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December 26, 2023 
 
Jordan Tate 
McFarland Johnson 
5 Depot Street 
Freeport, ME 04032 
 
Via email: jtate@mjinc.com  
 
Re: Rare and exemplary botanical features in proximity to: Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport Master Plan 
Update, Auburn, Maine 
  
Jordan Tate: 
 
I have searched the Maine Natural Areas Program’s Biological and Conservation Data System files in response to 
your request received December 15, 2023 for information on the presence of rare or unique botanical features 
documented from the vicinity of the project in Auburn, Maine.  Rare and unique botanical features include the 
habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant species and unique or exemplary natural communities.  Our review 
involves examining maps, manual and computerized records, other sources of information such as scientific 
articles or published references, and the personal knowledge of staff or cooperating experts. 
 
Our official response covers only botanical features.  For authoritative information and official response for 
zoological features you must make a similar request to the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, 
284 State Street, Augusta, Maine 04333. 
 
According to the information currently in our Biological and Conservation Data System files, there are no rare 
botanical features documented specifically within the project area.  Based on the information in our files and the 
landscape context of this project, there is a low probability that rare or significant botanical features occur at this 
project location.  
 
This finding is available and appropriate for preparation and review of environmental assessments, but it is not a 
substitute for on-site surveys.  Comprehensive field surveys do not exist for all natural areas in Maine, and in the 
absence of a specific field investigation, the Maine Natural Areas Program cannot provide a definitive statement 
on the presence or absence of unusual natural features at this site. 
 
The Maine Natural Areas Program (MNAP) is continuously working to achieve a more comprehensive database 
of exemplary natural features in Maine.  We would appreciate the contribution of any information obtained should 
you decide to do field work.  MNAP welcomes coordination with individuals or organizations proposing 
environmental alteration or conducting environmental assessments.  If, however, data provided by MNAP are to 
be published in any form, the Program should be informed at the outset and credited as the source.   
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The Maine Natural Areas Program has instituted a fee structure of $75.00 an hour to recover the actual cost of 
processing your request for information.  You will receive an invoice for $150.00 for two hours of our services. 
 
Thank you for using MNAP in the environmental review process.  Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have 
further questions about the Natural Areas Program or about rare or unique botanical features on this site. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

Lisa St. Hilaire 
 
Lisa St. Hilaire | Information Manager | Maine Natural Areas Program 
207-287-8044 | lisa.st.hilaire@maine.gov 
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February 02, 2024 

Jordan Tate 
McFarland Johnson 
5 Depot Street 
Freeport, ME 04032 

RE: Information Request – Auburn, Auburn-Lewiston Airport Project (ERID 2789) 

Dear Jordan: 

Per your request received on December 15, 2023, we have reviewed current Maine Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) information sources for known locations of Endangered, Threatened, 
and Special Concern (Rare) species; designated Essential and Significant Wildlife Habitats; inland 
fisheries and aquatic habitats; and other Protected Natural Resources concerns within the vicinity of the 
Auburn, Auburn-Lewiston Airport project. For the purposes of this review, we assume tree clearing and 
future development is proposed.  

Our Department has not mapped any Essential Habitats that would be directly affected by your project.  

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 

Bat Species – Of the eight species of bats that occur in Maine, four species are afforded protection under 
Maine’s Endangered Species Act (MESA, 12 M.R.S §12801 et. Seq.): little brown bat (State 
Endangered), northern long-eared bat (State Endangered), eastern small-footed bat (State Threatened), 
and tri-colored bat (State Threatened). The four remaining bat species are designated as Species of Special 
Concern: big brown bat, red bat, hoary bat, and silver-haired bat. While a comprehensive statewide 
inventory for bats has not been completed, based on historical evidence, it is likely that several of these 
species occur within the project area during spring/fall migration, the summer breeding season, and/or for 
overwintering. However, our Agency does not anticipate significant impacts to any of the bat species as a 
result of this project. 
 
Upland Sandpiper – Upland sandpipers, a State Threatened species, have been historically documented in 
the project area. Upland sandpipers nest only on the ground and use both native and cultivated vegetation 
for nesting sites. Due to lack of recent survey efforts, it is unknown if upland sandpipers are still present 
in this area. Therefore, if development is planned, surveys should be conducted with a biologist with 
experience with grassland bird surveys in Maine following MDIFW protocol. Upland sandpipers are 
protected under Maine’s Endangered Species Act and, as such, are afforded special protection against 
activities that may cause “Take” (kill or cause death), “harassment” (create injury or significantly disrupt 
normal behavior patterns), and other adverse actions. 
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Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Significant Vernal Pools - At this time MDIFW Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) maps indicate no 
known presence of Significant Vernal Pools (SVPs) in the project search area. However, a comprehensive 
statewide inventory for Significant Vernal Pools has not been completed. SVPs are not included on 
MDIFW maps until project areas have been surveyed using approved methods and the survey results 
confirmed. Thus, their absence from resource maps is not necessarily indicative of an absence on the 
ground. Therefore, we recommend that surveys for vernal pools be conducted within the project boundary 
by qualified wetland scientists prior to final project design to determine whether there are Significant 
Vernal Pools present in the area. These surveys should extend up to 250 feet beyond the anticipated 
project footprint because of potential performance standard requirements for off-site Significant Vernal 
Pools, assuming such pools are located on land owned or controlled by the applicant. Once surveys are 
completed, survey forms should be submitted to our Agency for review well before the submission of any 
necessary permits. Our Department will need to review and verify any vernal pool data prior to final 
determination of significance. 

Aquatic Resources 

Fish Habitat - We generally recommend that 100-foot undisturbed vegetated buffers be maintained along 
streams. Buffers should be measured from the edge of stream or associated fringe and floodplain 
wetlands. Maintaining and enhancing buffers along streams is critical to the protection of water 
temperatures, water quality, natural inputs of coarse woody debris, and various forms of aquatic life 
necessary to support conditions required by many fish species. Stream crossings should be avoided, but if 
a stream crossing is necessary, or an existing crossing needs to be modified, it should be designed to 
provide full fish passage. Small streams, including intermittent streams, can provide crucial rearing 
habitat, cold water for thermal refugia, and abundant food for juvenile salmonids on a seasonal basis and 
undersized crossings may inhibit these functions. Generally, MDIFW recommends that all new, modified, 
and replacement stream crossings be sized to span at least 1.2 times the bankfull width of the stream. In 
addition, we generally recommend that stream crossings be open bottomed (i.e., natural bottom), although 
embedded structures which are backfilled with representative streambed material have been shown to be 
effective in not only providing habitat connectivity for fish but also for other aquatic organisms. 
Construction Best Management Practices should be closely followed to avoid erosion, sedimentation, 
alteration of stream flow, and other impacts as eroding soils from construction activities can travel 
significant distances as well as transport other pollutants resulting in direct impacts to fisheries and 
aquatic habitat. In addition, we recommend that any necessary instream work occur between July 15 and 
October 1.  

This consultation review has been conducted specifically for known MDIFW jurisdictional features and 
should not be interpreted as a comprehensive review for the presence of other regulated features that may 
occur in this area. Prior to the start of any future site disturbance, we recommend additional consultation 
with the municipality, and other state resource and regulatory agencies including the Maine Natural Areas 
Program and Maine Department of Environmental Protection in order to avoid unintended protected 
resource disturbance. For information on federally listed species, contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s Maine Field Office (207-469-7300, mainefieldoffice@fws.gov). 
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Please feel free to contact my office if you have any questions regarding this information, or if I can be of 
any further assistance. 
 
Best regards, 

 
Ciara Wentworth 
Resource Biologist 
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Maine Ecological Services Field Office

P. O. Box A
East Orland, ME 04431

Phone: (207) 469-7300 Fax: (207) 902-1588

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2024-0140877 
Project Name: Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport Master Plan Update
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
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evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation- 
handbook.pdf

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what- 
we-do.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive For information regarding the implementation of Executive Order 13186, please visit 
https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.
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Attachment(s):

Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Bald & Golden Eagles
Migratory Birds
Wetlands

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Maine Ecological Services Field Office
P. O. Box A
East Orland, ME 04431
(207) 469-7300
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PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Code: 2024-0140877
Project Name: Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport Master Plan Update
Project Type: Airport - New Construction
Project Description: The Airport is updating their Master Plan to guide future development and 

projects.
Project Location:

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@44.0482601,-70.28308771895848,14z

Counties: Androscoggin County, Maine

https://www.google.com/maps/@44.0482601,-70.28308771895848,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@44.0482601,-70.28308771895848,14z
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1.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES
There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515

Proposed 
Endangered

FISHES
NAME STATUS

Atlantic Salmon Salmo salar
Population: Gulf of Maine DPS
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2097

Endangered

INSECTS
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Candidate

CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL 
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.

USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS 
AND FISH HATCHERIES
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES
Bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act  and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to bald or 
golden eagles, or their habitats , should follow appropriate regulations and consider 

1
2

3

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2097
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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1.
2.
3.

implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles".

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

There are likely bald eagles present in your project area. For additional information on bald 
eagles, refer to Bald Eagle Nesting and Sensitivity to Human Activity

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area.

NAME BREEDING SEASON

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain 
types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Dec 1 to 
Aug 31

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range.

Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps.

No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918
https://www.fws.gov/Alaska-eagle-nesting
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
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1.
2.
3.

 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
Bald Eagle
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/ 
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur- 
project-action

MIGRATORY BIRDS
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats  should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles".

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area.

1
2

3

https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918
https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act
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NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Dec 1 to 
Aug 31

Bay-breasted Warbler Setophaga castanea
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9583

Breeds May 25 
to Aug 1

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9399

Breeds May 15 
to Oct 10

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9454

Breeds May 20 
to Jul 31

Canada Warbler Cardellina canadensis
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9643

Breeds May 20 
to Aug 10

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9406

Breeds Mar 15 
to Aug 25

Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9465

Breeds May 15 
to Aug 10

Prairie Warbler Setophaga discolor
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9513

Breeds May 1 
to Jul 31

Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/11965

Breeds May 15 
to Jul 31

Veery Catharus fuscescens fuscescens
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/11987

Breeds May 15 
to Jul 15

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9583
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9399
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9454
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9643
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9406
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9465
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9513
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/11965
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/11987
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 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9431

Breeds May 10 
to Aug 31

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range.

Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps.

No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
Bald Eagle
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable

Bay-breasted 
Warbler
BCC - BCR

Black-billed 
Cuckoo
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9431
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
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Bobolink
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Canada Warbler
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Chimney Swift
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Evening Grosbeak
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Prairie Warbler
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Rose-breasted 
Grosbeak
BCC - BCR

Veery
BCC - BCR

Wood Thrush
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/ 
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur- 
project-action

WETLANDS
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to 
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine 
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
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FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
PEM1E
PEM1Fx
PEM1C

FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND
PFO1E
PSS1Ex
PSS1E

FRESHWATER POND
PUBHh
PUBFx
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: McFarland Johnson
Name: Jordan Tate
Address: 5 Depot Street
Address Line 2: Suite 25
City: Freeport
State: ME
Zip: 04032
Email jtate@mjinc.com
Phone: 2074174036
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LIME ARCHAEOLOGY RESEARCH CENTER
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL. SCIENCE AND BUSINESS
139 QIEBEC STREET
FARMINGTON, MAINE 04938

Rick Cloutier
Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport
80 Airport Drive
Auburn, Maine 04210

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE AT

MAINE'S FIRST CHOICE IN PUBLIC IiIGHER EDUCA"IION

July 24, 2007

RE : Certified Local Government Grant Archeology Project--Auburn-Lewiston
Municipal Airport

1 .

	

airport hill (map item C2)
2. northern extension of Runway 4/22 (map item U)
3 . future building area near runway 17/35 (map items A and N)
4. airport perimeter road (map item F) and associated fence (map item E)
5 . open area (map item V) southeast of airport hill and north of runway 17/35

A member ofthe University of'Maine System

TELEPHONE :
TOLL FREE:
FAX : 207-778-7024
EMAIL : ARC(4>UMEMAINE.EDU
ARCHAEOLOGY.UMFMAIN E . EDU

Dear Rick,

We write to inform you ofthe completion of the recent archaeological work at the
Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine which
was funded through the Certified Local Government (CLG) Grant Program (Figure 1) .
The fieldwork was conducted between May 11 d' and June 29th by the University of Maine
at Farmington Archaeology Research Center (UMF ARC). The CLG Grant is being
administered through the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) and the
Auburn-Municipal Airport. The goals ofthe archaeological work was to identify Native
American archeological sites which may be present in previously un-assessed areas ofthe
airport, not previously surveyed, particularly sites dating to the Paleoindian period of
Native American history for the region, ca. 9000-7000 B .C . The MHPC, in a document
entitled "Focus and Products" outlines the goals and methodology for the CLG grant
archaeological project which is to include particular focus on areas to be affected by
future airport development as outlined in the Airport Master Plan (Figure 2) (Hoyle,
Tanner Associates., Inc . 2006). These include :



6. Any other areas of the airport that contains undisturbed sandy soil that has not
been previously surveyed .

Robert N. Bartone, and Jake Grindall (UMF ARC), with Airport Manager Rick
Cloutier (5/11/07), walked these areas as well as much ofthe airport property east of

the existing Runway 22 . The airport property west ofthe Runway 22 was assessed as
part of the Parallel Taxiway project . Assessments with regard to archaeological
sensitivity were made and seven areas deemed suitable for archaeological phase I
survey were defined, covering the areas of concern outlined by the MHPC as well as
other areas (Figure 3) .

Archaeological survey work in the seven defined areas resulted in the
identification of a single newly recorded archeological site, 23 .41 ME, located on the
top of the Airport Beacon Hill, within Area 7. Additional CLG grant money was
allocated to conduct further field testing at the newly identified site. Each area
surveyed is discussed separately below followed by a summary of work completed at
site 23 .41 ME.

Area 1

Area 1 is the northernmost area tested (map item U). It is located to the northeast
of the northern end of Runway 22 near a small east-west trending drainage. Both sides of
the drainage were tested including sampling transects T21 and T22 . Eight test pits at a
5m interval were placed to the south ofthe drainage and seven pits at a 5m interval to the
north. Testing indicates that the area is entirely disturbed, with a deep layer of fill evident
in all test pits . Some pits showed evidence oftwo distinct fill deposits . No Native
American artifacts were recovered during testing of Area 1

Area 2:

Area 2 encompasses two branches of a drainage which runs roughly east-west
meeting Runway 22 and creating a roughly `U'-shaped plateau near the northeast corner
ofthe airport property. Survey work included five sampling transects and 35 pits (T23
T27) . Six ofthe test pits (T23) were placed on the south side of the southern branch of
the drainage where it emerges from the tree line toward the eastern property boundary.



Pits at either end of this transect contained intact sediment and the pits in the middle

revealed fill down to 80cm. Further west along that side of the drainage was undulating

and showed obvious evidence of being disturbed by heavy machinery (i.e ., tracks and

large patches ofbare sand covered by wood chips) .

Two 40m long transects (T24 & T25) were placed on the U-shaped plateau

between the drainage branches . Most test pits exhibited deep layers of clean fill (some

even down to a meter) . Several test pits exhibited intact soil profiles, however much of

the area seems to be disturbed through grading and filling. Five test pits were excavated

on the northern side of the northern drainage (T26) . The three westernmost pits on the

line were intact and the more ofthe same clean fill comprised the two pits closer to the

tree line . That northern drainage bends to the north once inside the tree line . One

transect, with six test pits (T27) was excavated in this area. The entire transect was

intact, however no artifacts were recovered . No Native American cultural remains were

recovered from the largely disturbed and modified Area 2.

Area 3:

Area 3 comprises the northern side of a pronounced drainage, just south of Area

2, that flows westward beneath Runway 22, by the Taxiway Site (23 .39 ME) on the west

side ofthe runway. The area immediately along the drainage is wooded, while the

majority ofthe area is open. Testing was conducted along the edge of the drainage

including seven transects (T28-T34) and 62 pits . All test pits were at a 5m intervals . The

majority of test pits exhibited disturbed profiles and almost all had some kind of fill

episode. When it was possible to sample inside the tree line, there was, as expected a

much higher occurrence of intact sediments . Overall, about 15-20% of pits were intact in

the area . No artifacts were recovered .

Area 4:

Area 4 is a level area on the southern side ofthe same drainage that was tested in

Area 3 . A single 50m transect of 11 pits at a 5m interval was excavated (T35), about 5m

west of the steep embankment to the drainage . Test pits along the entire transect revealed

a deep layer of fill, full of asphalt and other historic debris . Large chunks of asphalt had



also been pushed over the edge ofthe embankment along the length ofthis side of the
drainage . The entire area is disturbed.

Area S:

Area 5 is an area adjacent to the same drainage, to the west and south ofArea 4,
just northeast of an artificially built up where hangers and other existing airport facilities
are located. The landform is about 3-5m lower than those in areas 3 and 4 . A single 50m
long transect with 11 pits at a 5m interval was excavated roughly parallel to the drainage
(T36) . Two of the pits preserved a thin `B' horizons (T36 P2 and 4), but the rest went
from a thin organic `Ao' straight to olive brown clay, indicating some degree of ground
disturbance. No artifacts were recovered .

Area 6:

Area 6 is a level area just west ofOld Hotel Road and to the south of a set of
hangars and the entry gate to . During the initial walkover, it was determined that the area
had likely been disturbed through grading. Further, no drainages or other distinguishing
topographic features were apparent . Therefore no archaeological survey work was
conducted in this area .

Area 7:

Area 7 comprises all ofAirport Beacon Hill-the probable drumlin located in the
southwest portion of the airport property. It is variably sensitive depending on sediment
type, prior disturbance and micro-topography. The top of the hill is comprised of a series
of approximately 20-30 bench-like landforms . Subsurface survey was conducted on the
larger more level "benches". Most of the areas tested were disturbed or gravely. This
was the case for transects at the northern margin of the hillcrest (T44), the western
margin (T42), and for the eastern area (T40) . Another area on the western portion of the
hill was surveyed (T41) and was entirely disturbed . The southernmost transect on the hill
(T43) sampled a ridge that looks down toward Old Hotel Road right on the edge of the
hill . This landform is predominantly sandy with intact stratigraphy except for a few pits



with jumbled, disturbed soils, but like the others proved negative for the presence of a

Native American cultural material.

Othertested areas on the hill included a small bench that extends westward from

the roadway up the hill toward the runway. Five test pits along transect T46 were laid out

however three were left unexcavated given the presence of fill down to more than 80cm .

A small drainage in the wooded area the base ofthe hill, just north of Kittyhawk Drive

andjust east of one of the bunkers was sampled as well, including seven test pits along

transect T47. This area was intact and sandy, but no artifacts were recovered. The

remaining areas inside the tree line on the southern side of the hill were either hummocky

or steeply sloped or totally undifferentiated . The northeastern end of the hill was walked

as well and includes exposed gravel, cobbles and bedrock. No subsurface sampling was

conducted in these areas.

A fairly level cleared area on the back side of airport hill overlooking Kittyhawk

Drive and Moose Brook to the south, was sampled with two transects and 16 pits (T37

and T38). T37 is a 50m long transect with 11 pits at a 5m interval running along the

relatively flat area at the very top. All of the pits on this transect were intact, but with a

fairly high gravel content. A 20m long transect (T38) with 5 pits at a 5m interval was

excavated inside the tree line to the west and a little south ofthe flat cleared spot tested

by T37. This transect also sampled intact and gravely sediments. No artifacts were

recovered from the area .

Two micro landforms exhibiting intact, sandy deposits were identified on the hill

and sampled with transects T39 and T45. The transect T391andform is a roughly circular

bench in the center ofthe hill (Locus 1) . A single Munsungan chert flake was identified

in test pit T39 P1 leading to the identification of site 23.41 ME. The second intact

landform is located about 30 m to the south and about 3-5m lower in elevation than the

one tested by T39 (Locus 2) . The northernmost pit on that transect was positive with

three Munsungan chert flakes . The site setting and material types strongly indicated

Paleoindian origin for the site.



Site 23.41 ME

A horizontal metric grid was established at the site 23 .41 ME with the original

Locus 1 positive test pit designated N1000 E1000. Test pit sampling, including 38 test

pits at 2.5m intervals, was conducted over much of the landform, which measures

roughly 970 square meters in area . Two additional test pits were positive . A Munsungun

chert side scraper fragment and a worked slate tool fragment were recovered from test pit

N1003 E1003 SW and a possibly modified Munsungun chert flake was recovered from

N1003 E997. Theremaining test pits were negative . The landform is sandy and exhibits

and intact "A", "B" "C" soil profile. Higher gravel content was encountered at the

periphery ofthe landform . The grid was extended to Locus 2, on the lower landform, and

37 pits at a 2.5 m interval were excavated, four of which were positive with

predominately Munsungan chert lithic debitage . Locus 1 measures approximately 660

square meters in area and similarly to Locus l, the Locus II landform is composed of

intact sandy deposits surrounded by more gravely deposits .

Survey and additional testing at the site clearly established the significance ofthe

site, and in consultation with the MHPC it was decided to reallocate CLG funding slated

for analysis and write-up toward additional excavation . This testing included 38 square

meters, all within Locus 1, forming a contiguous block of excavation units in the southern

portion of the landform . Thus far, excavations at Locus 1 have resulted in the recovery of

251ithic tools and 144 lithic flakes . The tool inventory includes a single complete

Munsungan chert fluted projectile point, firmly establishing the site as Paleoindian.

Conclusions andRecommendations

The CLG grant funded archaeological fieldwork at the Auburn-Lewiston

Municipal Airporthas been successfully completed. Archaeological assessment and

phase I survey has resulted in the identification and testing of a single archaeological site,

23 .41 ME-the Beacon Hill Site . The site is clearly significant and eligible for inclusion

in the National Register ofHistoric Places and will require further detailed reporting.

The entire Airport Beacon Hill is slated for quarrying which will adversely affect the site.

Although arelatively intensive degree of archaeological work has been completed at

Locus 1, additional data recovery work may be necessary depending on the final



assessment of the percentage of site area recovered . Locus 2 at this point has only been
sampled through test pitting and some degree of archaeological phase III data recovery,
still to be determined will likely be necessary. Assessment and survey work indicates
that all other portions ofthe project area are unlikely to preserve significant
archaeological deposits and will require no additional archaeological work, outside ofthe
23 .41 ME site area . Please call if you have any questions.

cc : Dr. Arthur Spiess (MHPC)

Robert N. $artone,
Assistant Direc,tor, UMFARC

ei'do--a~
Ellen R. Cowie Ph.D.,
D'~'ector, U

	

ARC
I l' I/11 t ..

	

J.)r1i{

Jike G. Grindall
Field Supervisor, UMFARC



Figure 1 . Topographic map showing the location site 23 .41 ME within the Auburn-
Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine .



Figure 2. Schematic map of the Auburn-Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport master plan
showing the location of archaeological sensitive areas (ASAs) within the Auburn-
Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine.



Figure 3 . Aerial photograph of the Auburn-Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport showing
the location of archaeological sensitive areas (ASAs) and site 23.41 ME within the
Auburn-Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine.



Figure 4. Aerial photograph of the Auburn-Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport showing
the location of testing within site 23 .41 ME within the Auburn-Lewiston Airport
Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine.
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September 20, 2007

RE: CLG Grant Archaeology Project : The Beacon Hill Site 23.41 ME, Additional Information

This letter serves as a supplement to the end-of-field letter report (dated July 24, 2007) submitted

by the University of Maine at Farmington Archaeology Research Center (UMF ARC) to the Auburn-

Lewiston Municipal Airport that summarized the results ofthe Certified Local Government (CLG) Grant

Program funded archaeological work conducted at the airport in May and June, 2007 . Specifically, this

letter provides additional information, preliminary artifact distribution maps, and recommendations for

phase III data recovery at the Beacon Hill Site (23.41 ME), which is the single archaeological site

identified as a result ofthat work (Figures 1 and 2) .

The site is located on two micro landforms composed of intact, sandy sediments near the crest of

Beacon Hill (Figure 3) . The landforms are approximately 30 m apart on a roughly north south axis, with

an elevation difference of approximately three meters. The site is attributed to the Paleoindian period of

Native American history for the region and is eligible for the National Register of Historic Place (NRHP).

Locus 1

The higher, northern landform is designated Locus 1 . The entire landform measures about 620

square meters in area before dropping off on all sides to more gravely, rocky deposits . Testing conducted

to date includes 46 square meters, forming a 2.5 m interval grid of 0.5 m x 0.5 m test pits over much of

the landform and a contiguous block ofexcavation, measuring 38 square meters in the southern portion of

the landform. Thus far, excavations at Locus 1 have resulted in the recovery of251ithic tools and 144

lithic flakes (Figures 4) . The tool inventory includes a single complete Munsungun chert fluted projectile

point, firmly establishing the site as Paleoindian . Other tools include a variety ofscrapers and

modified/utilized flakes .



Locus 1 has an unusually high tool to flake ra 'o (1 tool for every 5.76 flakes), indicating that

some specialized activity took place at the site . The is limited to the very southern portion of the

landform with artifacts located in a fairly level area of at least 40 square meters . The_§ite may extend

southward over the "bank" to a limited degree as well, although this is undetermined. It may be that

much of the core ofthe locus has been fully excavated, however the additional excavation of 30-35 1 .0 m

x 1 .0 m units is recommended in order to recover cultural material from the perimeter ofthe locus .

Locus 2

The lower landform is designated Locus 2 . The landform measures 600 square meters and like

the Locus 1 landform, is topographically defined, as well as being defined by sandy sediments surrounded

by rockier, more gravely deposits (Figure 5) . A total of37 0.5 m x 0.5 m test pits at a 2.5 m interval were

ultimately excavated, four ofwhich were positive with 15 flakes recovered (the majority are Munsungun

chert) . The artifacts were recovered over an area ofroughly 25 square meters . Testing to date at Locus 2

is limited to 0.5 m x 0.5 m test pits with no phase II level data recovery conducted to date . A total of 100-

125 square meters of phase III data recovery is recommended. It is assumed that this level ofwork may

provide near full data recovery of cultural material from the locus .

Conclusions

Thus, a total of 155-160 square meters ofphase III data recovery excavation is recommended at

the Beacon Hill site in order to mitigate the adverse effects ofproposed construction activity . The site is

relatively unique for several reasons, and is clearly significant in local and regional contexts. It is situated

in a commanding setting at the crest of an ancient drumlin formation, it preserves an unusually high

percentage oflithic tools in comparison to debitage, and it is part ofa rare assemblage ofnearby

Paleoindian sites, the relationship of which is not yet understood.

	

Please call ifyou have any questions .

cc : Dr . Arthur Spiess (MHPC)

Sincerely,

n (
Robert I . hartone, M.A .̀
Assistant DirectoL,UMF ARC

Ellen R . Cowie, PhD
Director, UMF ARC



P7v.' sw+
nr

I

	

~ \

5

	

I M~IeS
9af!na0 0f'~ .N ~!

	

.Si=~ ` ~e TSt~COp'a0'. c ~^ip

Figure 1 . Topographic map showing the location site 23.41 ME within the Auburn-Lewiston
Airport Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine.
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Figure 2. Aerial photograph of the Auburn-Lewiston Airport Municipal Airport showing the
location of archaeological sensitive areas (ASAs) and site 23.41 ME within the Auburn-Lewiston
Airport Municipal Airport, in Auburn, Androscoggin County, Maine.
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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 
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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 soil 
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 soil 
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.

Custom Soil Resource Report

7



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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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:15,800.

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: Androscoggin and Sagadahoc Counties, 
Maine
Survey Area Data: Version 24, Sep 5, 2023

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

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jul 11, 2021—Oct 29, 
2021

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 (Auburn-Lewiston 
Municipal Airport MPU)

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

AaB Adams loamy sand, 0 to 8 
percent slopes

91.8 16.0%

AaC Adams loamy sand, 8 to 15 
percent slopes

104.4 18.2%

AaD Adams loamy sand, 15 to 30 
percent slopes

6.2 1.1%

AbD Adams loamy sand, 5 to 20 
percent slopes, very stony

12.0 2.1%

ChC Charlton very stony fine sandy 
loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

14.3 2.5%

HkC Hinckley gravelly sandy loam, 8 
to 15 percent slopes

4.0 0.7%

HrB Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 0 to 
8 percent slopes, rocky

14.7 2.6%

HrC Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 8 to 
15 percent slopes, rocky

37.3 6.5%

HrD Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 15 
to 35 percent slopes, rocky

6.2 1.1%

Md Made land, loamy materials 147.2 25.7%

NgB Ninigret fine sandy loam, 0 to 8 
percent slopes

106.0 18.5%

PbB Paxton loam, 2 to 8 percent 
slopes

0.7 0.1%

So Scarboro fine sandy loam 3.4 0.6%

SyC Sutton very stony loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes

2.4 0.4%

Wa Walpole fine sandy loam 21.5 3.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 572.2 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions (Auburn-Lewiston 
Municipal Airport MPU)
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 
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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.

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 
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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.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Androscoggin and Sagadahoc Counties, Maine

AaB—Adams loamy sand, 0 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2wqn9
Elevation: 10 to 2,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 95 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 27 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

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

Description of Adams

Setting
Landform: Outwash terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 7 inches: loamy sand
Bs - 7 to 21 inches: sand
BC - 21 to 27 inches: sand
C - 27 to 65 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(1.42 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 1.9 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY601ME - Dry Sand
Hydric soil rating: No

Custom Soil Resource Report
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AaC—Adams loamy sand, 8 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2wqn8
Elevation: 10 to 2,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 95 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 27 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Description of Adams

Setting
Landform: Outwash terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 7 inches: loamy sand
Bs - 7 to 21 inches: sand
BC - 21 to 27 inches: sand
C - 27 to 65 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(1.42 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 1.9 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY601ME - Dry Sand
Hydric soil rating: No
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AaD—Adams loamy sand, 15 to 30 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kcf
Elevation: 300 to 2,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 30 to 48 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 46 degrees F
Frost-free period: 70 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Adams and similar soils: 86 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Adams

Setting
Landform: Outwash terraces
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits derived from crystallin rock

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 4 inches: loamy sand
H2 - 4 to 24 inches: loamy sand
H3 - 24 to 40 inches: fine sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 30 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High to very high (6.00 

to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 2.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY601ME - Dry Sand
Hydric soil rating: No
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AbD—Adams loamy sand, 5 to 20 percent slopes, very stony

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2x1cl
Elevation: 10 to 2,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 31 to 95 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Description of Adams

Setting
Landform: Kames, eskers
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 4 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
E - 4 to 6 inches: loamy sand
Bs - 6 to 21 inches: sand
BC - 21 to 27 inches: sand
C - 27 to 65 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 5 to 20 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(1.42 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 1.9 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 4.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY601ME - Dry Sand
Hydric soil rating: No
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ChC—Charlton very stony fine sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kcy
Elevation: 50 to 3,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 50 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Charlton and similar soils: 86 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Charlton

Setting
Landform: Till plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy supraglacial meltout till derived from mica schist

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
H2 - 7 to 24 inches: fine sandy loam
H3 - 24 to 65 inches: fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.6 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 

(0.60 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY501ME - Loamy Slope (Northern Hardwoods)
Hydric soil rating: No
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HkC—Hinckley gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kdb
Elevation: 10 to 2,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 30 to 48 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 46 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Description of Hinckley

Setting
Landform: Outwash terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy-skeletal glaciofluvial deposits derived from granite and 

gneiss

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 4 inches: gravelly sandy loam
H2 - 4 to 20 inches: gravelly loamy sand
H3 - 20 to 44 inches: very cobbly sand
H4 - 44 to 65 inches: stratified very gravelly coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High to very high (6.00 

to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 1.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: F144BY601ME - Dry Sand
Hydric soil rating: No
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HrB—Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes, rocky

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2x1cx
Elevation: 0 to 520 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 65 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Lyman and similar soils: 50 percent
Tunbridge and similar soils: 30 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lyman

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Nose slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 

loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1 to 3 inches: loam
E - 3 to 5 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 5 to 7 inches: loam
Bs1 - 7 to 11 inches: loam
Bs2 - 11 to 18 inches: channery loam
R - 18 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 11 to 24 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
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Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Tunbridge

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 

loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
Oa - 3 to 5 inches: highly decomposed plant material
E - 5 to 8 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 8 to 11 inches: fine sandy loam
Bs - 11 to 26 inches: fine sandy loam
BC - 26 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
R - 28 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 3 to 8 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 21 to 41 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

HrC—Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 8 to 15 percent slopes, rocky

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2x1cy
Elevation: 0 to 520 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 65 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 52 degrees F

Custom Soil Resource Report

21



Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Lyman and similar soils: 45 percent
Tunbridge and similar soils: 40 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lyman

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Nose slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 

loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1 to 3 inches: loam
E - 3 to 5 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 5 to 7 inches: loam
Bs1 - 7 to 11 inches: loam
Bs2 - 11 to 18 inches: channery loam
R - 18 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 11 to 24 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Tunbridge

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
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Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 
loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
Oa - 3 to 5 inches: highly decomposed plant material
E - 5 to 8 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 8 to 11 inches: fine sandy loam
Bs - 11 to 26 inches: fine sandy loam
BC - 26 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
R - 28 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 21 to 41 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

HrD—Lyman-Tunbridge complex, 15 to 35 percent slopes, rocky

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2x1cz
Elevation: 0 to 520 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 65 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Lyman and similar soils: 45 percent
Tunbridge and similar soils: 40 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lyman

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
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Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Nose slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 

loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1 to 3 inches: loam
E - 3 to 5 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 5 to 7 inches: loam
Bs1 - 7 to 11 inches: loam
Bs2 - 11 to 18 inches: channery loam
R - 18 to 79 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 35 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 11 to 24 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Tunbridge

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loamy supraglacial till derived from granite and gneiss and/or 

loamy supraglacial till derived from phyllite and/or loamy supraglacial till 
derived from mica schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
Oa - 3 to 5 inches: highly decomposed plant material
E - 5 to 8 inches: fine sandy loam
Bhs - 8 to 11 inches: fine sandy loam
Bs - 11 to 26 inches: fine sandy loam
BC - 26 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
R - 28 to 79 inches: bedrock
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Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 35 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 21 to 41 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to high (0.00 

to 14.03 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY702ME - Shallow and Moderately-deep Till
Hydric soil rating: No

Md—Made land, loamy materials

Map Unit Composition
Made land: 91 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Made Land

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 60 inches: very gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 35 percent
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very 

high (0.06 to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 24 to 72 inches
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Ecological site: F144BY501ME - Loamy Slope (Northern Hardwoods)
Hydric soil rating: No

NgB—Ninigret fine sandy loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kdx
Elevation: 20 to 2,000 feet
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Mean annual precipitation: 34 to 48 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 46 degrees F
Frost-free period: 80 to 160 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

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

Description of Ninigret

Setting
Landform: Outwash terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Coarse-loamy glaciofluvial deposits derived from slate

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 8 inches: fine sandy loam
H2 - 8 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
H3 - 28 to 65 inches: loamy fine sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 36 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 8.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY505ME - Loamy over Sandy
Hydric soil rating: No

PbB—Paxton loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kf0
Elevation: 130 to 850 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 47 to 49 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 145 to 155 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland
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Map Unit Composition
Paxton and similar soils: 85 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Paxton

Setting
Landform: Drumlinoid ridges
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Interfluve, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy lodgment till derived from mica schist

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 8 inches: loam
H2 - 8 to 20 inches: fine sandy loam
H3 - 20 to 65 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 18 to 40 inches to densic material
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to 

moderately high (0.06 to 0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 24 to 42 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 2.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY501ME - Loamy Slope (Northern Hardwoods)
Hydric soil rating: No

So—Scarboro fine sandy loam

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kff
Elevation: 10 to 2,800 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 34 to 48 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 46 degrees F
Frost-free period: 80 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Custom Soil Resource Report

27



Description of Scarboro

Setting
Landform: Outwash plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits derived from granite and gneiss

Typical profile
Oa - 0 to 10 inches: mucky peat
H2 - 10 to 21 inches: fine sandy loam
H3 - 21 to 65 inches: fine sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Very poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(0.20 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: Frequent
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 5w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
Ecological site: F144BY303ME - Acidic Swamp
Hydric soil rating: Yes

SyC—Sutton very stony loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kfm
Elevation: 0 to 800 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 47 to 49 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Description of Sutton

Setting
Landform: Till plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
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Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Coarse-loamy supraglacial meltout till derived from mica schist

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 7 inches: loam
H2 - 7 to 30 inches: fine sandy loam
H3 - 30 to 65 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 8 to 15 percent
Surface area covered with cobbles, stones or boulders: 1.6 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to 

moderately high (0.06 to 0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 30 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 7.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F144BY501ME - Loamy Slope (Northern Hardwoods)
Hydric soil rating: No

Wa—Walpole fine sandy loam

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9kfq
Elevation: 0 to 540 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 47 to 49 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

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

Description of Walpole

Setting
Landform: Outwash plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
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H2 - 6 to 15 inches: loamy sand
H3 - 15 to 60 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (2.00 to 6.00 

in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 to 18 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
Ecological site: F144BY303ME - Acidic Swamp
Hydric soil rating: Yes
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