfall of 39.2 inches per year, the
average annual per capita flow from the fitted line is 198 gpcd. Using the per capita flow rate of 198 gpcd, combined
with the aforementioned 2050 design population of 41,441, the projected annual average daily flow for the design
year of 2050 is 8.21 MGD.
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Conditions experienced during the maximum month of the year are estimated for use in the design of particular unit
processes in treatment plants (e.g., units with long retention times such as biological treatment units). Such flows
are estimated using the ratio of the average annual flow to the average day of the maximum month. During the 20-
year period surveyed, the ratio for flow varied from as low as 1.14 to as high as 1.92 with an average of 1.44. The
ratio of the 95th Percentile average day flow of maximum month (12.744 MGD) to the annual average daily flow
(7.093 MGD) is 1.80. A peaking factor of 1.6 represents an average of these two methods and is assumed
appropriate for use in the design. Using this peaking factor and the projected 2050 annual average flow of 8.21
MGD, the projected average daily flow of maximum month in 2050 is 13.14 MGD.
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Figure 1 - Annual Average Per Capita Flow vs. Annual Rainfall (2001-2020)

The peak daily flows from 2001 to 2020 represent the historical flows processed at the Chickasaw WWTP but do
not represent process capacity or permit compliance at peak flow rates. The peaking factor of the historical peak
flow (31.021 MGD in 2019) to the annual average daily flow (7.093 MGD) is 4.37. Using this peaking factor and the
projected annual average flow of 8.21 MGD, the projected peak flow in 2050 is 35.88 MGD.

According to Tetra Tech, it will be extremely cost prohibitive to design the proposed treatment facilities to handle a
projected peak flow of 35.88 MGD and be in permit compliance with respect to discharge mass limits. A peaking
factor of 2.5 is assumed reasonable for peak process flow that sustains no more than one week during any month.
Effluent filtration is provided to comply with the permit effluent mass limits.

Therefore, for the proposed design, the peak process flow will be limited to a peaking factor of 2.5 or a peak flow of
20.5 MGD. Flows higher than this rate will be diverted to the FEB or stored in FEBs located within Bartlesville’s
collection system infrastructure (Limestone FEB, Tuxedo FEB). Bartlesville is in the process of completing the
Limestone-Shawnee Corridor collection system improvements that would add additional FEB capacity to the

collection system. The projected flow summary and summary of flow and load design criteria are summarized in
Table 1 and Table 2 below.
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Table 1 - Chickasaw WWTP Projected Flow Summary

Parameter Peaking Factor 2050 Projected Flow (MGD)
Average Annual Daily Flow (AADF) - 8.21
Average Day of Maximum Month Flow (MM) 1.6 13.20
Peak Process Flow with Effluent Filtration 25 20.50

Using the proposed design flow values presented in the table above, Tetra Tech applied the historical MM and Peak
Day peaking factors to determine the following proposed design parameters:

Table 2 - Summary of Flow and Load Design Criteria

Parameter Historical Value | Proposed Design Conditions 2050
Flow, MGD
Average Annual Daily (AADF) 7.63 8.21
Average Day of Max. Month 11.66 13.20
Peak 26.94 20.50
Influent BOD, Ibs/day
Average Annual Daily 10,270 11,050
Average Day of Max. Month 16, 120 17,340
Peak 30,250 32,550
Influent TSS, Ibs/day
Average Annual Daily 16,220 17,400
Average Day of Max. Month 30,570 32,790
Peak 88,030 94,430
Influent NH3-N2, Ibs/day
Average Annual Daily 897 965
Average Day of Max. Month 1,241 1,335
Peak 9,986 10,743
Wastewater Temperature, (0)C
Minimum 11.0 11.0
Average 20.0 20.0
Maximum 28.0 28.0
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2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS IN SERVICE AREA

Multiple potential environmental concerns were considered during design of the proposed action and are addressed
within this EID. All precautionary and/or preventative measures to avoid or minimize potential adverse
environmental impacts identified through this EID will be incorporated into the final engineering/construction plans
for contractor implementation. The primary environmental concerns would be related to potential impacts to cultural
resources, waters of the United States, threatened and endangered species/wildlife, erosion control/sedimentation,
and accidental discharges of petroleum products. Other potential environmental areas of concern have also
identified and are addressed herein. EEC provided project scoping letters to city, county, state, federal and tribal
entities whereby comments were requested relative to their respective administrative responsibilities were
requested regarding the proposed action. The provided scoping letters and received responses are located in
Appendix B. Discussion and evaluation of the respective public interest review factors are provided in Section 5.0
below.

2.5 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The City of Bartlesville has received broad support from community leaders including the Bartlesville Chamber of
Commerce, Bartlesville Development Authority, Bartlesville Fire Department, City of Dewey, Washington County
RWD #2, Osage County RDW #1, and Washington County RWD #5. Bartlesville has the support of its City Council
and state elected leaders. The City has conducted multiple public information meetings and received positive
feedback in support of the project. Bartlesville has presented the project concept in multiple council meetings that
are televised for public benefit. These presentations have received no adverse comments. The City believes there
will not be any significant opposition to the acceptance and implementation of the project.

3.0 EXISTING FACILITIES AND NEED FOR PROJECT

3.1 CONDITION OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Generally, the facility currently meets current system demands along with Federal, State, and local regulations
regarding the water pollution control standards. However, the issues and/or concerns relative to each which
necessitate replacement of the existing structures and overall site expansion is detailed in the Engineering Report
prepared by Tetra Tech, which is provided under separate cover to OWRB. The existing Chickasaw WWTP has
capacity limitations and process efficiency to consistently meet current effluent discharge permit requirements. The
WWTP is under ODEQ Consent Order 19-200-Addendm A that requires plant improvements to be completed by
September 1, 2030, to achieve compliance. Therefore, the proposed improvements are necessary and required. A
copy of Consent Order 19-200 is included in the Engineering Report. The identification and discussion of the project
alternatives considered, including those not selected, during the engineering and design phase are provided in
Section 4.0 below.

Other areas of concern include; the existing system and technology are more than 30-years old and does not
provide efficient means for process control and energy conservation. The proposed project will provide redundancy
and process controls to achieve permit compliance and optimize energy usage. Under a separate project
(Limestone Corridor Collection System Improvements project), Bartlesville will implement collection system
improvements to address most effective way to convey the I/l flow to the treatment plant.

3.2 HEALTH AND SAFETY

No health and safety issues are expected to be present during or after project construction. Safety concerns
centered around the construction area will be addressed and controlled during WWTP renovation by the selected
contractor and City. The project is proposed to ensure effective waste treatment, water quality improvement,
efficient material handling, and compliance with all regulations including the ODEQ consent order. Construction
related materials storage, handling, installation, and operations will be conducted as required by standard OSHA
requirements. Bartlesville maintains Risk and Resiliency Assessment for its water system in accordance with the
America’s Water Infrastructure Act (AWIA) of 2018. Please note the Water System is not part of the scope of the
project.
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3.2.1 Accessibility

The new administration building is considered a public space. The facility design for the new administration building
will be designed to comply with the ADAAG 2010 requirements in full as an accessible facility in compliance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

Other areas within the WWTP are considered employee work areas that are used as part of the facility operation,
and are not accessible to the public. These may include pump stations, electrical buildings, and other areas. These
areas are only required to comply with sections 206.2.8, 207.1 and 215.3 of the ADA requirements. These employee
work areas shall be designed and constructed so that individuals with disabilities can approach, enter, and exit the
employee work area. But the areas themselves are not required to be fully accessible. These areas will meet these
requirements by incorporating design elements such as: a door at grade that is minimum 2'-10" wide, with a sidewalk
to the door.

The purpose and scope of the project only pertain to the Wastewater Treatment Plant deficiencies and capacity
needs. The proposed wastewater treatment expansion includes security measures to include 1) perimeter fencing,
2) controlled access to plant process area, and 3) Video monitoring and SCADA alarms.

Accessibility to the administrative office and other public spaces by handicapped persons associated with the
existing WWTP has been incorporated into the new facility design for Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliance. However, the WWTP process areas are not considered occupiable with respect to ADA and are not
typically designed for ADA access.

3.3 GROWTH CAPACITY

3.3.1 Sewer Basin Capacity and System O&M

The WWTP expansion is planned for an increase in capacity to meet projected flows of the year 2050. The proposed
project capacity expansion design requirements considered the overall the wastewater collection system infiltration
and inflow as described in Section 2.3 of ER. The projected flow calculations for the sewer basin is listed in Section
2.3, above. Increasing the sewer basin size as a part of this project is a cost-conscious decision that benefits the
City and the public in the future. The proposed improvements are anticipated to be constructed and fully operational
during 2030, and allowing for a 20-year planning horizon, the proposed capacity should meet the projected growth
needs through 2047-2050 time period.

Relative to inefficient design(s) of the existing facility, currently operating plant equipment is more than 30-years
old, with limited aeration and clarification capacities. The rectangular clarifiers are deficient in their hydraulics and
solids handling capability. The proposed project will correct these deficiencies by creating new round(ed) basins
and structures which will improve the aeration and clarification processes as well as more efficient movement or
handling of fluids, sludge, and solids.

O&M problem elimination efforts evaluated prior to adding additional capacity were considered limited to non-
functional due to the block and corner features associated with the aeration and clarification systems. Essentially,
the original plant design is inefficient but improved design changes to correct or improve the identified issues would
have resulted in more than minor renovation in order to utilize the existing, inefficient, and aged infrastructure
equipment. The cost benefit analysis, when considering the projected facility treatment demands, indicated the
more cost-effective solution would be to implement the overall facility upgrade/modification as proposed. The
proposed project will replace existing equipment (as part of the plant capacity increase) in the primary clarifier and
the aeration basin to enhance O&M, process control, improve efficiencies and overall energy use.

3.4 WATER SYSTEM & SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM AVAILABILITY

Bartlesville owns and operates its own water system. In addition to serving its citizens, Bartlesville also supplies
treated water to surrounding cities and rural water districts. One aspect of the proposed project is to provide water
reuse (Category 6 reuse) within the wastewater treatment plant using the treated effluent. Another aspect of the
project is to provide IPR by directing a dedicated IPR effluent train to supplement the Caney River flow and provide
resiliency to the Caney River raw water supply during drought emergency conditions. The existing sewer system &
treatment at plant will not detrimentally affect the existing collection system. Instead, the new facility design and
operational processes will provide means to better receive and treat current and projected flows from the collection
system to effluent discharge permit requirements. The proposed project will correct existing sewer system and
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treatment plant deficiencies, and provide additional capacity to effectively and efficiently treat all flows received from
the sanitary sewer system and in compliance with the ODEQ discharge permit requirements.

4.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Tetra Tech developed two conceptual design alternatives to meet each project facet design objective and evaluated
the potential implications or ramifications to the overall wastewater treatment system in the event no action is taken.
The following sections provide a summary of each alternative considered. Tetra Tech prepared a well-defined and
detailed discussion on alternatives considered and the rationale supporting rejection of the considered and selection
of the preferred alternatives in the Engineering Report. Therefore, specific details for each are not reiterated within
this EID. Rather a summary of the alternatives considered is presented below.

4.1 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

4.1.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing Chickasaw WWTP would operate in its current condition and limited
capacity. Provisions for increased organic and hydraulic handling capacity of the existing WWTP would not occur,
and inefficient processes would continue to hamper the plant's ability to meet discharge permit requirements. If no
action is taken, the DEQ consent order requirements to correct plant and system deficiencies would not occur,
resulting in further enforcement action. Additionally, the limited capacity of the WWTP would not be able to keep
up with the anticipated growth of the service population, resulting in further overloads at the plant and additional
permit violations. The No Action Alternative is not considered acceptable for this project since it does not meet the
project purpose and goals which are to correct existing plant deficiencies, discharge permit violations, and meet the
requirements of the DEQ consent order, and to provide additional capacity to meet the projected 20-year growth
needs.

4.1.2 Alternative 1

Tetra Tech proposed that the Considered Action Alternative (CAA) 1 would maintain the current practice of
transporting and treating all flows at the Chickasaw WWTP. The current CWWTP requires updates to meet current
ODEQ standards and to meet the projected flow increases for the 2050 planning year. The existing plant is currently
rated for 7 MGD; however, under this alternative, the average design capacity would be increased to 8.21 MGD to
meet the year 2050 flow conditions.

This alternative would expand and upgrade the current WWTP. A list of the recommended major improvements is
given below. A full summary of recommended and necessary improvements can be found in the Engineering Report.

New headwords screening and grit removal

Additional primary clarifier

Additional aeration

New secondary clarifiers

UV disinfection (replace existing disinfection using chlorine gas)
Additional effluent pumping

Additional anerobic digestion

Sludge dewatering

New Administration and Laboratory building

4.1.3 Alternative 2

CAA 2 maintains the existing CWWTP at a reduced treatment capacity and constructs a new wastewater treatment
facility to the south of the City of Bartlesville. The projected flows would be split with 5.23 MGD going to the CWWTP
and the remaining 2.98 MGD moving to the new southern treatment plant. CWWTP would receive flows from the
Chickasaw, Shawnee, and Woodland basins. The new plant would receive flows from the Shawnee and Rice Creek
Basins. No exhibit was prepared for this considered action alternative.

In this alternative, a capacity increase for the CWWTP is not required. Instead, upgrades will include process
enhancement and improvements to bring it into compliance with current DEQ standards. In addition, a new 3 MGD
WWTP would be constructed on the south part of the City.
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4.1.4 Selected Alternative - Proposed Action Alternative (PAA)

After careful consideration of environmental impacts, land requirements, construction problems, estimation of
probable cost, and other advantages and disadvantages of both alternatives including non-cost factors, Tetra Tech
recommends Alternative 1 as the PAA. The PAA design exhibit is provided at Appendix A. This option offers the
most flexibility in utilizing the treated effluent to augment Caney River water supply during drought and would serve
as a long-term resilient raw water supply for Bartlesville. Under this alternative, the CWWTP would be expanded
and upgraded to meet the 2050 projected flows. Up to 4.1 MGD of treated effluent would be pumped from the
CWWTP to a new discharge location 7 river-miles upstream of the City’s raw water intake to augment the raw water
supply during times of drought providing for greater water resiliency and reduced decency of Caney River flows.

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

This section presents the general description of the conditions and resources relevant to the proposed action.
Existing conditions and anticipated environmental impacts associated with the proposed action alternative are
described for the socioeconomic, physical, aquatic, cultural, and biological environment within the proposed action
areas that may be affected. Construction of the expanded existing WWTP would require soil disturbance and/or
permanent displacement and removal/conversion of existing herbaceous and woody vegetation associated with the
clearing and grading prior to site construction activities. Excavation and shaping of the potentially-needed
floodwater storage basin north of the Caney River would also result in soil and vegetation removal prior to basin
excavation and shaping, if required. The proposed construction/grading plan would be performed in accordance
with standard engineering/construction guidelines and practices.

5.1 LAND USE

Land use within the proposed action area consisted of farmstead, grazing pastures, grassland, and woodlands. The
survey area is described as a mixture of open herbaceous field, overgrazed pasture, forested wetlands, and forested
riparian zones along the banks of the Caney River, existing WWTP facility, and adjacent properties.

Direct Impacts

The proposed action alternatives would result in direct impacts to approximately 26 acres of previously developed
and partially developed land within and adjacent to the existing WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 17 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated if
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion. Permanent impacts are expected at the existing and expanded WWTP site as
well as conversion of habitats at the temporary floodwater storage basin. Trees will be removed and the area within
and immediately adjacent thereto will be maintained by mowing and/or herbicide application on a routine basis.
Tree plantings are not proposed however exposed soils will be revegetated upon project completion.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts or long-term adverse effects to the current land use are expected.

5.2 GROWTH AREAS AND POPULATION TRENDS/PROJECTIONS

5.2.1 Social Environment

According to the poverty guidelines published by the US Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), the
2023 HHS poverty guidelines (Federal Register, January 19, 2023) for a family of four with an annual household
income of $30,000 is considered to be the poverty level. An annual income of $14,580 is considered to be in the
poverty level for an individual. U.S. Census Bureau data was used to identify the social characteristics at the city
level. Table 5.1 provides the summary information.

Direct Impacts

No adverse direct impacts are anticipated by the preferred action alternatives on the social and economic
environments. The social and economic environments are expected to follow historic trends in the project area
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vicinity. The proposed action may temporarily increase noise levels however no people or residential areas are
located adjacent to or near the action area. Temporary noise levels increases are not expected to be excessive and
would be short in duration. Quality of life improvements should be expected as a result of the proposed action
through increase functionality of the City’s wastewater treatment system to prevent service disruptions
associated with facility failures due to the degraded condition of the existing infrastructure. Temporary monetary
benefit may also be realized by the selected construction contractor business, their employees, and by local
businesses that provide materials and services to construction-related enterprises. Additional monetary benefits
may also be realized by food and lodging establishments on a temporary basis from construction personnel
patronage.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect adverse impacts should result from the proposed action.
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Table 3 - City of Bartlesville, OK Demographics

Population

Population estimates, July 1, 2021, (V2021) 37,384

Population estimates base, April 1, 2020, (V2021) 37,197

Population, percent change - April 1, 2020 0.5%

Population, Census, April 1, 2020 37,290
Age—

Persons under 5 years, percent 6.9%

Persons under 18 years, percent 24.5%

Persons 65 years and over, percent 18.6%

Female persons, percent 51.5%

Race and Hispanic Origin

White alone, percent 73.9%
Black or African American alone, percent(a) 3.5%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent(a) 8.3%
Asian alone, percent(a) 2.9%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone % 0.0%
Two or More Races, percent 8.6%
Hispanic or Latino, percent(b) 6.9%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent 70.8%

Population Characteristics

Veterans, 2017-2021 2,099

Foreign born persons, percent, 2017-2021 5.0%
Housing—

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2015-2019 68.2%

Median value owner-occupied housing units, 2015-2019 $126,400

Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, 2015-2019 $1,187

Median selected monthly owner costs -without a mortgage, 2015- $414

2019

Median gross rent, 2017-2021 $789

Families & Living Arrangements

Households, 2017-2021 14,443

- _____________________________________________________________|
Persons per household, 2017-2021 2.52
Living in same house 1 year ago, percent of persons age 1 year+, 85.0%
2017-2021
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Education
[ 1

High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 91.0%

2017-2021

Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2017- 32.5%

2021
_____________________________________________________________________________________________|

Health

With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2016-2020 11.9%

Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 16.2%
_____________________________________________________________________________________________|

Economy

In civilian labor force, total, percent of population age 16 years+, 58.6%

2017-2021

In civilian labor force, female, percent of population age 16 years+, 53.6%

2017-2021

Total accommodation and food services sales, 2017 ($1,000)(c) 85,366

Total health care and social assistance receipts/revenue, 2017 282,550

($1,000)(c)

Total retail sales, 2017 ($1,000)(c) 657,246

Total retail sales per capita, 2017(c) $18,017
_____________________________________________________________________________________________|

Transnartation

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years+, 2017- 18.2

2021

Income & Poverty

Median household income (in 2019 dollars), 2016-2020 $54,768
Per capita income in past 12 months (in 2019 dollars), 2016-2020 $31,005
Persons in poverty, percent 15.0%

5.2.2 Environmental Justice

Executive Order (EO) 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations” (February 11, 1994) states that if possible, no federal actions should place any adverse environmental,
economic, social, or health effects on minority or low-income groups.

Direct Impacts

The USEPA Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool, EJSCREEN (Version 2.1), was used to broadly
assess the proposed action concerning effects on minority and low-income populations. Results from the
EJSCREEN indicate that the proposed action does not appear to have any environmental justice concerns. No
homes or minority groups are located within the assessment area. The proposed action would not displace any
residential development or affect any minority groups or low-income families. The EJSCREEN Maps depicting areas
of Low Income or Below Poverty and People of Color around the action area are provided below.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts to minority or low-income populations are anticipated.

[E] TETRA TECH .: T
Page |10



Environmental Information Document/Environmental Report
City of Bartlesville Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion

EJ Below Poverty

252031
Heisshalds beiow Poverty Levet €@ . q05— 1,167 [ [ 10020
LRl Housaholts bolow Poverty Lavel [ - jas 1 a7 ¢ B P
8 Li4h 88 [_1 [ Bl b o= ‘Sharch Resuk (Boirt) [ . [ k| [\l 15 kiry
9 <gz-wp B - w3 i A [ gl o g
Q .ap—108 B - a5 —a0 B TE 6 Cotmn B (S A T T

@ TETRA TECH E ¥ i ﬁ‘i-

Page |11



Environmental Information Document/Environmental Report
City of Bartlesville Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion

b=
2LfI0E

Paople of Color
iMatinnal Percentilas)
Less than 50 percentis

50 - B0 percentie
= GO - TO parcantic

0@ ooe

EJ People of Color & Below Poverty

0-12
=12-33
=33—-60
=60 —"106
=106~ 1,187

Househalifs below Prverty Level Househalds below Poverty Level

Elg_12
E= 1233

B - 05 1187

14,028
a o7 015 a3l
! 1 I 1 i L i rl i
o 03 .25 45km

FPA,  Fmi £ Rl Commibiiom &
CpunSheaiflap  Moseoh, Esd,  TorTor  Garnn

- | SegTechnchpan o METITASL. U355,
EFA, MPS LIS Consia Burzai, LSCA UEFWE

@ TETRA TECH

Page |12



Environmental Information Document/Environmental Report
City of Bartlesville Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion

5.2.3 Protection of Children

Executive Order 13045 pertains to “Protection of Children for Environmental Health and Safety Risks”, April 21,
1997. This mandate requires that federal agencies are to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks
that may affect children. EO 13045 states that to the extent permitted by law and appropriate, each federal agency
shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children and ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address
disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.

Direct Impacts
The project passes through previously developed areas on City and privately owned property. The project will be

undertaken using safety precaution measures and safety barriers. All development sites will be manned by
construction and/or City personnel during construction periods and public access will be prohibited.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts have been identified or are anticipated.

5.3 NATURAL RESOURCES
5.3.1 Soils

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey for Washington County was used to broadly
assess the soils within the proposed action area. Five soil units are located within the proposed project area and
included:

Okemabh silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Osage clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, occasionally flooded
Shidler stony silty clay loam, 1 to 20 percent slopes

Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, occasionally flooded
Verdigris silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded

5.3.1.1 Farmland Soils

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) administers the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA 1981)
to ensure that federal programs minimize unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland soils to
nonagricultural uses. The National Resources Conservation Service Stillwater office was contacted with regard to
any impacts the proposed project may have on farmland soils. Documentation is provided in Appendix B.

Direct Impacts

NRCS reviewed the subject project information and determined that the proposed project will not impact any
easements, watersheds, or prime farmland soils as defined by the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Prime farmland
is not present and no other easements relative to the Farm Protection Policy Act have been identified. Therefore,
the FPPA does not apply. The soils report associated with the action area is provided at Appendix B.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to surface waters could result from waterborne soil loss attributed to the proposed action. Silt
fencing, hay bale barriers or other sediment trapping devices would be installed down gradient of areas of
disturbance to dissipate velocities of surface water runoff and trap fugitive sediment. All disturbed soils will be re-
vegetated upon progressive completion of the project.

5.3.2 Vegetation

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) defines an ecosystem as a geographic area and all its living
components, their physical surroundings, and the natural cycles that sustain them. The project area is located within
the Osage Questas ecoregion (40b) of Oklahoma (Woods et al, 2005). This ecoregion consists of an irregular to
undulating plain that is underlain by interbedded westward-dipping sandstone, shale, and limestone. Natural
vegetation is mostly tall grass prairie. The eastern portion of this ecoregion is a mix of tall grass prairie and oak-
hickory forest. The construction corridors transition across previously developed and partially developed land within
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and adjacent to the existing WWTP. The majority of the WWTP assessment area is described as mostly open
livestock pastures with scattered trees and forested riparian areas. The central portion of the proposed floodwater
storage basin north of the Caney River is predominantly an open herbaceous field dominated by Johnsongrass.
The north, east, and southern perimeters of the proposed basin are primarily forested and include multiple
depression wetland features. The dominant woody species consisted of green ash, hackberry, honey locust, box
elder, Osage orange, persimmon, and scattered Shumard oak trees. Sapling and shrub species included green
brier, coral berry, poison ivy, and Virginia creeper.

Direct Impacts

Direct effects within the action area would consist of temporary and permanent impacts. Temporary impacts would
be associated with site preparations adjacent to permanent structures or features. Soils and herbaceous vegetation
in these areas would be restored and replanted. Permanent impacts would result from conversion of existing
habitats to structures and impervious surfaces associated primarily with the WWTP facility improvement. All
exposed soils within the construction areas would be restored upon completion. The survey area is approximately
45 acres in size. Tree removal within the floodwater basin would be approximately 17 acres and the tree removal
areas within WWTP expansion area would encompass 2 acres. Private and governmental property or right of way
maintenance, herbicide application, and/or mowing are expected to continue in the undisturbed areas as well
as the new facilities upon project completion. Permanent impacts are expected at the existing and expanded WWTP
site as well as conversion of habitats at the temporary floodwater storage basin. Removal and/or displacement of
herbaceous and woody vegetation would result from the proposed action. The modified WWTP grounds will be
maintained by mowing and/or herbicide application on a routine basis. Revegetation of the disturbed areas within
the proposed action area is proposed as compensatory mitigation to restore the affected areas of vegetation
(Section 6.0). However,; tree replacement, other than potential planting of landscape/ornamental trees or shrubs, is
not proposed. No invasive or noxious species as identified on the Oklahoma Invasive Plants Watch List were
observed within the action area during the onsite field surveys. The most current list of invasive species is
provided in Appendix B. Care should be taken by the selected contractor to ensure the vegetation used to restore
exposed soils upon construction is free of noxious plant seed or stock.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to vegetation are not anticipated. However, if resulting adverse effects to vegetation are discovered
upon project completion, the City will evaluate the potential solutions to rectify incidental affects to the extent
possible.

5.4 WATER & RELATED RESOURCES

Surface Water

The Bartlesville US Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map and aerial imagery of the project area were initially
reviewed to identify surface water resources with the action area. The topographic map indicated the presence of
surface water resources and the initial onsite waters of the United States (WOUS) survey completed by EEC
determined that nineteen (19) wetland areas were present within the original PAA action area. A second
supplemental onsite survey was conducted on a separate but adjoining property north of the Caney River where an
additional eighteen (18) wetland areas associated with the second prospective floodwater storage basin. The
locations, descriptions, and characterizations of the identified aquatic resources are graphically depicted at
Appendix A Figures 2 & 3 as well as the provided in the Waters of the US Delineation report of surveys located
at Appendix C. It should be noted, the northernmost potential floodwater detention area has been removed from
the overall proposed action. However, the Waters of the US survey report includes all aquatic resources identified
within the overall assessment area and is therefore provided here for consistency and transparency. None of the
identified aquatic resources are shown as impaired waterways. Potential erosion control and stormwater
management concerns have been identified and will be addressed through development and implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan as required by Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. The project engineer will
prepare and provide said plan to the contractor to avoid and minimize potential impacts to water quality. The
following table provides a summary of the feature type, linear footage, acreage, and the centroid location
coordinates for each aquatic feature:
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Table 4
Identified Aquatic Features
Site Number Feature Type Acres Latitude Longitude
FS-1 Wetland 0.12 36.7565 -95.9637
FS-2 Wetland 0.11 36.7572 -95.9626
FS-3 Wetland 0.31 36.7618 -95.9595
FS-4 Wetland 0.05 36.7614 -95.9596
FS-5 Wetland 0.05 36.7597 -95.9593
FS-6 Wetland 0.02 36.7598 -95.9592
FS-7 Wetland 0.06 36.7598 -95.9592
FS-8 Wetland 0.10 36.7593 -95.9588
FS-9 Wetland 0.12 36.7595 -95.9593
FS-10 Wetland 0.02 36.7595 -95.9595
FS-11 Wetland 0.02 36.7596 -95.9597
FS-12 Wetland 0.03 36.7594 -95.9599
FS-13 Wetland 0.02 36.7593 -95.9597
FS-14 Wetland 0.013 36.7592 -95.9594
FS-15 Wetland 0.12 36.7590 -95.9587
FS-16 Wetland 0.14 36.7588 -95.9593
FS-17.1 Wetland 0.015 36.7585 -95.9601
FS-17.2 Wetland 0.02 36.7585 -95.9599
FS-17.3 Wetland 0.104 36.7584 -95.9592
FS-17.4 Wetland 0.095 36.7582 -95.9589
FS-18 Wetland 0.05 36.7589 -95.9603
FS-19 Wetland 0.06 36.7591 -95.9599

Total 1.647
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Table 5
Additional Identified Aquatic Features
Assessment Area

Site Number Parcel Feature Type Acres Latitude Longitude
FS-1 South Wetland 0.04 36.7623 -95.9608
FS-2 South Wetland 0.02 36.7625 -95.9604
FS-3 South Wetland 0.01 36.7629 -95.9601
FS-4 South Wetland 0.01 36.7629 -95.9599
FS-5 South Wetland 0.02 36.7632 -95.9596
FS-6 South Wetland 0.02 36.7632 -95.9598
FS-7 South Wetland 0.09 36.7632 -95.9600
FS-8 South Wetland 0.02 36.7633 -95.9596
FS-9 South Wetland 0.01 36.7634 -95.9598
FS-10 South Wetland 0.02 36.7636 -95.9602
FS-11 North Wetland 0.01 36.7646 -95.9584
FS-12 North Wetland 0.35 36.7653 -95.9586
FS-13 North Wetland 0.11 36.7659 -95.9585
FS-14 North Wetland 0.02 36.7673 -95.9583
FS-15 North Wetland 0.19 36.7654 -95.9593
FS-16 North Wetland 0.07 36.7664 -95.9591
FS-17 North Wetland 0.03 36.7669 -95.9588
FS-18 North Wetland 0.99 36.7668 -95.9594

Total (

Table 6

Total Combined Acreage
Parcel Surveyed Total Acreage
WWTP and Detention Areas 1.647
Additional Flood Storage Areas 2.02

Total 3.667
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Direct Impacts

Based on coordination with the project engineer and preliminary design plan review, no aquatic resources would
be affected. The two identified wetland areas within the existing WWTP expansion area would be avoided during
construction (Appendix A Figure 4). The southernmost initial floodwater storage area immediately north of the
Caney River would not be affected since use of said area as flood water detention would not be required based on
the removal of the proposed flood protection berm from around the WWTP. Formal coordination with the US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) has not been initiated by the City or engineer for reasons similar to those above. In
the event project design plans change which would affect WOUS or wetlands, coordination with the USACE and the
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit review process would be initiated, if necessary.

Indirect Impacts

The proposed action may cause temporary minor increases in turbidity to receiving surface water or wetland
resources during construction. The stormwater pollution prevent plan will incorporate silt fencing and hay bale
barriers or similar measures to be installed down gradient of disturbed soil areas to dissipate velocities of surface
water runoff and trap waterborne sediment.

Groundwater

The Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) data viewer was used to broadly assess groundwater
resources beneath land within the proposed action. No major or minor aquifers are present beneath the action
area. Unnamed consistent or inconsistent ground water resources are anticipated to be shallow and likely obtained
within the sandstone units the Quarternary alluvium bands.

Direct Impacts

The proposed action will result in minimal disturbance of land within the local watershed or underlying aquifer.
Potential groundwater impacts associated with this project should have a negligible, if any, effect on groundwater
recharge.

Indirect Impacts

No indirect impacts are expected due to the shallow excavation of utility line trenches. All trenches will be backfilled
without using impervious materials and groundwater flow patterns should return to pre-disturbance conditions.
Impervious surfaces associated with the expanded WWTP will shed water to receiving drainages and adjacent
uplands for return to surface and subsurface water resources.

Public Water Supplies

The ODEQ data viewer was used to identify the presence of public water supplies wells, public water supply intakes,
and wellhead protection areas that could be affected by the proposed action.

Direct Impacts

No public water supply intakes or systems are present within or near the proposed action area and no direct impacts
are expected.

Indirect Impacts
Based on no evidence of public water supply systems or facilities, no indirect impacts are expected.
Scenic River Areas

The proposed action is not located within a county (Adair, Cherokee, Delaware, Sequoyah, or McCurtain) that
contains scenic waters.

Direct Impacts

No impacts to scenic river areas would occur.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts to scenic river areas would occur.
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Sole Source Aquifers

The ODEQ data viewer was accessed to identify the location of any sole source aquifers in Oklahoma. No sole
source aquifers are located within or near the proposed action area.

Direct Impacts
No direct impacts to sole source aquifers should occur.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts to aquifers are anticipated.

5.4.1 Floodplains

The protection of floodplains and floodways is required by Executive Order 11988 to avoid to the extent possible
the long and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and maodification of floodplains to avoid
direct or indirect support of floodplain development. Coordination with the City of Bartlesville and Washington
County Floodplain Administrators confirmed the proposed action would be located within floodplain areas. The
proposed action is located on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
Number 40119C0O235F map panel dated May 16, 2007.

Direct Impacts

Under the original new WWTP facility design, which included a floodwater protection berm, was calculated to result
in potential displacement of Caney River floodplain (Appendix A Figure 5). The flood protection berm around the
modified WWTP was the primary causative factor for potential floodplain displacement and/or predicted impact to the
100-year base flood elevation. Under the original design scenario, the City and engineer considered options to offset
any potential floodplain displacement. The considered options included facility modification, partial redesign, and
excavation of new flood water storage basins north of the Caney River. Through their collective evaluations, the
City elected to remove construction of the flood water protection berm component from around the expanded facility.
By doing so, base flood elevation impacts are no longer expected. The project would also involve burial of piping
infrastructure and not result in the restriction or displacement of floodplains. No direct floodplain impacts are now
anticipated from the proposed action. Based on the new facility design, the new or upgraded WWTP features would
not displace or would be buried below the 100-year floodplain and therefore negated the need for the flood protection
berm around the new facility as well as the need for additional flood storage north of the Caney River. All work
associated with the proposed action would conform to applicable state or local floodplain protection standards. The
City or their selected contractor will prepare and submit a completed application for a Floodplain Development Permit
to the Washington County Floodplain Administrator. A Notice of Intent will be completed and provided to the ODEQ
prior to construction. Since no floodplain impacts would now occur, neither the City, engineer, or City Floodplain
Administrator (FPA) initiated coordination with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Although a
comment request letter was sent to the City FPA, no response was received.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are anticipated or have been identified.

5.4.2 Wetlands

The USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (USACE 2010) were referenced in concert
to identify wetlands within the action area. Wetland areas, if observed, were to be identified using the routine on-
site (level 2) method, as described in Section D of the 1987 USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual. The identification
of wetlands consists of a three-parameter approach that involves determining the presence of hydrophytic
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. EEC performed two WOUS and wetland delineation surveys within
the proposed action area and the reports of survey are provided in Appendix C.
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Direct Impacts

EEC performed a Waters of the US delineation within the existing WWTP site expansion area and the two
prospective flood water storage basin areas north of the Caney River, which identified an additional eighteen (18)
wetland areas across the northern and southern parcels. As discussed in Section 5.4 above, no impacts to wetlands
would occur.

Indirect Impacts

The proposed action may cause temporary minor increases in turbidity to surface water or wetland resources during
construction. The stormwater pollution prevent plan will incorporate silt fencing and hay bale barriers or similar
measures to be installed down gradient of disturbed soil areas to dissipate velocities of surface water runoff and
collect waterborne sediment prior to entering downgradient or adjacent aquatic resources.

5.5 FISH AND WILDLIFE

The species of wildlife expected to use or be present within the proposed action area may include such species as
white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), cottontail rabbit (Sivilagus floridanus),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), mink (Mustela vison), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and
beaver (Castor canadensis). Various avian species comprised of raptors, waterfowl, neo-tropical migrants, as well
as a variety of herpetofauna including timber rattle snakes (Crotalus horridus), copperhead (Agkistrodon contortrix),
water snakes (Nerodia sp.), amphibians, salamanders, lizards, skinks, tortoise and turtles are present in and/or
migrate through the general area. Predatory mammals including the coyote (Canis latrans) are expected in average
density while the numbers of grey fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) are expected to be low despite the presence of
suitable habitat. Local bobcat (Lynx rufus) populations are anticipated to be below average. The typical fish species
that may use the local water resources within the project area could include sunfish, catfish, and forage species
including minnows and shiners. However, no streams capable of supporting viable populations of game, forage,
and rough fish were not identified within the assessment corridor and none would be affected. The proposed action
construction period is anticipated to occur in the fall of 2024 and/or winter of 2025 during periods of low water
flows/levels. Further, tree removal activities would occur during periods when the potentially present bat species
would not be present in Oklahoma.

Direct Impacts

Direct impacts to fish and wildlife would be short term, localized and cease when the proposed action is completed.
Direct impacts would result in herbaceous areas at and adjacent to the existing WWTP. Minor tree removal may
removal may be required, however impacts should be limited to a relatively few number of mature trees and
saplings. Tree clearing in the proposed flood water detention area north of the river would not occur. Additionally,
the flood protection berm around the WWTP has also been removed from the project thus avoiding tree removal.
Animal species and their respective uses are expected to be varied, opportunistic, and relative to the preferred or
utilized habitats for each. Based on the observed habitat characteristics, the most predominant species expected
to be present or utilize the proposed action would consist of small mammals and birds. The diversity of bird species
varies between summer and winter migrants; however, no nests were observed during the initial field surveys.
Predatory or omnivorous animals such as coyote, skunk, raccoon, and snakes are expected to utilize both areas
primarily during foraging. The habitat quality is subjectively described as fair to excellent relative to the wide range of
species known to occur within or adjacent to the project area. For example, white-tailed deer may use the area for
cover and foraging due to its seclusion, restricted access, and vegetative structure. Fox squirrels are expected to
be present in average numbers based on the presence of hard-mast bearing trees.

Avian species utilize the action area and appear to be relegated primarily to neo-tropical migrants. However,
raptorial birds such as hawks and owls can effectively use the open, forested, and/or transition areas for hunting.
Herpetofauna are expected throughout the action area but their presence and abundance will be predicated on the
specific habitats along the action area corridor. Habitats providing multiple vegetative strata may be more utilized
by herpetofauna as opposed to open herbaceous fields used for hay production or bio-solids injection. Further, their
presence would also be a function of the species and forage requirements. The overall impacts to terrestrial species
are expected to be minor and temporary. The majority of the terrestrial species should be able to flee the proposed
work areas prior to construction. Some nesting habitat for avian species may be removed.
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Impacts to fish and wildlife species overall are expected to be minor and temporary. However, more than sufficient
areas of suitable and/or preferred habitat is available adjacent or in very close proximity to the proposed action area
for terrestrial species to utilize for cover, nesting, denning, and/or foraging.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts could result to fish and wildlife during temporary displacement or vacating the construction areas
while fleeing species relocate to alternatively undisturbed areas. Similarly, indirect impacts may occur during the
period required for disturbed soils to become revegetated. However, based on the substantially reduced earthen
impact area footprint, any such impacts would be very minor especially considering the current land use and low-
quality habitat within the action area.

5.5.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

In accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, federal agencies are required to consult and/or coordinate
with the USFWS to address potential impacts to federally-listed threatened and endangered (T&E) species relative
to a proposed action. EEC initiated said coordination on behalf of the City and acquired the official list of T&E
species which could be present in or migrate through the proposed action area. EEC subsequently conducted field
surveys to identify and characterize exhibit habitats and determine potential impacts relative to the listed species
and prepared a biological assessment (BA) located in Appendix D. The BA was provided to the USACE to facilitate
their review and compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act as part of the Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act permit review process. The USACE was considered the federal agency responsible for this coordination
and as such would initiate Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as required on
behalf of the City and OWRB. The official list of threatened and endangered species potentially present within or
adjacent to the proposed action was obtained from the USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC)
decision support system (Appendix B) and the excepted species list is shown in Table 5.5. Additionally, EEC
contacted the Oklahoma Biological Survey and requested species of concern occurrence records information. No
known or recorded species occurrences were identified within the proposed action area. Documentation is provided
in Appendix B.

Table 7 - Federally Listed T&E Species

Species/Critical Listing Habitat Requirements Status within Action Area
Habitat Status
Coastal areas, mudflats on lakes or reservoirs,
Red Knot and may use sandbars along the major river There is proposed critical habitat for this
(Calidris canutus rufa) Threatened systems for forage and resting areas. Species species. However, none is present within or
does not nest in OK. near the action area.
Neosho Mucket Typically found in shallow riffles, or areas with swift There is final crltlcal hab|ta§ f(?r this species.
p . Endangered oo However, none is present within or near the
(Lampsilis rafinesqueana) currents, along the lllinois river. action area.
Rabbitsfoot tsouﬁa:é?ur;?g'itfééogtt;zi:b:ggfzzg):ﬁ::sénrisvr;i” There is final critical habitat for this species.
(Quadrula cylindrica Threatened Typically found in a 9 ' However, none is present within or near the
cylindrica) mixture of sand and gravel substrate. action area.
Milkweed plants are especially important for | Potentially suitable foraging habitat present.
Monarch Butterfly Candidate caterpillars, but adult butterflies feed on nectar from | However, no milkweed plants were
(Danaus plexippus) flowering plants like observed.
goldenrod, asters, and gayfeather.
Breeding habitat: undisturbed, mature oak-hickory
forests with substantial litter layers and deep,
loose soils over grasslands or bottomland forests.
American Burying Beetle Threatened Feeding habitat: undisturbed grasslands, grazed Potentially suitable habitat present.
(Nicrophorus americanus) pasture, riparian zones, and oak-hickory forest, as
well as a variety of various soil types.
During summer, northern bats roost singly or in | pgtentially suitable foraging habitat present.
Northern Long-ea'red E_%at Endangered colon|es_ underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices Potential roost trees present along the
(Myotis septentrionalis) of both live and dead trees. Forages among mature Caney River within action area
hardwood canopy. ]

USFWS, 2022
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American Burying Beetle

The proposed action lies within the historic range of the ABB. Suitable habitat exists within the action area and was
observed within most of the project area. ABB surveys were not required. No ABB surveys were conducted. Based
on the recent down-listing of the ABB from endangered to threatened and the development of effects determination
keys under Section 4(d) of the ESA, it was determined no surveys would be required and the proposed action would
qualify for an exemption of take under the Section 4(d) Rule exemption.

Piping Plover

Similar to the least tern, piping plovers transition across Oklahoma during migration and use suitable aquatic
resources for temporary stopovers. However, piping plovers do not nest in Oklahoma. The aquatic resources within
or immediately adjacent to the project area do not provide suitable habitat for the piping plover and the proposed
action would have No Effect on this species.

Red Knot

This species migrates through Oklahoma in the spring and fall. Migratory habitat requirements for the red knot
include coastal areas, mudflats on lakes or reservoirs, and may use sandbars along the major river systems for
forage and resting areas. No suitable aquatic resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the action
area. The proposed action would have a No Effect determination for the red knot.

Neosho Mucket

The Neosho Mucket is associated with shallow riffles and runs comprising gravel substrate and moderate to swift
currents. This species generally consumes algae, bacteria, detritus, and microscopic animals. There is final critical
habitat for this species; however, none is present within or near the action area. The proposed action would have
a No Effect determination for the Neosho Mucket.

Rabbitsfoot

The rabbitsfoot is a freshwater clam with an elongate shell approximately 4-6 inches in length. Its color can vary
from dark brown to light green. Multiple knobs are often evident on the shell of the rabbitsfoot. Rabbitsfoot mussels
tend to select areas with sandy or gravel bottoms, often in side-channels with slower flow near the shore. The
rabbitsfoot was historically found in the Verdigris, Neosho, Spring, lllinois, Blue and Little Rivers in Oklahoma.
Populations currently remain in the Verdigris, lllinois, and Little rivers. While the rabbitsfoot still exist in the Spring
and Neosho rivers, they are considered very rare or extirpated in the Oklahoma portion. Due to modification of the
Verdigris River from construction of Oologah Reservoir and the McClellan-Kerr Navigation System, rabbitsfoot
populations in that river have become reduced and isolated due to inundation of formerly-occupied habitat.
Rabbitsfoot mussels prefer shallow areas with sand and gravel along the bank and next to shoals, which provide a
refuge in fastmoving rivers. They are found in 13 states from Pennsylvania to Oklahoma. Rabbitsfoot rely on
approximately a dozen species of shiners for its larva (glochidia) host. There is final critical habitat for this species.
However, none is present within or near the action area. The proposed action would have a No Effect determination
for the rabbitsfoot mussel.

Monarch Butterfly

The Monarch butterfly is a visually beautiful invertebrate that is native to North America. The thin, black veins and
striking orange wings that are peppered with small white spots are indicative to this species. They are a relatively
large butterfly that measures 3.5 inches to 4 inches long. Milkweed plants are vital to the caterpillars, while the
adults feed on the nectar of flowering goldenrod, asters and gayfeather plants. Habitats for potential Monarch
butterfly presence or usage were not observed and no host or forage plants for this species were observed;
therefore, the impact determination for the Monarch butterfly would be No Effect.
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Northern Long-eared Bat

The northern long-eared bat is a medium-sized bat about 3 to 3.7 inches in length but with a wingspan of 9 to 10
inches. This bat is distinguished by its long ears, particularly as compared to other bats in its genus, Myotis, which
are actually bats noted for their small ears (Myotis means mouse-eared). The northern long- eared bat is found
across much of the eastern and north central United States and all Canadian provinces from the Atlantic coast west
to the southern Northwest Territories and eastern British Columbia. The species’ range includes 37 states. White-
nose syndrome, a fungal disease known to affect bats, is currently the predominant threat to this bat, especially
throughout the Northeast where the species has declined by up to 99 percent from pre-white-nose syndrome levels
at many hibernation sites. Although the disease has not yet spread throughout the northern long- eared bat’s entire
range (white-nose syndrome is currently found in at least 25 of 37 states where the northern long- eared bat occurs),
it continues to spread. No acoustic bat presence was observed within the action area. The proposed action would
have a No Effect determination for the Northern Long-eared Bat.

The Species Conclusion Table (Table 5.6) below provides the documentation and rationale relative to the potential
affect to each of the federally-listed species:

Table 8 — T&E Species Conclusion Table

Species/Critical Habitat Habitat Presence USFWS Consultation ESA Determination
Determination
Piping Plover No Suitable Habitat Present Not Required No Effect
Red Knot No Suitable Habitat Present Not Required No Effect
Neosho Mucket No Suitable Habitat Present Not Required No Effect
Rabbitsfoot No Suitable Habitat Present Not Required No Effect
Monarch Butterfly No Suitable Habitat Present Not Required No Effect
American Burying Beetle Suitable Habitat Present Completed. ABB Key. Section 4(d)

Northern Long-eared Bat Z‘gﬁ;ﬁ?g;ﬂ:ﬁ%ﬁgﬁiggg Not Required No Effect

Bald Eagle

Although the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) has been removed from the threatened and endangered
species list, the eagle continues to be protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The bald eagle
prefers large trees or high cliffs along large waterways for perching and nesting purposes. Fish are the preferred
diet of eagles, but they also eat small mammals, waterfowl, turtles, and dead animals. Preferred foraging areas
include quiet coastal areas, rivers, or lakeshores with large, tall trees.

Direct Impacts

Limited potential or suitable habitat was identified within the action area for the bald eagle and generally associated
with creeks or rivers and larger ponds adjacent to the corridor. No bald eagles or nests were observed during the
site visit. This project is not expected to impact the bald eagle.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts to the bald eagle have been identified or are anticipated.

Migratory Birds

Migratory bird species are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) as amended. The MBTA prohibits
the take of any migratory bird without authorization for the USFWS.
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Suitable nesting habitats within the action area appeared to be primarily associated with forested areas exhibiting
functional and undisturbed habitat components. The primary species potentially nesting in said areas may include
perching birds, neo-tropical migrants, turkey, cranes, egrets, and/or raptors. While potentially suitable nesting
habitat was present, no bird nests were observed within the action area during biological assessment field surveys.

Direct Impacts

Suitable nesting habitat is present within the project area; however, no bird nests were observed within the study
area. No active swallow nests were observed within the action area. Construction is encouraged to occur between
August 15 and March 31 to avoid the nesting season to avoid potential impact to migratory birds. Suitable habitat
for non-migratory ground nesting birds may be minimally present but is anticipated to be restricted to very small
patches and/or isolated areas. Adverse impacts to the continued overall existence of populations of multiple various
species is not expected. Construction is encouraged to occur during the non-nesting season to minimize potential
impacts. Adverse effects could occur to migratory or non-migratory birds associated with tree removal operations
within the Boomer Creek riparian zone. The acreage of tree removal would be approximately 19 acres resulting in
minor potential impacts.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to raptorial birds could occur from the temporary displacement of forage species vacating the
immediate construction corridors. However, sufficient hunting habitat for these birds is present immediately adjacent
to the action area. Temporary impacts to herbaceous habitats may affect the foraging and/or nesting patterns of
bird species within the narrow construction corridor. However, based on the low density of only marginally suitable
habitat which could be utilized, adverse impacts to these bird species are not anticipated.

5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Section 106), as amended, protects those properties
that are listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). In Oklahoma, the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) includes two entities that share responsibilities for Section 106 coordination;
the Oklahoma Archeological Survey (OAS) and Oklahoma Historical Society (OHS).

5.6.1 SHPO Consultation

EEC provided scoping letters to the OAS to determine the need for cultural resource surveys. OAS stated a field
archeological survey would be required in areas where the proposed utility lines would potentially affect areas that
were not previously disturbed. A cultural resource survey was subsequently conducted in the months of April and
June 2022 during which one new historic archaeological site was encountered. The report of survey is not included
in the EID due to concerns of disseminating potentially sensitive information as required by the respective agencies
and/or tribal nations. Section 106 consultation with the OAS and OHS was conducted by the OWRB. Completion
of said coordination provided concurrence from both agencies the proposed project would not affect any historic
properties or cultural resources. Documentation is provided in Appendix B.

Direct Impacts

Based on the results of the field archeological survey and concurrence of findings received from OAS and OHS, no
direct impacts to cultural resources or historic properties would occur.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts have been identified or are expected.

5.6.2 Tribal Consultation

The Bureau of Indian Affairs was contacted concerning any Native American Tribal interest of the proposed action
area. Additionally, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Tribal Directory Assessment Tool
(TDAT) was used to identify Native American tribes that may have an interest in the proposed action area. Eight
Native American tribes were provided scoping letters relative to the proposed action as listed below:
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Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

Cherokee Nation

Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma

Caddo Nation of Oklahoma

Muscogee (Creek) Nation

Osage Nation

Wichita and Affiliated Tribes (Wichita, Keechi, Waco, & Tawakonie)

Direct Impacts

No comments or concerns relative to potential affects to tribal resources were received. No tribally-sensitive
materials were identified or discovered during the field archeology survey. No direct impacts to resources of Native
American tribal concern are expected.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are expected.

5.7 AIR QUALITY

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the USEPA to identify National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect
public health and welfare. Ambient air quality monitoring stations exist at various locations throughout Oklahoma.
The NAAQS were established for ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SOx),
and particulate matter (PM10) and (PM 25). Areas that meet the national standards for the criteria air pollutants are
in attainment. Areas that exceed the national standards are in nonattainment. Under the CAA, the EPA has
classified air basins as being in attainment or nonattainment for each of the criteria pollutants and whether or not
the standards have been achieved. Air quality in Oklahoma is measured and regulated by the Oklahoma
Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division (Table 5.7). Currently, Washington County, Oklahoma
is in attainment with regard to the NAAQS with respect to the criteria pollutants CO, SOz, Os, NO25s, PM1o, and Pb
(Ashford, 2018). Additionally, the Environmental Protection Agency’s Green Book website was used to assess the
air quality in Oklahoma. The Green Book shows no areas of nonattainment for Criteria Pollutants in Oklahoma
(EPA, 2018). Washington County is in attainment for the NAAC pollutants.

Table 9 - National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant Primary/Secondary | Averaging Time Level
Carbon Dioxide Primary 8-hour 9 ppm
1-hour 35 ppm
Lead Primary and Secondary Rolling 3-month avg 0.15ug/m3 ™
Nitrogen Dioxide Primary 1-hour 100 ppb
Primary and Secondary Annual 53 ppb @
Ozone Primary and Secondary 8-hour 0.070 ppm (3)
Particulate PM 25 Primary Annual 12 pug/m?®
Pollution Secondary Annual 15 ug/m?
Primary and Secondary 24-hour 35 pyg/m3
PM 1o Primary and Secondary 24-hour 150 pg/m?
Sulfur Dioxide Primary 1-hour 0.075 ppb®
Secondary 3-hour 0.5 ppm

(1) In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, and for which
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implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and approved, the previous standards
(1.5 pg/m3 as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect.

(2) The level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm. It is shown here in terms of ppb for the purposes of clearer comparison to the 1-
hour standard level.

(3) Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) O3 standards additionally remain in effect
in some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) O3 standards and transitioning to the current (2015) standards will be addressed in the
implementation rule for the current standards.

(4) The previous SO2 standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas: (1) any area
for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and (2)any area for which an
implementation plan providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard has not been submitted and approved and which is designated
nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards or is not meeting the requirements of a SIP call under the previous SO2 standards (40
CFR 50.4(3)). A SIP call is an EPA action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its State Implementation Plan to demonstrate
attainment of the required NAAQS.

Source: USEPA Office of Air and Radiation, 2016.

Direct Impacts
Construction Related Emissions

The proposed project could generate local temporary short-term direct impacts on air quality during construction.
Sources of dust could also be generated from vehicular traffic and construction-related equipment during operation.
The implementation of the following recommendations regarding the construction period of the project include:

e Use ultra-low sulfur fuel (< 15 ppm) in all diesel engines.
e Use add-on controls such as catalysts and particulate traps where suitable.

e Minimize engine idling (e.g., 5-10 minutes/hour).

o Use equipment that runs on clean, alternative fuels as much as possible.

Use updated construction equipment that was either manufactured after 1996 or retrofit to meet the
1996 emissions standards.

Prohibit engine tampering and require continuing adherence to manufacturers’ recommendations.
Maintain engines in top running condition tuned to manufacturers’ specifications.

Phase project construction to minimize exposed surface areas.

Reduce speeds to 10 and 15 mpg in construction zones.

Conduct unannounced site inspections to ensure compliance.

Locate haul truck routes and staging areas away from sensitive population centers.

Washington County is classified as in attainment with regard to the NAAQS pollutants. The emission levels of the
anticipated construction equipment are expected to be minimal based on the relatively few numbers of construction
equipment needed to accomplish the construction process and the EPA-mandated emission control systems
required on said equipment. Minor increases may result during times where simultaneous operation of multiple
types of equipment occur. However, these periods are expected to be periodic allowing sufficient time for
atmospheric assimilation and should not result in adverse air quality situations. The project owner or their selected
contractors will implement dust control measures that will effectively eliminate and or minimize dust during
construction activities. No long term or adverse impacts are anticipated

Operational Related Emission

Criteria emission sources during proposed action operation would not occur.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impact to air quality is anticipated.

5.8 HAZARDOUS WASTE - ENVIRONMENTAL DUE DILIGENCE

A hazardous materials assessment was also performed by EEC within the proposed action area and also included
the standard search radii for any known recognized environmental conditions. Environmental Data Resources, Inc
(EDR) was utilized to ascertain the state, federal, and tribal database information to facilitate the hazardous material
assessment. No hazardous, toxic, or radiologic waste sites were identified within the project study corridor through
EDR. No regulated facilities were identified or observed within or near the proposed action area.
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No stained soil or distressed vegetation was observed within the survey corridor. The hazardous material
assessment report is provided at Appendix D.

Direct Impacts

Construction of the proposed action would not result in direct impacts on or disturbance to any known hazardous,
toxic, or radiological wastes.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts could result from the operation of construction equipment or storage of equipment, fuels, or
lubrication products. Accidental spills of petroleum products or hazardous materials spills could also occur. The City
will require all contractors to prepare and implement an operational and storage plan to prevent such leakage or
spills and to report any such occurrence immediately upon notice. The contractors will be made responsible for
prevention measures as well as cleanup and/or removal of such spillage as well as properly handling/disposing of
contaminated soils, as deemed necessary by City.

5.9 GEOLOGY

The proposed action area is located in the Claremore Cuesta Plains region of Oklahoma (Curtis and Hamm, 1979)
comprised of resistant Pennsylvanian sandstones and limestones dipping gently westward, forming cuestas
between broad shale plains. The Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) data viewer was utilized
to further identify geologic strata and description. The action area is located within the Quarternary Alluvium
predominantly comprised of sand, silt, clay, and gravel. Thickness ranges from 30 to 80 feet along major streams
and from 0 to 60 feet along minor streams.

Direct Impacts

Although shallow rock strata may be directly disturbed by the proposed action this would not create any long-term
impacts to the geologic environment.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed action.

5.10 CLIMATE CHANGE

Climate change is an important national and global concern. There is general agreement that the earth’s climate is
currently changing and anthropogenic (human-caused) greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have been documented
as contributing to this change. Carbon dioxide (CO2) makes up the largest anthropogenic component of these GHG
emissions. However, there is no scientific methodology for attributing specific climatological changes to a particular
project’s emissions. The CEQ GHG emissions guidance requires action agencies to consider: (1) The potential
effects of a proposed action on climate change as indicated by assessing GHG emissions (e.g., to include, where
applicable, carbon sequestration); and, (2) The effects of climate change on a proposed action and its environmental
impacts. This guidance recommends agencies quantify a proposed agency action’s projected direct and indirect
GHG emissions; use projected GHG emissions (to include, where applicable, carbon sequestration implications
associated with the proposed agency action) as a proxy for assessing potential climate change effects; recommends
agencies include a qualitative analysis and explain the basis for determining that quantification is not reasonably
available because tools, methodologies, or data inputs are not reasonably available to support calculations for a
quantitative analysis; discusses methods to appropriately analyze reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and
cumulative GHG emissions and climate effects; considers reasonable alternatives for short- and long-term effects
and benefits in the alternatives and mitigation analysis; advises agencies to use available information rather than
undertaking new research, and provides examples of existing sources of scientific information; recommends using
information developed during the NEPA review to consider alternatives that would make the actions and affected
communities more resilient to the effects of a changing climate; outlines special considerations for agencies
analyzing biogenic carbon dioxide sources and carbon stocks associated with land and resource management
actions under NEPA; and using the agencies expertise and experience to consider an environmental effect and
prepare an analysis based on the available information.
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Direct Impacts

Operation of modern construction equipment using the most current technology and systems would reduce carbon
and other emissions to the extent possible. Therefore, greenhouse gas emissions from construction of the proposed
action are expected to be minor and similar to other small construction projects. No emissions significantly
contributing to climate change are expected resultant from the proposed action. Ecological changes in Oklahoma
due to climate change are predicted to include warming temperatures and increased severity of both floods and
drought over the next several decades.

Indirect Impacts

No indirect adverse impacts have been identified or are anticipated. Replacement of deteriorated and/or leaking
utility lines may further restrict emissions associated with potentially trapped carbon and/or methane gas.

5.11 NOISE

Noise, defined as unwanted or excessive sound, is an undesirable by-product of our modern way of life. From these
known effects of noise, criteria were established to help protect the public health and safety and prevent disruption
of certain human activities. The criteria is based on such known impacts of noise on people such as speech
interference, sleep interference, physiological responses, hearing loss and annoyance. The time-varying
characteristics of environmental noise are analyzed statistically to determine the duration and intensity of noise
exposure. In an urban environment, noise is made up of two distinct parts. One is ambient or background noise.
Wind noise and distant traffic noise make up the acoustical environment surrounding the project. These sounds
may not be consciously recognized but combine to produce a non-irritating ambient sound level. This background
sound level varies throughout the day, being lowest at night and highest during the day. The other component of
noise is intermittent and louder than the background noise. Transportation, construction, and local industrial noise
are examples of these noise types.

Direct Impacts

Minimal direct impacts may result from construction equipment operation during implementation of the proposed
action but is not expected to result in adverse impacts. Sources of noise would include machinery to conduct
conventional trenching, utility line installation, site restoration, and trucks used to transport materials. Typically,
pipeline installation noise can be minimized by implementing time of day restrictions for construction operations
adjacent to noise sensitive areas such as adjacent homes. It should be noted the proposed action is not located
within or near any special noise sensitive areas or residential areas. One residence is located approximately 0.25
mile west of the western project terminus. Further, the PAA is situated within the auditory range of the existing
WWTP which generates background noise. This background noise is expected to somewhat mask direct
construction equipment related noise levels near the eastern project end. Wildlife within and adjacent to the action
area have likely adapted to such noise-generating operations and adverse impacts resulting from the proposed
action are not expected. Noise level increases or changes in frequency are expected as a result of the PAA. The
existing residential areas adjacent to the PAA are not expected to realize any substantial noise impacts.

Indirect Impacts

No indirect noise impacts to the human environment are expected from the proposed action relative to construction
noise. Temporary, sporadic, and spatially disseminated noise impacts from construction activities may be
experienced by wildlife species but the effect is not expected to be more than minimal and temporary.

5.12 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Three types of impacts are routinely assessed with proposed federal actions and are defined by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR § 1500-1508). Direct impacts are defined as effects that are
caused by the action and occur at the same place and time. Indirect impacts are defined as effects that are caused
by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects
may include growth induced effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use,
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems (40 CFR § 1508.8).
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Direct and indirect impacts have been addressed throughout this section. Cumulative impacts are defined as the
impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person
undertakes such other action (CFR 40 § 1508.7). Cumulative impacts include the direct and indirect impacts of a
project together with the reasonably foreseeable future actions of others. The cumulative impacts that result from
an action may be undetectable but can add to other disturbances and eventually lead to a measurable
environmental change. The assessment of cumulative impacts is required by the CEQ. For any given resource, a
cumulative impact would only potentially exist if the resource were also directly impacted by the proposed action.
The anticipated direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts identified as a potential result of the proposed action are
discussed in below. No other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future actions were identified in the vicinity of the
proposed action or tangential thereto that may affect environmental resources.

Resource Impact Analysis

The following provides the evaluation rationale and the potential need for mitigation to avoid, minimize, or offset
expected impacts relative to the level of affect for the referenced resources:

Land Resources or Uses

The proposed action would not appreciably modify the surface topography or subsurface stratigraphy of the action
area. Changes to the action area would not influence land resources in other areas. No land use changes are
anticipated. The proposed action would follow all appropriate permitting procedures; therefore, implementation of
the proposed action would not result in cumulatively considerable adverse effects to land resources or uses.

Water Resources

The proposed action would not directly impact surface water or wetland resources. However, construction of the
PAA could indirectly affect receiving drainages associated with a temporary increase in sedimentation to the local
watershed from stormwater runoff. The proposed project will comply with the Clean Water Act as it relates to
stormwater non-point source (Section 402) and point-source (Section 404) discharges, if any. The proposed action
will comply with the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality requirements to prepare a stormwater
management pollution plan in accordance with general permit OKR10 which authorizes discharges of storm water
associated with construction activity. Resultant from the PAA, compliance with the ODEQ Consent Order will be
addressed and the stated issues resolved. No cumulative impacts are anticipated to water resources.

Air Quality

Washington County is in attainment for criteria pollutants established by the EPA. The proposed action is not
expected to create adverse impacts to air quality based on the rationale stated above. Construction equipment will
incorporate emission controls systems and fugitive dust will be controlled by contractor watering trucks to the extent
possible. Therefore, no cumulatively considerable adverse effects to air quality are anticipated.

Biological Resources

The PAA could affect suitable habitat for one of the federally-listed species, the ABB. Surveys were not required
and concurrence with the determination of No Effect under the Section 4(d) Rule appears appropriate based on the
ABB Impact Determination Keys. None of the other T&E species would be affected. The action area does not
contain any unique or sensitive ecosystems or biological communities. Terrestrial and aquatic species would be
able to have unrestricted movement to adjacent undisturbed areas in advance of and during construction. Both
aquatic and terrestrial habitat will be restored upon project completion. Implementation of the proposed action
should not result in cumulatively adverse effects to biological resources.

Vegetation

The PAA was selected and will be designed to minimize the existing vegetative structure removal. All disturbed
herbaceous vegetation will be replanted/restored using native species. Tree replacement is not proposed since the
action area corridor will be mowed and maintained for the duration of the new infrastructure service life. All disturbed
vegetation will be allowed to regenerate upon project completion. No cumulative effects to vegetation are
anticipated.
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Cultural Resources

Identified cultural resources would be avoided. Protection measures for potential impacts to unknown cultural
resources that may be inadvertently discovered are included in Section 6.0. No cumulatively considerable adverse
effects to cultural resources would occur as a result of the proposed action.

Socioeconomic_Conditions

The proposed action would provide a positive cumulative socioeconomic impact, improve local resident’s utility
service, and upgrade the City’s sanitary collection/treatment system. Therefore, no adverse cumulative
socioeconomic effects would result.

Land Use

The proposed action would not result in any changes to the local land use patterns. No cumulatively adverse land
use effects have been identified or are expected.

Visual Resources

The proposed action is not located in a designated scenic area or an area of high aesthetic value. With the
implementation of BMP’s, the proposed action would result in no cumulative adverse effects to the existing visual
resources.

Hazardous Materials

Preventative maintenance measures will be required of the construction contractor(s) to ensure all equipment is in
proper condition and does not result in leakage of fuels or lubricants. Storage of all fuels and lubricants onsite will
be restricted to specific areas outside the mapped floodplain where precautionary and preventative measures or
site management practices can be employed to capture accidental spills or leakages. Equipment storage areas
providing similar leakage/spill capture will also be specified for machinery not actively used.

Table 5.8 presents a comparison of potential impacts to the social and natural environment.
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6.0 MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation and/or preventative measures to be implemented during construction of the proposed are summarized
below. Mitigation is defined by CFR 1508.20 as:

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance during the life of the action.
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

Water Quality

Mitigation measures will be implemented as part of the design and construction of the PAA to reduce impacts
resulting from stormwater runoff. The project proponent will comply with all requirements of the Clean Water Act
as required by the state Water Quality Certification (Section 401), the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) as required by Section 402 and by obtaining and complying with all conditions of the Section 404
of the Clean Water Act permit. Required permit authorizations have been or would be obtained prior to construction
to ensure impact avoidance and/or minimization as well as regulatory compliance. During all land disturbing
activities, Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be followed to ensure sediment control. The sediment control
devices will be used to trap sediment as runoff leaves the area caused by storm water induced erosion to prevent
accelerated erosion to the extent practicable. The BMPs would be designed specific to the site and maintained
during the construction process. The temporary control devices will be removed after vegetation is established.

Air Quality

The project proponent or their contractor will prepare a dust control plan to minimize fugitive dust generated from
construction. These measures may include stabilization of expose earth with vegetation, mulch, pavement, or other
cover as early as possible, application of stabilization agents such as water, covering of any stockpiled material,
and the use of covered haul trucks. Proactive dust control measures will effectively eliminate and or minimize dust
during construction activities to the extent possible.

Vegetation

Mitigation measures will be implemented to restore any affected environment to its original or natural state to the
extent practicable. The identified BMP’s will be employed during all project phases. Vegetation removal would be
required to construct the proposed action. Replacement of the affected vegetation is proposed and would be
accomplished through installation of native herbaceous species providing the most benefit for wildlife, habitat, and
aesthetics. A suggested planting ratio of native grass species to forbs should be 70% grasses and 30% forbs. The
planting (seeding) rate would be determined based on the selected species and required aerial coverage.
Depending on the seasonal timing of seeding, planting area slope, and topography, a light straw mulching (or mulch
blankets) may be utilized to increase germination rates and disturbed soil stability. Additional compensatory
mitigation measures are proposed to offset the expected temporary and/or permanent adverse impacts to fish,
wildlife, and their habitat include:

e Revegetation of exposed soil areas using native species;

e Placement of silt fences, hay bale barriers, fiber rolls, as appropriate and where necessary.

e Restore disturbed soils with native herbaceous vegetation while ensuring no invasive of noxious species are
present in acquired stock or seed.

¢ |dentify and remove any invasive plant species that may germinate on disturbed or recently restore soils.

Biological Resources

Implementation of the following mitigation measures to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects include:

e If construction begins during the nesting season for birds of prey and migratory birds (between February 1 and
October 1), a preconstruction bird survey for nesting sites will be conducted within the project site no more than
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14 days prior to commencement with construction activities. The qualified biologist will document and submit
the results of the preconstruction survey in a letter to the ODVA within 30 days following the survey. If no active
nests or roosts are identified during the preconstruction survey, then no further mitigation is required. If any
active nests are identified during the preconstruction survey within the project site, a buffer zone will be
established around the nests. A qualified biologist will monitor nests weekly during construction to evaluate
potential nesting disturbance by construction activities. The biologist will demarcate the buffer zone with
construction tape or pin flags within 100 feet of the active nest and maintain the buffer zone until the end of the
breeding season or until the young have fledged. Guidance from the USFWS will be requested if establishing
a 100-foot buffer zone is impractical if the nestlings within the active nest appear disturbed.

o Utilize pedestrian or light weight vehicles to walk or drive the action area immediately in advance of construction
activities to encourage any present wildlife to vacate the area.

e Restore affected habitats to pre-construction conditions and contour to the extent practicable.

Cultural Resources

In the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources shall be subject to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act as amended (36 CFR 800), the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA)(25 USC 3001 et seq.), and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa-
mm). Specifically, procedures for post review discoveries without prior planning pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13 shall
be followed. The purpose of the following mitigation measures is to minimize the potential adverse effect of
construction activities to previously unknown archaeological or paleontological resources in the case of inadvertent
discovery:

¢ All work shall be halted until a professional archaeologist, or paleontologist if the find is of a paleontological
nature, can assess the significance of the find.

e If any archaeological find is determined to be significant by the archaeologist, or paleontologist as
appropriate, then representatives of the Tribe shall meet with the archaeologist, or paleontologist, to
determine the appropriate course of action, including the development of a Treatment Plan, if necessary.

e All significant cultural or paleontological materials recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis,
professional curation, and a report prepared by the professional archaeologist, or paleontologist, according
to current professional standards.

e If human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities on Tribal lands, pursuant to NAGPRA,
the Tribal Official and agency representative shall be contacted immediately. No further disturbance shall
occur until the Tribal Official and agency representative have made the necessary findings as to the origin
and disposition.

Hazardous Materials

No hazardous materials or recognized environmental conditions were identified within the proposed action area.
The PAA would not result in the removal of any oil and gas wells or associated features. All removed materials will
be disposed of in accordance with all regulations. Accidental spills of petroleum products or hazardous materials
spills could occur during construction of the PAA. The project proponent will require all contractors to report such
accidental spills immediately upon notice of occurrence. The contractors will be made responsible for cleanup
and/or removal of such spillage as well as contaminated soils, as deemed necessary by the project proponent.
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8.0 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS

APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS

Archeological and Historical Preservation Act

1974, 16 U.S.C. 469, et seq

Clean Air Act, as amended

1990, 42 U.S.C. 7609, et seq

Clean Water Act, as amended

1977, U.S.C. 1251, et seq

Endangered Species Act, as amended

1973, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended

1965, 16 U.S.C. 460-1-12, et seq

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended

1934, 16 U.S.C. 661, et seq

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as amended

1965, 16 U.S.C. 661, et seq

National Historic Preservation Act, as amended

1966, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et seq

National Environmental Policy Act, as amended

1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq

Native American Graves Protection & Repatriation Act

1990, 25 U.S.C. 3001-13, et seq

Rivers and Harbors Act

1899, 33 U.S.C. 401, et seq

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act

1954, 16 U.S.C. 1001, et seq

Floodplain Management

1977, Executive Order 11988

Protection of Wetlands

1977, Executive Order 11990

Environmental Justice

1994, Executive Order 12898

Environmental Health and Safety Risks

1997, Executive Order 13045

Federal Facilities on Historic Properties

1996, Executive Order 13006

Accommodation of Native American Sacred Sites

1996, Executive Order 13007

Farmland Protection Policy Act

1981, 7 U.S.C. 4201, et seq

National Invasive Species Act

1966, 16 U.S.C. 4701, et seq

Invasive Species

1999, Executive Order 13112

Non-indigenous Aquatic Nuisance Species Prevention
and Control Act

1990, 16 U.S.C. 4701, et seq

@ TETRA TECH

Page |34




Environmental Information Document/Environmental Report
City of Bartlesville Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion
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Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc.

Steven Votaw, President. Steven Votaw has 33 years of experience in biological and ecological studies. Mr.
Votaw is the President of Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. (24+ years) and has been the Project Manager on
various environmental impact statements, environmental site assessments, biological resource evaluations,
wetland delineations, and threatened and endangered species surveys. Mr. Votaw was previously a Senior
Regulatory Project Manager (10 years) with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Fisheries Technician with the
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (2 years). Mr. Votaw received a Bachelor of Science degree in
Fisheries Management and Wildlife Biology from Northeastern Oklahoma State University with post-graduate work
in environmental science.

Sean Votaw, Biologist. Sean has 8 years of experience in biological and ecological surveys as well as wetland
and waterway delineations, Phase | environmental site assessments and NEPA document preparation. Mr. Votaw
received a Bachelor of Science degree in Fish and Wildlife Biology from Northeastern Oklahoma State University.

Jeff London, National Resource and GIS Specialist. Jeff London has 47 years of experience in the environmental
field. Mr. London was previously a Lake and Project Manager for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (32 years). Mr.
London was responsible for managing the O&M, recreation, and natural resource programs. He also served as an
outdoor recreation planner and project manager for District-wide recreation, environmental and interagency support
programs. Additionally, he uses Geographic Information System (GIS) and CAD technology to analyze and display
environmental features in support of noise, biological, and ecological studies and NEPA documentation. Mr. London
received a Bachelor of Science degree in forestry from Oklahoma State University with postgraduate work in GIS.

Jessica Darnell, Technical Document Manager. Jessica has 7 years of experience composing and editing NEPA
documents and technical scientific reports including biological and ecological assessments, waters of the United
States Delineations, and Phase | environmental site assessments. Ms. Darnell holds a bachelor’s degree from the
University of Central Oklahoma where she graduated with Summa Cum Laude honors and a Master’s Degree from
Shenandoah University where she graduated with a 4.0 GPA Honors.

Holt Consulting Services. James Holt earned his Bachelor of Arts in Anthropology cum laude from the University
of Oklahoma in 2004, and his Master of Arts in Anthropology from the University of Tulsa in 2007. James’
professional interest and specializations are in lithic use wear analysis and landscape archaeology. James began
his career working in museums, specializing in exhibit preparation, artifact analysis, object condition reporting, and
database construction and management. James has worked for several Native American tribes in cultural and
historic preservation roles. Starting in 2010, James worked as a field archaeologist specializing in NHPA Section
106 and NEPA compliance permitting, preparing reports for a diverse range of project types including
communications towers, public utility right-of-way, road construction and expansion, pipelines, energy
infrastructure, Federal projects, and public land management activities for Holt Consulting Services, LLC which he
has owned and operated since 2011. James is listed on the Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA
#35061493) and meets the Secretary of Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED ACTION MAPS AND REPRESENTATIVE PHOTOGRAPHS
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Figure 3-1: Chickasaw WWTP Site Plan - Existing
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EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Ms. Jonna Polk, Project Leader
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
9014 E. 21st Street

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74129

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Polk,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

) 4 —T " A
'r('- Ler A e —

- il ).

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: OKProjectReview@fws.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Micah Siemens

Bartlesville Floodplain Administrator
401 S. Johnstone Ave.

Bartlesville, OK 74003

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Siemens,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: mayescountyem@yahoo.com

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595



EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Mr. Andrew Commer

Chief of Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2488 E. 81st Street

Tulsa, OK 74137-4290

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Commer,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: ceswt-ro@usace.army.mil

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Jon A. Roberts, Senior Manager

Office of External Affairs, OK Dept. of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 1677

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Roberts,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Jon.Roberts@deq.ok.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Todd D. Fagin
Oklahoma Biology Survey
111 E. Chesapeake Street
Norman, Oklahoma, 73019

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Fagin,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: tfagin@ou.edu

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Ms. Julie Cunningham, Executive Director
Oklahoma Water Resources Board

3800 North Classen Blvd

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Cunningham,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: bill.cauthron@owrb.ok.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Steve Glascow, State Resource Conservationist
U.S. Natural Resources of Conservation Service
100 USDA, Suite 206

Stillwater, Oklahoma 77074

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Glascow,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements,  Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

o o A
Lfedgl N at Qe

Lof LAy

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: steven.glasgow@usda.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Brooks Tramell, Wetlands Program Coordinator
Oklahoma Concervation Commission

2800 N Lincoln Blvd

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Tramell,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: brooks.tramell@conservation.ok.gov; sarah.gilmer@conservation.ok.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. David P. Brown, Associate Director
Oklahoma Geological Survey

100 E. Boyd St., Suite N131

Norman, Oklahoma 73019

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Brown,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: jwalter@ou.edu

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Director Jason Lewis

U.S. Geological Survey Oklahoma Water Science Center
202 NW 66™ Street

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73116

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Lewis,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: jmlewis@usgs.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Robert Houston, Staff Director

Office of Communities, Tribes and Environmental Assessment

U.S. EPA Region 6, 1201 Elm Street, Suite 500, Mail Code: ORACN
Dallas, TX 75270-2102

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Houston,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements,  Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Houston.Robert@epa.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. J.D. Strong. Director

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
P.O. Box 53465

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73152

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Director Strong,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: rhonda.hurst@odwc.ok.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Eddie Streeter

Bureau of Indian Affairs
P.O. Box 8002

Muskogee, Oklahoma 74402

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Streeter,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to
the completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to
private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB).
The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP
from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will
also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the
extent necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas
of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw,
Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank
you for your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: eddie.streeter@bia.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Vernon Seaman

Indian Nations Council of Government
2 West 2nd Street, Suite 800

Tulsa, OK 74103-3116

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Seaman,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to
the completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to
private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB).
The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP
from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will
also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the
extent necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas
of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw,
Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank
you for your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

f- .'r(r. T ——

L R KTy

e e =

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: vseaman@incog.org

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595



EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Ms. Bonnie Moats

Oklahoma Water Resources Board
3800 N. Classen Blvd.

Oklahoma City, OK 73118

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Moats,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to
the completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to
private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB).
The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP
from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will
also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the
extent necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas
of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw,
Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank
you for your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Bonnie.Moats@owrb.ok.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Oklahoma Dept. of Tourism and Recreation
State Liaison Officer

Land and Water Conservation Division

900 North Stiles Avenue

Oklahoma City, OK 73104

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Greetings,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to
the completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to
private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB).
The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP
from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will
also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the
extent necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas
of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw,
Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank
you for your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: contact@travelok.com

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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January 22, 2024

Ms. Karen Skaar
National Park Service

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Skaar,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. preparing an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the
potential environmental impacts to private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near
the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma
Water Resources Board (OWRB). The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase
the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key
design elements would include:

New administration building, Activated Sludge pumping,
Chickasaw lift station improvements, * New effluent filtration and backwash systems,
Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,

Chickasaw flow equalization basin

improvements, New backup generator improvements,

« New headworks structure, * New WAS thickening building with new

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and rotating drum thickeners,
improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and

+ Aeration basin improvements and Improvements o
modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

+ New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,
modifications, * Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

* New circular final clarifiers and conversion of lncorporatlon 1mprovements,
existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge * Plant-wide el@ctr{cal and SCADA upgrades,
storage, * Flood protection improvements (levee around

+ New Return Activated Sludge / Waste perimeter of WWTP).

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. The project area location map is attached
for your reference. Compensatory flood water storage will also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of
floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent necessary to provide adequate flood water
storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement associated with facility expansion and flood
protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26 North, Range 13 East, Washington County,
OK. To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your
areas of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by February 22, 2024. Replies should be addressed to Steve
Votaw, Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com.
Thank you for your cooperation and prompt response.

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Karen_skaar@nps.gov

Attachment
P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72901

918-272-7656 918-244-9595



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, TULSA DISTRICT
2488 EAST 81ST STREET
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74137-4290

February 4, 2022

Regulatory Office

Mr. Steven R. Votaw, President
Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc.
PO Box 335

Vinita, OK 74301

Dear Mr. Votaw:

Please reference your correspondence, dated February 3, 2022, regarding the City
of Bartlesville’s proposed Chickasaw Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Expansion
Project located in Sections 6 and 7, Township 26 North, Range 13 East, Washington
County, Oklahoma.

If the proposed action, including both the project area in the vicinity of the existing
WWTP and the floodwater storage compensation area, would result in the placement or
redistribution of any dredge and/or fill material in wetlands or other waters (e.g. Caney
River, Coon Creek, and/or their tributaries), please resubmit that portion of your project,
with a delineation of wetlands and other waters, so that we may determine the
appropriate permitting action under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject project at this pre-
application stage of project development. In regard to project design, please fully
consider and implement all appropriate and practicable opportunities for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to aquatic resources.

Your project has been assigned Identification Number SWT-2022-00069. Please
refer to this number during future correspondence. If further assistance is required,
contact Mr. David Carraway via email, at david.w.carraway@usace.army.mil or, via
phone, at (918) 669-7618.

Sincerely,

Andrew R. Commer
Fov Chief, Regulatory Office



From: Seaman. Vernon

To: steve@eagle-env.com

Subject: RE: Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 11:19:01 AM
Attachments: image004.png

INCOG has received and reviewed the proposal to perform the necessary surveys and data
collection efforts to complete the EID for the WWTP updates and expansion. INCOG has no
concerns or issues as long as construction activities are properly permitted and the necessary
discharge permits abided by.

As always, all construction activities must be in compliance with the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). There are also regulations regarding New Construction within the Boundaries of
Historic Properties (National Historic Preservation Act) and specific Native American sites
that must be considered if applicable. Finally, an OKR10 Stormwater Construction Permit
will be required if more than one acre will be disturbed. Thank you for notifying INCOG of
these planned activities. VVernon Seaman

Vernon Seaman

Manager of Environmental & Energy Planning
INCOG

2 West Second St., Suite 800

Tulsa, OK 74103

918-579-9451

vseaman@incog.org

From: steve@eagle-env.com <steve @eagle-env.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2022 10:32 PM

To: Seaman, Vernon <vseaman@incog.org>

Subject: Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion

Hello,

Please find the attached scoping letter and exhibit for your review and comment. We are contacting
you as part of our regulatory/resource agency public coordination effort relative to the proposed
project area. We look forward to your response. Thank you.

Steven R. Votaw
President

P.O. Box 335

Vinita, OK 74301
918-272-7656
http://www.eagle-env.com
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From: Glasgow, Steven - NRCS. Stillwater, OK

To: steve@eagle-env.com

Subject: RE: [External Email]Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 7:19:59 AM

Attachments: image006.pna

Per your request, we have reviewed the subject project information and determined that the
proposed project will not impact any easements, watersheds or prime farmland soils as
defined by the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

We do note that project does impact Floodplains and advise contact made with appropriate
agencies dealing with floodplains.

Steve Glasgow
State Resource Conservationist

100 USDA, Suite 206 | Stillwater, Ok. 74074 | O: 405.742.1235 | C: 405.612.7800
N RCS Natural Fte_-suurces
Conservation Service

Helping People Help the Land...

From: steve@eagle-env.com <steve@eagle-env.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 10:32 PM

To: Glasgow, Steven - NRCS, Stillwater, OK <steven.glasgow@usda.gov>
Subject: [External Email]Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion

[External Email]

If this message comes from an unexpected sender or references a vague/unexpected topic:
Use caution before clicking links or opening attachments.

Please send any concerns or suspicious messages to: Spam.Abuse@usda.gov

Hello,

Please find the attached scoping letter and exhibit for your review and comment. We are contacting
you as part of our regulatory/resource agency public coordination effort relative to the proposed
project area. We look forward to your response. Thank you.

Steven R. Votaw
President

P.O. Box 335
Vinita, OK 74301
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require


http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951

alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that

share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water

resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soll
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soll
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings,
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.



Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Area of Interest (AOIl)

MAP LEGEND
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:20,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Washington County, Oklahoma
Survey Area Data: Version 17, Sep 8, 2023

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: May 11, 2022—May
14, 2022

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Okemah silt loam, 0 to 1 3.4
percent slopes

Osage clay, 0 to 1 percent 3.0
slopes, occasionally flooded

Shidler stony silty clay loam, 1 1.2
to 20 percent slopes

Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 24.4
percent slopes, occasionally
flooded
Totals for Area of Interest 32.0

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

11
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The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

12
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Washington County, Oklahoma

OkA—Okemabh silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2vwfz
Elevation: 610 to 920 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 37 to 46 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 64 degrees F
Frost-free period: 190 to 220 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Okemah and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Okemah

Setting
Landform: Paleoterraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Clayey and loamy colluvium or alluvium over clayey residuum
weathered from shale

Typical profile
A1 -0to 14 inches: silt loam
A2 - 14 to 18 inches: silty clay loam
Bt - 18 to 47 inches: silty clay
BC - 47 to 79 inches: silty clay

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 12 to 30 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 2 percent
Gypsum, maximum content: 2 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 10.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: C/D
Ecological site: R112XY103KS - Loamy Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

13
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Minor Components

Parsons
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Divides
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Interfluve
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R112XY101KS - Claypan Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Pharoah
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Paleoterraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY102KS - Clayey Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Summit
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Interfluves
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave, convex
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R112XY103KS - Loamy Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Os—Osage clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, occasionally flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2tgsx
Elevation: 740 to 800 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 37 to 42 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 55 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 185 to 255 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Osage and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Osage

Setting
Landform: Flood plains

14
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Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Parent material: Clayey alluvium

Typical profile
A -0to 18inches: clay
Bssg - 18 to 60 inches: clay
Bg - 60 to 79 inches: clay

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 6 to 18 inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 3 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 1.8 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 12.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 7.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: R112XY124KS - Wet Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Minor Components

Verdigris
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY125KS - Loamy Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: No

Wynona
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY124KS - Wet Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Hepler
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Flood-plain steps
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

15
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Ecological site: R112XY1220K - Wet Terrace
Hydric soil rating: No

Osage, ponded
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R112XY124KS - Wet Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: Yes

SoE—Shidler stony silty clay loam, 1 to 20 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2zgwk
Elevation: 620 to 950 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 48 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 64 degrees F
Frost-free period: 190 to 220 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Shidler and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Shidler

Setting
Landform: Hillslopes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy residuum weathered from cherty limestone

Typical profile
A - 0Oto 8inches: stony silty clay loam
R - 8to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 20 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 0.0 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 6 to 20 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to low (0.00 to
0.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None

16
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Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 1.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: R112XY1060K - Shallow Limestone Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Aliceville
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Interfluves
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Interfluve
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Ecological site: R112XY102KS - Clayey Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Summit
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Interfluves
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave, convex
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R112XY103KS - Loamy Upland
Hydric soil rating: No

Vc—Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, occasionally flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2tgsn
Elevation: 510 to 890 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 37 to 45 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 178 to 235 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Verdigris and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Verdigris

Setting
Landform: Flood plains

17
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Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Parent material: Silty alluvium

Typical profile
A - 0to 20 inches: clay loam
C - 20 to 79 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.20 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 10.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: R112XY125KS - Loamy Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Osage, hydric
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY124KS - Wet Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Cleora
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY125KS - Loamy Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: No

Tullahassee
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R112XY125KS - Loamy Floodplain
Hydric soil rating: No
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J. KEVIN STITT TREY LAM

GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
MATT PINNELL LISA KNAUF OWEN
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

Our Land * Our Heritage * Our Future

February 4, 2022

Steve Votaw

President

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc.
PO Box 335

Vinita, OK 74301

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Votaw:

Your request for a wetland determination for the referenced project, as described in your letter of February 3, 2022 has
been reviewed using the Soil Survey of Washington County and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland
Inventory maps. A hydric soil was indicated both within the project area and proposed compensatory flood water
storage area. Additionally, an area classified as wetland was identified at the site. Due to the potential impact on
wetland resources, an on-site investigation may be needed. If you have not already done so, the Oklahoma
Conservation Commission (OCC) recommends you contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for a
determination and further instruction. Their address and phone number is:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mr. Andrew Commer

Chief of Regulatory Branch
2488 E 81st St.

Tulsa, OK 74137
918/669-7400

If this project meets the requirements of the USACE, then OCC has no additional concerns. If you have any further
questions or concerns, please contact me at 405/534-6997.

Sincerely,

saoih. & Famull

Brooks Tramell
Wetlands Program Coordinator
Water Quality Division

cc.  Wetlands File

STATE OF OKLAHOMA + OKLAHOMA CONSERVATION COMMISSION

2800 NORTH LINCOLN BOULEVARD, SUITE 200 « OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73105-4210 - (405)521-2384 +« FAX(405)521-6686 « WWW.CONSERVATION.OK.GOV



OBS Ref. 2022-052-BUS-EAG

Dear Mr. Votaw, Feb. 4, 2022
We have reviewed occurrence information on federal and state threatened, endangered or candidate
species, as well as non-regulatory rare species and ecological systems of importance currently in the
Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory database for the following location you provided:

Sec. 6 and 7-T26N-R13E, Washington County

We found 2 occurrence(s) of relevant species within the vicinity of the project location as described.

Species Name Common Name Federal Status
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle protected
County TRS Count
Washington Sec. 36-T27N-R12E 2

Additionally, absence from our database does not preclude such species from occurring in the area.

If you have any questions about this response, please send me an email, or call us at the number given
below.

Although not specific to your project, you may find the following links helpful.

ONHI, guide to ranking codes for endangered and threatened species:
http://www.oknaturalheritage.ou.edu/content/biodiversity-info/ranking-guide/

Information regarding the Oklahoma Natural Areas Registry:
https://okregistry.wordpress.com/

Todd Fagin

Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory
(405) 325-4700

tfagin@ou.edu
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Oklahoma Ecological Services Field Office
9014 East 21st Street
Tulsa, OK 74129-1428
Phone: (918) 581-7458 Fax: (918) 581-7467

In Reply Refer To: January 22, 2024
Project code: 2024-0039268
Project Name: Bartlesville WWTP Expansion part 1

Subject: Consistency letter for 'Bartlesville WWTP Expansion part 1' project for a No Effect
determination for the American burying beetle

Dear Lindy Clay:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received on January 22, 2024 your effect
determination(s) for the 'Bartlesville WWTP Expansion part 1' (the Action) using the American
burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) determination key within the Information for Planning
and Consultation (IPaC) system.

The Service developed this system in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(ESA) (87 Stat.884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)

Based on your consideration of the Action and the assistance in the Service’s American burying
beetle determination key, you have determined that your proposed action will have No Effect on
the American burying beetle.

Your agency has met consultation requirements for these species by informing the Service of
your “no effect” determination. No further consultation for this project is required for the
American burying beetle. This consistency letter confirms you may rely on effect determinations
you reached by considering the American burying beetle DKey to satisfy agency consultation
requirements under Section 7(a) (2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as
amended 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.; ESA).

Coordination with your local Ecological Services Office is complete for the American burying
beetle. If your project may affect additional listed species, please contact your local Ecological
Services Field Office for assistance with those species. Thank you for considering Federally-
listed species during your project planning.

This letter covers only the American burying beetle. It does not apply to the following ESA-
protected species that also may occur in the Action area:

» Alligator Snapping Turtle Macrochelys temminckii Proposed Threatened
* Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate



Project code: 2024-0039268 IPaC Record Locator; 629-137392077 01/22/2024

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus Threatened

Rabbitsfoot Quadrula cylindrica cylindrica Threatened

Rufa Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa Threatened

Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus Proposed Endangered

If your project may affect additional listed species, you must evaluate additional DKeys for other
species, or submit a request for consultation for the additional species to your local Ecological
Services Field Office.

The Service recommends that your agency contact the Service or re-evaluate the project in [PaC
if: 1) the scope or location of the proposed project is changed significantly, 2) new information
reveals that the action may affect listed species or designated critical habitat; 3) the action is
modified in a manner that causes effects to listed species or designated critical habitat; or 4) a
new species is listed or critical habitat designated. If any of the above conditions occurs,
additional consultation should take place before project changes are final or resources
committed.

DKey Version Publish Date: 06/15/2022 20f6



Project code: 2024-0039268 IPaC Record Locator; 629-137392077 01/22/2024

Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.

1. Name

Bartlesville WWTP Expansion part 1

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'Bartlesville WWTP Expansion part 1':

Bartlesville is looking to expand their WWTP to help with the IPR they have.
They are also under consent orders from ODEQ to bring their plant into
compliance.

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@36.75608205,-95.96479107037115,14z

| e = !
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Project code: 2024-0039268 IPaC Record Locator; 629-137392077 01/22/2024

QUALIFICATION INTERVIEW

1. Is the action authorized, funded, or being carried out by a Federal agency?

Yes

2. Have you determined that the proposed action will have “no effect” on the American
burying beetle? (If you are unsure select "No")

Yes

DKey Version Publish Date: 06/15/2022 4 0f6



Project code: 2024-0039268 IPaC Record Locator; 629-137392077 01/22/2024

PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE

Please select the activity that best matches your proposed action.
1. Soil disturbance related to urban expansion or construction of structures

If you chose 13 above, please describe below. If you did not choose 13 above, please type
HOH.

0
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Project code: 2024-0039268 IPaC Record Locator; 629-137392077 01/22/2024

IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION

Agency: Oklahoma Water Resources Board
Name: Lindy Clay

Address: 3800 N Classen

City: Oklahoma City

State: OK

Zip: 73118

Email lindy.clay@owrb.ok.gov

Phone: 4056517345

DKey Version Publish Date: 06/15/2022 6 of 6



KEVIN STITT

JULIE CUNNINGHAM
GOVERNOCR

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
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Water Resources Board

OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCES BOARD
Planning & Management Division
Oklahoma City, OK

PUBLIC NOTICE REVIEW

____We have no comments to offer. X We offer the following comments.

WE RECOMMEND THAT YOU CONTACT THE LOCAL FLOODPLAIN
ADMINISTRATOR FOR POSSIBLE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS
PROJECT. THE OWRB WEB SITE, www.owrb.ok.gov, contains a directory of
floodplain administrators and is located under forms/floodplain management/floodplain
administrators, listed alphabetically by name of community. If this development would
fall on state owned or operated property, a floodplain development permit is required
from OWRB. The Chapter 55 Rules and permit application for this requirement can be
found on the OWRB web site listed above. If this project is proposed in a non-
participating community, try to ensure that this project is completed so that it is
reasonably safe from flooding and so that it does not flood adjacent property if possible.
Permitting Section said, “No information for water rights needed.”

Reviewer: Miranda Thomas, CFM DATE 2/8/2022

Project Name: The proposed project is for improvement to the existing Wastewater
Treatment Plant, located at Sec 6 & 7, T26N, R13E, Washington Co, Oklahoma.

FIRM Name: Steven Votaw, Eagle Environmental Consulting, INC
Cc: Kevin Wofford, City of Vinita FPA

* Otoe-Missouria Tribe and Red Rock participate in the NFIP and have a floodplain
development permitting system. See paragraph above.

3800 M. CLASSEN BOULEVARD - OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 . (405) 530-8800 . www.owrb.ok.gov
Jennifer Castlllo « Charles Darby + Thormas A. Gorman + Ron Justice - Suzanne Landess « Bob Latham « Robert L. Melton « Matt Muller « Robert L. Stallings


http://www.owrb.ok.gov/

From: Blue, Sharleen R CIV USARMY CESWT (USA) on behalf of CESWT-RO SWT

To: steve@eagle-env.com; Carraway. David W CIV USARMY CESWT (USA)

ec: CESWT-RO SWT

Subject: SWT-2022-69 / RE: [URL Verdict: Neutral][Non-DoD Source] Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion
Date: Friday, February 4, 2022 8:42:28 AM

Attachments: image004.png

BVille WWTP - Agency Scoping Letter - USACE.pdf
Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Scoping Exhibit.ipg

Dear Mr. Votaw:

Your project has been assigned to Regulatory project manager Mr. David Carraway and generated
into our Regulatory system as project number: SWT-2022-69. Please refer to this project number in
any future correspondence.

Thank you,

Regulatory Office | Tulsa District Corps of Engineers
2488 East 81st Street | Tulsa, OK 74137-4290
Office 918-669-7400 | Fax 918-669-4306

CESWT-RO@usace.army.mil | www.swt.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory

You are invited to complete our Regulatory Service Survey at:
https://regulatory.ops.usace.army.mil/customer-service-survey/

From: steve@eagle-env.com <steve@eagle-env.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 10:33 PM

To: CESWT-RO SWT <ceswt-ro@usace.army.mil>

Subject: [URL Verdict: Neutral][Non-DoD Source] Bartlesville Chickasaw WWTP Expansion

Hello,

Please find the attached scoping letter and exhibit for your review and comment. We are contacting
you as part of our regulatory/resource agency public coordination effort relative to the proposed
project area. We look forward to your response. Thank you.

Steven R. Votaw
President

P.O. Box 335
Vinita, OK 74301
918-272-7656
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EAGLE
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Mr. Andrew Commer

Chief of Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2488 E. 81st Street

Tulsa, OK 74137-4290

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Commer,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,

* Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements, * New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements

* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,
modifications, * Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

» New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
ﬁﬂﬂ Vel ae —

Steven R. Votaw

President

Via email: ceswt-ro@usace.army.mil

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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From: Jon Roberts on behalf of DEQ EnvReviews

To: steve@eagle-env.com

Subject: Environmental Impact Reviews

Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 9:48:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Mr. Votaw:

In response to your requests, we have completed a general environmental impact review
for the projects listed below.

Projects

1. Letter dated February 3, 2022 — Cherokee Nation Tahlequah Hospital, Tahlequah,
Cherokee County, OK [35.91141, -94.94533]

2. Letter dated February 3, 2022 — Chickasaw WWTP Expansion, Bartlesville, Washington
County, OK [36.75807, -95.96041]

Adverse Environmental Impacts Under DEQ Jurisdiction
None anticipated.

Additional Regulatory Considerations

A. For Project #1, since the property is on Trust land, EPA has jurisdictional authority
regarding stormwater permitting. Please visit the EPA website at
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/submitting-notice-intent-noi-notice-termination-not-or-low-
erosivity-waiver-lew-under/ for any stormwater permitting questions.
B. For Project #2, please note that prior to beginning any construction activity
disturbing more than one acre, you must submit an NOI and obtain authorization under
OKR10, construction stormwater. If you need assistance, please contact DEQ's
Stormwater Unit at (405) 702-6100.
C. For Project #2, please note that water and wastewater infrastructure projects that
will require a construction permit from DEQ’s Water Quality Division include the
following:

- Construction of new water and wastewater treatment facilities;

- Modifications and upgrades to existing facilities;

- Construction of new water distribution and wastewater collection lines;

- Relocation of existing water distribution and wastewater collection lines.

Projects that do not require a construction permit include:
- Replacement of existing equipment with same type and size equipment;
- Replacement of existing water and wastewater lines with the same size line in the
same location.

Please contact DEQ’s Water Quality Division (Construction Permitting Section) if you
have specific questions about these projects or need further clarification. Rocky Chen is
the Manager of this section and can be reached at (405) 702-8140 or
rocky.chen@deq.ok.gov.

Note: This is a summary of the most common regulatory requirements that may be applicable to
these projects. Other regulatory requirements may apply.

Additional recommendations to consider may be found at https://go.usa.gov/xFE4c.

For future projects, please include GPS coordinates in decimal degrees (DD.DDDDD) and
continue including street addresses, section/township/range, or other location information.

Please submit future requests to https://go.usa.gov/xFf7g or EnvReviews@deq.ok.gov by
attaching a single pdf file containing your request and any attachments.


mailto:Jon.Roberts@deq.ok.gov
mailto:EnvReviews@deq.ok.gov
mailto:steve@eagle-env.com
https://go.usa.gov/xFE4c
https://go.usa.gov/xFf7g
mailto:EnvReviews@deq.ok.gov

#:(: OKLAHOMA




Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. If you have any questions or need
clarification, please contact me.

Regards,

Jon Roberts | Env. Programs Manager Il
Office of Continuous Improvement | Department of Environmental Quality
p. 405-702-7111

Oklahoma.gov | deq.ok.gov
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EAGLE
ERVIRONMENTAL
CONSULTING

January 22, 2024

Ms. Karen Skaar
National Park Service

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Skaar,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. preparing an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the
potential environmental impacts to private land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near
the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma
Water Resources Board (OWRB). The proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase
the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from 7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key
design elements would include:

New administration building, Activated Sludge pumping,
Chickasaw lift station improvements, * New effluent filtration and backwash systems,
Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,

Chickasaw flow equalization basin

improvements, New backup generator improvements,

« New headworks structure, * New WAS thickening building with new

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and rotating drum thickeners,
improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and

+ Aeration basin improvements and Improvements o
modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

+ New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,
modifications, * Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

* New circular final clarifiers and conversion of lncorporatlon 1mprovements,
existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge * Plant-wide el@ctr{cal and SCADA upgrades,
storage, * Flood protection improvements (levee around

+ New Return Activated Sludge / Waste perimeter of WWTP).

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. The project area location map is attached
for your reference. Compensatory flood water storage will also be required whereby approximately 29 acres of
floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent necessary to provide adequate flood water
storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement associated with facility expansion and flood
protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26 North, Range 13 East, Washington County,
OK. To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your
areas of expertise. We would appreciate your comments by February 22, 2024. Replies should be addressed to Steve
Votaw, Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com.
Thank you for your cooperation and prompt response.

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Karen_skaar@nps.gov

Attachment
P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72901

918-272-7656 918-244-9595



steve@eagle-env.com
__

From: Skaar, Karen S <karen_skaar@nps.gov>

Sent: Monday, February 5, 2024 9:29 AM

To: steve@eagle-env.com

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] City of Bartlesville, OK WWTP Expansion Comment Request

Good morning,

The National Park Service (NPS) has no resources impacted by the proposal and therefore has no comments on the
project as proposed.

Thank you,

Karen Skaar (she/hers)

Environmental Protection Specialist

National Park Service Intermountain Region

(303) 349-4160
karen_skaar@nps.gov | NPS IMR Internal SharePoint

"The Earth is the Mother of All People" - Chief Joseph - Nez Perce

From: steve@eagle-env.com <steve@eagle-env.com>

Sent: Friday, February 2, 2024 11:55 AM

To: Skaar, Karen S <karen_skaar@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Bartlesville, OK WWTP Expansion Comment Request

This email has been received from outside of DOl — Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Ms. Skaar,

Please allow me to follow up on the receipt of our comment request letter dated Jan 22, 2024 and status of your review. The
project proponent is asking when the draft-final environmental information document (EID) will be provided back to the OK
Water Resources Board. Your response is the last documentation we need to submit the EID for public notice and project for
public hearing. Can you please assist us and let me know if you or NPS have any comments (or questions) regarding the proposed
project? Thank you.

Steven R. Votaw
President
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Water Resources Board

July 19, 2022

Kary L. Stackelbeck, Ph.D., State Archaeologist
Oklahoma Archeological Survey

111 E. Chesapeake

Norman, OK 73019

Re: Request for Review and Comment on Bartlesville Municipal Authority, ORF-23-0023-CW,
Cultural Resources Survey

Dear Dr. Stackelbeck:

The Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB), delegated by the Environmental Protection Agency as
the Responsible Official for compliance with the procedural requirements of National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (40CRF Part 6) for wastewater treatment construction grants under Title II of the
Clean Water Act (CWA), formally requests review and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP’s) regulations for
the following project(s):

Attached please find the Cultural Resources Survey Report completed by Holt Consulting Services, LLC
for the Bartlesville Municipal Authority for construction of Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements
funded with a loan from the Oklahoma Clean Water State Revolving Fund administered by the OWRB.
The report states, “Based upon the results of this archaeological investigation, the proposed Bartlesville
WWTP Project should have no effect on local cultural resources and a finding of No Effect is
recommended based on the lack of impact to any listed or eligible properties. Clearance to proceed with
the project should be granted.”.

We request an expeditious review of this project. Please mail or fax your response along with any
mitigative measures, if any, within the next 30 days. If you have any questions, please contact Claire
Milligan, Environmental Specialist at 405-530-8800.

Sincerely,

Lindy Clay, Environmental Programs Manager
Financial Assistance Division

Enclosures: Cultural Resources Report, SHPO Comments to Draft CR Report

3800 N. CLASSEN BOULEVARD - QKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 . («05) 530-3800 + wiww owrlokgov

Jennifer Castille « Damren Cook « Charles Darby « Thomas A. Gorman « Ron Justice « Suzanne Landess « Hob Latham « Matt Muller « Robert L Stallings
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February 21, 2022

Oklahoma Water Resources Board
Attn: Lindy Clay

Environmental Programs Manager
3800 N. Classen Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118

Re: OAS FY22-0934 OWRB Bartlesville Municipal Authority Proposed WWTP Improvements.
Legal Description: NE % Section 7 & SE % Section 6, T26N, R13E, Washington County, Oklahoma.

Dear Ms. Clay:

The Community Assistance Program staff of the Oklahoma Archeological Survey has reviewed the above
referenced project to identify areas that may potentially contain prehistoric or historic archeological
matetials (historic properties). The location of your project has been crosschecked with the state site files
containing approximately 26,000 archaeological sites, which are currently recorded for the state of
Oklahoma. No sites are listed in your project area but based on the topographic and hydrologic
setting of your project, archeological materials are likely to be encountered. An archaeological
field inspection is considered necessary prior to project construction to identify significant
archaeological resources that may exist in the project area. This environmental review and
evaluation is performed in order to locate, record, and preserve Oklahoma's prehistoric and historic
cultural heritage in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation’s Office and the Oklahoma Historical
Society, The responsible federal agency or their official delegate must also have a letter fram that office to
document consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

This environmental review and evaluation is done in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation
Office, Oklahoma Historical Society. The responsible federal agency or their official delegate must also
have a letter from that office to document consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act,

In addition to our review comments, under 36CFR Part 8003 you are reminded of your responsibility to
consult with the appropriate Native American tribe/groups to identify any concerns they may have
pertaining to this undertaking and potential impacts to properties of traditional and /or ceremonial value,

Sincerely,

oty M, B K

Caitlin M. Baker
Staff Archaeologist State Archaeologist

(dkg
ce: SHPO

111 Chesapeake, Hoom 102, Noman, Gklahoma 73019-5111, PHONE: (405) 325-7211, FAX (405) 325-7604
A UNIT OF ARTE AND SCIENCES SERVING THE PEOPLE OF OKLAFHOMA
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July 19, 2022

Lynda Ozan, Deputy SHPO
Oklahoma Historical Society

State Historical Preservation Office
800 Nazih Zuhdi

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Re: Request for Review and Comment on Bartlesville Municipal Authority, ORF-23-0023-CW,
Cultural Resources Survey

Dear Ms. Ozan:

The Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB), delegated by the Environmental Protection Agency as
the Responsible Official for compliance with the procedural requirements of National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (40CRF Part 6) for wastewater treatment construction grants under Title II of the
Clean Water Act (CWA), formally requests review and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP’s) regulations for
the following project(s):

Attached please find the Cultural Resources Survey Report completed by Holt Consulting Services, LLC
for the Bartlesville Municipal Authority for construction of Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements
funded with a loan from the Oklahoma Clean Water State Revolving Fund administered by the OWRB.
The report states, “Based upon the results of this archaeological investigation, the proposed Bartlesville
WWTP Project should have no effect on local cultural resources and a finding of No Effect is
recommended based on the lack of impact to any listed or eligible properties. Clearance to proceed with
the project should be granted.”.

We request an expeditious review of this project. Please mail or fax your response along with any
mitigative measures, if any, within the next 30 days. If you have any questions, please contact Claire
Milligan, Environmental Specialist at 405-530-8800.

Sincerely,

Lindy Clay, Environmental Programs Manager
Financial Assistance Division

Enclosures: Cultural Resources Report, OAS Comments to Draft CR Report

3800 N. CLASSEN BOULEVARD - QKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 . («05) 530-3800 + wiww owrlokgov

Jennifer Castille « Damren Cook « Charles Darby « Thomas A. Gorman « Ron Justice « Suzanne Landess « Hob Latham « Matt Muller « Robert L Stallings



Holt Consulting Services, LLC
9524 E. 81st St., Suite B — Tulsa, OK 74133
(918) 808-8530 James@HoltCRM.com

www.HoltCRM.com

Archaeological Survey Report for Bartlesville Wastewater
Treatment Plant Expansion Project in
Bartlesville, Washington County, OK

Holt Consulting Services, LLC Project Number: 2022-36-OK

Conducted for: Eagle Environmental Consulting

Project Name: Bartlesville WWTP Project

Project Legal Location: Portions of S/2 of Sec 6 and Portions of N/2 of Sec 7, T26N R13E
USGS Quad map: Bartlesville North, OK

Land Status: Private, City of Bartlesville-owned

Surveyed by: James R. Holt, MA RPA, Ashley B. Brown, MA, and Matt Oliver, BA
on February 24, 28, and April 4, 11, 19, and June 7, 2022

Acres Surveyed: 44.8

Report Prepared by: James R. Holt on June 10, 2022

Notice: This report was prepared for review by approved parties only and is not intended for
public release. All information contained (including maps and imagery) is confidential.
Permission must be sought from Eagle Environmental Consulting, the Oklahoma Archaeological
Survey, the Oklahoma SHPO, and the Oklahoma Historical Society prior to public release, and all
maps and site references must first be removed lacking such permission.
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Project Summary / Abstract

An archaeological survey of the proposed Bartlesville Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) Expansion Project was performed on April 4, 11, 19, and June 7, 2022, by James R.
Holt, MA RPA, Ashley B. Brown, MA, and Matt Oliver, BA of Holt Consulting Services, LLC. The

project is located on private and city-owned property in Washington County, Oklahoma.

The archaeological survey consisted of a standard format file search, field survey, and
report preparation performed upon request of Mr. Steve Votaw of Eagle Environmental
Consulting. Mr. Votaw may be reached at (918) 272-7656, PO Box 335 Vinita, OK 74301. The
purpose of the investigation was to ensure that no significant or eligible cultural resources
would be disturbed by the proposed construction of expanded wastewater management
infrastructure. An intensive survey consisting of regular 30-m interval transects and 40 shovel
test pits were dug to check for unknown surface and subsurface cultural artifacts and features.

One new historic archaeological site was encountered and recorded in the course of fieldwork.

The recommendations contained in this report are subject to review by the SHPO, State

Archaeologist, and various interested tribes and consulted parties.
Introduction

The Bartlesville WWTP Project consists of approximately 44.8 acres of property, divided
into three distinct areas, which is the area of potential effect (APE) of the project, located in
Bartlesville, OK. The APE was investigated using standard field methodology including regular
30-m surface transects and shovel test pits (STP) planned at approximately 100-m intervals and
dug where conditions allowed. The two portions of the APE south of the Caney River were
intensively shovel tested while the area north of the Caney River was less intensively shovel
tested due to the presence of a historic mine or gravel pit that resulted in the removal and
displacement of the soil and was the location of the historic site. One new historic

archaeological site was found and recorded in the course of the investigation.
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Environmental Setting

The project is located immediately east and north of downtown Bartlesville, Oklahoma,
in the terraces above the floodplain of the Caney River. Bartlesville sits on the eastern edge of
the Osage Hills. This area is characterized by hills that slope gently upward to the north and
east. These hills, the ecoregion Flint Hills, are produced by differences in the bedrock, which
consist of rising cherty limestone and sandstone ridges and smooth, flat expanses of shale. Tall-
and mixed-grass prairies typically predominate in this area, interrupted only by extensions in
the river basins from the ecoregion to the east, the Cross timbers, made up of oak savannah,
scrubby oak forest, and eastern redcedar (Woods et al. 2005). Because this region straddles
two different environmental types, fluctuations in vegetation have occurred in the past.
Forested areas would have expanded with increased, and contracted with decreased, rainfall.
However, bedrock in the area limits the amount of expansion that could occur, since limestone
and shale do not retain enough moisture to support the needs of full-grown trees. The late
Pleistocene was largely cooler with less severe temperature swings between seasons. By the
Holocene, conditions were much drier for a couple of thousand years with a moist climate
returning to the area about the time of the Plains Woodland occupations (Hall 1988). The
fluctuation shifted again to a drier climate around 1000 years ago, continuing to dry out until its
peak during the Plains Village occupations (c. 400-600 years ago) (Hall 1988). Today, croplands
are more limited than are found in the Central Great Plains to the west due to the shallow,
stony soils. Instead, rangeland and grassland are common throughout the area (Woods et al.
2005). Deer, raccoons, opossum, ducks, geese, turtles, fish, and other vertebrate animals are
common in the forests and streams of the area. Currently, the Oklahoma Climatological Survey
reports normal annual precipitation as approximately 25 - 45 inches, and the vegetation at the

site is mixed.

According to the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey, the soil at
the project location generally consists of Osage Clay, Verdigris clay loam, and Dennis silt loam
on 0-3% slopes. All three soil types generally consist of alluvial clay and loam soils above clayey

substrata which represent the transition to B-horizon soils.
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Cultural History

The State of Oklahoma has a long history of human habitation, beginning in Paleo-Indian
times (c. 15,500 years ago) with continued occupations through to modern era (Wyckoff and
Brooks eds, 1983). While there is mounting evidence of pre-clovis (prior to 15,500 years ago)
settling of North America (Fagundes et al., 2008; Gilbert et al., 2008; Halligan et al 2016), it does
not have academic consensus and none of that evidence comes out of Oklahoma (Poinar et al.
2009; Morrow 2012). During the Paleo-Indian period, large portions of North America were
traversed by nomadic hunter-gatherer groups who subsisted primarily on the now-extinct
megafauna of the Pleistocene epoch. In following the herds upon which they subsisted, the
Paleo-Indian hunter-gatherers spread across North America, eventually traveling as far south as

western South America (Kelly and Todd, 1988).

Evidence for the earliest Paleo-Indian occupation of Oklahoma comes from several sites
in western Oklahoma, including the Cooperton site and the Domebo site (Gilbert and Brooks,
2000). Both sites are comprised of disarticulated mammoth bones, with associated tools

indicating human consumption of the animal.

The Archaic period represented substantive change in the peoples of the Great Plains.
After significant climate change, in which the region became warmer and drier and the Ice Age
megafauna became extinct, indigenous peoples began focusing their subsistence on modern
animal species (such as bison and deer) and increased their reliance on plant foods (Henry,
1998). These changes resulted in the production and use of a wider range of tools, including

ground stone axes and grinders, bone awls, and wooden atlatls (Hofman, 1989).

In general, on the Great Plains, the Plains Woodland period is thought to extend from
approximately 1950-950b.p. (Vehik 1985) and in many ways seen as a continuation from the
Archaic period with a few key changes. During this time, there is the beginning of a ceramic
technology, the adoption of cultigens (maize, beans, and squash), the introduction the bow and
arrow, and the elaboration of ground stone tools (Johnson and Johnson 1998). People
throughout this period were mostly mobile hunter/gatherers; however, with the emergence of
horticulture towards the end of the Plains Woodland, groups became more sedentary as
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reflected in larger settlements with semi-permanent housing structures. (Johnson and Johnson
1998: 214-217). While the bow and arrow were beginning to be used, the dominant projectile
point remained dart points, most likely cast by an atlatl. In Oklahoma, the Plains Woodland
period was marked by early farming, accompanied by the first usage of pottery in North
America. Scrapers and hoes, manos and metates (grinding stones), and ground stone axes and
adzes were all typical artifacts of the Plains Woodland period (Gilbert and Brooks, 2000). An
example of the Plains Woodland period to in Oklahoma is the Pruitt site in Murray County.
Excavated in 1966 by Barr, the site established the Pruitt complex, which defines the southern
Plains Woodland occupation (Hartley, 1974). Its characteristics include cord-marked pottery,
stemmed and corner-notched projectile points, shell and stone scrapers and hoes, and some
bone tools such as awls and flint-knapping tools. Radio-carbon dates from the site suggest that
this occupation occurred sometime between the 7th and 9th centuries AD, but occupation at

the site continued beyond these dates (Hartley, 1974).

During the following Plains Village period which dates to approximately 950-500b.p.
(Vehik 1985, Henry 1977), a dramatic shifts occurred in the life ways of the inhabitants of the
region. With a greater reliance on horticulture, groups became more sedentary, with seasonal
or even more permanent settlements accompanied by larger and more substantial structures
(Drass 1998). There also appears to have been a trend of the coalescence of villages into fewer,
larger communities; some of which in the central and northern plains appear to exhibit
fortifications. In the Southern Plains, while people were farming, they still relied heavily on
hunting and gathering (Drass 1998). The greater emphasis on horticulture during the period is
thought to have accounted for the greater abundance of ceramic containers for storage of
food-stuff. The greater focus on ceramic technology is reflected in a shift in the use of shell and
mica temper over sand, although sand temper is still used. In the Southern Plains it appears
that this change in the use of shell temper is much more pronounced as there is virtually no
sand temper found during these later times (Johnson and Johnson 1998). By this time, people
are also relying more on bow and arrows than darts, although dart points still show up
throughout the period (Henry 1977). In Oklahoma, Plains Village cultures are characterized by

permanent housing structures, agriculture, bison hunting, and the production of smaller, more
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triangular projectile points (Bell, 1961). The most common projectile points are arrow points of
Fresno and Washita varieties. Two other chipped stone tools that are frequently recovered
during this time also include scrapers (snub-nosed made from Alibates) and diamond-beveled
knives. As for ceramics, most are globular in shape (George 1982). There is a wider range of
representation for this period than the preceding cultural stages, and several late prehistoric
complexes have been defined. These include the Washita River and Custer occupations of
western Oklahoma, the Antelope Creek and Optima occupations of the Texas and Oklahoma

panhandles, and the Henrietta occupation of central and north Texas (Bell, 1961).

Contact was first made with the indigenous peoples of Oklahoma in 1541 when
European explorers reached the central United States (Rasmussen, 2000). During the next
several generations, the French and Spanish explorers encountered various tribal groups, and
conflict began to occur between the Native Americans and Europeans (Tennant, 1936). This
interaction is exemplified by the Spanish Fort site located on the Red River between Jefferson
County, Oklahoma and Montague County, Texas. The site is comprised of two fortified towns
on the river which served as a trading center for French settlers and the Comanche and
Taovayas Wichita (Vehik, 2002). In 1759, in response to military conflict between natives and
the Spanish, the outpost was attacked by Spanish forces led by Colonel Diego Ortiz Parrilla.

However, the site withstood the attack, and Parrilla was killed in the battle (Vehik, 2002).

In the early 19th Century, white expansion continued. After the Louisiana Purchase of
1803, Oklahoma was acquired as a United States territory, and the country began to put
pressure on native peoples to either conform to white society or leave their traditional lands for
the western territories. The territory that was to become Oklahoma was initially administered
through the Missouri Territory, but as Missouri was becoming a state in 1819, most of
Oklahoma became part of the Arkansas Territory (Odell, 2002). The 1820’s saw many French
and American settlers and trappers moving into the area and several forts (Fort Smith along the
Arkansas, Fort Gibson and Towson) were all built to aid in protection and trade (Odell, 2002).
After the passage of the Indian Removal Act in 1830, 60 tribes native to the eastern United

States were forcibly driven out of their homelands and into Oklahoma (Wright, 1977). The
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infamous Trail of Tears ended in Oklahoma with devastating losses to the indigenous

populations.

Washington County has evidence of human occupation dating back to the Paleo-Indian
period up to the modern day (May, 2009). The land was part of the traditional range of several
native groups, including the Osage and Wichita. The Osage trace their origins to the east
through oral history and archaeological evidence, originating in the Ohio River Valley before
making their way to Eastern Missouri during the Woodland Village Phase. Following the
collapse of the Mississippian Mound Builder culture, the Osage and other associated Dhegiha
Siouan speakers moved west and south, generally along the Osage and Marais des Cygnes
Rivers in Missouri and Kansas by the time of contact with the French in the late 17th Century
(Tucker, 1942; Library of Congress, 2010). The Osage used modern-day Osage County as part of
their western territory, with nearly permanent villages occupied by large numbers of Osages
along the Arkansas River (Wilson, 1985). The Osage used a system of trails connecting their
villages in Missouri to the plains region that were well-established by the 15th Century, with
hunting bands and war parties using the trails to transit between east and west. The Osage
surrendered their Missouri territory in the treaties of 1818 and 1825, receiving land in southern
Kansas in return. The Drum Creek Treaty spelled out the process of selling the Osage’s Kansas
reservation, and their subsequent purchase of a portion of Cherokee land in Indian Territory.
Beginning in 1870, the Osage began the process of purchasing Osage County from the Cherokee
following the implementation of the Cherokee Reconstruction Treaty of 1866, with the sale
completed and most of the tribe moved into their new reservation by 1874 (Wilson, 1985).
Washington County was ceded by the Osage in 1825 prior to their settlement in Kansas, and the
land was granted to the Western Cherokee by the Treaty of New Echota, signed in 1835 (May,
2009). Washington County was part of the Saline District from 1840 to 1856, and the
Cooweescoowee District from 1856 until 1906 (May, 2009). Nelson Carr established a grist mill
at a site approximately 110 meters to the southwest of the proposed route corridor. The mill
was later purchased by Jacob Bartles, who gave his name to the new town that grew around

the mill (May, 2009).
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Pre-field Investigation and Records Check

The records of the Oklahoma Archaeological Survey were consulted on March 21, 2022
regarding the presence or absence of known sites in the study area with six previously reported
sites within 1-mile of the project boundaries (see table below). Also, the NRHP database
maintained by the Oklahoma SHPO was consulted to determine if any listed properties could be
impacted by the development of the property, with five listed properties, one listed historic
district, three districts determined to be eligible, and three properties determined to be eligible
located within 1-mile of the APE. The “SH-123 Cherokee Avenue Bridge & Bartlesville Water
Company Dam District” is a historic district determined as eligible under criteria A and C, a small

corner of which is included in part of the APE for this project.

Site 34-

WN- Description

Site is the Carr-Bartles Mill location, an early corn and wheat grinding mill built on
the bend of the Caney River in 1870 and subsequently expanded until demolition in
approximately 1915. Site recorded by O'Shea in 2005 and updated by Cargill in
2013. NRstatus is listed as not assessed, but is likely eligible or potentially eligible
thanks to the historical nature of the mill in relation to the establishment of
Bartlesville as a key town in northern and northeast Oklahoma.

114

Reported in 2013 and revisited in 2018 by Cargill and Myers as consisting of a 20th
Century residential structure and cistern on the north side of downtown Bartlesville.
The site was found to be destroyed in the 2018 revisit and is therefore not eligible
for the NRHP.

126

131 Reported in 2018 by Cargill and Botone as a park and campground dating back to the
early 20th Century containing deposits of brick, glass, ceramic, and various plastic
and metal. The site was determined to be an inventory site, ineligible for the NRHP.

Site reported by Cargill, Myers, Botone, and Botone in 2018 as a cluster of
demolished buildings on the old townsite of Bartlesville. Site was reported to have
brick, ceramic, glass, metal, and assorted plastics. Site determined to be an
inventory site.

132

Site reported by Holt in 2019 as consisting of a red brick chimney standing in the

133 woods off of SH123. The site was determined to be an inventory site.

Site reported by Holt in 2019 as consisting of a cluster of ruined brick structures off
134 the side of SH123 that might have been a commercial facility or gas station. Site was
determined to be an inventory site.

Sites within 1-mile
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Government Land Office (GLO) plat maps from 1898 were consulted to determine if any
historic structures were shown that could be affected by the project. These maps showed
several structures near the APE, but none shown in the boundaries of the APE. Aerial
photographs of the site from 1954, 1971, 1995, 2003, 2006, 2010, 2011, 2013, and 2015 were
consulted. The 1954 shows development primarily to the south and west, but indications of
development are visible on the south side of the river, near the location of the existing
wastewater treatment plant and the proposed expansion to the east, but the clarity of the
image is such that no specific structures are discernable in this image. The 1971 aerial image is
clearer, and structures are visible along the south edge of the proposed expansion area east of
the existing WWTP along Tuxedo Blvd, and the compensatory floodwater storage area
proposed on the north side of the Caney River can be seen to be an active mine or quarry at
this date. The 1995 aerial image shows the mine no longer active, but the outline can be clearly
seen on the north side of the river, and the expansion area of the WWTP can be seen to contain
two new small structures within the boundaries of the expansion. Subsequent images show no

major changes visible from the 1995 image within the APE boundaries.

1954 aerial image of the APE
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1995 aerial image of the APE.
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2010 aerial image of the APE

1898 GLO map of the APE
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Field Methods and Analytical Techniques

A combination of regular 30-meter and irregular traverses were walked across the
project APE to check for surface features. A total of 40 formal shovel test pits (STPs) were
attempted within the APE along the transects and near the new site for delineation. The area
called the Compensatory Flood Water Storage Area, which enclosed 23.3 acres on the north
side of the Caney River, was found to be a former gravel mine or pit that was dug out
thoroughly in the 1960’s through the 1980’s, was tested at a reduced rate due to the known
and visible disturbance within the mine which removed the native soils. The STPs in this area
were dug to determine the amount of buried historic deposits present for the purposes of site
reporting. Shovel tests were conducted to the following specifications: all shovel tests were
dug to an approximate diameter of 30-cm and down a minimum of 80-cm or to 20-cm into
sterile (B-horizon) soils unless water, bedrock, or some other obstruction prevented further
excavation. All shovel tests were recorded using UTM units on the WGS84 datum, and

exemplar shovel test images were taken.

Field conditions on the days of survey were a combination of sunny and cloudy days,
generally with temperatures in the 60s and 70s Fahrenheit. Surface visibility was variable, with
some areas of dense grasses or undergrowth obscuring the ground and other areas with near

100% surface visibility due to forest conditions or in the former gravel mine.
Results of Archaeological Field Investigations

The City of Bartlesville WWTP Project APE included approximately 44.8 acres of land and
was subjected to a standard fieldwork methodology consisting of 30-m interval pedestrian
transects and a pattern of shovel test pits at an interval of approximately 100-m along the
transect lines to check for both surface and subsurface features and artifacts. The APE was
broken into three partitions; an area adjacent on the east to the existing WWTP and enclosing
16.56 acres, an area of riverbank adjacent to the west of the existing WWTP enclosing 4.95
acres, and an area on the opposite side of the Caney River called the “Compensatory Flood
Water Storage Area” enclosing 23.3 acres. All three areas are irregularly shaped with portions
of each impacted by 20™ Century construction to some extent.
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The two portions of the overall APE adjacent to the existing WWTP facility were
extensively checked for prehistoric and historic sites and deposits with regular 30-m interval
transects and 30 shovel tests placed at 100-m intervals along transects walked. The irregular
shape of the APE parcels created irregularly shaped transects, but all areas of these portions of
the APE were thoroughly investigated and all areas were shovel tested. STP 1 through 25 were
placed in the parcel to the east of the existing WWTP, all were negative for any cultural remains
outside of buried paving gravel. It appeared many of the shovel tests were dug through soils
deposited by the regular floods of the Caney River, with gravel and stone encountered well
below surface level, in all cases efforts were made to reach sterile substrata. On the ground
surface, two small metal buildings were recorded on HPRI forms with the only other modern
features noted are sewer access portals located within the APE portion. These two buildings
were placed in their locations between 1971 and 1995 based on aerial photographs consulted,
though their exact date of construction could not be determined via documentary research.
Both structures are used for agricultural storage reasons, neither were architecturally or
historically significant and so were determined to be ineligible for the NRHP by any existing
criteria. STP 26 through 29 were placed in the APE portion immediately west of the existing
WWTP facility along the banks and terraces of the Caney River. One of the five STPs could not
be dug simply due to the steepness of the bank combined with the narrowness of the land
parcel resulting in the inability to relocate the test. The other four STPs in this area were also
negative for buried cultural remains. The only surface finds in this area were rubbish deposited
by the river, fishermen, and modern people using the nearby trail system. This piece of the APE
overlapped a small area of a historic district determined to be eligible due to the proximity to
the old Carr-Bartles Mill, located on the other side of the river from the APE. No historic
deposits associated with this era were found in the course of this investigation. There were
other modern facilities used for cattle or horse farming, vehicles parked near the south edge of

the APE, and a mobile home.
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Overview of the area proposed for the WWTP expansion, facing northwest.
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Overview of the eastern portion of the APE planned for the WWTP expansion.
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Standing structure used for storage, documented on an HPRIF
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View of the riverbank portion of the APE, facing north.
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Looking uphill at the existing WWTP facility from the riverbank, facing east.
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The third portion of the APE is located on the north side of the Caney River and is
planned to be altered to serve as a flood water storage area to compensate for the changes
made to the riverbanks when the WWTP expansion is constructed. This area is indicated on
topographic maps as a “gravel pit” which is backed up by aerial photographs from 1971 and
1995. In the 1971 image, the quarry is active, with clear ground and embankments visible in
the aerial image. In the 1995 aerial image, the quarry appears to be inactive, but the full extent
of the mining activity is visible by the difference in vegetation and the alteration of a small
intermittent drainage present along the west side of the APE/quarry. The entire supposed
quarry was reported as a historic archaeological site, 34-WN-138, with numerous surface
deposits associated with the mining activity and subsequent use as an illegal dump for local
modern inhabitants. The mining deposits included roads, culverts, grading machinery, stone
and gravel fragments, prominent linear piles of mining debris, and prominent embankments on

the south, east, and north sides of the APE. Beyond the APE, the trees were noted to be
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cleared, the stream to the west of the quarry was re-routed and portions buried by mining
debris. The entire quarry was included in the site designation at the recommendation of the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), even the areas beyond the APE boundaries and
documented by aerial photographs. The site is recommended as an Inventory Site due to the
lack of integrity, and the lack of any historical connection to a historically significant person or
event. Ten STPs were dug in this area, entirely to check for any subsurface integrity associated
with the site. The quarrying activity resulted in the removal of all of the soil and any associated
integrity for historic or prehistoric sites that might have existed prior to the mining activity.
One of the shovel tests found buried plastic well below surface depth, from either the mining or
from subsequent dumping or river flooding. Surface deposits from dumping included the
remnants of furniture, mattresses, appliances, carpets, brick, porcelain, plastics, and a wide

variety of other garbage.

Google Earth

The Compensatory Flood Water Storage Area portion of the APE, north of the river with STP
locations shown.
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View of two of the linear mining mounds with a low spot in between, a tree growing there.
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Modern dumping rubbish, likely the remains of a mattress or couch.
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Southern edge of the Compensatory Flood Water Storage Area portion of the APE.
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STP 37. Note the gray color and debris in the hole in the form of paving gravel and possibly a
brick fragment buried in the mining remains.

Reported boundaries of site WN-138 with datum and STP locations shown.
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Aerial photographs of WN-138 from 1971 (left) and 1995 (right) showing the extent of the
disturbance at those dates. Note the change in the drainage on the west side of the mine and
the clear removal of much material from the mining.

Recommendations

Based upon the results of this archaeological investigation, the proposed Bartlesville
WWTP Project should have no effect on local cultural resources and a finding of No Effect is
recommended based on the lack of impact to any listed or eligible properties. Clearance to
proceed with the project should be granted. All construction personnel should be made aware
of the possibility of encountering cultural resources in the process of disturbing the soils. If any
unknown cultural resources are encountered, work should immediately cease until a

determination of their significance can be made.
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Appendix 1: Shovel Test Table

All UTM in 215
STP# Easting Z15 Northing V\::lsnth D:::]th Description and Comments (all units cm)
0-61: Very dark brown clay with
1
235302 4071767 32 o1 sandstone at 61. Possibly disturbed.
0-33: medium brown silty loam with
2 235307 4071867 34 33 commercial gravel at 33. Noted gravel
pad ~10m to west.
0-60: very dark black-brown clay with rock
3 235334 4071800 33 60 chunk at 60. Dense rock layer. Possibly
disturbed.
p 235338 4071900 35 )5 0-25: Yellow browgéllt clay with rock at
: 935387 4071889 36 1 0-21: Medium brown silt loam with small
stones, rock layer at 21.
0-26: Medium brown silt loam with
6 235432 4071777 33 26 commercial gravel at 25. Gravel pad
noted to the west.
. 535434 4071869 35 20 0-20: Medium brovzvg silt loam, gravel at
8 235435 4071988 34 29 0-29: Medium brown silt loam, rock at 29.
. 535407 4071940 34 11 O—11:I\/Ied|um brown silt loam,
commercial gravel at 11.
10 235386 4072029 31 20 0-20: Medium brown silt loam, rock at 20.
0-28: medium brown and red silty clay;
11 235462 4071843 36 75 28-51: medium brown silt; 51-75: gray
clay with gravel.
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12 235465 4071943 36 36 0-36: Medium brown silt loam, rock at 36.
. 935465 4072033 34 75 0-25: Medium brown silt loam, wet. Rock
at 20.
0-49: brown-gray silt, becoming more
14 2354 4072021 2 4
35499 0720 3 9 clayey after 35. Bedrock at 49.
. 935497 4071916 30 54 0710: Dark brgwn clay Iogm; 10-32:
medium brown silt; 32-54: light gray clay.
G 235501 4071878 35 7 0-52: dark brown silty clay; 52-72: red and
brown mottled clay.
0-25: Medium brown silty clay; 25-53:
17 235530 4071825 36 71 dark brown silty clay; 53-71: mottled dark
brown to red silty clay.
0-21: Brown silty loam; 21-49: Medium
i 535533 4071925 33 7 browrlm clayey 5|!t loam; 49-72: Light
brown silty clay with mottled red-yellow
clay.
0-52: brown-gray silt, becoming more
19 235538 4072025 34 52
clayey after 35. Bedrock at 52.
- 235567 4072009 35 76 0-71: Medium brown to dark brown silt
loam; 71-76: mottled brown-red clay.
0-22: Medium brown silt loam; 22-68:
21 235565 4071907 30 81 Medium brown silt loam; 68-81: Mottled
red-yellow-gray clay with sandstone.
0-19: Medium brown-gray silt loam; 19-
22 235569 4071846 34 61 61: gray clay with sandstone gravel.
Possibly disturbed due to loose matrix.
E 235572 4071800 37 55 0-35: Medium brown to gray silty loam;

35-55: dark brown to gray silty clay.
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24 235439 4071909 35 31 0-31: Medium brown silt loam, rock at 31.
0-11: Dark brown silt loam; 11-25:
Medium brown silt loam; 25-72: gray-
25
235523 4071373 36 82 brown silt; 72-82: medium brown mottled
red clay.
- 235264 4072049 34 5g 0-59: Very dark brown clay on low river
terrace that frequently floods.
0-20: Dark brown silt loam; 20-75:
27 235180 4072055 40 83 medium brown silt; 75-83: light brown
sandy silt.
- 235126 4071990 38 85 0-63: medlum.to light brown sandy silt;
63-85: light brown silt clay.
0 .
- 235098 4071904 0 0 30+% slope on rlvgrbgnk, could not
relocate within 5m.
0-66: Medium brown silt loam, very wet,
30 235174 4072013 34 66 on low river terrace that frequently
floods.
- 235846 4072541 34 35 In Mine §|te. 0-35: medium gray gritty silt.
Plastic wrap encountered at 35cm.
0-10: dark brown gritty silt; 10-63:
32 235799 4072452 35 75 medium brown gritty gray clay; 63-75:
medium brown-yellow clay.
0-30: medium brown gritty silty clay.
33 235704 4072414 31 30 Modern concrete fragments, with rock at
30.
0-22: medium brown silty clay with
34 235682 4072306 31 22 fragmented rock. Concrete piles 10m
west.
- 235795 4072163 33 a1 0-41: medium brown silty clay with

fragmented rock. Rock at 41.
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0-43: Medium brown silty clay with

36 235836 4072141 30 43 fragmented rock. Rock at 43.
- 235819 4072271 31 55 0-10: Dark brown gritty cIa.y; 10-55:
mottled gray brown clay with gravel.
0-16: dark brown-gray gritty silt; 16-54:
38 235855 4072360 32 65 mottled med brown to gray clay; 54-65:
medium brown clay.
0-42: mottled brown gritty clay with areas
39 235946 4072263 36 60 of yellow and light gray clay with gravel;
42-60: pale brown clay.
G 235912 4072194 37 31 0-31: medium brown gritty silt with rock

fragments. Rock at 31.

i %

Shovel test locations in the APE on a 2015 aerial photo (north is to the top).

Google Earth
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Shovel test locations in the APE shown on Bartlesville North 1971 topographic map. (North is to

the top)
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Appendix 2: Site Form for WN-138 and Two HPRI Forms
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Field Code

OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

1. Site Name BARTLESVILLE QUARRY SITE

SITS# 34 WN-138

County WASHINGTON

2. Site Location

Zone: 15S UTM
Legal Description
QQQ QQ |NE
QQQ QQ |[SE
QQQ QQ

Q
Q

4072340 N

Section
Section

Section

Quad Name (s): BARTLESVILLE NORTH

Quad Date (revised): 1971 (1980)

UTM

Township

Township

Township

235790 E

26N| Range | 13E

26N | Range | 13E

Range

Other Locational References (i.e., benchmarks, road intersections, bridges, etc., please give distance
and bearing to site):

SITE IS LOCATED BETWEEN OK HIGHWAY 123, THE CANEY RIVER, AND COON CREEK BETWEEN 40 AND 485

METERS EAST OF THE HIGHWAY.

3. Owner(s) of Property

Name: CITY OF BARTLESVILLE

Street and Number: 401 S JOHNSTONE AVE

City/Town, State: BARTLESVILLE, OK

Zip: 74003

4. Site Surveyed by:
Recorded by: JAMES HOLT, MA RPA

Date Recorded (mm/dd/year): 04/19/22

Person-Hours Spent at Site:



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

5. Cultural Affiliation - Cultural Periods: (check all that apply)

Unassigned prehistoric |:|

Paleoindian:

Early
Middle
Late
Archaic:
Early
Middle
Late

Archaeological Cultures, Phases, etc., represented:

U0 don

HISTORIC ERA INDUSTRIAL AND MINING

Woodland:

Eastern — maybe eastern?

Plains

Village Farming/Mississippi

Plains Village

Protohistoric/Historic Ind.

Historic non-Indian

Nt g

How was cultural affiliation determined (diagnostic artifacts, radiocarbon dates, etc):

HISTORIC SOURCES, ARTIFACTS

6. Historic Phase Identification (Ethnic): (Check appropriate group)

1. Choctaw

2. Cherokee

3. Saux-Fox

4. Pottawatomie

5. Seminole

6. Comanche

7. Apache

8. Kiowa

How was historic identification determined?:

9. Kiowa-Apache

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

HISTORIC SOURCES, ARTIFACTS

Kickapoo
Pawnee
Arapaho
Ottawas
Wichita
Quapaw

Osage

17. Cheyenne
18. Caddo

19. Shawnee
20. Delaware
21. Creek

22. Dakotas
23. Chickasaw

24.12 & 17

25. Missouri-Otos

26. lowa

27. Anglo-American

28. French

29. Spanish

30. Other




OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

7. Historic Site Range (check one):

0. Missing data; unknown [ ] 5.1890-1929 [ ]
1. pre-1800 [] 6. 1930-1950 [ ]
2. 1800-1830 [ ] 7. 1800-1900 [_]
3. 1830-1859 [] 8. 1800 - present [_]
4. 1860-1889 [] 9. 1900 - present

8. Inferred Site Type: (check all that apply)

Prehistoric Categories Historic Categories

Open habitation w/o mounds Historic farmstead/homestead

Earth mound (not midden mound) Historic fort or other military

Mound complex Dugout

Stone mounds/rock piles Burned Historic trash dump

Rock concentrations Non-mound School house

Earthworks Trading post

Rock shelter Historic town/settlement

Cave Historic irrigation/land modification
Quarry Church

Workshop Historic Cemetery
Petroglyph/pictograph Transportation

Burials Post office

Specialized activity sites Reservoir/dam

Rock alignments (tepee rings) Bridge

Isolated animal remains Cattle camp/trail

Kill site

oo dodoood oo U

Boundary marker
Mission

Other C o
Historic oil well/pipeline

Historic quarry

NOOOOoUodoooobooxnooot



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

9. Type of Midden Present: (check one)

Don'tknow [ | Earth [ ] Rock [ ]
Absent Shell |:|

10. Description of Cultural Material (quantity and identify artifacts):

NUMEROUS PIECES OF MINING DEBRIS IN THE FORM OF STONE, EMBANKMENTS, CULVERTS, ROADS, AND
SCATTERED DUMPED TRASH WHICH INCLUDED MATTRESS FRAMES, PORCELAIN AND CERAMIC, GLASS, METAL,
AND SCRAPS OF UPHOLSTERED FABRIC.

~350 # Artifacts 0 # Artifacts Collected

Name and address of owner of other collections from site:

NA

11. Artifact Repository:

NA

12. Evidence of Recent Vandalism Observed? (yes or no) YES

13. Site Condition: (check one):

1. disturbed [ ] 5. 76-99% disturbed [ ]
2. <25 disturbed [ ] 6. destroyed [ ]
3. 26-50 disturbed |:| 7. disturbed, % unknown
4. 51-75 disturbed [ ]



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

14. Current Land Use: (check all that apply)

Cultivated field ] Modern Cemetery [ | Residential []

Pasture [ ] Mining Military [ ]

Woods, forest |:| Inundated |:| Logi*rﬁg/ fire break I:l

L

Scrub/secondary growth |:| Industrial |:| Oe'llnf lld %
il fie

Road/trail |:| Recreation |:| Modern dump

Ditch/dike/borrow pit |:| Commercial |:| Other

15. Ground Surface Visibility:

1.<-25% [] 3.26-50% [ | 5.76-90% [ ]

2. 11-25% 4.51-75% [] 6.91-100% [_]

Survey Conditions: (wet, dry, windy, sunny, overcast)

COOL, DRY, LIGHT WINDS, TEMPS IN THE 60'S F

16. Physiographic Division: (check one)

1. High Plains

2. Gypsum Hills

3. Wichita Mountains
4. Red Bed Plains

L]
[]

[]
[]

5. Arbuckle Mountains |:|

6. Sandstone Hills |:|
7. Prairie Plains
8. Ozark Plateau |:|
9. Ouachita Mountains |:|
10. Red River Plains |:|

17. Landform Type: (check one)

1. Floodplain

2. Terrace

3. Hillside -Valley wall
4. Dissected uplands

5. Undissected uplands
6. Other landform

HUONO



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

18. Locality Type: (check one):

1. Level 6. Slope []
2. Knoll - low land [ ] 7. Bluff crest [ ]
3. Blowout |:| 8. Bluff base |:|
4.Ridge - upland [ | 9. Other locality

5. Mesa |:|

19. Soils: Order/Great Group:  MOLLISOLS / HAPLUDOLLS

Series: VERDIGRIS CLAY LOAM

Parent Material: ALLUVIUM AND LIMESTONE

20. Elevation/Slope/View Shed: . L
Slope Facing Direction: South

Elevation amsl: 675 FT
Slope (degrees): <5 degrees View Degree: 360 degress
View Distance: Poor (<1 miles)

21. Natural Vegetation: (check one)

1. Short grasses [ | 6. Mesquite |:|

2. Tall grasses [ ] 7. Juniper-pinion []

3. Mixed grasses 8. Oak-hickory forest

4. Cross Timber [ | 9. Oak-pine []

5. Shin-Oak [ ] 10. Loblolly pine forest [ |

22. Site Area:
Square meters: 240,000

Basis for area estimate:

1. Taped |:| 2. Paced |:| 3. Visual Estimate |:| 4. GIS

5. Other (explain)



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

23. Description of Site:

Give physical description of the site and its setting, including dimensions, features, nature of materials
and artifact concentrations. Include color photos of the site that reflect its current condition and a copy
of a USGS 1:24,000 topographic map with site location and boundaries marked. Include a smaller
inset map at a larger scale if necessary to more legibly display the site's boundaries. Include a sketch
map if appropriate of any subsurface probing/testing that was conducted. The use of a GIS-based or
similar computerized mapping is preferred. Non-professional archaeologists who do not have access to
computer-based mapping software may contact OAS for assistance.

SITE CONSISTS OF A MID-20TH CENTURY MINE OR QUARRY AS INDICATED BY HISTORIC
TOPOGRAPHIC MAPS AND EXAMINATION OF HISTORIC AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS. THE
QUARRY WAS APPARENTLY DEVELOPED IN PHASES STARTING IN THE SOUTHEAST OF THE
SITE AND WORKING WEST AND THEN NORTH AS TIME WENT ON. THE FIRST CLEAR
EVIDENCE OF THE QUARRY IN OPERATION IS FROM A JANUARY 1971 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH
SHOWING THE SOUTHEASTERN AREA OF THE QUARRY DUG OUT. THE 1971 AND
PHOTOREVISED 1980 TOPO MAPS OF THE AREA BOTH SHOW THE LOCATION MARKED AS
"GRAVEL PIT" WITH THE SAME GENERAL BOUNDARIES IN PLACE, SUGGESTING THAT THE
NORTHERN AREAS OF THE MINE WERE LIKELY DEVELOPED DURING THE 1980'S. BY THE
1995 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH, THE MINE APPEARS INACTIVE AND BEGINNING TO HAVE PLANT
GROWTH RESUME, WHICH CONTINUES THROUGH THE PRESENT DAY AS SECONDARY
FOREST RECLAIMS THE SITE WITH TALL STANDS OF JOHNSON GRASS PRESENT THROUGH
THE NEWER PORTIONS OF THE MINE FURTHER FROM THE RIVER AND CREEKS. IN OLDER
MAPS AND PHOTOGRAPHS, A SMALL UNNAMED TRIBUTARY CREEK BOUNDS THE MINE ON
THE WEST AND THE MINING ACTIVITY APPEARS TO HAVE CUT OFF AND FILLED IN A
MOCCASIN BEND IN THE CREEK, STRAIGHTENING IT. IN-FIELD OBSERVATIONS COULD NOT
SEE ANY CHANNEL ASSOCIATED WITH THIS BEND SUGGESTING IT WAS FULLY ALTERED BY
HUMAN ACTIVITY. WITHIN THE HISTORIC MINE, THERE ARE HUNDREDS OF INDIVIDUAL
ARTIFACTS AND FEATURES OBSERVED; NUMEROUS METAL CULVERTS ALONG THE
DEGRADED ROADS, SMALL FRAGMENTS OF MINED STONE, STEEP WALLS AND
EMBANKMENTS CREATED FROM EXCAVATING DOWN, AND ROADS USED TO ACCESS AND
TRANSPORT THE MATERIALS. SUBSEQUENT YEARS HAVE APPARENTLY CONVERTED THE
SITE INTO A DUMPING LOCATION FOR LOCAL PEOPLE WITH A VARIETY OF DUMPED
MATERIAL OBSERVED INCLUDING TIRES, PORCELAIN AND CERAMIC FRAGEMNTS,
MATTRESSES, FURNITURE AND APPLIANCES, TOYS, PLASTIC, WOOD, CONCRETE, AND
EVEN UPHOLSTERED FABRIC FROM FURNITURE. ALL IN FRAGMENTARY AND DISPERSED
ARRAY, LIKELY IMPACTED BY THE REGULAR FLOODS OF THE CANEY RIVER. SOILS FROM
SHOVEL TESTING SHOWED A MIXED MATRIX OF DISTURBED GRITTY SOIL AND SMALL
AREAS OF FLOOD-DEPOSITED SILT AND CLAY. TEN SHOVEL TESTS WERE DUG IN THE
SOUTHEASTERN PORTION OF THE HISTORIC QUARRY/MINE (WITHIN THE APE OF AN
INVESTIGATION FOR THE CITY WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT) AND ALL WERE
CONSISTENT IN THIS SOIL. THERE WERE AT LEAST SIX ELONGATED PILES OF SOIL DEBRIS
IDENTIFIED WITHIN THE SOUTHEASTERN PORTION OF THE MINE SITE, LIKLEY SOIL
REMOVED FROM FURTHER NORTH AS THE MINE EXPANDED. THESE PILES WERE BETWEEN
1 AND 3 METERS IN HEIGHT FROM THE SURROUNDING GROUND, AND THE SPACE
BETWEEN THEM WERE LOWERED AND COLLECTED WATER. THE RETURN OF WOODLAND
MADE VIEWING IN THE AREA DIFFICULT.



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

24. Description of Subsurface Testing:

TEN SHOVEL TESTS WERE DUG WITHIN THE SOUTHEASTERN PORTION OF THE OVERALL
SITE, WHICH WAS THE APE FOR THE INVESTIGATION WHICH IDENTIFIED THE SITE. ALL TEN
WERE REASONABLY CONSISTENT IN NOTING THE FINE GRITTY SOIL IN LINEAR MOUNDS
AND UNEVEN GROUND SURFACE FROM MECHANICAL ALTERATION.

25. Drainage: (check one)

1. Arkansas |:| 10. Muddy Boggy |:|

2. Beaver - N. Canadian |:| 11. Neosho |:|

3. Canadian [ ] 12. North Fork Red [ ]

4. Caney 13. Poteau |:|

5. Cimarron |:| 14. Red |:|

6. Deep Fork |:| 15. Salt Fork Arkansas |:|

7. llinois ] 16. Salt Fork Red []

8. Kiamichi [] 17. Verdigris [ ]

9. Little R. (McCurtain County) [ | 18. Washita []

26. Nearest Natural Source of Water: (check one)

1. Permanent stream/creek |:| 6. River
2. Intermittent stream |:| 7. Slough oxbow lake |:|
3. Permanent spring ] 8. Relic stream channel []
4. Intermittent spring/seep/bog/marsh [ ] 9. Water well (historic sites) [ |

5. Natural lake

L]



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

27. Distance to Water (meters):

Distance to Permanent: 10

Distance to Seasonal: 10

28. Investigation Type: (check one)

1. Reconnaissance (survey) |:| 3 Excavation |:|

2. Intensive (survey & testing) 4. Volunteered report |:|

29. Statement of Site Integrity:

THE MINE EMBANKMENTS ARE EASILY IDENTIFIED, AND THERE IS MINING DEBRIS IN GOOD QUANTITY
WITHIN THE SITE. THE SUBSEQUENT USE AS A LOCAL DUMP HAS MIXED THE CONTENTS TO AN EXTENT THAT
DETERMINING WHETHER THE MODERN ARTIFACTS ARE FROM MINING OR DUMPING. THE MINING PROCESS
LEFT NO BUILDINGS OR PERMANENT STRUCTURES BEHIND ASIDE FROM THE ROADS USED TO ENTER AND
REMOVE MATERIALS DURING USE. THERE IS LITTLE TO NO INTEGRITY REMAINING ASIDE FROM THE
PHYSICAL SIGNS OF MINING IN THE FORM OF THE EMBANKMENTS, ROADS, AND SOME STONE DEBRIS

LEFT BEHIND. IN SHORT, THERE IS NOT SUFFICIENT INTEGRITY REMAINING TO LEARN IMPORTANT NEW

DETAILS REGARDING THE HISTORY OF THIS MINE/QUARRY OR OF MINING AND QUARRYING IN NE OKLAHOMA
IN GENERAL.



OKLAHOMA ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY FORM

30. Statement of Site Significance:

THE SITE RETAINS NO INTEGRITY PHYSICALLY, AND RETAINS NO CONNECTION TO A SIGNIFICANT INDIVIDUAL
OR EVENT ASSOCIATED WITH LOCAL HISTORY TO RECOMMEND SIGNIFICANCE.

Significance Status: (check one)

National Register Property |:|
Eligible for National Register |:|
Nominated to National Register by SHPO |:|
Considered eligible but not nominated by SHPO |:|
Inventory site
National Register status not assessed |:|

31. Forthcoming Report on the Site:

Title: 2022-36-0K City of Bartlesville Wastewater Treatment Plant and Compensatory Flood Water Storage
Area in Bartlesville, Washington County, OK for Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc.

Author(s): James R. Holt, MA RPA
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Maps and Photographs

1995 aerial image of the site boundaries
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1971 aerial image of the site (note the southeastern area has been developed, but the north has not at
this date).

1971 (PR 1980) Bartlesville North 1:24,000 scale topographic map of the site boundaries.



1954 aerial photograph of the site prior to use as a mine.
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1909 Cherokee allotment map showing allotment information.



Chain of title

Date Grantor Grantee
1830's | US Govt Cherokee Nation
1907? | Cherokee Nation James Beck
1909 | James beck Mrs. J.A. Wood

? Mrs. J.A. Wood A.D. Morton

? A.D. Morton L.A. & J.C. Bixler

? L.A. & J.C. Bixler D.B. Mason

? D.B. Mason Alfred H. Ramage

? Alfred H. Ramage C.P. Shertzer
1925 C.P. Shertzer John Shertzer
1925 C.P. Shertzer Washington Co.
1953 | W.G. Shertzer N. Brown
1975 N. Brown CGP Family Trust
1992 CGP Family Trust Curtis Brown
2006 C. Brown K. Brown
2012 K. Brown Trust 2100 Rev. Liv. Trust
2021 | Trust 2100 Rev. Liv. Trust City of Bartlesville










Dumped degraded fabric or carpet
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Shovel test from within the site boundaries with mining gravel and gritty gray soil



6.

7.

10

13

14

15.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

59.

27.

29.

HISTORIC PRESERVATIO

N RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION FORM

PLEASE TYPE ALL DATA IN UPPERCASE - FIELDS IN RED ARE REQUIRED

PROPERTY NAME:  BARTLESVILLE WWTP EXPANSION AREA

RESOURCE NAME: METAL BARN

ADDRESS: NORTH OF TUXEDO BLVD APPROX 530" AND 400' EAST OF QUAPAW AVE

CITYy: BARTLESVILLE

5. VICINITY: V

COUNTY NAME: WASHINGTON

LOT: NA 8. BLOCK: NA 9. PLAT NAME: NA

. SECTION: 7 11. TOWNSHIP: 26N 12. RANGE: 13E

. LATITUDE (NORTH): (ENTER AS: "dd.ddddd”) ~ 30.756024

. LONGITUDE (WEST): (ENTER AS: "-dd.ddddd")  99-962496

UTM ZONE: 15 16. NORTHINGS: 4071901 17. EASTINGS: 235536

RESOURCE TYPE: BUILDING

HISTORIC FUNCTION: AGRICULTURAL OUTBUILDING

CURRENT FUNCTION: AGRICULTURAL OUTBUILDING

AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE, PRIMARY:

AGRICULTURE

AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE, SECONDARY:

DESCRIPTION OF SIGNIFICANCE:

THIS RESOURCE IS RECOMMENDED NOT ELIGIBLE
FOR INCLUSION IN THE NRHP UNDER A, B, OR C AS
IT LACKS SUFFICIENT ASSOCIATION, DESIGN CONT

DOCUMENTATION RESOURCE:

1954, 1971, 1995, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2010, 2011, 2013,
2015 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

NAME OF PREPARER:  JAMES RHOLT

SURVEY PROJECT NO 26. PROJECT NAME: BARTLESVILLE WWTP EXPANSION

DATE OF PREPARATION:  JUNE 2022 28. PHOTOGRAPHS  YES

YEAR: 2022




30.

31.

32.

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

41.

42.

43.

45.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

ARCHITECT/BUILDER:  UNKNOWN

YEAR BUILT: CA 1975
ORIGINAL SITE:  YES 33. DATE MOVED: NA
FROM WHERE: NA 35. ACCESSIBLE: YES

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE: NO STYLE

OTHER ARCHITECTURAL STYLE: NA

FOUNDATION MATERIAL: ~CONCRETE

ROOF TYPE: SEMI-CIRCLE 40. ROOF MATERIAL: ~ STEEL

WALL MATERIAL, PRIMARY: METAL

WALL MATERIAL, SECONDARY: NONE LISTED

WINDOW TYPE: NA 44, WINDOW MATERIAL: NO DATA
DOOR TYPE: ROLL UP 46. DOOR MATERIAL: STEEL

EXTERIOR FEATURES: EXTERIOR LOFT ON BACK SIDE OF BUILDING

INTERIOR FEATURES: HORSE STALLS

DECORATIVE DETAILS: NONE

CONDITION OF RESOURCE: POOR (BADLY IN NEED OF MAINTENANCE)

DESCRIPTION OF RESOURCE: |11 116 16 A CORRUGATED METAL SHED USED AS A
HORSE STABLE WITH AN EXTERIOR LOFT BUILT ON
THE BACK. CONCRETE FLOOR AND WING WALLS.
COMMENTS:

UNABLE TO DETERMINE SPECIFIC DATE OF CONSTRUCTION,
BUILDING DOES NOT APPEAR PRIOR TO 1995 IN AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

ATTACH LOCATION MAP

LISTED ON NATIONAL REGISTER: NO

NATIONAL REGISTER ENTRY:

CONTINUATION

CONT FROM 23. DISTINCTION, AND INTEGRITY.




6.

7.

10

13

14

15.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

59.

27.

29.

HISTORIC PRESERVATIO

N RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION FORM

PLEASE TYPE ALL DATA IN UPPERCASE - FIELDS IN RED ARE REQUIRED

PROPERTY NAME:  BARTLESVILLE WWTP EXPANSION AREA

RESOURCE NAME: METAL SHED

ADDRESS: NORTH OF TUXEDO BLVD APPROX 500" AND 400' EAST OF QUAPAW AVE

CITYy: BARTLESVILLE

5. VICINITY: V

COUNTY NAME: WASHINGTON

LOT: NA 8. BLOCK: NA 9. PLAT NAME: NA
.SECTION: 7 11. TOWNSHIP: 26N 12. RANGE: 13E
. LATITUDE (NORTH): (ENTER AS: "dd.ddddd”) ~ 30.755926
. LONGITUDE (WEST): (ENTER AS: "-dd.ddddd") ~ 99.962590
UTM ZONE: 15 16. NORTHINGS: 4071890 17. EASTINGS: 235527
RESOURCE TYPE: BUILDING
HISTORIC FUNCTION: STORAGE
CURRENT FUNCTION: STORAGE
AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE, PRIMARY: NO DATA
AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE, SECONDARY: NO DATA

DESCRIPTION OF SIGNIFICANCE:

THIS RESOURCE IS RECOMMENDED NOT ELIGIBLE
FOR INCLUSION IN THE NRHP UNDER A, B, OR C AS
IT LACKS SUFFICIENT ASSOCIATION, DESIGN CONT

DOCUMENTATION RESOURCE:

1954, 1971, 1995, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2010, 2011, 2013,
2015 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

NAME OF PREPARER:  JAMES RHOLT
SURVEY PROJECT NO 26. PROJECT NAME: BARTLESVILLE WWTP EXPANSION
DATE OF PREPARATION:  JUNE 2022 28. PHOTOGRAPHS  YES

YEAR: 2022




30.

31.

32.

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

41.

42.

43.

45.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

ARCHITECT/BUILDER:  UNKNOWN

YEAR BUILT: CA 1975
ORIGINAL SITE:  YES 33. DATE MOVED: NA
FROM WHERE: NA 35. ACCESSIBLE: YES

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE: NO STYLE

OTHER ARCHITECTURAL STYLE: NA

FOUNDATION MATERIAL: WOOD

ROOF TYPE: PITCHED 40. ROOF MATERIAL: ~ STEEL

WALL MATERIAL, PRIMARY: METAL

WALL MATERIAL, SECONDARY: NONE LISTED

WINDOW TYPE: NA 44, WINDOW MATERIAL: NO DATA
DOOR TYPE: NAILED PANEL 46. DOOR MATERIAL: STEEL

EXTERIOR FEATURES: NONE

INTERIOR FEATURES: UNKNOWN

DECORATIVE DETAILS: NONE

CONDITION OF RESOURCE: POOR (BADLY IN NEED OF MAINTENANCE)

DESCRIPTION OF RESOURCE: |11 116 16 A CORRUGATED METAL SHED USED AS A
STORAGE SHED CONTAINING UNKNOWN MATERIAL
WITH VARIOUS MATERIALS LEANING OUTSIDE.
COMMENTS:

UNABLE TO DETERMINE SPECIFIC DATE OF CONSTRUCTION,
BUILDING DOES NOT APPEAR PRIOR TO 1995 IN AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

ATTACH LOCATION MAP

LISTED ON NATIONAL REGISTER: NO

NATIONAL REGISTER ENTRY:

CONTINUATION

CONT FROM 23. DISTINCTION, AND INTEGRITY.
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Property Name: Bartlesville WWTP Expansion Area Horse Barn
Location: Approximately 1300 E Tuxedo Blvd Bartlesville, OK
Photographer: James Holt
Date: June 7, 2022
Location of digital image: Pasture
Description: Looking E

Photograph No.: 1 of 4

Property Name: Bartlesville WWTP Expansion Area Horse Barn
Location: Approximately 1300 E Tuxedo Blvd Bartlesville, OK
Photographer: James Holt

Date: June 7, 2022

Location of digital image: Pasture

Description: Looking W

Photograph No.: 2 of 4



Property Name: Bartlesville WWTP Expansion Area Storage Shed
Location: Approximately 1300 E Tuxedo Blvd Bartlesville, OK
Photographer: James Holt

Date: June 7, 2022

Location of digital image: Pasture

Description: Looking E

PotoraNo.: 3of4

Property Name: Bartlesville WWTP Expansion Area Horse Barn
Location: Approximately 1300 E Tuxedo Blvd Bartlesville, OK
Photographer: James Holt

Date: June 7, 2022

Location of digital image: Pasture

Description: Looking SE

Photograph No.: 4 of 4
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Olklahoma Archeological Survey

THE LINIVERSITY OF QOKLAHOMA

August 26, 2022

Oklahoma Water Resource Board
Financial Assistance Division

Attn: Lindy Clay

Environmental Programs Manager
3800 N. Classen Blvd

Oklahoma City, 0K 73118

Re: 0OAS FY22-2183 (FY22-0934) Archaeological Survey Repart for Bartlesville Wastewater
Treatment Plant Expansion Project in Bartlesville. Report by James R. Holt (Holt Consulting).
Legal Description; Section 7, T26N, R13E, Washington County, Oklahoma.

Dear Ms, Clay:

This agency received the ahove-referenced cultural resources report in association with the
proposed Bartlesville Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion project in Washington County for
review and comment. From the information provided, we understand that Holt Consulting staff
surveyed the 44.8-acre project Area of Potential Effects (APE) between February 24 and June 7, 2022.
One new historic archaeological site 34WN138 was identified within the APE as part of this survey.
Holt Consulting does not specifically articulate a recommendation regarding the eligibility of
34WN138 for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): however, they do
recommend a finding of No Effect on Historic Properties for the undertaking.

I concur with the findings and recommendations as they pertain to precontact archaeological
resources and defer opinion on the NRHP-eligibility of 34WN138 and averall project effects
to the Historical Archaeologist with the State Historic Preservation Office.

This review has been conducted in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Office, Oklahoma
Historical Society. You must also have a lerrer from rhat office to document your consultation
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Sincgrely,

ary L. StacKelbeck, Ph.DX
State Archaeologist

SEP 01 2022

cc: SHPO

Oklahoma Water Resources Board

111 Cheaapeake Roogm 102, Moarman, Okjaboms F3013-5171 FHONE (4050 225 F211 FAX- (405} 325- TH0d
ALINIT OF ARTE AND SCIENCES SERVING THE PEOPLE OF CRLAHTNMA

®
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Oklahoma A reheological S urvey

Oklahama Wa
THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA ter Resources Board

February 21, 2022

Oklahoma Water Resources Board
Attn: Lindy Clay

Environmental Programs Manager
3800 N. Classen Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118

Re: OAS FY22-0934 OWRB Bartlesville Municipal Authority Proposed WWTP Improvements.
Legal Description: NE % Section 7 & SE % Section 6, T26N, R13E, Washington County, Oklahoma.

Dear Ms. Clay:

The Community Assistance Program staff of the Oklahoma Archeological Survey has reviewed the above
referenced project to identify areas that may potentially contain prehistoric or historic archeological
matetials (historic properties). The location of your project has been crosschecked with the state site files
containing approximately 26,000 archaeological sites, which are currently recorded for the state of
Oklahoma. No sites are listed in your project area but based on the topographic and hydrologic
setting of your project, archeological materials are likely to be encountered. An archaeological
field inspection is considered necessary prior to project construction to identify significant
archaeological resources that may exist in the project area. This environmental review and
evaluation is performed in order to locate, record, and preserve Oklahoma's prehistoric and historic
cultural heritage in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation’s Office and the Oklahoma Historical
Society, The responsible federal agency or their official delegate must also have a letter fram that office to
document consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

This environmental review and evaluation is done in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation
Office, Oklahoma Historical Society. The responsible federal agency or their official delegate must also
have a letter from that office to document consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act,

In addition to our review comments, under 36CFR Part 8003 you are reminded of your responsibility to
consult with the appropriate Native American tribe/groups to identify any concerns they may have
pertaining to this undertaking and potential impacts to properties of traditional and /or ceremonial value,

Sincerely,

oty M, B K

Caitlin M. Baker
Staff Archaeologist State Archaeologist

(dkg
ce: SHPO

111 Chesapeake, Hoom 102, Noman, Gklahoma 73019-5111, PHONE: (405) 325-7211, FAX (405) 325-7604
A UNIT OF ARTE AND SCIENCES SERVING THE PEOPLE OF OKLAFHOMA






EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Dr. Andrea Hunter

Director & Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
The Osage Nation

627 Grandview Avenue

Pawhuska, Oklahoma 74056

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Dr. Hunter,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

F—L o " A
Létes N (it Gor—

Ao
L ..

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595



EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Robin Williams

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes

P.O. Box 729

Anadarko, Oklahoma 73005

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Preservation Officer Williams,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

= P I A

.:,_/ :'I ' et }_‘,___.-- -

St

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: THPO@wichitatribe.com

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595



EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Ms. Tamara Francis

Tribal Historic Presveration Officer
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma

P.O. Box 487

Binger, OK 73009

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Francis,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

» New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

f—* — ¥ A
Lo 2N il Gy —

L AT ).

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: tffourkiller.cn@gmail.com

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595



EAGEE
ENVIRONMENTAL
GONSULTING

February 3, 2022

Ms. Elizabeth Toombs

Cherokee Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 948

Tahlequah, OK 74465

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Toombs,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

¥ e - P y A
',r’,l i M £t Gy

Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: elizabeth-toombs@cherokee.org

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Ben Yahola

TPHO, Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town
PO Box 187

Wetumka, OK 74883

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Yahola,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

* New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: Ben.Yahola@alabama-quassarte.org

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Bobby Komardley

Chairman, Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
PO Box 1330

Anadarko, OK 73005

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Komardley,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: bkomardley@outlook.com

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Mr. Max Bear

THPO, Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, Oklahoma
700 Black Kettle Blvd.

Concho, OK 73022

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Mr. Bear,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements,  Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

* New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

» New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: mbear@c-a-tribes.org

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913

918-272-7656 918-244-9595
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February 3, 2022

Ms. Corain Lowe-Zepeda

THPO, Muscogee (Creek) Nation
PO Box 580

Okmulgee, OK 74447

RE: Chickasaw WWTP Expansion Project, Bartlesville, Washington County, OK
Dear Ms. Lowe-Zepeda,

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. proposes to perform the necessary surveys and data collection effort leading to the
completion of an Environmental Information Document (EID) addressing the potential environmental impacts to private
land and properties owned by the City of Bartlesville adjacent to and near the existing Bartlesville Chickasaw Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The action agency will be the Oklahoma Water Resources Board (OWRB). The
proposed project would involve WWTP expansion and upgrades to increase the capacity of the Chickasaw WWTP from
7.0 to 8.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily design flow. Key design elements would include:

New administration building,
Chickasaw lift station improvements,
Chickasaw flow equalization basin improvements,

Conversion to ultraviolet disinfection systems,
New backup generator improvements,
New WAS thickening building with new rotating

* New headworks structure, drum thickeners,

* Primary clarifier rehabilitation and improvements, * Anaerobic digester rehabilitation and improvements
* Aeration basin improvements and modifications, and new additional anaerobic digester,

» New blower improvements and air piping * Gravity belt thickener building improvements,

modifications, Future indirect potable reuse side-stream

New circular final clarifiers and conversion of incorporation improvements,

existing rectangular clarifiers to sludge storage, Plant-wide electrical and SCADA upgrades, and

* New Return Activated Sludge / Waste Flood protection improvements (levee around
Activated Sludge pumping, perimeter of WWTP).

* New effluent filtration and backwash systems,

The project area includes approximately 26 acres of previously developed and partially developed land within and
adjacent to the proposed floodwater protection levee surrounding the WWTP. Compensatory flood water storage will also
be required whereby approximately 29 acres of floodplain area north of the Caney River would be excavated to the extent
necessary to provide adequate flood water storage compensation to offset the calculated floodplain displacement
associated with facility expansion and flood protection levee. The project is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 26
North, Range 13 East, Washington County, OK.

To assist in the early identification of potential environmental impacts, we request your comments regarding your areas of
expertise. We would appreciate your comments by March 4, 2022. Replies should be addressed to Steve Votaw, Eagle
Environmental Consulting, Inc, P.O. Box 335, Vinita, OK 74301 or by e-mail at steve@eagle-env.com. Thank you for
your cooperation and prompt response.

Sincerely,

EAGLE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.
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Steven R. Votaw
President

Via email: section1 06@mcn-nsn.gov

P.O. Box 335 9 North 9" St.
Vinita, Oklahoma 74301 Fort Smith, Arkansas 72913
918-272-7656 918-244-9595



HE Washing

m E Tirxaia Byl

SEFrnmk Pyillips Blvd

Bartiesyille

sE Washington B

o= S arms Bilvd

Scoping Letter Exhibit
| EAGERE u Fadag . -
it Project Area L] Chickasaw WWTP
Flood Water Storage Area g Expansion Project
Proposed Flood Levee - City of Bartlesville
oy B g e it 2 L.
= Access Foad = Washington Countv, OK




APPENDIX C

WETLANDS AND WATERWAY DELINEATION REPORT OF SURVEY




WATERS OF THE US DELINEATION
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City of Bartlesville WWTP & Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022

1.0 Introduction

Eagle Environmental Consulting, Inc. (EEC) conducted a Waters’ of the United States and wetland
delineation survey associated with the proposed Waste Water Treatment Plant expansion and floodwater
detention basin development project to identify and demarcate potentially jurisdictional waterways and/or
wetlands within the project area. The project area is located in Sections 6 & 7, Township 17 North, Range
13 East in Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma. The field survey was performed to collect and
record physical characteristics of aquatic areas potentially considered jurisdictional by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Each aquatic resource was
identified and/or investigated according to the diagnostic field indicators used to confirm presence and
determine the preliminary jurisdictional status. The project area location map is provided at Figure 1.
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2.0  General Survey Area Description

The surveyed area is located in the Osage Questas ecoregion (40b) of Oklahoma (Woods et al., 2005).
This ecoregion consists of an irregular to undulating plain that is underlain by interbedded westward-
dipping sandstone, shale, and limestone. Natural vegetation is mostly tall grass prairie. The eastern
portion of this ecoregion is a mix of tall grass prairie and oak - hickory forest. Land use and land cover in
this ecoregion consists mostly of rangeland, grassland, cropland and woodland in rugged areas. The
assessment areas are described as former livestock holding/grazing area adjacent to the existing WWTP
and open field and/or scattered forested areas associated with the detention basin.




City of Bartlesville WWTP & Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022

3.0 Wetland and Waterway Delineation Methodology

The USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (USACE 2010)
were referenced in concert to identify wetlands. Wetland areas, if observed, would be identified using the
routine on-site (level 2) method, as described in Section D of the 1987 USACE Wetlands Delineation
Manual. The identification of wetlands consists of a three-parameter approach that involves determining
the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. Where differences in the two
documents occur, the Regional Supplement takes precedence over the 1987 Corps Manual.

Hydrophytic plant communities are determined after species identification based on the wetland status
indicators of the dominant plant species present within the sample plot. In accordance with the USACE
delineation manual, plant species that have a wetland indicator status of facultative (FAC), facultative
wetland (FACW), or obligate (OBL) represent hydrophytic vegetation. Wetland hydrology implies a
hydrologic regime involving periodic inundation or saturation within the upper portions of the soil profile
(for sufficient duration) during the growing season. Onsite indicators used as evidence of wetland
hydrology include inundation, saturation, sediment deposition, drift lines, water marks, and scouring.
Hydric soils are determined based on criteria established by the Soil Conservation Service (USDA, 2000)
and described in the regional supplement. Indicators of hydric soils predominantly include soil color and
redoximorphic (redox) concentrations (reddish mottles). Soil matrix and mottle color, when appropriate,
are identified according to Munsell Soil Color Charts (Kollormorgen, 2000). In most circumstances, all
three parameters must be present for the area to be a wetland. Data sampling points are established in
representative areas within the wetland areas and in the adjacent uplands. Vegetation, soils, and
hydrology characteristics are recorded on data forms for each sampling point and boundaries are
established based on the results of the individual sample plots, after further refining as necessary.

Potentially jurisdictional waters of the United States, other than wetlands, were also to be defined if
observed. These areas include creek channels, rivers, ponds, and/or lakes. These characteristics include,
but are not limited to, a line impressed on a bank, defined bed and bank, shelving, ordinary high water
mark, changes in soil characteristics, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, and presence of debris (33 CFR
Part 328). Waterways are identified and located according to size, flow patterns, watershed
characteristics, presence of an ordinary high water mark, and drainage basin.

4.0 Survey Findings

Waters of the United States

The onsite survey was conducted to identify and locate those areas exhibiting the required wetland
parameters and onsite characteristics for waters of the United States, if observed. Data were collected for
each investigated area to characterize and describe the observed indicators. The descriptions for the
identified area(s) are provided below according to Field Site (FS) number. Nineteen (19) wetlands were
identified during the field survey that were determined to meet the required scientific criteria. The Caney
River borders both assessment areas but will not be affected. No streams or ponds were identified.
Photographs of the investigated area is provided at Appendix A. The waters of the US location map is
provided in Figure 2.
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Field Site Descriptions

FS 1 is 0.12-acre herbaceous wetland situated in a drainage swale and dominated by creeping spikerush.
Hydric soils were confirmed in the 10YR 3/1 silt loam matrix based on the presence of a presence of
2.5YR 3/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. The area was partially inundated and
saturated at a depth of 4 inches below ground surface (bgs).

FS 2 is a 0.11-acre predominantly sapling shrub wetland situated within a relatively flat drainage area.
Few trees were present within the overall area however; their percentage of cover was less than 20%. The
dominant herbaceous vegetation consisted of corn salad, curly dock, golden rod, and little barley. Woody
vegetation dominants included green ash saplings and 1 mature ash tree along with two honey locust
trees. Hydric soils were evidenced by 2.5 YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations and
oxidized rhizospheres within the upper 12 inches of the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix. Hydrology indicators
included oxidized rhizospheres and drift

FS-3 is a 0.31-acre forested wetland situated within the floodplain of the Caney River and Coon Creek
dominated by green ash trees, hackberry saplings, and Frank's sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed in the
10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix based on the presence of a presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features
identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included cracked soils, inundation,
saturation, and water marks.

FS 4 is a 0.05-acre forested depression wetland dominated by young green ash trees and saplings along
with Frank's sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed in the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix based on the presence
of a presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland
hydrology included cracked soils, saturation, and water marks.

FS 5 and 6 are, 0.02-acre and 0.05-acre (respectively), forested depression wetlands dominated by young
green ash trees, fescue sedge, and Pennsylvania smartweed. Hydric soils were confirmed in the 10YR 2/1
silt loam matrix based on the presence of a presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features between 8 and
12 inches and identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included cracked soils,
saturation, and water marks.

FS 7 is a 0.06-acre forested depression wetland dominated by green ash trees and fox sedge. Hydric soils
were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence of 2.5YR 4/6
redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included
inundation, saturation, and water marks.

FS 8 is a 0.10-acre forested depression wetland dominated by green ash trees, flat-stemmed spike rush,
and fescue sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a
presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland
hydrology included inundation, saturation, and water marks.

FS 9 is a 0.12-acre forested depression wetland dominated by green ash trees, Frank's sedge, and fox
sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence of
2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included
inundation, saturation, and water marks.
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FS 10 is a 0.02-acre forested depression wetland dominated by green ash trees, fox sedge, and pale dock.
Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence of 2.5YR
4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included
inundation, saturation, and water marks.

FS 11, 12, and 13 are, 0.02-acre, 0.03-acre, and 0.02-acre (respectively), forested depression wetlands
dominated by green ash trees, Pennsylvania smartweed, goldenrod, and pale dock. Hydric soils were
confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic
features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included inundation, saturation and
water marks.

FS 14 is a 0.013-acre forested depression wetlands dominated by green ash trees, tapertip rush, fescue
sedge, and smartweed. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced
by a presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland
hydrology included inundation, saturation and water marks.

FS 15 is a 0.12-acre forested depression wetlands dominated by green ash trees, flat-stemmed spikerush,
and fescue sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a
presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland
hydrology included inundation, saturation and water marks.

FS 16 is a 0.14-acre forested depression wetlands dominated by green ash trees, flat-stemmed spikerush,
and fescue sedge. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a
presence of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland
hydrology included inundation, saturation and water marks.

FS 17.1, 17.2, 17.3, 174 are, 0.015-acre, 0.02-acre, 0.104-acre, 0.095-acre (respectively), forested
depression wetlands dominated by green ash trees/ saplings, and Pennsylvania smartweed. Hydric soils
were confirmed within the 10YR 4/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence of 2.5YR 4/6
redoximorphic features identified as concentrations. Indicators of wetland hydrology included inundation,
saturation and water marks.

FS 18 is a 0.05-acre predominantly herbaceous depression wetland dominated by fescue sedge and
goldenrod. Hydric soils were confirmed within the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence
of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations in the matrix. Hydrology indicators
included inundation, saturation, and water marks.

FS 19 is a 0.06-acre forested wetland depression dominated by green ash honey locust trees. In the
herbaceous layer, flat-stemmed spikerush and Pennsylvania smartweed were the dominant vegetation
observed. Hydric soils were confirmed withing the 10YR 2/1 silt loam matrix as evidenced by a presence
of 2.5YR 4/6 redoximorphic features identified as concentrations in the matrix. Indicators of hydrology
included inundation, saturation and water marks.
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5.0 Conclusion

The subject wetland and waterway delineation was performed to identify the presence of jurisdictional
waterways and/or wetlands within the proposed project area. Nineteen (19) wetlands were identified,
recorded, and delineated during the field survey. The following table provides a summary of the feature
type, linear footage, acreage and the centroid location coordinates for each aquatic feature:

Identified Aquatic Features

Nusliltf)er Feature Type Feet Acres Latitude Longitude
FS-1 Wetland - 0.12 36.7565 -95.9637
FS-2 Wetland - 0.11 36.7572 -95.9626
FS-3 Wetland - 0.31 36.7618 -95.9595
FS-4 Wetland - 0.05 36.7614 -95.9596
FS-5 Wetland - 0.05 36.7597 -95.9593
FS-6 Wetland - 0.02 36.7598 -95.9592
FS-7 Wetland - 0.06 36.7598 -95.9592
FS-8 Wetland - 0.10 36.7593 -95.9588
FS-9 Wetland - 0.12 36.7595 -95.9593
FS-10 Wetland - 0.02 36.7595 -95.9595
FS-11 Wetland - 0.02 36.7596 -95.9597
FS-12 Wetland - 0.03 36.7594 -95.9599
FS-13 Wetland 0.02 36.7593 -95.9597
FS-14 Wetland 0.013 36.7592 -95.9594
FS-15 Wetland 0.12 36.7590 -95.9587
FS-16 Wetland 0.14 36.7588 -95.9593

FS-17.1 Wetland 0.015 36.7585 -95.9601

FS-17.2 Wetland 0.02 36.7585 -95.9599

FS-17.3 Wetland 0.104 36.7584 -95.9592

FS-17.4 Wetland 0.095 36.7582 -95.9589
FS-18 Wetland 0.05 36.7589 -95.9603
FS-19 Wetland 0.06 36.7591 -95.9599

Total -- 1.647
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Representative Site Photographs



City of Bartlesville WWTP & Flood Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022




City of Bartlesville WWTP & Flood Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022




City of Bartlesville WWTP & Flood Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022




City of Bartlesville WWTP & Flood Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022




City of Bartlesville WWTP & Flood Detention Basin Waters of the US Delineation
Bartlesville, Washington County, Oklahoma May 2022
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Wetland Data Collection Forms



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 1

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7565

Long: -95.9637

Datum: nad 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 1 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

=Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 80 x1= 80
4. FACW species 0 x2= 0
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Eleocharis palustris 80 Yes OBL Column Totals: 80 (A) 80 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.00
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

80  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-16 10YR 3/1 80 2.5YR 3/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
___Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 4

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 2

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7572

Long: -95.9626

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes

Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Gleditsia triacanthos 10 Yes FACU Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 5 (B)
5 Percent of Dominant Species That

20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 60.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 45 x2= 90
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

20 =Total Cover FACU species 10 x4 = 40
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 30 x5= 150
1. Valerianella locusta 30 Yes UPL Column Totals: 105 (A) 340 (B)
2. Rumex crispus 10 No FAC Prevalence Index =B/A = 3.24
3. Solidago gigantea 15 Yes FACW
4. Hordeum pusillum 10 No FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0'
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

65  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-12 10YR 2/1 85 2.5YR 4/6 15 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
___Saturation (A3)
___Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
_x_Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 3

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7618

Long: -95.9595

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Osage clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 80 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

80 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Celtis occidentalis 15 Yes FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 70 x1= 70
4, FACW species 80 X2= 160
5. FAC species 15 x3= 45

15 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex frankii 70 Yes OBL Column Totals: 165 (A) 275 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.67
3
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6 _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

70 =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 3

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 80 2.5YR 4/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

_x_Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 3

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 4

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7614

Long: -95.9596

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Osage clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 80 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

80 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 10 x1= 10
4, FACW species 90 X2= 180
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

10 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex frankii 10 Yes OBL Column Totals: 100 (A) 190 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.90
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

10 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 80 2.5YR 4/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

_x_Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 4

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 5

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7597

Long: -95.9593

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 80 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
80 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 105 x2= 210
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex festucacea 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 105 (A) 210 (B)
2. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

25  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 5

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy/Clayey
8-12 10YR 2/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

___Histosol (A1) ____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5)
___Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ____Dark Surface (S7)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____2.cm Muck (A10) ____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ____Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12) _X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) ____Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___Surface Water (A1) ____Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _x_Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

____High Water Table (A2) ____Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___Drainage Patterns (B10)

_x_Saturation (A3) ____True Aquatic Plants (B14) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
_x_Water Marks (B1) ____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Sediment Deposits (B2) _X_Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ~__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) ____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ____Geomorphic Position (D2)

____lron Deposits (B5) ____Thin Muck Surface (C7) _X_FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No x Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes x No Depth (inches): 2

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 6

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7598

Long: -95.9592

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 80 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
80 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 105 x2= 210
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex festucacea 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 105 (A) 210 (B)
2. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

25  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 6

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy/Clayey
8-12 10YR 2/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

___Histosol (A1) ____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5)
___Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ____Dark Surface (S7)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____2.cm Muck (A10) ____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ____Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12) _X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) ____Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)

____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___Surface Water (A1) ____Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _x_Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

____High Water Table (A2) ____Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___Drainage Patterns (B10)

_x_Saturation (A3) ____True Aquatic Plants (B14) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
_x_Water Marks (B1) ____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___Sediment Deposits (B2) _X_Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ~__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) ____Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ____Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ____Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ____Geomorphic Position (D2)

____lron Deposits (B5) ____Thin Muck Surface (C7) _X_FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No x Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes x No Depth (inches): 2

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 7

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7598

Long: -95.9592

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 60 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 2 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
60 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 80 X2= 160
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex vulpinoidea 20 Yes FACW Column Totals: 80 (A) 160 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
3
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6 _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

20  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS7

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy/Clayey
6-10 10YR 2/1 70 2.5YR 4/6 30 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations
10-14 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy/Clayey

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
____Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 1

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 8

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7593

Long: -95.9588

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 70 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
70 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 170 x2= 340
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Eleocharis compressa 75 Yes FACW Column Totals: 170 (A) 340 (B)
2. Carex festucacea 25 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

100 =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 8

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 80 2.5YR 4/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 9

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7595

Long: -95.9593

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 60 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
60 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 110 X2= 220
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex vulpinoidea 20 Yes FACW Column Totals: 110 (A) 220 (B)
2. Carex festucacea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

50  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 9

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 70 2.5YR 4/6 30 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 2
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 1

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 10

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7595

Long: -95.9595

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 30 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
30 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 100 X2= 200
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex vulpinoidea 30 Yes FACW Column Totals: 100 (A) 200 (B)
2. Rumex altissimus 40 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

70 =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 10

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 70 2.5YR 4/6 30 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 2
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 1

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 11

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7596

Long: -95.9597

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
50 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 90 X2= 180
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 No FACW Column Totals: 110 (A) 240 (B)
2. Solidago gigantea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.18
3. Rumex crispus 20 Yes FAC
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

60  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 11

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 12

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7594

Long: -95.9599

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
50 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 90 X2= 180
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 No FACW Column Totals: 110 (A) 240 (B)
2. Solidago gigantea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.18
3. Rumex crispus 20 Yes FAC
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

60  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 12

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 13

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7593

Long: -95.9597

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
50 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 90 X2= 180
5. FAC species 20 x3= 60

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 No FACW Column Totals: 110 (A) 240 (B)
2. Solidago gigantea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.18
3. Rumex crispus 20 Yes FAC
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

60  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 13

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 14

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7592

Long: -95.9594

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 4 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
50 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 50 x1= 50
4, FACW species 100 X2= 200
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Juncus acuminatus 50 Yes OBL Column Totals: 150 (A) 250 (B)
2. Carex festucacea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 1.67
3. Persicaria pensylvanica 20 Yes FACW
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

100 =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 14

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-16 10YR 2/1 80 2.5YR 4/6 20 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 2
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 15

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7590

Long: -95.9587

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 70 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
70 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 160 X2= 320
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Eleocharis compressa 60 Yes FACW Column Totals: 160 (A) 320 (B)
2. Carex festucacea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

90  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 15

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 2/1 75 2.5YR 4/6 25 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 16

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7588

Long: -95.9593

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 60 x2= 120
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Eleocharis compressa 10 Yes FACW Column Totals: 60 (A) 120 (B)
2. Carex festucacea 30 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

40 _ =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 16

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-12 10YR 2/1 85 2.5YR 4/6 15 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
____Depleted Matrix (F3)
_X_Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 1

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 17.1

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7585

Long: -95.9601

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 70 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 105 x2= 210
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

70 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 105 (A) 210 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

15 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point:  FS 17.1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 4/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 2

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 17.2

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7585

Long: -95.95985

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 70 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 105 x2= 210
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

70 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 105 (A) 210 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

15 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point:  FS 17.2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 4/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 2

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 17.3

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7584

Long: -95.9592

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 65 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 100 X2= 200
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

65 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 100 (A) 200 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

15 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point:  FS 17.3

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 4/1 85 2.5YR 4/6 15 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 2

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington Sampling Date:  5/12/22

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 17.4

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range: S6, T26N, R13E

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7582

Long: -95.9589

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

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

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes x No

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That

20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 70 Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 105 x2= 210
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

70 =Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Persicaria pensylvanica 15 Yes FACW Column Totals: 105 (A) 210 (B)
2 Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
3
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7 X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8 _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

15 =Total Cover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point:  FS 17.4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-16 10YR 4/1 90 2.5YR 4/6 10 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 2
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 18

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat: 36.7589

Long: -95.9603

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 3 (B)
5. Percent of Dominant Species That
20 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 70 x2= 140
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 0 x4 = 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Carex festucacea 30 Yes FACW Column Totals: 70 (A) 140 (B)
2. Solidago gigantea 20 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.00
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ____Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

50  =Total Cover 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation

=Total Cover Present? Yes X No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: FS 18

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR 4/1 85 2.5YR 4/6 15 C M Loamy/Clayey Prominent redox concentrations

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
___Histosol (A1)

___Histic Epipedon (A2)
___Black Histic (A3)
____Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)
____2.cm Muck (A10)
___Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
____Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

____Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
____Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
____Dark Surface (S7)
___Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
____Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_X_Depleted Matrix (F3)
____Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_? Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

_? Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
___Red Parent Material (F21)
____Very Shallow Dark Surface (F22)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

This data sheet is revised from Midwest Regional Supplement Version 2.0 to include the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils, Version 8.0, 2016.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_x_Surface Water (A1)
____High Water Table (A2)
_x_Saturation (A3)
_x_Water Marks (B1)
___Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
____Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
____lron Deposits (B5)

____Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
____Aquatic Fauna (B13)
____True Aquatic Plants (B14)
____Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

x Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

____Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Gauge or Well Data (D9)
____Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Other (Explain in Remarks)

____Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
____Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
X FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes x
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes x

(includes capillary fringe)

No Depth (inches): 1
No «x Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches): 0

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - Midwest Region

Project/Site: Bartlesville WWTP Outfall

City/County: Bartlesville, Washington

Applicant/Owner: City of Bartlesville

Sampling Date:  5/12/22

State: OK Sampling Point: FS 19

Investigator(s): SRV

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): depression

S6, T26N, R13E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): convace

Slope (%): 1 Lat 36.7591

Long: -95.9599

Datum: NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Verdigris clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?
Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present?

Are Vegetation No , Soil No , or Hydrology No naturally problematic?

Yes

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes X No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes X No

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute  Dominant  Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test worksheet:
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 40 Yes FACW Number of Dominant Species That
2. Gleditsia triacanthos 20 Yes FACU Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
3. Total Number of Dominant Species
4. Across All Strata: 4 (B)
5 Percent of Dominant Species That
60 =Total Cover Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 75.0% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4, FACW species 90 X2= 180
5. FAC species 0 x3= 0

=Total Cover FACU species 20 x4 = 80
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species 0 x5= 0
1. Eleocharis compressa 40 Yes FACW Column Totals: 110 (A) 260 (B)
2. Persicaria pensylvanica 10 Yes FACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.36
3.
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. ____1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. _X_2-Dominance Test is >50%
7. X 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0’
8. _4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10.