
  

BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AND SUSTAINABILITY  

A METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING STEEP SLOPES AND ERODIBLE 

SOILS ADJACENT TO WATERCOURSES AND WETLANDS 

 
I. Introduction 
 
The Methodology outlined in this document is intended to provide guidance to 
anyone preparing a plan for a proposed land use activity that is subject to 
Sections 33-3-101 through 33-3-120 (Protection of Water Quality, Streams, 
Wetlands, and Floodplains) and Sections 33-2-101 through 33-2-906 (Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Areas Protection) of the Baltimore County Code.  While this 
document specifically refers to forest buffers, the methodology presented herein 
also applies to the expansion of Critical Area buffers as required by Section 33-2-
401 of the Code. 
 
The requirements for maintenance of forest buffers along stream systems are 
presented in these regulations.  Specific design standards for forest buffers are 
outlined in Section 33-3-111 of the Code.  In addition to the general requirements 
for minimum forest buffers, this section specifies that the width of the forest buffer 
shall be adjusted to include contiguous sensitive areas such as steep slopes or 
erodible soils.  A general outline of the evaluation procedures and criteria for 
determining the width adjustment is outlined in this section. 
 
However, this document provides a more detailed explanation of the 
procedures and criteria including step-by-step instructions for evaluating 
sensitive areas to determine the extent to which the forest buffer width must be 
adjusted, illustrations, and a sample forest buffer analysis. 
 
It is anticipated that this document will answer most questions on the evaluation 
procedures and should be utilized routinely in conducting site evaluations to 
determine the required forest buffer width. 
 
II. Applicability 
 
A forest buffer analysis must be conducted in accordance with the evaluation 
procedures and criteria outlined in this document, or a comparable method 
approved by the Director of this Department, for sites containing or adjacent to 
streams, wetlands or other water bodies, where: 
 

A. slopes exceed 10% within 500 feet of the streams, wetlands, or water 
bodies; 
 
B. soil erodibility K values exceed 0.24 (i.e. scores “medium” or “high” in 
Appendix A) within 500 feet of the streams, wetlands, or water bodies; or 
 



  

C. the vegetative cover within 100 feet of the streams, wetlands, or water 
bodies is bare soil, fallow land, crops, active pasture in poor or fair 
condition, orchard-tree farm in poor or fair condition, brush-weeds in poor 
condition, or woods in poor condition. 

 
III. Evaluation Report 
 
An evaluation report must be submitted for review to this Department.  This 
report must include, as a minimum, the following: 
 

A. A plan, at a scale not greater than 1” = 100’, that shows: 
 
1. existing topography with contour intervals no greater than 5 
feet, prepared from the best available information.  Baltimore 
County geographic information system topography is an 
acceptable source for preparing existing topography for a site; 
 
2. mapped soils from the USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service “Web Soil Survey” (replaces Baltimore County Soil Survey); 
 
3. field delineated, marked and surveyed wetlands (if applicable, 
separately delineate and survey tidal wetlands); 
 
4. existing vegetation; 
 
5. existing subdrainage areas of the site; and 
 
6. slopes in each subdrainage area segmented into sections of 
slopes <10%, 11-19%, and >20%; 
 

B. all forest buffer analysis data forms; 
 
C. a summary of findings including information pertinent to the 
evaluation of the site; and 
 
D. a mitigation plan that describes the proposed additional protective 
measures for those areas where development is allowed with restrictions. 
 

IV. Plan Preparation 
 
The plan should be prepared for use in the forest buffer analysis as outlined 
below: 
 

A. Divide the site into existing subdrainage areas. 
 
B. Segment slopes along a stream valley by differentiating areas with 
slope gradients of <10%, 11-19%, and >20%.  Significant changes in soil 
erodibility, vegetative cover, and proximity to the resource will require 
additional segmentation during the evaluation process. 



  

 
C. Plot transects at various points along the slope to be evaluated.  A 
transect is developed by tracing a flow path from the crest of the slope to 
the edge of the wetland, or top of the streambank where no wetland  
exists, along a line perpendicular to the contours of the slope.  The 
number of transects necessary to analyze a particular slope depends on 
the degree of confidence the evaluator has that the transects plotted 
accurately characterize the slope.  Generally, a slope with a uniform 
shape along its face can be characterized with a few well chosen 
transects.  A slope with an irregular shape will require more transects. 

 
V. Evaluation Procedures and Criteria 
 
Using the evaluation procedures below, and the criteria outlined in Table 1, 
analyze each segment along a transect starting from the crest of the slope and 
working downslope to the resource.  Record all data on evaluation worksheets 
for submission with the site plan. 
 

TABLE 1 
 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
FACTORS           SCORES 
 
       High (10)    Medium (5)    Low (0) 
 
Slope (S)     S > 20%    10% < S < 20%   S < 10% 
 
Slope Length (SL)  SL > 200’    50’ < SL < 200’   SL < 50’ 
 
Soil Erodibility (K)   K > 0.32    0.24 < K < 0.32   K < 0.24 
(Web Soil Score)     (High)        (Medium)      (Low) 
 
Vegetative Cover  Bare soil,    Active pasture   Active pasture 
       fallow land,    in fair condition,   in good condition, 
       crops, active   brush-weeds in   undisturbed 
       pasture in    in poor condition,  meadow, brush-  
       poor condition,   orchard-tree farm  weeds in fair 
       orchard-tree   in fair condition,   condition, 
       farm in poor    woods in poor   orchard-tree farm  
       condition    condition    in good condition, 
                   woods in fair  
                   condition    
                   
Sediment Delivery  Adjacent to    Adjacent to   Not adjacent to 
(Distance from    watercourses   watercourses   watercourses or 
downslope limit    or wetlands   or wetlands   wetlands (> 300’ 
of disturbance to   (< 100’ buffer)  (100-300’ buffer)  buffer) 
outer edge of 
wetlands or top of  
streambank) 



  

STEP 1:  Measure and record the following data for each segment along a 
transect. 
 

Slope:  the average percent slope in that segment 
 

Slope Length:  the cumulative slope length, measured from the crest of the 
slope to the bottom of the segment being evaluated 
 
Soil Erodibility:  the soil erodibility score per the Web Soil Scores in Appendix A 
 
Vegetative Cover:  the vegetative type and hydrologic condition for the 
segment immediately downslope of the segment being evaluated (see 
Appendix B).  It is assumed that the segment being evaluated will be cleared 
and graded; therefore, this factor is a measure of the type and quality of the 
vegetation downslope from the disturbed area. 
 
Sediment Delivery:  The distance from the bottom of the segment being 
evaluated to the resource (i. e., edge of wetland or top of streambank) 

 
STEP 2:  Compare the measured values to the range of values given for each 
factor above (Table 1).  Assign the appropriate category (i. e., high, medium, or 
low) for each factor.  Record this data on the worksheet.  Within a segment, if 
two sets of values exist for a particular factor, and those values belong to 
different categories, this is an indication that the segment should be divided into 
two separate segments. 
 
Example:  The top one-third of a segment has a soil type  which is in the low 
category for potential impacts.  The lower two-thirds of that same segment has a 
soil type  which is in the high category for potential impacts.  These two areas 
should not be averaged.  Instead they should be treated as distinct segments 
and evaluated separately. 
 
STEP 3:  Record the score associated with the category for each factor (i. e., 
10, 5 or 0 from Table 1). 
 
STEP 4:  Determine the total score for the segment by summing the factor 
scores. 
 
STEP 5:  Based on the total score for the segment, determine whether that 
segment of the slope would have a high, medium, or low potential for impacting 
the resource if it were developed (Table 1). 
 
This procedure is repeated until all the segments on each transect have been 
evaluated.  A segment of a subdrainage area with a total score of 35 or greater 
shall be designated as part of the forest buffer and no development shall be 
approved in that segment.  A segment with a total score of 25 or 30 shall require  
the application of additional protective measures.  However, development is not 
prohibited and that area is not required to be part of the forest buffer.  A 



  

segment with a score of 20 or less shall be developed with standard protective 
measures and that area is not part of the forest buffer. 
 
Beyond the forest buffer a setback will be established.  The purpose of this 
setback is to prevent encroachment into the forest buffer during the active 
construction phase of the development, and to provide a useable area after the 
dwellings or buildings have been occupied.  The setback to primary structures is 
35 feet from the edge of the forest buffer for residential structures, and 25 feet 
from the edge of the forest buffer for commercial structures.  Within this setback 
it is permissible to construct small sheds, swimming pools, etc.  Maintenance of 
vegetation (i. e., mowing, pruning, planting, etc.) is also permissible in the 
setback. 
 
The forest buffer is subject to protective covenants, which restrict its disturbance 
and use.  These restrictions are generally described in Section 33-3-112 of the 
Baltimore County Code (see also Section 33-2-204 of the Code for Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area restrictions). 
 
Once the site has been evaluated, it is then possible to design a development 
that avoids disturbance of those areas with a high potential for impacts.  If the 
development is designed without consideration of these and other 
environmental constraints, delays in processing and plan revisions will result. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

WEB SOIL SCORES (SOIL ERODIBILITY SCORES) 
 

 
Notice to Users:   
 
“High” , “Medium”, and “Low” values were assigned to each soil map unit in 
place of K factor values to aid users of this document in determining which soil 
erodibility scores to use.   The Web Soil Survey contains a multitude of K factor 
values for each soil map unit.   All of these values were taken into consideration 
when assigning the “High”, “Medium”, and “Low”  values in Appendix A.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

VEGETATIVE COVER TYPES AND  
HYDROLOGIC CONDITION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

SAMPLE FOREST BUFFER ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





















  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

CLARIFICATION OF ISSUES RELATIVE TO THE 
APPLICATION OF THE METHODOLOGY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

ISSUES RELATIVE TO THE APPLICATION OF THE  
METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING STEEP SLOPES AND 

ERODIBLE SOILS ADJACENT TO WATERCOURSES AND WETLANDS 
 
The following discussion is intended to clarify sections of the Methodology that 
have been misinterpreted and to respond to the most often asked questions 
regarding its application.  It is hoped that this will assist the users of the 
Methodology by providing a consistency of interpretation and uniformity in 
application. 
 
1. Uniform Conditions within 100’ of the Resource 
 
“Since uniform conditions within 100’ of the resource do not result in 

segmentation, slopes with uniformly good conditions are treated the same as 
slopes with uniformly poor conditions.” 

 
References to uniformly good, moderate, or poor conditions are misleading.  

While the physical characteristics of a particular slope (i. e., %slope, slope 
length, erodibility factor, etc.) may be consistent over that segment, there is 
no justification to assume that each characteristic would score the same 
when the segment is analyzed.  Nor is there reason to assume that if some of 
the characteristics score low, they are sufficient to offset the potential 
problems associated with characteristics that score high. 

 
The examples presented demonstrate that all possible scenarios share two 

characteristics that are consistent and problematic.  The 100’ segment is 
immediately adjacent to the resource, hence the high score for sediment 
delivery.  Also, there is no vegetative cover downslope to buffer the resource, 
resulting in a high score for vegetative cover.  There are a few examples 
where the low or moderate scores of the other characteristics begin to 
compensate for the significant consequences of being so close to the 
resource.  Unfortunately, these situations are relatively rare.  However, note 
that although the slope is flat and soil erodibility is low, a long slope length, 
lack of a vegetative buffer, and proximity to the resource result in a total 
transect score that is in the moderate range.  The situation worsens as slopes 
and erodibilities increase with the Moderate and Poor Condition scenarios. 

 
The point of this discussion is that situations where uniform conditions within 100’ 

of the resource which do not present the potential for problems, are either 
relatively uncommon or, at best, present a moderate potential for impacts 
that must be addressed.  The more common scenario is a high potential for 
increased runoff, erosion and sedimentation.  With this in mind, there is no 
reason to modify the evaluation guidelines to accommodate relatively rare 
situations, nor to compromise resource protection where conditions warrant 
concern. 

 
 
 
 



  

EXAMPLES OF UNIFORM CONDITIONS WITHIN 100’ OF RESOURCE 
 

Uniformly Poor Conditions 
 
 
_______     Ex. 1     Ex. 2    Ex. 3 ____________ 
Slope      20% 10    20% 10   20% 10     
Slope Length    250’ 10    100’   5   49’    0 _________ 
SEI       High 10    High 10   High 10 _________ 
Cover      bare 10    bare 10   bare 10 _________ 
Sediment Delivery  0’  10    0’  10   0’  10 _________ 
Total Score      50      45     40 _________ 
 
 

Uniformly Moderate Conditions 
 
 
_______     Ex. 1     Ex. 2    Ex. 3 ____________ 
Slope      15%   5    15%   5   15%   5     
Slope Length    250’ 10    100’   5   49’    0 _________ 
SEI       Medium   5    Medium   5   Medium   5 _________ 
Cover      bare 10    bare 10   bare 10 _________ 
Sediment Delivery  0’  10    0’  10   0’  10 _________ 
Total Score      40      35     30 _________ 
 
 

Uniformly Good Conditions 
 
 
_______     Ex. 1     Ex. 2    Ex. 3 ____________ 
Slope      8%    0    8%    0   8%    0     
Slope Length    250’ 10    100’   5   49’    0 _________ 
SEI       Low   0    Low   0   Low   0 _________ 
Cover      bare 10    bare 10   bare 10 _________ 
Sediment Delivery  0’  10    0’  10   0’  10 _________ 
Total Score      30      25     20 _________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

2. Transects to Ridgeline vs. Highest Point On Site or Off Site 
 

This issue was discussed in considerable detail at several presentations to the 
industry.  The key points of clarification were: 
 
a. The transect should not be viewed as a Tc  path but rather as a one- 

dimensional representation of a cumulative physical process that occurs 
in three dimensions (depth, width, and length). 
 
Precipitation that accumulates on the broad crest of a hill spreads 
laterally and flows downslope in a variety of directions.  Precipitation 
falling on all points of the slope combines with runoff from upslope areas.  
This flow increases in depth and areal extent as it moves downslope away 
from the crest and drains an increasingly greater upslope area. 
 
While it may be convenient to represent flow paths of stormwater as single 
lines that run perpendicular to the slope contours, in fact, flow can occur 
in either narrow concentrated rivulets or as sheet flow outside a well 
defined channel.  In addition, changes in micro-relief can cause 
downslope flow to be diverted across slopes and around obstacles such 
as dense vegetation, woody debris, soil clods, rocks and boulders, etc.  
The soil erosion that occurs as a result of this runoff may be sheet erosion 
and occur uniformly across a slope, or may occur primarily in the 
concentrated rivulets as rill erosion.  The first step in evaluating slopes is to 
recognize the fact that plotting transects to represent the flow of runoff 
down a slope is a simplification of a complex process. 
 

b. Relative to the evaluation process, a transect should be plotted from the  
crest of the slope to the resource.  The “crest of the slope” is defined as 
the highest or most distant point in a subdrainage area or along the 
boundary with adjacent subdrainage areas that would be expected to 
drain over the slope face being analyzed. 
 

c. One major issue has been the tendency to carry “ridgelines” down to  
the resource.  Referring to extremely low points along this ridge as “the 
crest,” transects are plotted perpendicular to this line to keep slope length 
short.  This is inappropriate and inconsistent with the Evaluation Guidelines. 

 
3. Determining the Forest Buffer Limits When Intermediate Segments Have 
 Scores Less Than 35 

 
The regulations and Evaluation Guidelines clearly state that slope 
segments with scores of 35 or greater shall be designated as part of the 
forest buffer and no development shall be approved in that segment.  
Segments with scores of 25 or 30 shall require the application of additional 
protective measures, but development is not prohibited and those 
segments are not part of the forest buffer. 
 



  

However, practically speaking, sometimes intermediate segments with 
scores of 35 or greater may not be included in the forest buffer.  This may 
be justified based on an evaluation of their location on the slope, and 
relevant characteristics of the segment in question and of adjacent 
segments (e. g., segment length, slope, erodibility, etc.). 
 
Conversely, sometimes segments with scores lower than 35 may be 
incorporated into the forest buffer.  This is justified as a means of 
addressing the additional protective measures requirements for moderate 
scoring segments.  Where conditions warrant the inclusion of these 
segments, the decision is usually based on the segment’s location on the 
slope, characteristics (e. g., segment length, slope, erodibility, etc.), 
and/or the presence of significant upslope segments with high scores. 
 
A variance is required in order for intermediate segments scoring 35 to be 
excluded from the forest buffer.  The number of situations requiring these 
determinations has increased significantly.  Consultants utilizing computer 
assisted analysis and more detailed topography have produced forest 
buffer analyses that focus increasingly on micro-relief features, resulting in 
transects with numerous small segments.  Some of these segments have 
been as small as five feet.  This approach complicates the analysis and 
review, is difficult to verify, and adds little relevant information to the 
overall evaluation procedure. 
 
In an effort to refocus the evaluation procedures on general 
characteristics and to provide criteria for these determinations, DEPS will 
view these micro-changes as “blips” or anomalies that do not warrant 
segment breaks.  The term “blip” will refer to changes in percent slope or 
vegetation that would have resulted in segments with a length of 25 feet 
or less. 
 
The following examples demonstrate how this concept applies to site 
specific situations. 
 
a. Slopes 
 

In working along a transect, a change in percent slope that would 
result in a segment with a length of 25 feet or less is ignored.  When a 
percent slope change occurs that would result in a legitimate 
segment (i. e., greater than 25 feet), the anomalous area is averaged 
into the overall percent slope for the segment in which it is included. 
 

b. Vegetation 
 
In working along a transect, a change in vegetation that would result 
in a segment with a length of 25 feet or less is ignored.  When a 
change in vegetation occurs that would result in a legitimate segment 
(i. e., greater than 25 feet), the anomalous area is treated as though  



  

the vegetation were the same as the adjacent segment (upslope or 
downslope) that has the poorest vegetative cover. 

 
4. Significant Change in Proximity to Resource 

 
“The 25 foot minimum buffer is a real, demonstrable factor in resource 
protection and is a significant change in proximity.  Segmentation at this 
boundary should be permitted.” 

 
The default minimum 25-foot wetland buffer is mandated by the state’s non-
tidal wetlands protection regulations, and is not related to Baltimore County’s 
forest buffer analysis Methodology. 
 
The Methodology defines a “significant change” for any particular factor  
(i. e., percent slope, slope length, soil erodibility, etc.) as one that results in a 
change in the category (i. e., high, medium, low) for that factor.  For purposes 
of the Methodology, proximity to the resource is defined as “the distance 
from the bottom of the segment being evaluated to the resource (i. e., edge 
of wetland or top of streambank).”  Table 1 in the Methodology was 
developed to clearly define categories for each factor.  The table indicates 
that changes in sediment delivery categories occur when the distance from 
the resource exceeds 100 feet and again when it exceeds 300 feet.  To 
suggest that a change from some distance less than 25 feet to a distance 
equivalent to 25 feet is a “significant change” is not supported by the 
evaluation criteria.  Perhaps the most compelling argument against making a 
segment break at 25 feet from wetlands is that the 25-foot minimum buffer 
from wetlands is not a site condition which can be observed in the field. 

 
5. Significant Change in Vegetative Cover 
 

“Significant changes may now only occur where a change in score in Table 1 
occurs.  For example, changes from high quality meadow to high quality 
forest are not significant.  The impact of this is fewer opportunities to create 
segments, resulting in larger buffers.  Also, if forest equals meadow, why not 
permit mowing in buffers?” 
 
The Methodology defines a “significant change” for any particular factor 
(percent slope, slope length, vegetative cover, etc.) as one that results in a 
change in the category (i. e., high, moderate, low) for that factor.  This 
criterion has been in place since the inception of the Evaluation Guidelines 
and the Methodology, and has been clearly explained in these documents. 
 
Page 26 of the Evaluation Guidelines indicates that “ the reviewer assessing 
this factor would compare descriptions given (in the TR-55 Model table which 
includes cover type and hydrologic condition) with characteristics observed 
in the field, and then select the category which most accurately describes 
the vegetative cover (and hydrologic condition) of the undisturbed area 
downslope of the construction site.”  (Remember:  It is assumed that the 
segment being evaluated would be cleared and graded.) 



  

 
For purposes of the Methodology a change from high quality meadow to 
high quality forest would not be considered a significant change.  The TR-55 
Model indicates that the RCNs for meadow (good condition) and woods 
(good condition) are A/30, B/58, C/71, D/78 and A/30, B/55, C/70, D/77, 
respectively.  In developing the categories for the Methodology, meadow 
(good condition) and forest (good condition) were considered roughly 
equivalent and therefore placed in the same category.  On the other hand, 
RCNs for meadow in good condition (A/30, B/58, C/71, D/77) and for woods 
in poor condition (A/45, B/66, C/77, D/83) were not considered equivalent 
and therefore appear in different categories (Low and Moderate, 
respectively). 
 
The fact that one may be looking for “opportunities to create segments” 
does not justify making breaks that are not legitimate.  All segments must be 
created in accordance with the procedures outlined in the Methodology. 
 
Relative to mowing buffers, the obvious response is to point out that buffers 
provide many functions, some of which would be severely compromised by 
mowing.  The Methodology emphasizes a buffer’s ability to decrease runoff, 
increase infiltration and reduce erosion and sedimentation of watercourses 
and wetlands.  While these functions are best performed by both meadow 
and forest, others are not.  For example, streamside shading, streambank 
stabilization by the deep root systems of trees, uptake of nutrients from 
subsurface flows, high quality allochthonous material inputs to headwater 
streams, habitat for riparian forest dwelling wildlife, etc. are all dependent on 
the presence of forest as opposed to meadow. 

 
6. Segmentation 
 

“. . . Section 33-3-111(c)(2) states that slopes shall be segmented into sections 
based on slopes alone and that each segment shall be scored according to 
the other parameters of the analysis.” 
 
Section 33-3-111(c)(2) describes the minimum information that a plan 
submitted for review must include, indicating that various percent slope 
sections should be shown along with existing vegetation, soils, streams, 
wetlands, etc.  It does not say that slopes should be segmented based on 
slope alone.  It doesn’t even imply this statement. 
 
The plan preparation section of the Methodology describes the specifics of 
the segmentation process and clearly states that “significant changes in soil 
erodibility, vegetative cover, and proximity to the resource will require 
additional segmentation during the slope evaluation process.”  (Changes in 
slope length do not require segmentation). 

 
 
 
 



  

 
7. Contiguous Sensitive Areas 
 

“The forest buffer width shall be adjusted to include contiguous sensitive 
areas such as steep slopes and erodible soils, where development or 
disturbance may adversely affect water quality, streams, wetlands, or other 
water bodies.” 
 
It has been assumed that this infers that areas within the forest buffer shall 
include only sensitive areas that are contiguous to the resource or with other 
sensitive areas that are contiguous with the resource.  It has been further 
assumed that in application of the forest buffer analysis, sensitive areas are 
found to be those areas whose score on the forest buffer analysis is 35 or 
greater. 
 
In the regulations and Methodology, “contiguous sensitive areas” means 
slopes (not slope segments) contiguous to a stream and/or wetland that may 
be steep and/or erodible and therefore sensitive to disturbance.  The forest 
buffer analysis does not require that an upslope segment with a score of 35 or 
greater be contiguous to a downslope segment with an equal or higher 
score, in order for the upslope segment to be included in the adjusted forest 
buffer. 
 
There are cases where an upslope segment with a score of 35 or greater is 
separated by one or more segments with lower scores from the nearest 
downslope segment with a score of 35 or greater.  In these cases, it has been 
the Department’s position that the forest buffer extends to the top of the 
highest segment scoring 35 or greater.  The applicant has the opportunity 
(through a variance request) to provide justification for decreasing the forest 
buffer to a downslope segment scoring 35 or greater. 
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