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Wetland Delineation Technical Report

SUMMARY

Purpose

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation
District (NICTD) are conducting the environmental review process for the West Lake Corridor
Project (Project) in Lake County, Indiana, and Cook County, lllinois, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other regulatory requirements. A Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is being prepared as part of this process, with the FTA
as the Federal Lead Agency and NICTD as the Local Project Sponsor responsible for
implementing the Project under NEPA.

As part of the advanced planning work for the Project, NICTD’s consultant AECOM conducted a
wetland investigation of the Study Area to identify existing wetlands and waters of the United
States. The total area investigated for wetlands was 628.8 acres.

Project Description

NICTD is studying three Build Alternatives and a No Build Alternative as part of the DEIS. The
No Build Alternative is included as a baseline from which to compare the other alternatives. The
Build Alternatives are as follows:

¢ Commuter Rail Alternative, including four Options,
¢ Indiana Harbor Belt (IHB) Alternative, including four options, and,
e Hammond Alternative, including three options.

There is also the Maynard Junction Rail Profile Option, which is a design variation that can
apply to some of the Build Alternative Options. Under this design variation, at Maynard Junction
in Munster, the alignment would cross the existing CSX freight line in an at-grade profile instead
of an elevated profile. The proposed alignment would then remain east of the CSX freight line
ROW for the Commuter Rail Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3, IHB Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3,
and the Hammond Alternative Options 1 and 2. The Maynard Junction Rail Profile Option would
not be combined with Commuter Rail Option 4, IHB Alternative Option 4, or Hammond
Alternative Option 3.

Methodology

Investigation of wetland areas was conducted using three approaches due to limited access to
all areas in the Study Area. Approach A is a full delineation, conducted where access was
possible, using a method in accordance with the Section 404 guidelines of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) including utilization of the Regional Supplement to the
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 2010).
Approach B is an estimation of wetlands assessed where wetlands were accessible from
adjacent property only. This method consisted of noting vegetation and hydrology from the
adjacent property; soil data and Floristic Quality Indices (FQIs) were not obtained. Approach C
is an identification of wetlands where wetlands could not be seen or accessed from adjacent
property. This method consisted of using the wetland boundaries as identified by the National
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Wetland Inventory, as well as an estimate based on wetland indicators seen in aerial
photography.

Results

The investigation identified 52 wetlands of varying sizes and quality in the Study Area. The
wetlands include ditch wetlands, retention and detention basins, forested, riparian, floodplain
forest, sedge meadow, wet meadow, scrub/shrub, prairie marsh, and emergent wetland
communities.

Most wetlands are of low quality indicative of disturbance, except for Wetland 19, Wetland 26,
and Wetland 28 (Flatfoot Lake/Beaubien Woods Forest Preserve), and Wetland 27 (Burnham
Prairie Nature Preserve), which are high quality aquatic resources based on the Mean C of 3.5
or higher, as determined by Native Species based on the Chicago Region FQI Calculator
09292014, as provided by USACE, Chicago District. Wetlands 19, 26, 27, and 28 would also
qualify as high quality aquatic resources due to the presence of state-protected species in the
preserves within which they are located.

Conclusion

Wetland impacts due to the Project Alternative Options vary. These impacts are summarized in
the Table S-1.

Table S-1 Potential Wetland Impacts (acres)
Wetland Impacts (acres)
Alternative Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Commuter Rail Alternative 8.83 9.25 9.25 5.42
IHB Alternative 20.42 20.79 19.31 19.31
Hammond Alternative 8.10 8.18 4.50 N/A
SOURCE: AECOM 2016 N/A: Not Applicable
Page ii November 2016
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation
District (NICTD) are conducting the environmental review process for the West Lake Corridor
Project (Project) in Lake County, Indiana, and Cook County, lllinois, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other regulatory requirements. A Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is being prepared as part of this process, with the FTA
as the Federal Lead Agency and NICTD as the Local Project Sponsor responsible for
implementing the Project under NEPA.

1.1 Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to provide information on the wetlands located in the Study Area,
including location and general quality, and to provide a preliminary indication regarding potential
wetland impacts from the Project Alternative Options.

1.2 Project Overview

The environmental review process builds upon NICTD’s prior West Lake Corridor studies that
examined a broad range of alignments, technologies, and transit modes. The studies concluded
that a rail-based service between the Munster/Dyer area and Metra’s Millennium Station in
downtown Chicago, shown on Figure 1-1, would best meet the transportation needs of the
Northwest Indiana area. Thus, NICTD advanced a “Commuter Rail” Alternative for more
detailed analysis in the DEIS. NEPA also requires consideration of a “No Build” Alternative to
provide a basis for comparison to the Commuter Rail Alternative. In addition, a number of
design variations are being considered related to alignment, stations, parking, and maintenance
and storage facilities (see Figure 1-2).

1.2.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative is defined as the existing transportation system, plus any committed
transportation improvements included in the Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning
Commission’s (NIRPC) 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan (CRP) (NIRPC 2011) and Chicago
Metropolitan Agency for Planning’s (CMAP) GO TO 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan
(CMAP 2014) through the planning horizon year 2040. It also includes capacity improvements to
the existing Metra Electric District's (MED) line and Millennium Station, documented in NICTD’s
20-Year Strategic Business Plan (NICTD 2014).
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1.2.2 Commuter Rail Alternative

The Commuter Rail Alternative would involve commuter rail service using electric-powered
trains on an approximate 9-mile southern extension of NICTD’s existing South Shore Line (SSL)
between Dyer and Hammond, Indiana (see Figures 1-2 and 1-3). Heading north from the
southern terminus near Main Street at the Munster/Dyer municipal boundary, the Project would
include new track on a separate right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to, and east of, the CSX freight
line in Munster. North of the proposed elevated crossing over another CSX freight line at the
Maynard Junction, the proposed Commuter Rail Alternative alignment would use the publically-
owned former Monon Railroad corridor in Munster and Hammond. North of downtown
Hammond the track alignment would turn west under Hohman Avenue, and then continue north
on new elevated track generally along the Indiana-lllinois state line to connect to the existing
SSL southeast of the Hegewisch Station in Chicago. Project trains would operate on the existing
MED line for their final 14 miles, terminating at Millennium Station in downtown Chicago. Station
locations for the Commuter Rail Alternative would include Munster/Dyer Main Street, Munster
Ridge Road, South Hammond, and Downtown Hammond.

Four design options to the Commuter Rail Alternative near the southern Project terminus
include:

e Commuter Rail Alternative Option 1: Under this design variation, parking for the
Munster/Dyer Main Street Station would be located on the east side of the station, and a
vehicle maintenance and storage facility would be located south of 173rd Street in
Hammond near the South Hammond Station. See Figure 1-3.

o Commuter Rail Alternative Option 2: Under this design variation, parking for the
Munster/Dyer Main Street Station would be located on the west side of the existing CSX
freight line. Main Street would be extended west from Sheffield Avenue using an underpass
to cross the CSX railroad and Project ROW. The vehicle maintenance and storage facility
would be located south of 173rd Street in Hammond near the South Hammond Station. See
Figure 1-3.

¢ Commuter Rail Alternative Option 3: Under this design variation, the vehicle maintenance
and storage facility would be located south of the Munster/Dyer Main Street Station, on the
east side of the existing CSX freight line, at Munster/Dyer Main Street Station, instead of
south of the South Hammond Station. Parking for the Munster/Dyer Main Street Station
would be located on the east side of the station. See Figure 1-3.

o Commuter Rail Alternative Option 4: Under this design variation, the rail alignment would
be routed above the existing CSX freight line at Maynard Junction, to land on the west side
of the CSX freight line, and then continue south to the Munster/Dyer Main Street Station
area. The Munster/Dyer Main Street Station and parking would be located west of the
existing CSX freight line. A Main Street extension west under the CSX freight line and the
Project ROW would be required. The vehicle maintenance and storage facility would be
located south of 173rd Street in Hammond near the South Hammond Station. See Figure 1-
3.

There are two design variations to the Commuter Rail Alternative related to the proposed
alignment (i.e., the Indiana Harbor Belt [I[HB] Alternative and the Hammond Alternative) as
follows. See Figures 1-4, 1-5, and 1-6.
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1.2.3 Indiana Harbor Belt (IHB) Alternative

South of Douglas Street, the IHB Alternative duplicates the Commuter Rail Alternative Options
described above. From downtown Hammond north of Douglas Street, the alignment of the IHB
Alternative would turn west under Hohman Avenue in Hammond and would be constructed in
the IHB freight line ROW west through Calumet City, Burnham, and Chicago, lllinois. West of
Burnham Avenue, the IHB Alternative would bridge over the IHB and CSX freight lines, landing
in the IHB Kensington Branch freight line ROW, and would include relocating and reconstructing
the IHB freight line on a new adjacent track within the existing railroad ROW. The Project would
then continue northwest to the proposed connection with the existing SSL near 1-94 and 130th
Street in Chicago. See Figure 1-4.

LEGEND
. PROPOSED AT-GRADE
STATION ALIGNMENT
EXISTING ELEVATED
RAILROADS SECTIONS
ROADS ALTERNATIVE

ALIGNMENT

Hegewisch (existing)

Ny SHORE
\z"m e Csx

Burnham Ave.

Hohman Ave. /| 7%

Downtown Hammond .
Douglas St.

Figure 1-4 Indiana Harbor Belt Alternative

1.2.4 Hammond Alternative

South of Douglas Street, the Hammond Alternative is similar to the Commuter Rail Alternative
described above. From downtown Hammond north of Douglas Street, the Hammond Alternative
would extend north on embankment and bridges crossing over the IHB and Norfolk Southern
freight lines immediately east of the Hohman Avenue overpass. The alignment would then
extend northward and cross over Hohman Avenue just south of Michigan Street. The alignment
would then continue north and west, crossing over the existing CSX freight line, and connecting
with the existing SSL. See Figure 1-5.

Under the Hammond Alternative, the Hammond Gateway Station would be constructed in North
Hammond and would replace the existing SSL Hammond Station (see Figure 1-5). The
Hammond Alternative assumes the existing SSL track would be relocated between the existing
SSL Hammond Station and the Indiana-lllinois state line to facilitate a passenger connection
between the Project and the SSL at the Hammond Gateway Station on the Hammond
Alternative. The alignments of both routes would be adjacent to one another at this location,
allowing passengers to transfer at the combined station. During non-peak times, West Lake
Corridor Project trains would operate as shuttles between Munster/Dyer Main Street Station and
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Hammond Gateway Station, making connections with SSL service. Figure 1-6 illustrates the
SSL track relocation.
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A maintenance facility would be located immediately south of the Hammond Gateway Station. A
separate layover facility at the southern end of the Project corridor, near the Munster/Dyer Main
Street Station, would also be constructed, as shown on Figure 1-5. There are three design
variations on how the layover facility, Munster/Dyer Main Street Station, and parking would be
configured under the Hammond Alternative, as follows:

Hammond Alternative Option 1. The Munster/Dyer Main Street Station, layover facility,
and parking would be on the east side of the existing CSX freight line. See Figure 1-5.

Hammond Alternative Option 2: The Munster/Dyer Main Street Station and layover facility
would be on the east side of the existing CSX freight line, and the parking would be west of
the CSX freight line. A Main Street extension west under the CSX freight line and Project

ROW would be required. See Figure 1-5.

Hammond Alternative Option 3: This option would require routing the Project above the
existing CSX freight line at Maynard Junction, landing on the west side of the CSX freight
line ROW, and continuing south to the Munster/Dyer Main Street area. The Munster/Dyer
Main Street Station, layover facility, and parking would be located west of the existing CSX
freight line. A Main Street extension west under the CSX freight line and the Project ROW

would be required. See Figure 1-5.

Ui
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1.25 Maynard Junction Rail Profile Option

One design variation is being considered for each Build Alternative—the Maynard Junction Rail
Profile Option. Under this design variation, at Maynard Junction in Munster, the alignment would
cross the existing CSX freight line in an at-grade profile instead of an elevated profile. The
proposed alignment would remain east of the CSX freight line ROW for the Commuter Rail
Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3 (see Figure 1-3), the IHB Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3, and
the Hammond Alternative Options 1 and 2 (see Figure 1-5).
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2. REGULATORY SETTING

Wetlands are regulated under Sections 401 (33 United States Code [USC] § 1341) and 404 (33
USC § 1344) of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of
dredge or fill material into wetlands that are considered waters of the United States (US). The
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) administers the Section 404 CWA permitting
program, including determining which wetlands are jurisdictional under the CWA. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) develops and interprets policy, reviews and
comments on individual permit applications, and enforces Section 404 provisions.

Wetlands are determined to be waters of the US if there are hydrologic connections to interstate
waters, or if they are a significant nexus to waters of the US. Section 404 of the CWA regulates
the discharge of dredge or fill material into wetlands. USACE provided documentation on which
wetlands in Indiana would be considered jurisdictional under the CWA in a letter dated July 29,
2016. This information has been incorporated into the wetland descriptions in Table 4-1. A copy
of the letter is included in Appendix G.

Section 401 CWA Water Quality Certifications are needed for projects that require a Section
404 permit. Section 401 of the CWA requires any applicant for a Section 404 permit obtain the
Water Quality Certification for any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into
wetlands that are considered waters of the US. The Section 401 Water Quality Certification is
administered by the state; in lllinois it is administered by the lllinois Environmental Protection
Agency (IEPA) and in Indiana it is administered by the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM).

Permits are required under both Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA prior to dredge or fill
activities. As part of the permitting process, it must be demonstrated that impacts to wetlands
were avoided to the extent possible, minimized where avoidance is not possible, and mitigation
provided for unavoidable impacts. Applicable Section 404 permits depend on the state in which
the impacts occur, as well as the total amount of impacts. In lllinois, the USACE Regional
Permitting program may be applicable. Per Regional Permit 3: Transportation Projects, wetland
impacts must not exceed 1.0 acre total, with no single crossing exceeding 0.25 acre of wetland
impacts. In Indiana, the USACE Indiana Regional General Permit No. 001 allows for up to 1.0
acre of wetland impacts, and a maximum of 1,500 linear feet of stream channel impacts. If
wetland impacts exceed the amount allowable under the appropriate regional permit, then an
individual permit would be required.

Wetlands that are isolated from waters of the US are regulated under state laws. In Indiana,
isolated wetlands are regulated under the State Isolated Wetlands Law (Indiana Code 13-18-
22), under the jurisdiction of IDEM. In lllinois, isolated waters are regulated under the lllinois
Rivers, Lakes, and Streams Act (615 lllinois Compiled Statutes 5), under the jurisdiction of the
lllinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR). In addition, lllinois has the Interagency
Wetlands Policy Act of 1989, which regulates any activities that impact wetlands as a result of a
project financially funded with Illinois state funds.
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3. METHODOLOGY

On September 14 to 17, 28 to 30, and October 27, 2015, AECOM performed wetland
investigations and delineations in the Study Area between Dyer and Hammond, Indiana, and
near the IHB freight line ROW. The delineations were performed for NICTD as part of the
planning process for the proposed Project in Lake County, Indiana, and Cook County, Illinois.
The purpose of the investigation was to determine the location and extent of any wetlands and
waters of the US in the Study Area.

In Indiana, all wetlands located within 50 feet of the proposed alignment were identified or
delineated. In lllinois, all wetlands located within 100 feet of the proposed alignment were
identified or delineated (100 foot buffers are required per the Cook County Watershed
Management Ordinance). Wetlands were investigated using one of three methods, based on
right of entry and physical access issues. For areas with approved and safe right of entry, the
investigation was performed in accordance with the Section 404 guidelines of the USACE
Chicago District, the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Manual) (USACE
1987), and the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Manual:
Midwest Region (2010 Supplement) (USACE 2010). Wetland boundaries were flagged where
property ownership allowed. For those portions of the wetland that extended outside of the 50-
foot or 100-foot buffer, wetland boundaries were estimated and drawn on aerial photography.

Wetlands located between Hammond and Metra’s Millennium Station in downtown Chicago, or
the IHB freight line ROW and Metra’s Millennium Station, were identified using National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) maps only. No new infrastructure is proposed in this portion of the Study Area,;
as such, full on-site wetland delineations were not conducted from Hammond, Indiana, to
Metra’s Millennium Station where the proposed Project would operate on the existing MED/SSL.
Since there would be no impacts in this area, the greater degree of accuracy was deemed
unnecessary.

Detailed exhibits that indicate the location and extent of the wetlands, the proposed alignment,
and the individual properties are included in Appendix A.

3.1 Background Research

AECOM reviewed the corresponding topographic, wetland, soil, and floodplain maps for
landscape features that could indicate the presence of wetlands or waters of the US. The field
investigations were guided by the analysis of the NWI wetland map, the United States Natural
Resource Conservation Service (USNRCS) soil surveys of Cook County and Lake County, and
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance rate maps. Special
attention was given to areas at lower elevations, those mapped with hydric soils, and areas with
NWI-designated wetlands.

‘Tr' WEST LAKE CORRIDOR Page 11 November 2016
I



NICD

Wetland Delineation Technical Report

3.1.1 National Wetland Inventory Map, United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

NWI maps show the approximate configuration, location, and type of wetlands found in a given
area (see Figure 3-1). The NWI maps are prepared primarily by conventional aerial photo
interpretation (stereoscopic analysis) of high altitude aerial photography (1:80,000 black and
white). The User Notes for National Wetlands Inventory Maps (USFWS 1983) caution: "Maps
should be used to locate the presence of wetlands and not to identify precise boundaries
between wetlands and uplands.” Because the NWI maps are limited in precision by their scale
(1:24,000) and the identification method used, the boundaries of wetlands shown on the NWI
maps need to be more precisely determined in the field. Commonly, small wetland areas, and,
less frequently, large wetland areas are not shown.

The NWI map depicts wetlands in the Study Area in the vicinity of Wetlands 13, 16, 18, 26, 28,
29, 31, 45, and 48; the wetland investigation confirmed the presence of wetlands in these
locations.

3.1.2 Soil Survey of Cook County, Illinois, and Lake County, Indiana, USNRCS
Web Soil Survey

Soil surveys furnish soil maps, soil descriptions, and soil properties to guide decisions about soil
selection, use, and management. See Figure 3-2 for the soil map. The Web Soil Survey map of
the Study Area shows 20 soil units in the area investigated, including urban land and landfill; 6
are hydric soil units and 14 are non-hydric soil units (United States Department of Agriculture
[USDA] NRCS 2015). A hydric soil is formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding
of sufficient length during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part
of the soll profile. Hydric soil is one of the three key components of a wetland, along with
vegetation and hydrology. The hydric soil units in the investigated area included Pella silty clay
loam, 0-2 percent slopes (153); Gilford fine sandy loam, 0-2 percent slopes (201); Bono silty
clay (BN); Maumee loamy fine sand (Mm); and Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant
(Rs). See Appendix B for the USNRCS soil survey report.

3.1.3 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM), Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

The FIRM map indicates that the investigation area is in a mapped 100-year floodplain at four
locations, including where it crosses the Calumet River and Little Calumet River. See Figure 3-
3 for the FEMA floodplain map.

3.2 Field Methods

3.2.1 Full Delineations (Approach A)

NICTD’s consultant AECOM conducted wetland delineations in the Study Area between Dyer
and Hammond, Indiana, and between Hammond, Indiana, and the IHB Kensington Branch
railroad ROW. Because right of entry could not be obtained for all properties, AECOM identified
wetlands or estimated wetland boundaries using three approaches. Approach A entailed a full
delineation and was used on properties with safe and approved right of entry.
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Wetlands delineations were done in accordance with the Section 404 guidelines of the USACE,
including utilization of the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Midwest Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 2010). Using the three parameter methodology,
data pertaining to vegetation, hydrology, and soil indicators were obtained. After each wetland
determination was complete, an inventory was made of all identifiable plant species in order to
calculate a Floristic Quality Index (FQI) and mean coefficient of conservatism (Mean C).
Wetland boundaries were surveyed in the field using a Trimble GeoExplorerXH unit. If wetlands
extended outside the 50-foot (Indiana) or 100-foot (lllinois) boundary, the boundary of the
extended portion of the wetland was estimated using aerial photography.

For properties where AECOM had safe and approved right of entry, the team performed
Approach A, using the three-parameter methodology of the Manual. Suspect wetlands were
investigated for the presence of wetland vegetation, hydrology, and soil indicators using the
guidelines of the 2010 Supplement. A data observation point was chosen in a representative
portion of the suspect wetland to characterize the community. Observations of vegetation, soil,
and hydrology were documented, and if wetland indicators were positive, an observation point
was chosen in an adjoining upland area to establish the location of the wetland boundary.
USACE wetland determination data forms documenting observations obtained at the data points
can be found in Appendix C. Photographs were taken of each soil sample, of the surrounding
vegetation community, and where possible, an overview of each of the wetlands. Photographs
of the wetlands and the project site are included in Appendix D. Wetland boundary information
was transferred to aerial photographs to indicate location and extent of the identified wetlands.
Exhibits indicating these wetland boundaries can be found in Appendix A. The FQI Reports can
be found in Appendix E.

Wetland Hydrology

Hydrologic conditions were assessed using wetland hydrology indicators such as evidence of
inundation, drift lines, surface scour, watermarks, and sediment deposits. Any evidence of
hydrological modification was noted.

Wetland Vegetation

At each observation point, the plant community was assessed using the 2010 Supplement
methodology to determine whether hydrophytic vegetation was dominant. With the soil core at
the center, nested circular sample plots of 5-foot, 15-foot, and 30-foot diameters were used to
evaluate the herbaceous, sapling/shrub, and tree layers/vine, respectively. To determine the
dominant species in each layer, the percentage of cover was recorded for each species and the
totals were calculated using the Dominance Test or 50/20 rule. Species that represented 50
percent or more of the total vegetative cover by layer plus any other species that, by itself,
accounted for at least 20 percent of the total were considered dominants.

The wetland indicator status of each dominant species was used to determine whether the
sample met the criterion for hydrophytic vegetation. The indicator status is a rating that is based
on a species’ likelihood to be found in a wetland area, and therefore can be considered a
hydrophytic species. The rating for each species can be found in the National Wetland Plant List
(Midwest Region) (Lichvar et al. 2014) and in Plants of the Chicago Region (Swink and Wilhelm
1994). If the majority of dominant species were rated as wetland species, then the vegetation is
considered hydrophytic.
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Wetland Soil

Soil samples were augured up to 18 inches or more to characterize wetland and upland soil
conditions. Samples were examined by hand in the field to determine structure and texture, and
soil colors were classified using a Munsell color chart.

Floristic Quality Index (FOI)

After each wetland determination was complete, an inventory was made of all the identifiable
plant species at each wetland in order to calculate an FQI and Mean C. The FQI metric was
developed by Chicago-area botanists Floyd Swink and Gerould Wilhelm to measure the natural
area quality and degree of disturbance present in a vegetation community. The FQI relies on a
value, represented by a number from 0 to 10, called the coefficient of conservatism (C Value),
which has been assigned to each native plant species in the Chicago region. The value reflects
a species’ degree of fidelity to a high-quality natural community. For example, a very
conservative species, found in habitats with little disturbance, would have a high C Value such
as 9 or 10, while a very weedy species that is found in highly disturbed areas would have a low
C Value such as 0 or 1. Non-native species are not given a rating because they are not
originally part of any natural community. The FQI calculation must be conducted for all wetlands
as part of the delineation and Section 404 permitting requirements of the USACE Chicago
District. A wetland community with a Mean C value of 3.5 or an FQI of 20 or greater is
considered a high quality aquatic resource by the USACE Chicago District.

3.2.2 Field Methods - Identified Wetlands (Approach B)

For properties where NICTD could not obtain right of entry, or could not perform the three
parameter methodology due to physical or safety access reasons, AECOM identified wetlands
and estimated wetland boundaries based on a visual assessment from adjacent property. This
approach is described as Approach B.

Approach B consisted of noting vegetation and hydrology from adjacent property; soil data and
FQIs were not obtained. Using the Trimble GeoExplorer unit, global positioning system (GPS)
points were taken at the beginning and end of the wetland, and at any points between that
would be necessary to identify boundary locations. Field notes were taken describing the
distance and direction the GPS points were taken from the actual wetland boundary. When the
geographic information system data were downloaded, the points were shifted by the direction
and distance needed in order to reflect the actual wetland boundary. Wetland boundaries using
this methodology were estimated based on the GPS point data and field notes. Aerial
photography was used to supplement visual estimates, if necessary.

3.2.3 Field Methods — Estimated Wetlands (Approach C)

For properties where NICTD could not obtain right of entry and could not sufficiently access
adjacent property to conduct a visual assessment, AECOM identified wetlands and estimated
wetland boundaries using Approach C described below. Wetlands located between Hammond,
Indiana and Metra’s Millennium Station in downtown Chicago were identified using Approach C.

For properties that could not be seen from adjacent public properties, such as those adjacent to
the IHB alignment in lllinois, or properties that were obscured by distance or vegetation, wetland
boundaries were estimated based on the USFWS’ NWI maps and aerial photography.
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3.3 Agricultural Land Assessment

In the southern portion of the Study Area, near Seminary Drive and Sheffield Avenue in
Munster, Indiana, the Study Area includes land that is under agricultural production and that
includes mapped hydric soils. Often, wetlands on agricultural lands are difficult to identify using
the USACE routine wetland determination methodology because agricultural practices can
obscure or eliminate some wetland features. For the cultivated areas in the Study Area, AECOM
delineators followed the USACE procedures for determining wetland areas on agricultural land,
which require the use of aerial imagery and employ wetland identification methods developed by
USNRCS. The USNRCS mapping conventions follow the methodology of the National Food
Security Act Manual (NFSAM) that addresses the special conditions of agricultural wetlands.
The mapping conventions call for a comparison of at least five normal-rainfall years of aerial
photos against aerial photos of one wet-rainfall year and one dry year, which are used as a
reference to detect characteristic field signatures that indicate the presence of wetlands. The
NFSAM standards require an area to have wetland signatures present in three years out of the
five normal years in order to be considered a wetland. The USACE Chicago District Regulatory
Branch has issued a regulatory bulletin with guidelines for using the USNRCS Conventions.

Appendix F contains the aerial photos used to detect field characteristics for the agricultural
land investigation.

3.4 Wildlife Observations

AECOM made note of all the wildlife observed in the Study Area on the days of the
investigation. These observations are discussed in Section 4.1.

35 Wetland Delineation Exhibit

In all instances, wetland data obtained via Trimble GeoExplorer, aerial photography, or NWI
maps were transferred to an exhibit that includes an identifying code for each wetland. Wetlands
are noted in different colors to indicate which methodology was utilized to determine the wetland
boundary (i.e., boundaries based on field delineations or estimation based on aerial
photography or NWI maps). The use of different colors allows for the level of accuracy of the
boundary determination to be readily apparent. The location and extent of the wetland, the
proposed alignment, and the individual properties are included in the wetland boundaries maps
(Figure 4-1), and detailed exhibits are included in Appendix A.
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4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.1 Wetland Areas Descriptions

For wetland investigations that took place on September 14, 15, 16, and 17, 2015, the weather
was mild and sunny, with temperatures in the low 70s°F to low 80s°F. Rain had fallen in the
previous week.

For wetland investigations that took place on September 28, 29, and 30, 2015, the weather was
mild and sunny on September 28 and 30, with temperatures in the low 60s°F to high 70s°F. On
September 29, the weather was rainy in the morning with the same temperatures. Rain had
fallen in the previous two weeks, and 0.10 inch precipitation was recorded for September 29 in
Munster, Indiana.

For wetland investigations that took place on October 27, 2015, the weather was cool and rainy,
with temperatures in the mid-40s°F to mid-50s°F. Minimal rain had fallen in the previous week,
and 0.11 inch precipitation was recorded for this date in Munster, Indiana.

Initial review of soil maps and aerial photography indicated the presence of 12 wetlands located
in the Study Area. Site investigation confirmed the presence of these 12 wetlands, as well as
additional wetlands, for a total of 52 wetlands in the entire Study Area. In two wetlands
(Wetlands 31 and 38), the investigation discovered prior and unknown wetland delineation flags
in the properties, which were consistent with the AECOM determination of wetland boundaries.

Wetland boundaries of the 29 wetlands investigated using the full delineation method (Approach
A) were flagged in the field and surveyed. Dominant vegetation was determined, soil sampling
was conducted, and indicators of wetland hydrology were noted. An FQI was collected during
the investigation in each wetland at the data point.

Wetland area boundaries of 14 wetlands were investigated using Approach B. Five wetland
boundaries were determined partially using the full delineation method (Approach A) and
partially with Approach B. Full boundary delineations using Approach A on these five wetlands
were not possible due either to right of entry issues or safety reasons. Nine wetlands were
investigated using Approach C. Wetland areas investigated using Approach B and Approach C
were not flagged in the field and were surveyed using the methods described in Chapter 3.
Similarly, soil samples were not taken in areas using Approach B or Approach C. Dominant
vegetation was identified from adjacent property for wetlands identified using Approach B.

Wildlife observations included bird species sightings such as a great blue heron at Wetlands 1,
2, 3, and 21, and a hummingbird species at Wetland 6. A rabbit was seen in Wetland 12 and
frogs were heard in Wetland 20. A monarch butterfly was seen in Wetland 9 and crayfish holes
were seen in Wetlands 15 and Wetland 19.

Figure 4-1 shows an overview of wetlands locations and Table 4-1 summarizes pertinent
information related to the 52 wetlands found in the Study Area. Appendix A contains exhibits
showing the wetland delineation boundaries in detail.
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Table 4-1 Summary of Wetlands in the Study Area
Wetland . . . . Mean
Wetland Type Location Approach | Mapped Saoil Dominant Vegetation c/FQIt
Immediately C -
Emergent, south of river at Bono silty Persma_na Iapat_hlfollum, 2.15/
1 - . A Phalaris arundinacea,
riparian Monon Trail clay loam 7.77
X Ipomoea hederacea
bridge
Phalaris arundinacea,
) . Parthenocissus quinquefolia,
Wet meadow; | South of nver at Bono silty Vitis riparia, Fraxinus 3.13/
2 wooded Monon Trail A X . .
X clay loam pennsylvanica subintegerrima, | 12.14
wetland bridge
Acer negundo, Quercus
macrocarpa, Ulmus rubra
Persicaria lapathifolia,
Immediately north Helianthus tuberosus,
Emergent, . y Bono silty Phalaris arundinacea, 1.59/
3 - of river at Monon A . -
riparian S clay loam Symphyotrichum pilosum, 6.55
Trail bridge - -
Eupatorium serotinum,
Sambucus nigra
Eastern side of Lysimachia nummularia,
4 Floodplain Monon Trail, A N/A Phragmites australis, Acer 1.50/
forest north of river, negundo, Fraxinus 4.74
south of interstate pennsylvanica
Immediatelv north Phragmites australis, Fraxinus
Sedge . y Watseka silt | pennsylvanica subintegerrima, | 2.22/
5 of interstate at A
meadow . loam Acer negundo, Populus 9.43
Monon Trail .
deltoides
. Impatience capensis,
Eastern Imm_edlately north Watseka silty Crataegus mollis, Uimus 2.29/
6 forested of interstate at A - )
. clay loam americana, Fraxinus 9.46
wetland Monon Trail ! . .
pennsylvanica subintegerrima
Sedge Lythrum salicaria, Salix
9 . East of Monon Watseka interior, Populus deltoides,
meadow with . th ) . - 2.26/
7 Trail at 174 A loamy fine Fraxinus pennsylvanica
forested Street sand subintegerrima, Phragmites 9.86
wetland edge 9 ' 9
australis
Sedge
meadow. North of 173" Watseka Lythrum sallcarla,_Fraxmus
edges with - pennsylvanica 1.95/
8 Street and east of A loamy fine . "
forested subintegerrima, Populus 8.95
Lyman Avenue sand .
wetland deltoides
center
West of Sheffield
Wet prairie Avenue anq Bono silty Sambucus nigra, Frangula 2.82/
° with shrubs south of Main A/B clay loam alnus, Lythrum salicaria 11.64
Street at rail y Y )
crossing
Sedge _ North of 173" Watseka Lythrum sallcarla,_Fraxmus
meadow with . pennsylvanica 1.95/
10 Street and east of A loamy fine . ’
forested subintegerrima, Populus 8.95
Lyman Avenue sand .
wetland edge deltoides
East of rail near
edge of Bono silt
11 Ditch wetland | subdivision south B y Phragmites australis NA
. clay loam
of Otis Bowen
Drive
. . East of rail, south .
12 Blor_etentlon of Superior A Bono silty Phragmites australis 215/
basin A clay loam 7.77
venue
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Wetland . . . . Mean
Wetland Type Location Approach | Mapped Sail Dominant Vegetation C/FQI
Sedge North of East
mea%ow 130th Street near Orthents Phragmites australis, Salix
13 Calumet Water B spp, Morus alba, Populus NA
swale and . clayey .
Reclamation deltoides
shrub wetland .
Plant, west of rail
Sedge th o
14 meadow and sr?:;theg;tlg?rail B Ocrlt:eents Typha angus:folla, Hawthorn NA
shrub wetland ' yey pp.
Sedge . Orthents
West of rail near ' . . 2.00/
15 meadow 132™ Street A Ashkum, Eleocharis palustris 6.00
swale aguents
Phragmites australis, Lythrum
Sedge Adjacent to rail on salicaria, Sambucus nigra,
16 meadow and | west side in Cook B Orthents Salix exigua, Equisetum NA
shrub wetland County Forest clayey arvense, Helianthus
ditch Preserve District tuberosus, Eleocharis
palustris, Ulmus americana
Rensselaer
East of rail, south loam,
17 Retgntlon of 45 Street near B calcarequs Phragmites au_stre_llls, Lythrum NA
basin wetland subsoil salicaria
Town of Munster ;
variant, Bono
silty clay
. East of rail in . . .
18 Detention subdivision near A Bono silty Phragmites aus_tra_lls, Typha 2.67/
basin ; clay loam angustifolia 4.62
Columbia Avenue
. East of rail in . Populus deltoides, Salix
19 Dr';[ﬁ;bEd wet subdivision near A Elgnolosélllj[r)]/ interior, Phragmites australis, 1316:%
P Columbia Avenue y Eleocharis palustris )
Detention Eas_t .Of rail in Bono silty Lythrum salicaria, Eleocharis 2.33/
20 . subdivision near A . . B
basin ; clay loam palustris, Salix interior 7.00
Columbia Avenue
. East of rail in . . . .
21 tIZ));;ienntlon subdivision near A Elc;nolosalll;[%/ Salix mteglcl)JrétEI:ocharls :150851
Columbia Avenue y P )
North side of rail
22 Ditch sedge near Waste B Landfil Phragmites australis, Bidens NA
meadow Management cernua
landfill
Ditch sedge South side of rall
23 meadow and near Waste B Landfill Phragmites australis NA
forested Management
wetland landfill
North side of rail
Forested near Waste Phragmites australis, Acer
24 riparian Management B Landfill 9 ' NA
) - negundo
wetland landfill, at river
edge
Forested Nor:tehaf'sveagga" Phragmites australis,
25 riparian ditch M B Landfill Rhamnus frangula, Acer NA
anagement
wetland ' negundo
landfill
Watseka silty
Large prairie | Adjacent to rail on clay loam, . .
26 marsh and east side in Cook A/B Plainfield cz&%ﬂuéggfgﬁiiawenﬁa 3.93/
forested County Forest loamy sand, R  1YP 26.08
. . . latifolia, Alisma subcordatum
wetland Preserve District Gilford fine
sandy loam
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Wetland . . . . Mean
Wetland Type Location Approach | Mapped Sail Dominant Vegetation C/ FQI 1
Wet prairie North of rail near Gllfosr;jnlgamy Phalaris arundinacea,
p 143" Street and ' Populus tremuloides, Populus | 3.56/
27 and sedge A/B Watseka . .
Hammond . deltoides,Solidago rugosa, 15.08
meadow loamy fine VRN
Avenue Vitis riparia
sand
Orthents
. . (aquic),
Adjace_nt t_o rail on Watseka Phragmites australis, Lythrum
. east side in Cook . L L ! 3.83/
28 Prairie marsh A/B loamy fine salicaria, Salix interior,
County Forest sand, Gilford Populus deltoides 21.00
Preserve District . P
fine sandy
loam
Forested Adjacent to rail on
e west side in Cook Pella silty Phragmites australis, Populus
29 riparian C . NA
County Forest clay loam deltoides
wetland .
Preserve District
Disturbed . Maumee
East of rail, south - . . 1.00/
30 sedge of Fisher Street A loamy fine Phragmites australis 1.00
meadow sand
Rensselaer
Sedge East of rail, south loam, Populus deltoides, Phragmites | 1.94/
31 . A calcareous !
meadow of Fisher Street . australis 7.75
subsaoil
variant
Sedge Rensselaer
9 . loam, Populus deltoides, Rhamnus
meadow and East of rail, south S .
32 . B calcareous frangula, Salix interior, NA
forested of Fisher Street . . .
. subsoil Phragmites australis
wetland ditch .
variant
33 Sedge East of rail, south A l(';g?#mﬁenee Phragmites australis, 2.25/
meadow ditch | of Fisher Street sa)r/1d Populus deltoides 6.36
Maumee Phragmites australis, Lythrum
34 Sedge West of rail, south A loamy fine salicaria, Cornus stolonifera, 2.91/
meadow of Fisher Street sa)rlld Frangula alnus, Geum 9.65
laciniatum trichocarpum
Rensselaer Salix interior, Populus
Sedge East of rail, north loam, deIt0|d_s, Cornus stolon_lfera,
35 th B calcareous Fraxinus pennsylvanica NA
meadow of 457 Street . . .
subsoil subintegerrima, Typha
variant angustifolia, Vitis riparia
Rensselaer
36 | Sedge East of rail, north A callggrrgéus Z%Zﬂlsjtsifgﬁal\médhersagm):: 3.00/
meadow of 45" Street ! - 9.00
subsaoil australis
variant
Rensselaer
. loam, Salix interior, Cornus
37 Sedge West Ofthra”’ north B calcareous stolonifera, Typha NA
meadow of 45" Street . - Lo
subsoil angustifolia, Vitis riparia
variant
Phragmites australis, Salix
Ditch forested . interior, Cornus stolonifera,
wetland and West' of rail near Bono silty Equisetum arvense, Acer 2.06/
38 Sheffield Avenue A/B . h
sedge crossin clay saccharinum, Prunus serotina, 8.25
meadow ditch 9 Populus deltoides, Rubus
occidentalis
39 Forested West of rail, north A Bono silty Phragmites australis, Salix 1.80/
wetland ditch | of Seminary Drive clay interior, Salix fragilis 4.02
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Wetland . . . . Mean
Wetland Type Location Approach | Mapped Sail Dominant Vegetation C/FQI
40 Wet prairie West of rail, no_rth A Bono silty Lythrum_sallc_:arla, Salix 2.33/
of Seminary Drive clay interior 5.72
Rensselaer
Forested West of rail, north loam, Phragmites australis, Populus
41 th o, B calcareous 9 . » Fop NA
wetland of 45" Street . deltoides
subsoil
variant
West of rail near Lythrum salicaria
42 Ditch sedge Glastonbury B Bono silty Andropogon gerardii, Cornus NA
meadow Street, south of clay stolonifera
45" Street
West of rail near
Detention Glastonbury Bono silty Open water with riprap. No
43 ) A . NA
basin Street, south of clay vegetation.
45" Street
Sedge West of rail near
9 Glastonbury Bono silty Lythrum salicaria, Typha 2.20/
44 meadow A o
swale Streeﬂt}, south of clay angustifolia 4.92
45" Street
L East of interstate
Riparian near river and
45 forested W C Landfills Not visible NA
aste
wetland
Management
Sedge East of rail, north Orthents, .
46 meadow of 130" Street ¢ clayey Not visible NA
. Between rail,
47  |Ditch sedge north of 130" C Orthents, Not visible NA
meadow loamy
Street
Ditch sedge West of rail, north Orthents, .
48 meadow of 130" Street C loamy Not visible NA
On northern bank
Riparian of Calumet River
49 P near Chicago C Urban land Not visible NA
wetland
Street and State
Line Road
On southern bank
Riparian of Calumet River Orthents,
50 weptland near Chicago C loamy- Not visible NA
Street and State skeletal
Line Road
On southern bank
Riparian of Calumet River
51 P near Wilcox C Urban land Not visible NA
wetland
Street and
Hohman Avenue
On northern bank
Riparian of Calumet River
52 P near Wilcox C Urban land Not visible NA
wetland
Street and
Hohman Avenue

SOURCE: AECOM 2016.

! Mean C (Native Species) and FQI (Native Species) based on Chicago Region FQI Calculator 09292014, as provided by USACE
Chicago District.
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4.2 Wetland Areas with Descriptions of Soils and Hydrology
Wetland 1 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a redox dark surface (F6). The letter and number code represent
the wetland characteristics according to the USACE’s Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (Version 2.0) (August 2010). The main
indicators of hydrology were sediment deposits (B2) and drainage patterns (B10).

The upland data point also showed evidence of hydric soils, with 3 percent of redox
concentrations leading to a preliminary classification of redox dark surface (F6). However, the
presence of rock and asphalt indicated highly disturbed soils, which could disprove the sample
as a strong indicator of wetland soils. There were no signs of hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 1 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 2 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a depleted below the dark surface (A11) soil. The main indicators
of hydrology were water marks (B1) and a sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8).

The upland data point also showed evidence of hydric soils, with 3 percent of redox
concentrations leading to a preliminary classification of redox dark surface (F6). However, the
presence of rock and asphalt indicated highly disturbed soils, which could disprove the sample
as a strong indicator of wetland soils. There were no signs of hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 2 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 3 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a redox dark surface (F6). The main indicators of hydrology were
sediment deposits (B2) and drainage patterns (B10). The sample was taken approximately

5 feet from the edge of the river bank. An upland data point for soils could not be obtained due
to the large amount of gravel and debris in the soil. There were no indicators of hydrology in the
upland data point.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 3 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 4 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a redox dark surface (F6). The main indicator of hydrology was a
high water table (A2). An upland data point for soils could not be obtained due to the large
amount of gravel and debris in the soil. There were no indicators of hydrology in the upland data
point.
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USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 4 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 5 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka silt loam. Although
typically a non-hydric soil, the soil was hydric due to the presence of a depleted matrix (F3). The
main indicator of hydrology was saturation (A3). The upland data point confirmed the mapped
non-hydric soil, Watseka silt loam. There were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland
hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 5 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 6 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka silty clay loam. Although
typically a non-hydric soil, the soil was hydric due to the presence of a depleted below dark
surface (All). The main indicators of hydrology were sparsely vegetated concave surfaces
(B8), aquatic fauna (B13), and surface soil cracks (B6). The upland data point confirmed the
mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka silty clay loam. There were no indications of hydric soil or of
wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 6 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 7 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand.
Although typically a non-hydric soil, the soil was hydric due to the presence of a stripped matrix
(S6). The main indicators of hydrology were geomorphic position (D2) and a FAC-neutral test
(D5); the FAC-neutral test is used as a secondary indicator of wetland hydrology. The upland
data point confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand. There were no
indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 7 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 8 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand.
Although typically a non-hydric soil, the soil was hydric due to the presence of a stripped matrix
(S6). The main indicators of hydrology were geomorphic position (D2) and sediment deposits
(B2). The upland data point confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand.
There were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 8 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 9 (Approach A and B)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a redox dark surface (F6). The main indicators of hydrology were
geomorphic position (D2) and a FAC-neutral test (D5). The upland data point confirmed the
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mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. Despite the mapped hydric designation, there were no
indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology. Approach B was used on the area of the
wetland located on property where right of entry was denied.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 9 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 10 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand.
Although typically a non-hydric soil, the soil was hydric due to the presence of a stripped matrix
(S6). The main indicators of hydrology were geomorphic position (D2) and sediment deposits
(B2). The upland data point confirmed the mapped non-hydric soil, Watseka loamy fine sand.
There were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 10 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 11 (Approach B)

Neither wetland, upland soils, nor hydrology data points were obtained due to the wetland
location primarily on property where right of entry was denied. The mapped soil for the area was
a hydric Bono silty clay loam.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 11 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 12 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a loamy gleyed matrix (F2). The sample was restricted to the top
8 inches of soil due to a restrictive gravel layer. The main indicators of wetland hydrology were
surface water (Al), a high water table (A2), saturation (A3), and drainage patterns (B10).

The upland data point was also mapped as Bono silty clay loam and showed evidence of redox
concentrations; however, the soils were determined to be too highly disturbed to serve as an
indicator of wetland/upland soils. There were no signs of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 12 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law (Indiana Code 13-18-22) because it is a manmade body of
surface water created by excavation to retain water.

Wetland 13 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because property
right of entry was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents clayey.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.
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Wetland 14 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because property
right of entry was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents clayey.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 15 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, which is primarily Urban land - clayey
Orthents. The soil was hydric due to the presence of a depleted matrix (F3). The main indicators
of wetland hydrology were a high water table (A2), soil saturation (A3), and drainage patterns
(B10). The upland data point was determined to be loamy sand and conflicted with the mapped
Orthents, Ashkum aquents. There were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 16 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because property
right of entry was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents clayey.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 17 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because property
right of entry was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Renssalaer loam, calcareous
subsoil variant or Bono silty clay loam.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 17 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 18 (Approach A)

Wetland soils were not obtained due to riprap along the embankment and open water. Upland
soils were not obtained to not disturb manicured lawn on residential property. The mapped soils
for the area were mapped as hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The main indicator of wetland
hydrology was surface water (Al).

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 18 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
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regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 19 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a depleted matrix (F3). The sample was restricted to the top 16
inches of soil due to a restrictive gravel layer. The main indicators of wetland hydrology were
surface water (Al), a high water table (A2), and an algal mat or crust (B4). An upland soils and
hydrology data point was not obtained. The mapped soil for the area was a Bono silty clay loam.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 19 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 20 (Approach A)

Wetland soils were not obtained due to riprap along the embankment and open water. Upland
soils were not obtained to not disturb manicured lawn on residential property. The mapped soils
for the area were mapped as hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The main indicator of wetland
hydrology was surface water (Al).

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 20 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 21 (Approach A)

Wetland soils were not obtained due to riprap along the embankment and open water. Upland
soils were not obtained to not disturb manicured lawn on residential property. The mapped soils
for the area were mapped as hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. The main indicator of wetland
hydrology was surface water (Al).

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 21 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 22 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to the location of
the wetland on the property of a hazardous waste landfill.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in Illinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.
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Wetland 23 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to the location of
the wetland on the property of a hazardous waste landfill.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 24 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to the location of
the wetland on the property of a hazardous waste landfill.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in Illinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to it being adjacent to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 25 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to the location of
the wetland on the property of a hazardous waste landfill.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to it being adjacent to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 26 (Approach A and B)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped mix of Watseka silty clay loam, Plainfield loamy
sand, and Gilford fine sandy loam. The soil was hydric due to the presence of a thick dark
surface (Al12). The wetland hydrology indicators were surface water (Al), a high water table
(A2), saturation (A3), water marks (B1), sediment deposits (B2), algal mat or crust (B4),
inundation visible on an aerial image (B7), and a thin muck surface (C7). An upland soils and
hydrology data point was not obtained as the adjacent upland areas extended beyond the
Project boundary or were on rail embankments. Approach B was used on the area of the
wetland located on property where right of entry was denied.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 27 (Approach A and B)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped Gilford loamy sand and Watseka loamy fine sand.
The soil was hydric due to the presence of a sandy mucky mineral (S1). Hydrology included
water marks (B1) and saturated soils (A3). An upland soils and hydrology data point was not
obtained as the adjacent upland areas extended beyond the Project boundary or were on rail
embankments. Approach B was used on the area of the wetland located on property where right
of entry was denied and where high-power transmission towers were present overhead.
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USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in Illinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 28 (Approach A and B)

A soil sample was not taken because of standing water greater than 6 inches. Samples taken at
the perimeter would destabilize the slope. The mapped soil was indicated as Orthents (aquic),
Watseka loamy fine sand, and Gilford fine sandy loam. The wetland hydrology indicators were
surface water (Al), a high water table (A2), saturation (A3), water marks (B1), sediment
deposits (B2), inundation visible on an aerial image (B7), water stained leaves (B9), saturation
visible on an aerial image (C9), and geomorphic position (D2). An upland soils and hydrology
data point was not obtained as the adjacent upland areas extended beyond the Project
boundary or were on rail embankments.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 29 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to inability to
access the property. The mapped soils for the area were Pella silty clay loam.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 30 (Approach A)

A soil sample was not taken because of railroad debris (gravel, construction materials, asphalt).
The soils were mapped as Maumee loamy fine sand. The wetland hydrology indicators were
surface water (Al), saturation (A3), and surface soil cracks (B6). An upland soils and hydrology
data point was not obtained.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 30 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 31 (Approach A)

A soil sample was not taken because of railroad debris (gravel, construction materials, asphalt).
The soils were mapped as a Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant. The wetland
hydrology indicators were surface water (A1) and saturation (A3). An upland soils and hydrology
data point was not obtained.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 31 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 32 (Approach B)
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Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained due to radio
frequency fields at this site exceeding Federal Communications Commission rules for human
exposure. The mapped soils for the area were Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 32 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 33 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped soil, Maumee loamy fine sand. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a depleted dark surface (F7). The wetland hydrology indicators
were saturation (A3) and sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8). An upland soils and
hydrology data point was not obtained.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 33 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 34 (Approach A)

The soils investigation confirmed the mapped soil, Maumee loamy fine sand. The soil was
hydric due to the presence of a depleted dark surface (F7). The wetland hydrology indicators
were saturation (A3) and sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8). An upland soils and
hydrology data point was not obtained.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 34 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 35 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 35 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 36 (Approach A)

A soil sample was not taken because of standing water. The soils were mapped as Rensselaer
loam, calcareous subsoil variant. The wetland hydrology indicators were surface water (A1) and
saturation (A3). An upland soils and hydrology data point was not obtained.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 36 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 37 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 37 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).
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Wetland 38 (Approach A and B)

The soils investigation did not confirm the mapped soils as Bono silty clay. Instead, the soils
were found to be loamy sand. Soils were hydric due to being depleted below a dark surface
(Al11). The wetland hydrology indicators were a high water table (A2), saturation (A3), sediment
deposits (B2), drainage patterns (B10), and geomorphic position (D2). The upland data point
confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. Despite the mapped hydric designation,
there were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology. Approach B was used on the
area of the wetland located on property where right of entry was denied.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 38 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 39 (Approach A)

The soils investigation did not confirm the mapped soils as Bono silty clay. Instead the soils
were found to be loamy sand. Soils were hydric due to being depleted below a dark surface
(Al11). The wetland hydrology indicators were a high water table (A2), saturation (A3), sediment
deposits (B2), drainage patterns (B10), and geomorphic position (D2). The upland data point
confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. Despite the mapped hydric designation,
there were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 39 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 40 (Approach A)

The soils investigation did not confirm the mapped soils as Bono silty clay. Instead the soils
were found to be sandy clay. Soils were hydric due to being a thick dark surface (A12). The
wetland hydrology indicators were iron deposits (B5), recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6),
surface soil cracks (B6), drainage patterns (B10), and a FAC-neutral test (D5). The upland data
point confirmed the mapped hydric soil, Bono silty clay loam. Despite the mapped hydric
designation, there were no indications of hydric soil or of wetland hydrology.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 40 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 41 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 41 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 42 (Approach B)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Bono silty clay.

The USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016 that Wetland 42 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).
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Wetland 43 (Approach A)

Neither wetland nor upland soils data points were obtained because the presence of riprap
prevented soil sampling. The mapped soils for the area were Bono silty clay. The hydrology
indicator in the wetland was surface water (Al). The upland data point did not possess
hydrologic indicators.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 43 is not jurisdictional under the
CWA because it was created as a stormwater detention facility and is exempt from CWA
regulations (see Appendix G). In addition, stormwater detention facilities are exempt from
Indiana’s Isolated Wetlands Law because it is a manmade body of surface water created by
excavation to retain water.

Wetland 44 (Approach A)

Neither wetland nor upland soils data points were obtained because of the presence of railroad
ballast and riprap. The mapped soils for the area were Bono silty clay. The hydrology indicator
in the wetland was surface water (Al). The upland data point did not possess hydrologic
indicators.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 44 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Little Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 45 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Landfills.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 46 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents, clayey.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in Illinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 47 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents, loamy.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.
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Wetland 48 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents, loamy.

USACE did not advise on the jurisdictional status of wetlands in lllinois. For purposes of this
study it is assumed that this wetland is jurisdictional due to a hydrologic connection to the Little
Calumet River. Final determination of jurisdictional status will occur during the CWA permitting
process.

Wetland 49 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Urban land.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 49 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Grand Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 50 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Orthents, loamy-skeletal.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 50 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Grand Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 51 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Urban land.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 51 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Grand Calumet River (see Appendix G).

Wetland 52 (Approach C)

Neither wetland nor upland soils and hydrology data points were obtained because right of entry
was denied. The mapped soils for the area were Urban land.

USACE advised in their letter dated July 29, 2016, that Wetland 52 is jurisdictional under the
CWA due to its location adjacent to the Grand Calumet River (see Appendix G).

4.3 Agricultural Land Assessment

In the southern portion of the Study Area, near Seminary Drive and Sheffield Avenue in
Munster, Indiana, the Project includes land that is under agricultural production and that
includes mapped hydric soils. NFSAM delineations for agricultural land requires the use of at
least five normal-rainfall years of aerial photos against aerial photos of one wet-rainfall year,
which are used as a reference to detect characteristic field signatures that indicate the presence
of wetlands. AECOM examined six years of aerial photographs of the subject properties. The
years 1998, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2012 were normal rainfall years in Munster, Indiana. The
wet rainfall year examined was 2002.

‘Tr' WEST LAKE CORRIDOR Page 35 November 2016
I



NIED Wetland Delineation Technical Report

Examination of the aerial imagery review determined that the agricultural land did not contain
locations that meet the standard for farmed wetlands, as only one out of five normal rainfall
years showed wetland indicators. Appendix F contains the aerial photos used to detect field
characteristics for the Agricultural Land Assessment.
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Wetland impacts resulting from the alternatives being considered are discussed in this section.
Impacts were determined by overlaying the Project footprint of the Build Alternative Options with
the identified wetlands. Each Build Alternative Option was evaluated to determine the amount of
wetland impacts.

For purposes of this study, it was assumed that all wetland areas located in the Project footprint
would be affected by the Project. It is likely that project design can be altered in some instances
to minimize impacts. Until the design is further along, however, those minimization opportunities
are not known. Therefore, for the purpose of this assessment, all areas where the Project
footprint overlaps the wetland are considered a permanent impact. In addition, all wetlands
whose areas are affected by 50 percent or greater are considered as being affected in their
entirety. Because impacts of that magnitude often result in permanent impacts to the hydrology
of the remaining portion of the wetland, this study considers the entire wetland affected for
planning purposes. The wetland impacts resulting from each alternative option are discussed
below, with tables summarizing each. Detailed exhibits indicating the wetland impacts are
included in Appendix A.

5.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no wetland impacts. The No Build Alternative does not
include construction, nor increases in existing commuter rail services that would result in
wetland impacts.

5.2 Commuter Rail Alternative Options

The Commuter Rail Alternative Options would have wetland impacts ranging from 5.42 acres to
9.25 acres. The wetland impacts occur primarily in Indiana. Details are discussed below by
option. Table 5-1 presents a summary of the impacts to wetlands that would result from the
Commuter Rail Alternative Options.

Table 5-1 Summary of Wetland Impacts — Commuter Rail Alternative Options
Wetland Impacts (acres
Wetland Mean 1C/ Location - - P ( ) -

FQI Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4
2.15/ | Immediately south of River at

1 7.77 Monon Trail bridge 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

2 313 | South of River at Monon Trail bridge | 0.001 | 0.001 | 0001 | 0.001
1.50/ | Eastern side of Monon Trail, north of

4 4,74 River, south of Interstate 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
2.22/ | Immediately north of Interstate at

5 943 Monon Trail 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.09
2.29/ | Immediately north of Interstate at

6 946 Monon Trail 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45

7 2266/ East of Monon Trail at 174™ Street 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66

rd

8 1.95/ | North of 173" Street and east of 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32
8.95 Lyman Avenue
2.82/ | West of Sheffield Avenue and south

9 11.64 | of Main Street at CSX freight line 0.97 0.97 0.97 0
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Wetland Mean 1C/ L ocation Wetland Impacts (acres)
FQl Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4
1.95/ | North of 173" Street and east of
10 505 Lyman Avenue 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17
East of rail near edge of subdivision
11 NA south of Otis Bowen Drive 0.11 0.11 0.11 0
12 27175;/ 'E\s:;(u)];ran, south of Superior 146 1.46 1.46 0
17 NA East of rail, south of 45" St. near 1.90 1.90 1.60 0
Town of Munster ) ) )
32 NA East of rail, south of Fisher Street 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.75
33 %%56/ East of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32
34 %)96%3/ West of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
35 NA East of rail, north of 45™ Street 0.05 0.05 0.05
36 :;%%/ East of rail, north of 45" Street 0.09 0.09 0.09
37 NA | West of rail, north of 45™ Street 0.18 0.18 0.18
2.06/ | West of rail near Sheffield Avenue
38 8 25 crossing 0 0.33 0.33 0.83
39 1%2/ West of rail, north of Seminary Drive 0 0.04 0.04 0.04
41 NA West of rail, north of 45" Street 0 0 0 0.24
West of rail near Glastonbury Street,
42 NA | south of 45" Street 0 0 0 0.09
West of rail near Glastonbury St.,
43 NA south of 45" St. 0 0 0 0.05
2.20/ | West of rail near Glastonbury Street,
44 4.92 |south of 45" Street 0 0 0 011
On northern bank of Calumet River
49 NA near Chicago Street and State Line 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
Road
On south bank of Calumet River
50 NA near Chicago Street and State Line 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Road
Total Impacts 8.83 9.25 9.25 5.42

SOURCE: AECOM 2016

! Mean C (Native Species) and FQAI (Native Species) based on Chicago Region FQI Calculator 09292014, as provided by USACE
Chicago District.

5.2.1

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 1

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 1 would result in 8.83 acres of wetland impacts; 0.19 acre
would occur in lllinois, 8.64 acres in Indiana. All of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality;
none of them would qualify as a high quality aquatic resource per USACE Chicago District

guidelines.

5.2.2

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 2

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 2 would result in 9.25 acres of wetland impacts; 0.19 acre
would occur in lllinois, 9.06 acres in Indiana. All of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality;

\
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none of them would qualify as a high quality aquatic resource under USACE Chicago District
guidelines.

5.2.3 Commuter Rail Alternative Option 3

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 3 would result in 9.25 acres of wetland impacts; 0.19 acre
would occur in lllinois, 9.06 acres in Indiana. All of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality;
none of them would qualify as a high quality aquatic resource under USACE Chicago District
guidelines.

5.2.4 Commuter Rail Alternative Option 4

Commuter Rail Alternative Option 4 would result in 5.42 acres of wetland impacts; 0.19 acre
would occur in lllinois, 5.23 acres in Indiana. The primary reduction in wetland impacts over
Commuter Rail Alternative Options 1 through 3 are the result of Commuter Rail Alternative
Option 4 being located on the west side of the existing CSX tracks in the southern portion of the
Study Area, and therefore its avoidance of Wetland 12, as well as Commuter Rail Alternative
Option 4 not having the maintenance and storage facility on the east side of the tracks. All of the
wetlands that would be affected are of low to moderate quality; none of them would qualify as a
high quality aquatic resource under USACE Chicago District guidelines.

5.3 IHB Alternative Options

The IHB Alternative Options would have wetland impacts ranging from 19.31 acres to 20.79
acres. Three of the wetlands located in lllinois can be classified as high quality aquatic
resources under USACE Chicago District guidelines, both because of Mean C values greater
than 3.5 or because they contain known state-protected species. Details of the wetland impacts
are discussed below by option. Table 5-2 presents a summary of the impacts that would result
from the IHB Alternative Options.

Table 5-2 Summary of Wetland Impacts — IHB Alternative Options

Mean . Wetland Impacts (acres)
Wetland 1 Location - - - -
C/FQI Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4

2.15/ | Immediately south of River at Monon

1 7.77 | Trail bridge 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

2 13;134/1 South of River at Monon Trail bridge | 0001 | 0001 | 0001 | 0.001
1.50/ | Eastern side of Monon Trail, north of

4 4.74 | River, south of Interstate 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
2.22/ | Immediately north of Interstate at

5 943 | Monon Trail 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
2.29/ | Immediately north of interstate at

6 9.46 | Monon Trail 0.45 0.45 0 0

7 é%%/ East of Monon Trail at 174™ Street 0.66 0.66 0 0

rd

8 1.95/ | North of 173~ Street and east of 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32
8.95 |Lyman Avenue
2.82/ | West of Sheffield Avenue and south

9 11.64 | of Main Street at CSX freight line 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

rd

10 1.95/ | North of 173" Street and east of 017 017 0.17 017

8.95 |Lyman Avenue
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Mean . Wetland Impacts (acres)
Wetland 1 Location - - - -
C/FQl Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4
East of rail near edge of subdivision
11 NA south of Otis Bowen Drive 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
12 27175;/ East of rail, south of Superior Ave. 1.46 1.46 1.46 1.46
North of East 130th Street near
13 NA Calumet Water Reclamation Plant, 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
west of rail
14 NA | South of 130" Street, east of rail 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
15 %%%/ West of rail near 132" Street 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
16 NA Adjacent to rail on west suje in Cook 0.81 0.81 081 0.81
County Forest Preserve District
. th
17 NA East of rail, south of 45" St. near 1.90 1.90 1.90 1.90
Town of Munster
22 NA North side of rail near Waste 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41
Management landfill
23 NA South side of rail near Waste 312 3.12 3.12 312
Management landfill
o5 NA North side of rail near Waste 0.15 015 0.15 0.15
Management landfill
3.93/ | Adjacent to rail on east side in Cook
26 26.08 | County Forest Preserve District 1.70 L.70 L.70 L.70
3.56/ | North of rail near 143" Street and
27 1508 | Hammond Avenue 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.58
3.83/ | Adjacent to rail on east side in Cook
28 21.00 |County Forest Preserve District 1.14 114 114 114
29 NA Adjacent to rail on west suje in Cook 173 173 173 173
County Forest Preserve District
32 NA East of rail, south of Fisher Street 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81
33 %%56/ East of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32
34 %%{3/ West of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
35 NA | East of rail, north of 45" Street 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
36 %‘%%’ East of rail, north of 45" Street 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
37 NA | West of rail, north of 45™ Street 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
38 2.06/ |West .of rail near Sheffield Avenue 0 033 0 0
8.25 |crossing
39 i‘%%’ West of rail, north of Seminary Drive 0 0.04 0 0
45 NA East of interstate near river and 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.64
Waste Management
47 NA | Between rail, north of 130" Street 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
Total Impacts 20.42 20.79 19.31 19.31

SOURCE: AECOM 2016

! Mean C (Native Species) and FQAI (Native Species) based on Chicago Region FQI Calculator 09292014, as provided by USACE
Chicago District.
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5.3.1 IHB Alternative Option 1

IHB Alternative Option 1 would result in 20.42 acres of wetland impacts; 11.73 acres would
occur in lllinois, 8.69 acres in Indiana. Three of the wetlands qualify as high quality aquatic
resources due to their Mean Cs being greater than 3.5 and the presence of state-protected
species potentially utilizing the wetlands. Impacts to these high quality aquatic resource
wetlands total 4.42 acres. The remaining 12.644 acres of wetland impacts would occur to
wetlands of low to moderate quality. The high quality aquatic resource wetlands are:

¢ Wetland 26, which would be affected in its entirety, would result in 1.70 acres of impacts.
This wetland is located in the Flatfoot Lake/Beaubien Woods Forest Preserve, which is
owned by the Forest Preserve District of Cook County. This wetland has a Mean C of 3.93
and the Preserve is known to contain three state-protected species [yellow-crowned night
heron (Nyctanassa violacea), black-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus erythropthalmus), and willow
flycatcher (Empidonax trailli)].

o Wetland 27, which would be affected in its entirety, would result in 1.58 acres of impacts.
This wetland is located in the Burnham Prairie Nature Preserve, which is owned by the
Forest Preserve District of Cook County. This wetland has a Mean C of 3.56 and the
Preserve is known to contain six state-protected species [least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis),
little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), yellow-crowned night heron (Nyctanassa violacea),
common gallinule (Gallinula galeata), black-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus erythropthalmus), and
yellow-headed blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus)].

o Wetland 28, which would be affected in its entirety, would result in 1.14 acres of impacts.
This wetland is located in the Flatfoot Lake/Beaubien Woods Forest Preserve, which is
owned by the Forest Preserve District of Cook County. This wetland has a Mean C of 3.83
and the Preserve is known to contain three state-protected species [yellow-crowned night
heron (Nyctanassa violacea), black-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus erythropthalmus), and willow
flycatcher (Empidonax trailli)].

5.3.2 IHB Alternative Option 2

IHB Alternative Option 2 would result in 20.79 acres of wetland impacts; 11.73 acres would
occur in lllinois, 9.06 acres in Indiana. Impacts to Wetlands 26, 27, and 28, discussed above in
IHB Alternative Option 1, would be the same. Impacts to these three high quality aquatic
resource wetlands total 4.42 acres. The remaining 16.37 acres of wetland impacts would occur
to wetlands of low to moderate quality.

5.3.3 IHB Alternative Option 3

IHB Alternative Option 3 would result in 19.31 acres of wetland impacts; 11.73 acres would
occur in lllinois, 7.58 acres in Indiana. Impacts to Wetlands 26, 27, and 28, discussed above in
IHB Alternative Option 1, would be the same. Impacts to these three high quality aquatic
resource wetlands total 4.42 acres. The remaining 14.89 acres of wetland impacts would occur
to wetlands of low to moderate quality.

5.3.4 IHB Alternative Option 4

IHB Alternative Option 4 would result in 19.31 acres of wetland impacts; 11.73 acres would
occur in lllinois, 7.58 acres in Indiana. Impacts to Wetlands 26, 27, and 28, discussed above in
IHB Alternative Option 1, would be the same. Impacts to these three high quality aquatic
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resource wetlands total 4.42 acres. The remaining 14.89 acres of wetland impacts would occur
to wetlands of low to moderate quality.

5.4

Hammond Alternative Options

The Hammond Alternative Options would have wetland impacts ranging from 4.50 acres to 8.18
acres. All of the wetland impacts would occur in Indiana. Details are discussed below by option.
Table 5-3 presents a summary of the impacts that would result from the Hammond Alternative

Options.
Table 5-3 Summary of Wetland Impacts — Hammond Alternative Options
Wetland Impacts (acres
Wetland Mgan 1C/ Location - p ( ,)
Ql Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3
1 2.15/ Im_medlately south of River at Monon Trail 0.06 0.06 0.06
7.77 bridge
2 13215"/1 South of River at Monon Trail bridge 0.001 0.001 0.001
1.50/ Eastern side of Monon Trail, north of River,
4 4.74 south of Interstate 0.04 0.04 0.04
5 2.22/ Immedlately north of Interstate at Monon 0.09 0.09 0.09
9.43 Trail
rd
8 1.95/ North of 173" Street and east of Lyman 0.32 0.32 0.32
8.95 Avenue
2.82/ West of Sheffield Avenue and south of Main
9 11.64 | Street at CSX freight line 0.97 0.97 0
rd
10 1.95/ North of 173" Street and east of Lyman 017 0.17 0
8.95 Avenue
11 NA Eqst of rail near edge of subdivision south of 011 0.11 0
Otis Bowen Drive
12 2717&-;/ East of rail, south of Superior Ave 1.46 1.46 0
A th
17 NA East of rail, south of 45 St. near Town of 1.90 1.90 0
Munster
32 NA East of rail, south of Fisher Street 1.81 1.81 1.81
33 %23%/ East of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.32 0.32 0.32
34 %%15/ West of rail, south of Fisher Street 0.01 0.01 0.01
35 NA East of rail, north of 45" Street 0.05 0.05 0.02
36 %%%/ East of rail, north of 45" Street 0.09 0.09 0
37 NA West of rail, north of 45 Street 0.18 0.18 0.01
38 %g%/ West of rail near Sheffield Avenue crossing 0 0.33 0.86
39 i%%/ West of rail, north of Seminary Drive 0 0.04 0.04
41 NA West of rail, north of 45" Street 0 0.24
43 NA X\é?hstS?f rail near Glastonbury St., south of 0 0 0.05
2.20/ West of rail near Glastonbury Street, south
44 4.92 of 45" Street 0 0 0.11
51 NA On south bank of Calumet River near Wilcox 011 0.11 011
Street and Hohman Avenue

\

“n-’ WEST LAKE CORRIDOR

Page 42

November 2016




NICD

Wetland Delineation Technical Report

Mean C/ . Wetland Impacts (acres)
Wetland 1 Location - - -
FQI Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3
On north bank of Calumet River near Wilcox
52 NA Street and Hohman Avenue 0.41 0.12 041
Total Impacts 8.10 8.18 4.50

SOURCE: AECOM 2016

! Mean C (Native Species) and FQAI (Native Species) based on Chicago Region FQI Calculator 09292014, as provided by USACE
Chicago District.

54.1

Hammond Alternative Option 1

Hammond Alternative Option 1 would result in 8.10 acres of wetland impacts, all in Indiana. All
of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality; none would qualify as a high quality aquatic
resource under USACE Chicago District guidelines.

5.4.2

Hammond Alternative Option 2

Hammond Alternative Option 2 would result in 8.18 acres of wetland impacts, all in Indiana. All
of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality; none of them would qualify as a high quality
aqguatic resource under USACE Chicago District guidelines.

5.4.3

Hammond Alternative Option 3

Hammond Alternative Option 3 would result in 4.50 acres of wetland impacts, all in Indiana. All
of the wetlands are of low to moderate quality; none of them would qualify as a high quality
aquatic resource under USACE Chicago District guidelines.

The primary reduction in wetland impacts over Hammond Alternative Options 1 and 2 is the
result of Hammond Alternative Option 3 being located on the west side of the existing CSX
freight line in the southern portion of the Study Area, and therefore its avoidance of Wetlands 12
and 17, as well as Hammond Alternative Option 3 not having the maintenance and storage
facility on the east side of the tracks.

5.5

Maynard Junction Rail Profile Option

There would be no change to impacts to wetlands as described for the applicable alternative
options (i.e., Commuter Rail Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3, IHB Alternative Options 1, 2, and 3,
and Hammond Alternative Options 1 and 2) resulting from the Maynard Junction Rail Profile

Option.

\
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6. MITIGATION

6.1 Mitigation Requirements

Mitigation would be provided for wetlands or waters of the US impacts based on applicable
regulations. Mitigation ratios would be determined as part of the CWA Sections 401/404
permitting processes, and wetland types and mitigation amounts would be determined at that
time. Mitigation would be provided for impacts to wetlands or waters of the US determined to be
jurisdictional under the CWA in a USACE-approved bank.

NICTD would comply with CWA requirements, as well as Executive Orders 11990 and 12608
for protection of wetlands, regardless of the need for a CWA permit.

A determination of impacts to waters of the US would be finalized during the Engineering phase.
Any impacts to wetlands or waters of the US that occur in Illinois would be mitigated for in
lllinois. Any impacts to wetlands or waters of the US that occur in Indiana would be mitigated for
in Indiana, in the watershed where the impacts occur (Lake Michigan or Kankakee River
watersheds). The amount and type of wetlands or waters of the US mitigation would be
determined as part of the CWA permit process, in compliance with USACE/USEPA
requirements. For impacts to wetlands determined not to be jurisdictional under the CWA,
mitigation would be provided per applicable state requirements.

6.2 Additional Mitigation

In addition to mitigation required under CWA permitting, a USFWS letter dated November 4,
2014 (see Appendix G) expressed concern regarding any new crossing of the West Branch of
the Grand Calumet River in Hammond, Indiana. This letter requested avoidance of impacts to
any remediation efforts and recommended spanning the river without piers or abutments placed
in the river that could compromise the integrity of the sediment. The Project would not result in
any piers or abutments placed in the Grand Calumet River.

A letter received from USEPA dated November 26, 2014 (see Appendix G) reiterated USFWS
concern with polluted sediments in the Grand Calumet River. In addition, USEPA provided
guidelines related to the CWA. These include choosing the least environmental damaging
practicable alternative (minimizing impacts), prohibitions on causing or contributing to significant
degradation of waters, and minimizing and mitigating unavoidable impacts to water resources.
NICTD is committed to honoring these requests.

Per the Indiana DNR (ER-17897) (see Appendix G), the Project would utilize existing structures
for stream crossings where possible, thereby minimizing impacts to surface waters and
wetlands. If the use of an existing structure is not possible, spans without piers would be used at
the Little Calumet River; bridges would be used preferentially over culverts; and bottomless
culverts would be used instead of pipe culverts in order to promote passage of aquatic
organisms. If box or pipe culverts are used, they would be buried a minimum of 6 inches;
crossings would span the entire channel width; the natural stream substrate would be
maintained in any structures; and stream depths and velocities during low flow conditions would
be similar to those in the natural stream. NICTD is committed to complying with these
guidelines; impacts to surface waters would therefore be minimized.
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ER-17897 provided recommendations for stream crossings that would minimize impacts to fish,
wildlife, and botanical resources. Recommendations included erosion and sediment control
requirements for exposed soil. Additionally, the Indiana DNR advised that riparian habitat
mitigation will be required if riparian impacts occur. Impacts specific to riparian habitat, as
defined by the Indiana’s Construction in a Floodway regulations, will be determined as part of
the CWA Sections 401/404 permitting process.

Impacts to surface waters would be minimized through the methods described above, and
through the implementation of best management practices and erosion and sediment control
plans. Additional mitigation beyond what is described above is not proposed.
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

(NICTD Wetland Delineation Soils)
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Map Scale: 1:50,000 if printed on B portrait (11" x 17") sheet.

Map projection: Web Mercator Comer coordinates: WGS84 Edge tics: UTM Zone 16N WGS84
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

(NICTD Wetland Delineation Soils)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons
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o ¢
m ¢
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|:| A (] Not rated or not available
|:| AD Water Features
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B 8D s++  Rails
|:| c — Interstate Highways
l:l C/D US Routes
l:l D Major Roads
[ ] Notrated or not available Background
Soil Rating Lines - Aerial Photography
o A
- A/D
e B
me  B/D
e C
e C/D
e D
o Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

m A
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m B

m BD

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOl were mapped at scales
ranging from 1:12,000 to 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: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
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:
Survey Area Data:

Cook County, lllinois
Version 9, Sep 25, 2015

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Lake County, Indiana
Version 18, Sep 10, 2015

Your area of interest (AOIl) includes more than one soil survey area.
These survey areas may have been mapped at different scales, with
a different land use in mind, at different times, or at different levels
of detail. This may result in map unit symbols, soil properties, and
interpretations that do not completely agree across soil survey area
boundaries.

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

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  Mar 13, 2012—Mar

28,2012

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.

JSDA  Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

NICTD Wetland Delineation Soils

Hydrologic Soil Group

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Cook County, lllinois (IL031)
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

49A Watseka loamy fine A/D 7.0 1.1%
sand, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

54B Plainfield loamy sand, 1 |A 4.8 0.8%
to 6 percent slopes

153A Pella silty clay loam, 0 to | B/D 10.7 1.7%
2 percent slopes

201A Gilford fine sandy loam, 0 | A/D 28.6 4.5%
to 2 percent slopes

392A Urban land-Orthents, 0.9 0.1%
loamy, complex,
nearly level

533 Urban land 86.3 13.7%

534A Urban land-Orthents, 11.7 1.9%
clayey, complex,
nearly level

802A Orthents, loamy, nearly |C 6.3 1.0%
level

805A Orthents, clayey, nearly |D 13.4 2.1%
level

805B Orthents, clayey, D 0.3 0.0%
undulating

805D Orthents, clayey, rolling |D 3.3 0.5%

807A Orthents, loamy-skeletal, |C 5.9 0.9%
nearly level

830 Landfills 18.7 3.0%

2049A Orthents, loamy-Urban |C 21 0.3%
land-Watseka
complex, 0 to 2
percent slopes

w Water 2.6 0.4%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 202.6 32.2%

Totals for Area of Interest 628.8 100.0%

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Lake County, Indiana (IN089)
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Bn Bono silty clay C/D 179.7 28.6%

Mm Maumee loamy fine sand | A/D 20.8 3.3%

Mo Milford silt loam, C/D 0.8 0.1%
overwash
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

NICTD Wetland Delineation Soils

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Lake County, Indiana (IN089)
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
PIB Plainfield fine sand, 0 to |A 20.3 3.2%
6 percent slopes
Rs Rensselaer loam, C/D 33.9 5.4%
calcareous subsoil
variant
Ur Urban land 119.8 19.1%
W Water 0.9 0.1%
Wk Watseka loamy fine sand | A/D 50.0 8.0%
Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 426.2 67.8%
Totals for Area of Interest 628.8 100.0%

Description

Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive precipitation
from long-duration storms.

The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:

Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly
wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively drained sands or
gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water transmission.

Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained
soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils
have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water
transmission.

Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay layer
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.
These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in their
natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana NICTD Wetland Delineation Soils

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Aggregation is the process by which a set of component attribute values is reduced
to a single value that represents the map unit as a whole.

A map unit is typically composed of one or more "components". A component is
either some type of soil or some nonsail entity, e.g., rock outcrop. For the attribute
being aggregated, the first step of the aggregation process is to derive one attribute
value for each of a map unit's components. From this set of component attributes,
the next step of the aggregation process derives a single value that represents the
map unit as a whole. Once a single value for each map unit is derived, a thematic
map for soil map units can be rendered. Aggregation must be done because, on
any soil map, map units are delineated but components are not.

For each of a map unit's components, a corresponding percent composition is
recorded. A percent composition of 60 indicates that the corresponding component
typically makes up approximately 60% of the map unit. Percent composition is a
critical factor in some, but not all, aggregation methods.

The aggregation method "Dominant Condition" first groups like attribute values for
the components in a map unit. For each group, percent composition is set to the
sum of the percent composition of all components participating in that group. These
groups now represent "conditions" rather than components. The attribute value
associated with the group with the highest cumulative percent composition is
returned. If more than one group shares the highest cumulative percent
composition, the corresponding "tie-break" rule determines which value should be
returned. The "tie-break" rule indicates whether the lower or higher group value
should be returned in the case of a percent composition tie. The result returned by
this aggregation method represents the dominant condition throughout the map unit
only when no tie has occurred.

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified

Components whose percent composition is below the cutoff value will not be
considered. If no cutoff value is specified, all components in the database will be
considered. The data for some contrasting soils of minor extent may not be in the
database, and therefore are not considered.

Tie-break Rule: Higher

The tie-break rule indicates which value should be selected from a set of multiple
candidate values, or which value should be selected in the event of a percent
composition tie.
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana NICTD West Lake Corridor Study
Area

Hydric Soil List - All Components

This table lists the map unit components and their hydric status in the survey area.
This list can help in planning land uses; however, onsite investigation is
recommended to determine the hydric soils on a specific site (National Research
Council, 1995; Hurt and others, 2002).

The three essential characteristics of wetlands are hydrophytic vegetation, hydric
soils, and wetland hydrology (Cowardin and others, 1979; U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 1987; National Research Council, 1995; Tiner, 1985). Criteria for all of
the characteristics must be met for areas to be identified as wetlands. Undrained
hydric soils that have natural vegetation should support a dominant population of
ecological wetland plant species. Hydric soils that have been converted to other
uses should be capable of being restored to wetlands.

Hydric soils are defined by the National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils
(NTCHS) as soils that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding
long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the
upper part (Federal Register, 1994). These soils, under natural conditions, are
either saturated or inundated long enough during the growing season to support
the growth and reproduction of hydrophytic vegetation.

The NTCHS definition identifies general soil properties that are associated with
wetness. In order to determine whether a specific soil is a hydric soil or nonhydric
soil, however, more specific information, such as information about the depth and
duration of the water table, is needed. Thus, criteria that identify those estimated
soil properties unique to hydric soils have been established (Federal Register,
2002). These criteria are used to identify map unit components that normally are
associated with wetlands. The criteria used are selected estimated soil properties
that are described in "Soil Taxonomy" (Soil Survey Staff, 1999) and "Keys to Soil
Taxonomy" (Soil Survey Staff, 2006) and in the "Soil Survey Manual" (Soil Survey
Division Staff, 1993).

If soils are wet enough for a long enough period of time to be considered hydric,
they should exhibit certain properties that can be easily observed in the field. These
visible properties are indicators of hydric soils. The indicators used to make onsite
determinations of hydric soils are specified in "Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the
United States" (Hurt and Vasilas, 2006).

Hydric soils are identified by examining and describing the soil to a depth of about
20 inches. This depth may be greater if determination of an appropriate indicator
so requires. It is always recommended that soils be excavated and described to
the depth necessary for an understanding of the redoximorphic processes. Then,
using the completed soil descriptions, soil scientists can compare the soil features
required by each indicator and specify which indicators have been matched with
the conditions observed in the soil. The soil can be identified as a hydric soil if at
least one of the approved indicators is present.

Map units that are dominantly made up of hydric soils may have small areas, or
inclusions, of nonhydric soils in the higher positions on the landform, and map units
dominantly made up of nonhydric soils may have inclusions of hydric soils in the
lower positions on the landform.

The criteria for hydric soils are represented by codes in the table (for example, 2).
Definitions for the codes are as follows:

Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana NICTD West Lake Corridor Study

Area
1. All Histels except for Folistels, and Histosols except for Folists.
2. Soils in Aquic suborders, great groups, or subgroups, Albolls suborder,
Historthels great group, Histoturbels great group, Pachic subgroups, or
Cumulic subgroups that:
A. Based on the range of characteristics for the soil series, will at least in part
meet one or more Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States, or
B. Show evidence that the soil meets the definition of a hydric soil;
3. Soils that are frequently ponded for long or very long duration during the
growing season.
A. Based on the range of characteristics for the soil series, will at least in part
meet one or more Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States, or
B. Show evidence that the soil meets the definition of a hydric soil;
4. Map unit components that are frequently flooded for long duration or very long
duration during the growing season that:
A. Based on the range of characteristics for the soil series, will at least in part
meet one or more Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States, or
B. Show evidence that the soil meets the definition of a hydric soil;
Hydric Condition: Food Security Act information regarding the ability to grow a
commodity crop without removing woody vegetation or manipulating hydrology.
References:
Federal Register. July 13, 1994. Changes in hydric soils of the United States.
Federal Register. Doc. 2012-4733 Filed 2-28-12. February, 28, 2012. Hydric soils of
the United States.
Soil Survey Division Staff. 1993. Soil survey manual. Soil Conservation Service. U.S.
Department of Agriculture Handbook 18.
Soil Survey Staff. 1999. Soil taxonomy: A basic system of soil classification for
making and interpreting soil surveys. 2nd edition. Natural Resources
Conservation Service. U.S. Department of Agriculture Handbook 436.
Soil Survey Staff. 2010. Keys to soil taxonomy. 11th edition. U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service.
Vasilas, L.M., G.W. Hurt, and C.V. Noble, editors. Version 7.0, 2010. Field indicators
of hydric soils in the United States.
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

NICTD West Lake Corridor Study

Area
Report—Hydric Soil List - All Components
Hydric Soil List - All Components—IL031-Cook County, lllinois
Map symbol and map unit name | Component/Local Comp. Landform Hydric Hydric criteria met
Phase pct. status (code)
49A: Watseka loamy fine sand, 0 to | Watseka 85-100 Beach ridges,outwash |No —
2 percent slopes plains,lake
plains,stream
terraces
Urban land 0-5 — No —
Granby 0-5 Swales Yes 2
Gilford 0-5 Qutwash plains Yes 2
Orthents, loamy 0-5 Ground moraines,lake | No —
plains
54B: Plainfield loamy sand, 1 to 6 |Plainfield 85-100 Beach ridges on lake |No —
percent slopes plains
Urban land 0-9 — No —
Watseka 0-9 Beach ridges,outwash | No —
plains,lake
plains,stream
terraces
153A: Pella silty clay loam, 0 to 2 | Pella-Drained 90-100 Outwash plains,lake |Yes 2
percent slopes plains.till plains
Harpster-Drained 0-9 Depressions on Yes 2
outwash
plains,depressions
on till plains
Urban land 0-2 — No —
201A: Gilford fine sandy loam, 0 to | Gilford 88-100 Outwash plains Yes 2
2 percent slopes
Orthents, loamy 0-5 Ground moraines,lake | No —
plains
Fieldon 0-5 Swales Yes 2
Urban land 0-5 — No —
392A: Urban land-Orthents, loamy, | Urban land 50-85 — No —
complex, nearly level
Orthents-Loamy, 15-49 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Orthents-Clayey, 0-9 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Orthents-Loamy- 0-9 Ground moraines,lake |No —
skeletal, nearly level plains
533: Urban land Urban land 85-100 — No —
Orthents-Clayey, 0-9 Ground moraines,lake |No —
nearly level plains
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

NICTD West Lake Corridor Study

Area
Hydric Soil List - All Components-IL031-Cook County, lllinois
Map symbol and map unit name | Component/Local Comp. Landform Hydric Hydric criteria met
Phase pct. status (code)
Orthents-Loamy, 0-9 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Orthents-Loamy- 0-5 Ground moraines,lake |No —
skeletal, nearly level plains
534A: Urban land-Orthents, Urban land 50-85 — No —
clayey, complex, nearly level
Orthents-Clayey, 15-49 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Ashkum 0-5 End moraines,ground |Yes 2
moraines
Aquents-Clayey 0-5 Lake plains Yes 2
Orthents-Loamy- 0-5 Ground moraines,lake | No —
skeletal, nearly level plains
802A: Orthents, loamy, nearly level | Orthents-Loamy, 85-100 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Orthents-Clayey, 0-9 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level plains
Urban land 0-9 — No —
Orthents-Loamy- 0-5 Ground moraines,lake | No —
skeletal, nearly level plains
Drummer 0-5 Ground Yes 2
moraines,outwash
plains
Pella 0-5 Ground Yes 2
moraines,outwash
plains,lake plains
805A: Orthents, clayey, nearly Orthents-Clayey, 85-100 Ground moraines,lake | No —
level nearly level plains
Ashkum 0-9 End moraines,ground |Yes 2
moraines
Urban land 0-9 — No —
Aquents-Clayey 0-5 Lake plains Yes 2
805B: Orthents, clayey, undulating | Orthents-Clayey, 85-100 Ground moraines,lake | No —
undulating plains
Ashkum 0-9 End moraines,ground | Yes 2
moraines
Urban land 0-9 — No —
Bryce 0-9 Ground Yes 2
moraines,glacial
lakes (relict)
Aquents-Clayey 0-5 Lake plains Yes 2
805D: Orthents, clayey, rolling Orthents-Clayey, 88-100 Ground moraines,lake | No —
rolling plains
Urban land 0-9 — No —
Aquents-Clayey 0-5 Lake plains Yes 2
USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana

NICTD West Lake Corridor Study

Area
Hydric Soil List - All Components-IL031-Cook County, lllinois
Map symbol and map unit name | Component/Local Comp. Landform Hydric Hydric criteria met
Phase pct. status (code)
807A: Orthents, loamy-skeletal, Orthents-Loamy- 91-100 Ground moraines,lake | No —
nearly level skeletal, nearly level plains
Urban land 0-9 — No —
830: Landfills Orthents-Landfill 85-100 — Unranked |—
Orthents-Clayey, 0-9 Ground moraines,lake | No —
undulating plains
Orthents-Loamy, 0-9 Ground No —
undulating moraines,outwash
plains,lake plains
2049A: Orthents, loamy-Urban Orthents-Loamy 30-65 Lake plains No —
land-Watseka complex, 0 to 2
percent slopes
Urban land 15-45 — No —
Watseka 10-30 Beach ridges,outwash | No —
plains,lake
plains,stream
terraces
Gilford 0-9 Outwash plains Yes 2
W: Water Water 100 Channels,drainagewa |— —
ys,lakes,oxbows,pe
renial streams,rivers
Hydric Soil List - All Components—IN089-Lake County, Indiana
Map symbol and map unit name | Component/Local Comp. Landform Hydric Hydric criteria met
Phase pct. status (code)
Bn: Bono silty clay Bono 100 Depressions on lake | Yes 23
plains
Mm: Maumee loamy fine sand Maumee 100 Depressions on Yes 23
outwash plains
Mo: Milford silt loam, overwash Milford 100 Depressions on lake | Yes 2,3
plains
PIB: Plainfield fine sand, 0 to 6 Plainfield 90 Outwash plains No —
percent slopes
Maumee & Depressions Yes 23
Rs: Rensselaer loam, calcareous | Rensselaer 100 Depressions on lake | Yes 2,3
subsoil variant plains
Ur: Urban land Urban land 100 — Unranked |—
W: Water Water 100-100 |— No —
Wk: Watseka loamy fine sand Watseka 90 Outwash plains No —
Maumee & Depressions Yes 2,3
Wauseon 3 Depressions Yes 2,3
Gilford 3 Depressions Yes 2,3
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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Hydric Soil List - All Components---Cook County, lllinois, and Lake County, Indiana NICTD West Lake Corridor Study

Area
Data Source Information
Soil Survey Area: Cook County, lllinois
Survey Area Data: Version 9, Sep 25, 2015
Soil Survey Area: Lake County, Indiana
Survey Area Data: Version 18, Sep 10, 2015
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 12/11/2015
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NITCD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 1
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? N If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 60 x2= 120
4 FAC species 30 x3= 90
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 90 (A) 210 (B)
1 Echinochloa crus-galli 30 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.33
2 agrostis gigantea 30 Y FACW
3 setaria pumila 30 Y FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
90 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-27+ 10YR 3/1.5 90 5YR 5/8 3 RM M Silty Clay Loam
ROCK 7 Rock/Asphault

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Mapped Soil: Bono

Emankment for Monon Trail, Highly Disturbed

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

Lake County

Sampling Date: 9/14/15

State:

IN

Sampling Point: Wetland 1

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Datum:

\WI Classification:
(If no, explain in remarks)

Soil Map Unit Name

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

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present? Yes
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 70 x2= 140
4 FAC species 30 x3= 90
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 230 (B)
1 persicaria lapathifolia 40 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.30
2 phalaris arundinacea 30 Y FACW
3 ipomoea hederacea 30 Y FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-15 10YR 3/1.5 97 5YR 5/8 3 RM M Silty Clay Loam

15-27+ 10YR 3/1.5 97 5YR 5/8 3 RM M Silty Clay

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)

" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

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

" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil

present? Y

Remarks:

Bono silty clay loam
Hydric Rating: Yes

HYDROLOGY

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

X Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

True Aquatic Plants (B14) X Drainage Patterns (B10)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

Iron Deposits (B5) (C6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes No X Depth (inches):
Yes No X Depth (inches):
Yes No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present?

Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Upland 2
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? N If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 60 x2= 120
4 FAC species 30 x3= 90
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 90 (A) 210 (B)
1 Echinochloa crus-galli 30 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.33
2 agrostis gigantea 30 Y FACW
3 setaria pumila 30 Y FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
90 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-27+ 10YR 3/1.5 90 5YR 5/8 3 RM M Silty Clay Loam
ROCK 7 Rock/Asphault

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Mapped Soil: Bono

Emankment for Monon Trail, Highly Disturbed

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 2

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Urban Land \WI Classification:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus
1 quercus macrocarpa 40 Y FAC
2 Ulmus rubra 30 Y FAC
3 crataegus mollis 10 N FAC
4 quercus alba 5 N FACU
5

85 = Total Cover

Dominance Test Worksheet

Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 6 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 7 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 85.71% (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Acer negundo 30 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 Fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Y FACW OBL species 5 x1= 5
3 Ulmus rubra 5 N FAC FACW species 35 x2= 70
4 FAC species 115 x3= 345
5 FACU species 25 x4-= 100
45 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0

Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 180 (A) 520 (B)
1 parthenocissus quinquefolia 20 Y FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.89
2 phalaris arundinacea 10 Y FACW
3 geum laciniatum 5 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 persicaria hydropiper 5 N OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

40 = Total Cover _ (explain)

Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 10 Y FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

10 = Total Cover

vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 2
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-5 10YR 4/1 75 10YR 7/8 20 RM M Clay Loam
7/10 BG 5 Clay Loam Gley
5-27+ 10YR 4/1 50 10YR 7/8 40 RM M Silty Clay Loam
7/10 BG 10

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

X Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Bono silty clay loam
Hydric Rating: Yes

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

X Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
X Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 3
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:
\WI Classification: None

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam

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

Are vegetation , soil

Are vegetation , soil

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?

Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  50.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 50 x3= 150
5 FACU species 50 x4-= 200

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 350 (B)
1 poa pratensis 50 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.50
2 vicia sativa 30 Y FACU
3 sonchus asper 10 N FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 trifolium repens 5 N FACU Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 Cirsium vulgare 5 N FACU " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)

Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? N

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 3
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ Gravel

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Gravel

Depth (inches): 0

Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

Unable to take sample. Too much gravel in surrounding area

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? N

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology present

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 3

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Urban land \WI Classification:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 6 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  66.67% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 sambucus nigra 5 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 55 x2= 110
4 FAC species 12 x3= 36
5 FACU species 10 x4= 40

5 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 77 (A) 186 (B)
1 phalaris arundinacea 40 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.42
2 persicaria lapathifolia 10 Y FACW
3 symphyotrichum pilosum 10 Y FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 helianthus tuberosus 10 Y Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 eupatorium serotinum 10 Y FAC "X Dominance test is >50%
6 ipomoea hederacea 2 N FAC Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

82 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 3
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-24+ 2.5YR 3/2 90 7.5YR 4/6 10 RM M Silty Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Bono silty clay loams
Hydric Indicator: Yes

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

X Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

X Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
5 ft from river bank

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 4
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:
\WI Classification: none

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam

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

Are vegetation , soil

Are vegetation , soil

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?

Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  50.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 50 x3= 150
5 FACU species 50 x4-= 200

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 350 (B)
1 poa pratensis 50 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.50
2 vicia sativa 30 Y FACU
3 sonchus asper 10 N FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 trifolium repens 5 N FACU Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 Cirsium vulgare 5 N FACU " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)

Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? N

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 4
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ Gravel

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Gravel

Depth (inches): 0

Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

Unable to take sample. Too much gravel in surrounding area

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? N

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology present

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/14/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 4

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter, Scott Beckmeyer, Cheryl Nash Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

5 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 acer negundo 60 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 salix fragilis 10 N FAC OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 ulmus rubra 5 N FAC FACW species 70 x2= 140
4 acer saccharinum 5 N FACW FAC species 80 x3= 240
5 morus alba 5 N FAC FACU species 12 x4= 48

85 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 162 (A) 428 (B)
1 lysimachia nummularia 25 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.64
2 phragmites australis 25 Y FACW
3 solidago gigantea 10 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 solidago altissima 5 N FACU Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 parthenocissus quinquefolia 5 N FACU "X Dominance test is >50%
6 symphyotrichum pilosum 2 N FACU Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

72 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 4
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ 27+ 2.5YR 3/1 95 2.5YR 3/3 5 RM M Silty Clay Laom

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

X
X

No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
Groundwater fed wetland

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 5

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka silt loam \WI Classification: None

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 alianthus altissima 20 Y that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

2 caltalpa speciosa 20 Y Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 8 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  37.50% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 rhamnus frangula 10 Y Total % Cover of:
2 acer negundo 5 Y FAC OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 ulmus species 5 Y FACW species 88 x2= 176
4 FAC species 5 x3= 15
5 FACU species 20 x4-= 80
20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 113 (A) 271 (B)
1 poa palustris 80 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.40
2 solidago altissima 20 Y FACU
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 8 Y FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
8 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 5

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks

1-10 10YR 4/1 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features
10 - 25+ 2.5Y 2.51 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand
No hydric indicators

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No observed hydrology

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

Lake County

Sampling Date: 9/15/15

State:

IN

Sampling Point: Wetland 5

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Datum:

\WI Classification:
(If no, explain in remarks)

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka silt loam

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

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 populus deltoides 10 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 acer negundo 5 Y FAC OBL species 10 x1= 10
3 fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 Y FACW FACW species 100 x2= 200
4 salix eriocephala 2 N FACW FAC species 15 x3= 45
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
22 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 125 (A) 255 (B)
1 phragmites australis 75 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.04
2 bidens cernua 10 N OBL
3 juncus torreyi 5 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 juncus dudleyi 5 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 elymus virginicus 5 N FACW "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 3 FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
3 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 5
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-10 2.5YR 5/2 90 2.5YR 5/6 3 RM M Silt Loam
6/10Y 7 Silt Loam Gley
10-20 10YR 4/1 95 7YR 5/8 5 RM M Sandy Clay Loam
20+ Rock

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
X Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Rock

Depth (inches): 20

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

Mapped Soil: Watseka (No hydric rating)

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

X

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 6

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Waseka silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 alianthus altissima 20 Y that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

2 catalpa speciosa 20 Y FACU Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 8 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  37.50% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 rhamnus frangula 10 Y Total % Cover of:
2 acer negundo 5 Y FAC OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 ulmus species 5 Y FACW species 88 x2= 176
4 FAC species 5 x3= 15
5 FACU species 40 x4-= 160
20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 133 (A) 351 (B)
1 poa palustris 80 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.64
2 solidago altissima 20 Y FACU
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 8 Y FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
8 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 6

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks

1-10 10YR 4/1 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features
10 - 25+ 2.5Y 2.51 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand
No hydric indicators

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No observed hydrology

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/15/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 6

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka silty clay loam \WI Classification:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 crataegus mollis 30 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 6 (A)

2 fraxinus pennsylvanica 30 Y FACW Total Number of Dominant

3 populus deltoides 5 N FAC Species Across all Strata: 6 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

65 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 15 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 ulmus americana 5 Y FACW OBL species 20 x1= 20
3 crataegus mollis 5 Y FAC FACW species 105 x2= 210
4 FAC species 50 x3= 150
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
25 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 175 (A) 380 (B)
1 impatiens capensis 50 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 217
2 symphyotrichum lanceolatum 10 N FAC
3 scutellaria lateriflora 10 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 bidens cernua 10 N OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 phragmites australis 5 N FACW "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
85 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 6

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-9 5Y 2.5 100 Silty Clay Loam

9-23+ 5Y 4/2 97 10YR 6/8 3 RM M Silt Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
" Stratified Layers (A5) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)
X Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

Mapped Soil: Watseka (No hydric rating)

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
X Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

X Aquatic Fauna (B13) X Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
T True Aquatic Plants (B14) - Drainage Patterns (B10)
" Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots " Crayfish Burrows (C8)
(C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
(C8) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

X Depth (inches):

X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
X Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 7

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 populus deltoides 10 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

2 Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

10 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 50 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 60 x2= 120
4 FAC species 10 x3= 30
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
50 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 70 (A) 150 (B)
1 phragmites australis 10 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.14
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
10 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 7

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks

1-10 10YR 4/1 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features
10 - 25+ 2.5Y 2.5/1 100 Loamy Sand No observed redo features

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand
No hydric indicators

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No observed hydrology

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

Lake County

Sampling Date: 9/17/15

State:

IN

Sampling Point: Wetland 7

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Datum:

\WI Classification:
(If no, explain in remarks)

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand

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

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 salix interior 40 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 6 (A)
2 populus deltoides 20 Y FAC Total Number of Dominant
3 acer saccharinum 5 N FACW Species Across all Strata: 6 (B)
4 _morus alba 2 N FAC Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
67 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 40 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 fraxinus pennsylvanica 15 Y FACW OBL species 45 x1= 45
3 FACW species 150 x2= 300
4 FAC species 22 x3= 66
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
55 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 217 (A) 411 (B)
1 phragmites australis 50 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.89
2 lythrum salicaria 25 Y OBL
3 typha angustifolia 15 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 alisma triviale 5 N OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
95 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 7
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-1 10YR 3/1 100 Loamy Sand
1-3 2.5Y 4/2 98 10YR 6/8 RM M Loamy Sand
3-4 10YR 3/1 98 10YR 6/8 RM M Loamy Sand
4-22+ 10YR 3/1 100 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
X Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand

Visile iron depletions below stipped layer (>3" deep)

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
TGeomorphic Position (D2)

“X_ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%): Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand

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

Are vegetation , soil

Are vegetation , soil
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 8
Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Long: Datum:
\WI Classification: none

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

1

a b~ ODN

1

a b~ ODN

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
0

1

Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: Prevalence Index Worksheet
Total % Cover of:
OBL species 0 x1= 0
FACW species 0 x2= 0
FAC species 100 x3= 300
FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 300 (B)
poa pratensis 100 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.00
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
"X Dominance test is >50%
Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)
Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover (explain)
Woody vine stratum  (Plot size: ) o

1

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

2

0 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
vegetation
present?

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: Upland 8

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-5 2.5Y 2.51 100 N/A
5-15 2.5Y 2.5 100 N/A RESEMBLES CRUSHED COAl
15 - 22+ 2.5Y 6/6 90 N/A
2.5Y 2.5 N/A
2.5Y 5/6 N/A

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

_Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
" Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Depleted Matrix (F3)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Other (explain in remarks)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

Watseka loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
True Aquatic Plants (B14) - Drainage Patterns (B10)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) - Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots " Crayfish Burrows (C8)
(C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
(C8) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

X Depth (inches):

X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
X Depth (inches): hydrology present? N

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

NO INDICATORS

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 8

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand \WI Classification:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 30 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)

2 populus deltoides 20 Y FAC Total Number of Dominant

3 salix interior 10 N FACW Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

60 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 75 x1= 75
3 FACW species 62 x2= 124
4 FAC species 30 x3= 90
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
10 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 167 (A) 289 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 70 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.73
2 symphyotrichum lanceolatum 10 N FAC
3 bidens cernua 5 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 cyperus esculentus 5 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 persicaria lapathifolia 5 N FACW "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
95 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 2 FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
2 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 8
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy Sand
6-7 2.5Y 4/3 100 Loamy Sand
7-15 2.5Y 6/6 10 Sand
15-19+ 5Y 2.5/1 85 7.5YR 6/8 10 RM M Loamy Sand
7.5YR 3/4 RM M Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
X Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)
" Redox Dark Surface (F6)
_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
" Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L,

R)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)

[ High Water Table (A2)

[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

X Sediment Deposits (B2)

| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

[ Iron Deposits (B5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

(C3)
" Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled
(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
X Geomorphic Position (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Soils

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present?

Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/16/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 9
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? N
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 Acer saccharinum 5 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 ulmus pumila 5 Y UPL Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 6 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  33.33% (A/B)
10 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 8 Y Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 5 x2= 10
4 FAC species 40 x3= 120
5 FACU species 40 x4-= 160
8 = Total Cover UPL species 5 xb5= 25
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 90 (A) 315 (B)
1 agrostis hyemalis 40 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.50
2 Rubus occidentalis 40 Y
3 cirsium arvense 40 Y FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
120  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover

vegetation
present? N

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 9
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-13 2.5Y 3/2 100 Silty Clay Loam
13 - 24+ 2.5Y 4/1 80 10YR 4/6 15 RM M Silty Clay Loam
710Y RM M Silty Clay Loam Gley

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

No signs of iron in the top 12" of sail

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? N

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
No visible signs of hydrology

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/16/15

Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 9

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay loam \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 sambucus nigra 50 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 frangula alnus 25 Y FACW OBL species 105 x1= 105
3 pyrus communis 5 N FACW species 85 x2= 170
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
80 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 190 (A) 275 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 80 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.45
2 epilobium coloratum 15 N OBL
3 persicaria amphibia 10 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 geum laciniatum 10 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
115  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 9

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-24+ 2.5Y 3/1 96 2.5Y4/4 4 RM M Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Bono silty clay loam
Hydric Indicator: Yes

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils TGeomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) “X_ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%): Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand

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

Are vegetation , soil

Are vegetation , soil
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 10
Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Long: Datum:
\WI Classification: none

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

1

a b~ ODN

1

a b~ ODN

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
0

1

Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: Prevalence Index Worksheet
Total % Cover of:
OBL species 0 x1= 0
FACW species 0 x2= 0
FAC species 100 x3= 300
FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 300 (B)
poa pratensis 100 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.00
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
"X Dominance test is >50%
Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)
Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover (explain)
Woody vine stratum  (Plot size: ) o

1

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

2

0 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
vegetation
present?

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: Upland 10

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-5 2.5Y 2.51 100 N/A
5-15 2.5Y 2.5 100 N/A RESEMBLES CRUSHED COAl
15 - 22+ 2.5Y 6/6 90 N/A
2.5Y 2.5 N/A
2.5Y 5/6 N/A

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

_Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
" Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Depleted Matrix (F3)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Other (explain in remarks)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

Watseka loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
True Aquatic Plants (B14) - Drainage Patterns (B10)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) - Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots " Crayfish Burrows (C8)
(C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
(C8) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

X Depth (inches):

X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
X Depth (inches): hydrology present? N

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

NO INDICATORS

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 10
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Watseka loamy fine sand \WI Classification: none
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 30 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)

2 populus deltoides 20 Y FAC Total Number of Dominant

3 salix interior 10 N FACW Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

60 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 fraxinus pennsylvanica 10 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 75 x1= 75
3 FACW species 62 x2= 124
4 FAC species 30 x3= 90
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
10 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 167 (A) 289 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 70 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.73
2 symphyotrichum lanceolatum 10 N FAC
3 bidens cernua 5 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 cyperus esculentus 5 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 persicaria lapathifolia 5 N FACW "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
95 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 2 FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
2 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 10
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 2/1 100 Loamy Sand
6-7 2.5Y 4/3 100 Loamy Sand
7-15 2.5Y 6/6 10 Sand
15-19+ 5Y 2.5/1 85 7.5YR 6/8 10 RM M Loamy Sand
7.5YR 3/4 RM M Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
X Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)
" Redox Dark Surface (F6)
_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
" Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L,

R)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Watseka loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)

[ High Water Table (A2)

[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

X Sediment Deposits (B2)

| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

[ Iron Deposits (B5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

(C3)
" Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled
(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
X Geomorphic Position (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Soils

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present?

Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 17-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 11
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Bono silty clay NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

State:

City/County:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat: Long:

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Soil Map Unit Name bono silty clay

Sampling Date: 9/17/15
Sampling Point: Upland 12
Datum:

none

\WI Classification:

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 100 x3= 300
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 300 (B)
1 poa pratensis 100 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.00
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)

Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 12

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks

1-4 2.5Y 3/1 97 2.5Y6/8 3 RM M Silty Clay Loam

4-9 2.5Y 5/2 70 2.5Y 6/8 5 RM M Silty Clay Loam

2.5Y 3/1 25 Silty Clay Loam

9-12 2.5Y 3/1 95 2.5Y 6/8 1 RM M Silty Clay Loam

2.5Y 5/2 4 Silty Clay Loam

12-22 2.5Y 3/1 95 2.5Y 6/8 5 RM M Silty Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Soil: Bono silty clay loam
Highly disturbed soil in a development. While soils contain redox concentrations, soil is not indicative of a true hydric
soil.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
Upland of wetland

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/17/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 12
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: None

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 15 x1= 15
3 FACW species 95 x2= 190
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 110 (A) 205 (B)
1 phragmites australis 90 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.86
2 lythrum salicaria 10 N OBL
3 juncus dudleyi 5 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 cyperus erythrorhizos 5 N OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
110  =Total Cover _ (explain)

Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 12

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-8 2.5Y 2.51 30 2.5Y 6/4 10 RM M Silty Clay Loam
6/10Y 60 Silty Clay Loam Gleyed
8+ Gravel

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) X Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ____Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Gravel Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches): 8

Remarks:
Hydric Soils apparent in upper 8 inches.
Mapped Soil: Bono silty clay loam.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

X High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) ~X Drainage Patterns (B10)

X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

City/County: Cook County

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date: 28-Sep-15

State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 13

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Unit Name: orthents clayey NWI Classification: PFO1/EMCd

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Salix spp #N/A That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. populus deltoides FAC+
3. morus alba FAC Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Cook County

Sampling Date: 28-Sep-15

State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 14

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Unit Name: Orthents clayey NWI Classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No__
Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation Soil __ or hydrology Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrpphy?ic Vegetation Present? Yes_ No Is the Sampling Area
Hydric Soils Present? Yes_ No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ No

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Crataegus spp #N/A That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4. - - OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. typha angustifolia OBL UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - - Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%): Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name Orthents, Ashkum aquents

City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
State: IL Sampling Point: Upland 15
Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Long: Datum:
\WI Classification: none

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

Are vegetation , soil

Are vegetation , soil
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 ulmus rubra 5 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

5 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 85 x3= 255
5 FACU species 10 x4= 40

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 95 (A) 295 (B)
1 poa pratensis 80 Y FAC Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.1
2 taraxacum officinale 10 N FACU
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

90 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 15

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-8 2.5Y 3/2 100 LOAMY SAND
8-21+ 2.5Y 5/2 69 10YR 6/8 1 RM M LOAMY SAND
2.5Y 4/1 30 LOAMY SAND

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Urban land - Orthents clayey

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 15
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Urban land - orthents clayey \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 85 x1= 85
3 FACW species 10 x2= 20
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 95 (A) 105 (B)
1 eleocharis palustris 75 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.1
2 persicaria lapathifolia 10 N FACW
3 lythrum salicaria 10 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 echinochloa crusgalli 5 N Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 15
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-6 2.5Y 3/2 80 2.5Y 5/4 20 RM M SILTY CLAY LOAM
6-8 2.5Y 5/2 90 10YR 6/8 RM M SANDY CLAY LOAM +5% LAYER Z8
8-12 10YR 3/1 97 10YR 6/8 RM M SANDY CLAY LOAM
12-18 2.5Y 4/2 90 2.5Y 6/8 RM M LOAMY SAND
18 - 25+ 10YR 6/8 10 2.5Y 4/2 10 RM M LOAMY SAND SATURATED

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
X Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

NRCS SOILS: ORTHENTS(23%), ASHKUM (3%), AQUENTS(2%)

HYDRIC RATING: YES

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

X Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
X No Depth (inches):
X No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Cook County

Sampling Date: 28-Sep-15

State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 16

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Unit Name: Orthents clayey NWI Classification: PSS1C
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No
Are Vegetation Soil or hydrology Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes No
Are Vegetation Soil or hydrology Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area
Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’
Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. sambucus nigra 5 #N/A
2. Salix exigua 5 OBL Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. Ulmus americana 5 FACW- Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: 15 FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis 50 FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. lythrum salicaria 20 OBL Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. helianthus tuberosus 10 FAC
4.  Equisetum arvense 10 FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =
5.  eleocharis palustris 10 OBL
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: 100 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Lake County

Sampling Date: 28-Sep-15

State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 17

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Unit Name: Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant, Bono silty clay NWI Classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No__
Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation Soil _ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrpphy?ic Vegetation Present? Yes_ No Is the Sampling Area
Hydric Soils Present? Yes_ No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ No

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. lythrum salicaria OBL Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

Lake County

State:

IN

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay

Sampling Date: 9/28/15
Sampling Point: Wetland 18
Datum:

None

\WI Classification:

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

Are vegetation

, soil

X

Are vegetation

,soil X

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology significantly disturbed?
, or hydrology naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland?

If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Y

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

No Soil sample taken because of rip-rap on edges with open water

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

1

a b~ ODN

O © 0o NOoO O b~ WOWN -

-

1

2

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 phragmites australis 5 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
typha angustifolia 5 Y OBL OBL species 5 x1= 5
FACW species 5 x2= 10
FAC species 0 x3= 0
FACU species 0 x4= 0
10 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 10 (A) 15 (B)
Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.50
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
X Dominance test is >50%
X Prevalence index is <3.0*
Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)
Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
0 = Total Cover (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 18

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

Depth Matrix
(Inches) Color (moist)

%

Redox Features

Color (moist)

*k

% Type* Loc

Texture Remarks

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
"X Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Bono silty clay

High Redox Concentration

HYDROLOGY

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

X Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

(C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled

(C6)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

State: IN

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):
Slope (%): Lat:

Long:

Section, Township, Range:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay

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

Lake County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
Sampling Point: Wetland 19
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Datum:
\WI Classification: None

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 populus deltoides 10 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 salix interior 10 Y FACW OBL species 72 x1= 72
3 FACW species 82 x2= 164
4 FAC species 10 x3= 30
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 164 (A) 266 (B)
phragmites australis 70 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.62
eleocharis palustris 50 Y OBL
bidens cernua 20 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
juncus torreyi 2 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
lythrum salicaria 2 N OBL "X Dominance test is >50%

O © 0o NOoO O b~ WOWN -

-

144  =Total Cover
Woody vine stratum  (Plot size: )

1

X Prevalence index is <3.0*

Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
(explain)

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

2

0 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region




SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 19

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-16 2.5Y 2.51 10 2.5Y 5/6 10 RM M Silty Clay Loam
5Y 4/2 80 Gleyed Appearance
16+ gravel

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) X_Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ____Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: gravel Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches): 16

Remarks:
Bono silty clay
High Redox Concentration

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

X High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

TAIgaI Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region
Lake County Sampling Date: 9/28/15

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

City/County:

Applicant/Owner:

State:

IN

Sampling Point: Wetland 20

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat:

Long:

Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay

\WI Classification: None

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

Are vegetation , soil X , or hydrology X significantly disturbed?

Are vegetation , soil
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

, or hydrology naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are "normal circumstances”
present?

(If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Hydrophytic vegetation present?
Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Detention basin. Wetland soils were not obtained due to rip-rap along the embankment and open water.

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 20 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 25 x1= 25
3 FACW species 20 x2= 40
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 45 (A) 65 (B)
1 eleocharis palustris 20 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.44
2 lythrum salicaria 5 Y OBL
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

25 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 20

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

Depth Matrix
(Inches) Color (moist)

%

Redox Features
Color (moist)

*k

% Type* Loc

Texture Remarks

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Detention basin

HYDROLOGY

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

X Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

(C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled

(C6)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

X

X

No
No
No

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/28/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 21
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: None
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil X , or hydrology X significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Detention basin. No soil sample taken because of rip-rap and standing water.

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 20 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 52 x1= 52
3 FACW species 20 x2= 40
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 72 (A) 92 (B)
1 eleocharis palustris 40 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.28
2 lythrum salicaria 10 N OBL
3 Cyperus erythrorhizos 2 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
52 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover

vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 21

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

Depth Matrix
(Inches) Color (moist)

%

Redox Features
Color (moist)

*k

% Type* Loc

Texture Remarks

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Detention basin

HYDROLOGY

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

X Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

(C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled

(C6)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

X

X

No
No
No

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Cook County

Sampling Date: 29-Sep-15

State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 22

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Unit Name: Landfill NWI Classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No__
Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation Soil _ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrpphy?ic Vegetation Present? Yes_ No Is the Sampling Area
Hydric Soils Present? Yes_ No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ No

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. bidens cernua OBL Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 29-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 23
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Landfill NWI Classification:

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - -- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Cook County

Sampling Date: 29-Sep-15

State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 24

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Unit Name: Landfill NWI Classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No__
Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation Soil __ or hydrology Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrpphy?ic Vegetation Present? Yes_ No Is the Sampling Area
Hydric Soils Present? Yes_ No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ No

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Acer Negundo FACW- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4. - - OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - - Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 29-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 25
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Landfill NWI Classification: None

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Acer Negundo FACW- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. Rhamnus frangula FAC+
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 29-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Poir@and 25
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Landfill NWI Classification:

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Acer Negundo FACW- That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. Rhamnus frangula FAC+
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 09/29/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 26
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.646 Long: -87.581 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Watseka silty clay loam, Plainfiled loamy sand, Bliford fine sandyNWI Classification: PFO1C, PEMA, PEMC
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 populus deltoides 5 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 5 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 5 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

a b~ ODN

5 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
OBL species 60 x1= 60
FACW species 0 x2= 0
FAC species 5 x3= 15
FACU species 0 x4= 0

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 65 (A) 75 (B)

OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.15
OBL
OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
OBL "X Dominance test is >50%

OBL X Prevalence index is <3.0*

a b~ ODN

bidens cernua 20
carex stricta 10
typha latifolia 10
alisma subcordatum 10
sagittaria rigida 5
typha angustifolia 5

z|z|<|<|<]|=<

Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
60 = Total Cover (explain)

O © 0o NOoO O b~ WOWN -

-

Woody vine stratum (Plot size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic

2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 26
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 2/1 100 Silty Clay Loam Mucky
6-17 10YR 2/1 100 Silty Clay Loam
17-23 2.5Y 41 100 Sandy Loam
23 - 28+ 2.5Y 5/4 98 10YR 6/6 2 RM M Sandy Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
X Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)

hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Rain at time of sample. Could not fully dry
Watseka silty clay loam, Plainfield loamy sand, Gliford fine sandy loam,

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13)
X High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)
X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
X Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)
X Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
TAIgaI Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) X Thin Muck Surface (C7) -
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):
Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
Saturation present? Yes X No Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 9/30/15 and 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 27
Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.6328 Long: -87.5506 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Gilford loamy sand, Watseka loamy fine \WI Classification: none
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 populus deltoides 40 Y that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 5 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  80.00% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 populus tremuloides 30 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 salix babylonica 5 N OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 62 x2= 124
4 FAC species 60 x3= 180
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

35 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 122 (A) 304 (B)
1 phalaris arundinacea 50 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.49
2 solidago rugosa 30 Y FAC
3 onoclea sensibilis 5 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 helianthus grosseserratus 2 N FACW Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

87 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 vitis riparia 5 Y FACW present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

5 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 27
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-4 2.5Y 2.5 100 Loamy Sand Mucky Mineral
4-10 2.5Y 2.5 100 Loamy Sand
10 - 23+ 2.5Y 6/3 60 10YR 6/8 10 RM M Loamy Sand
2.5Y 2.51 30 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
X Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

Confirmed to be mapped Gilford loamy sand

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)

X Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots " Crayfish Burrows (C8)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

X

No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 09/30/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 28
Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.6516 Long: -87.58703 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Orthents (aquic) Watseka loamy fine sand, Gilford fine sandy loaNW!I Classification: PSS1C, PEMF
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 populus deltoides 10 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)

2 Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

10 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 5 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 70 x1= 70
3 FACW species 25 x2= 50
4 FAC species 10 x3= 30
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
5 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 105 (A) 150 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 70 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.43
2 phragmites australis 20 Y FACW
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
90 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 28

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ Unable to take sample

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Depth (inches):

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
" Stratified Layers (A5) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

Soil:Orthents (aquic), Watseka loamy fine sand, Gilford fine sandy loam
poorly drained or very poorly drained soils

Unable to take sample. 6+ inches of standing water. Would destabilize if taken at slope.

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
X High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)
X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
X Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)
X Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) X Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils TGeomorphic Position (D2)
[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)
X Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):
Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y
(includes capillary fringe) - -

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
Soil Inundated

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Cook County Sampling Date: 30-Sep-15

Applicant/Owner: State: IL Sampling Point: Wetland 29

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: 41.64588 Long: -87.5823 Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Pella silty clay loam NWI Classification: PEMA, PFO1A, PFO1C, PFOY/E
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ No__

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No_
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach C, which entails estimating the wetland boundaries based on aerial photography and National Wetland Inventory maps.
This method does not include on-site observation, identifying species, collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1.  populus deltoides FAC+ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4. - - OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - - Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

Slope (%):

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 09/30/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 30
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Lat: 41.5501 Long: -87.5172 Datum:
\WI Classification: none

Soil Map Unit Name Maumee loamy fine sand

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? _ Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 1 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 100 x2= 200
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 100 (A) 200 (B)
1 phragmites australis 100 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.00
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 30
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ Unable to take sample

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5)
" Black Histic (A3) " Stripped Matrix (S6)
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
" Stratified Layers (A5) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 .cm Muck (A10) " Depleted Matrix (F3)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) " Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present?

Remarks:
Unable to take sample. Restricted by railroad debris (gravel, constructio
Soil: Maumee loamy fine sand
poorly drained or very poorly drained soils

n materials, asphalt)

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

(includes capillary fringe)

X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) X Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)
X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)
| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):
Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 09/30/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 31
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.5494 Long: -87.5168 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant \WI Classification: PFO1C
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? - Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 populus deltoides 40 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)

2 Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 100 x2= 200
4 FAC species 40 x3= 120
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 140 (A) 320 (B)
1 phragmites australis 100 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.29
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 31
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0+ Unable to take sample

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5)
" Black Histic (A3) " Stripped Matrix (S6)
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
" Stratified Layers (A5) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 .cm Muck (A10) " Depleted Matrix (F3)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) " Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present?

Remarks:
Unable to take sample. Restricted by railroad debris (gravel, constructio
Soil: Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant
poorly drained or very poorly drained soils

n materials, asphalt)

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

(includes capillary fringe)

X Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)
X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)
| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface water present? Yes X No Depth (inches):
Water table present? Yes X No Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 30-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 32
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: 41.54766 Long: -87.517816 Datum:

Soil Unit Name: rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1.  Populus deltoides 50 FAC+ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: 50 Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. Rhamnus frangula 5 FAC+
2. salix interior 5 #N/A Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: 10 FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis 100 FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: 100 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County:

Applicant/Owner: State:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.5495

Long:

Section, Township, Range:

Soil Map Unit Name Maumee loamy fine sand, Rensselaer loam

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

Lake County Sampling Date: 09/30/15
IN Sampling Point: Wetland 33
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
-87.5177 Datum:
\WI Classification: none

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 populus deltoides 10 Y FAC Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 100 x2= 200
4 FAC species 10 x3= 30
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
10 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 110 (A) 230 (B)
1 phragmites australis 100 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.09
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 33

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-5 2.5Y 3/1 100 Silty Clay Loam
5-7 5Y 2.5/1 75 Clay Loam
5Y 7/2 15 2.5Y 5/6 10 RM M Clay Loam
17 -22 2.5Y 3/2 100 Loamy Sand
22 - 25+ 2.5Y5/2 100 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _X Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Maumee loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

X Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

41.551335

Soil Map Unit Name Maumee loamy fine sand

City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 9/30/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 34
Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Long: -87.51837 Datum:
\WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 5 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  80.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 cornus stolonifer 20 Y Total % Cover of:
2 frangula alnus 5 Y FACW OBL species 42 x1= 42
3 FACW species 57 x2= 114
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

25 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 99 (A) 156 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 30 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.58
2 phragmites australis 30 Y FACW
3 geum laciniatum 20 Y FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 typha angustifolia 10 N OBL Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 scirpus atrovirens 2 N OBL "X Dominance test is >50%
6 juncus torreyi 2 N FACW Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

94 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region




SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 34

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-5 2.5Y 3/1 100 Silty Clay Loam
5-7 5Y 2.5/1 75 Clay Loam
5Y 7/2 15 2.5Y 5/6 10 RM M Clay Loam
17 -22 2.5Y 3/2 100 Loamy Sand
22 - 25+ 2.5Y5/2 100 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _X Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ____Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y
Depth (inches):

Remarks:
Maumee loamy fine sand

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

X Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

X Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = X  No ~ Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? Y

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 30-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 35
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: 41.544721 Long: -87.51663 Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1.  salix interior 50 #N/A That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. populus deltoides 5 FAC+
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1.  cornus stolonifera 10 FACW
2. fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 FACW Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. typha angustifolia 85 OBL UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1.  vitis riparia 5 FACW-
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes X No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 09/30/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 36
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: 41.5437 Long: -87.5168 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

forested ditch

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 poplar deltoides 40 Y that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 4 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  50.00% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 40 x1= 40
3 FACW species 50 x2= 100
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0

0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 90 (A) 140 (B)
1 phragmites australis 50 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.56
2 typha angustifolia 30 Y OBL
3 lythrum salicaria 10 N OBL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)

10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*

90 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 rubus occidentalis 5 Y present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic

5 = Total Cover vegetation

present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 36

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

Depth Matrix
(Inches) Color (moist)

%

Redox Features

Color (moist)

%

Type*

Loc

** Texture Remarks

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

standing water prevented soil sample. Rensselaer loam is mapped soil

mapped soils:

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

X Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots " Crayfish Burrows (C8)
(C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
(C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

X No

No
No

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland
Depth (inches): hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 30-Sep-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 37
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: 41.54434 Long: -87.518 Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1.  salix interior 50 #N/A That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. populus deltoides 5 FAC+
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1.  cornus stononlifera 10 #N/A
2. fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 FACW Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. typha angustifolia 85 OBL UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: _15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. Vitris riparia 5 #N/A
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 38
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name bono silty clay \WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? N Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? N If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Active Agricultural land is the dominant upland condition
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 0 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  0.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 0 (A 0 (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A =
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
0 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? N
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 38

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-19+ 2.5Y 6/3 5 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 3/2 64 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y7/8 1 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 5/2 30 Sandy Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Dense Clay Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches): 19

Remarks:
Dense clay, unable to bore deeper

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 38
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.5246 Long: -87.5182 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

forested ditch

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 acer saccharinum 20 Y FACW that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)

2 poplar deltoides 20 Y Total Number of Dominant

3 prunus serotina 10 Y FACU Species Across all Strata: 8 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  50.00% (A/B)

50 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 cornus stolonifera 10 Y Total % Cover of:
2 salix interior 10 Y FACW OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 40 x2= 80
4 FAC species 5 x3= 15
5 FACU species 10 x4= 40
20 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 55 (A) 135 (B)
1 phragmites australis 10 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.45
2 equisetum arvense 5 Y FAC
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
15 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 rubus occidentalis 5 Y present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
5 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 38
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
1-4 2.5Y 2.5/1 50 Clay Loam
2.5Y7/3 35 10YR 4/6 Cs M Loamy Sand
4-8 2.5Y7/3 68 10YR 4/6 Cs M Loamy Sand
2.5Y 2.51 30 Loamy Sand
8 - 28+ 2.5Y 5/4 65 2.5YR 6/8 5 RM M Loamy Sand
2.5Y 3/2 30 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)
X Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)
" Redox Dark Surface (F6)
_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
" Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Bono silty clay

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)
[ Water Marks (B1)
X Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)
[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)
[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
X Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

(C3)
" Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled
(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
X Geomorphic Position (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Soils

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes X
Saturation present? Yes X

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present?

25
10

Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 39
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? N Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? N If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Active Agricultural land is the dominant upland condition
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 0 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  0.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 0 (A 0 (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A =
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
0 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? N
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 39

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-19+ 2.5Y 6/3 5 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 3/2 64 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y7/8 1 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 5/2 30 Sandy Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Dense Clay Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches): 19

Remarks:
Dense clay, unable to bore deeper

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 39
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Slope (%): Lat: 41.5248 Long: -87.5229 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

ditch

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species

1 salix fragilis 35 Y FAC that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

2 populus deltoides 5 N FAC Total Number of Dominant

3 Species Across all Strata: 3 (B)

4 Percent of Dominant Species

5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)

40 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 30 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 130 x2= 260
4 FAC species 40 x3= 120
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
30 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 170 (A) 380 (B)
1 phragmites australis 100 Y FACW Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.24
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
100  =Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 39
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
1-4 2.5Y 2.5/1 50 Clay Loam
2.5Y7/3 35 10YR 4/6 Cs M Loamy Sand
4-8 2.5Y7/3 68 10YR 4/6 Cs M Loamy Sand
2.5Y 2.51 30 Loamy Sand
8 - 28+ 2.5Y 5/4 65 2.5YR 6/8 5 RM M Loamy Sand
2.5Y 3/2 30 Loamy Sand

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)
X Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
" Thick Dark Surface (A12)
_Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)
" Redox Dark Surface (F6)
_ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
" Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or

problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Bono silty clay

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)
[ Water Marks (B1)
X Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)
[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)
[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
X Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

(C3)
" Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
" Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled
(C6)
" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
" Gauge or Well Data (D9)
T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
X Geomorphic Position (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Soils

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes X
Saturation present? Yes X

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):
No Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present?

25
10

Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Upland 40
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? N Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? N If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Active Agricultural land is the dominant upland condition
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 0 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  0.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 0 x1= 0
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 0 (A 0 (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A =
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 " Dominance test is >50%
6 : Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
0 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: —) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic
2 Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? N
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



SOIL Sampling Point: Upland 40

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-19+ 2.5Y 6/3 5 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 3/2 64 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y7/8 1 Sandy Clay Loam
2.5Y 5/2 30 Sandy Clay Loam

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

" Histic Epipedon (A2) _Sandy Redox (S5) " Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

" Black Histic (A3) _Stripped Matrix (S6) 5 .cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

_Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) " Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

" Stratified Layers (A5) - Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

" 2.cm Muck (A10) _Depleted Matrix (F3) " Other (explain in remarks)

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " Redox Dark Surface (F6) _

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand

____Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___Redox Depressions (F8) hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Dense Clay Hydric soil present? N
Depth (inches): 19

Remarks:
Dense clay, unable to bore deeper

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Water (A1) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

[ High Water Table (A2) T True Aquatic Plants (B14) " Drainage Patterns (B10)

[ Saturation (A3) " Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) T Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[ Water Marks (B1) T Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots _Crayfish Burrows (C8)

| Sediment Deposits (B2) (C3) " Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

[ Drift Deposits (B3) " Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) " Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4) " Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)

[ Iron Deposits (B5) (C6) T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

[ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) " Thin Muck Surface (C7) -

[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " Gauge or Well Data (D9)

[ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) T Other (Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes No X Depth (inches):

Water table present? Yes No X Depth (inches): Indicators of wetland

Saturation present? Yes = No ~ X Depth(inches): ~ hydrology present? N

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Slope (%):

Lat:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay

City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 40
Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):
Long: -87.5231 Datum:
\WI Classification: none

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

(If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? Y
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

1

a b~ ODN

a b~ ODN

O © o N o g b

1

2

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 salix interior 35 Y FACW Total % Cover of:
OBL species 80 x1= 80
FACW species 50 x2= 100
FAC species 0 x3= 0
FACU species 0 x4= 0
35 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum (Plot size: ) Column totals 130 (A) 180 (B)
1 lythrum salicaria 80 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.38
2 juncus dudleyi 10 N FACW
3 epilobium ciliatum 5 N FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
"X Dominance test is >50%
Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)
Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
95 = Total Cover _ (explain)
Woody vine stratum (PIOt size: ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
present, unless disturbed or problematic
Hydrophytic
0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? Y

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Wetland 40
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(Inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type* Loc** Texture Remarks
0-14 2.5Y 2.5 100 Clay
14 - 20+ 2.5Y 4/1 75 10YR 6/8 15 RM M Sandy Clay
2.5Y 2.5/1 10 Sandy Clay

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.

**Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

X Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

Difficult to bore. Clay
Bono silty clay

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
X Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
X Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

X Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__(©3

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils

X (C6)
Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_Geomorphic Position (D2)

“X_ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface water present? Yes
Water table present? Yes
Saturation present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):
No X Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 27-Oct-15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 41
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Slope %: Lat: 41.5434 Long: -87.5182 Datum:

Soil Unit Name: Rensselaer loam, calcareous subsoil variant NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetaton ~_ Soil _ orhydrology _ Significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes_ No
Are Vegetation _ Soil __ orhydrology _ Naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1.  Populus deltoides FAC+ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1. - -
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4. - - OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1. phragmites australis FACW+ UPL species x5= 0
2. - - Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - - Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
Follows topography at rail embankment.

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: NICTD West Lake Corridor

City/County: Lake County

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date: 27-Oct-15

State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 42

Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillside, terrace, etc.):

Slope %: Lat: 41.535

Soil Unit Name: Bono silty clay

Local relief (concave, convex, none:

Long: -87.518 Datum:

NWI Classification: none

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

Are Vegetation Soil or hydrology

Are Vegetation Soil or hydrology

Significantly disturbed?

Naturally problematic?

Yes

No

Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes

(if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

No

i i ?
Hydrpphy?lc Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampling Area

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ’

Remarks:

Wetland investigation used Approach B, which entails identifying the dominant species and does not include collecting soil samples or calculating floristic quality.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant  Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30ft ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A)
2. - -
3. - - Total Number of Dominant
4. - - Species Across All Strata: (B)
5. - -
Total Cover: Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1.  cornus stolonifera FACW
2. - - Prevalence Index Worksheet:
3. - - Total % Cover of Multiply by:
4, - -- OBL species x1l= 0
5 - - FACW species X2= 0
Total Cover: FAC species x3= 0
Herb Stratum (Plot size:  5ft ) FACU species x4 = 0
1.  Lythrum salicaria OBL UPL species x5= 0
2. Andropogon gerardii FAC- Column Totals 0 (A 0 (B)
3. - -
4. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. - -
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - Dominance Test is >50%
8. - -- Prevalence Index is =3.0*
9. - -- Morphological Adaptations* (Provide supporting
10. - - data in remarks or on a separate sheet)
Total Cover: Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15ft ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present.
1. - -
2. - - Hydrophytic
Total Cover: Vegetation Yes No
Present?

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

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Interim Version




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 43
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: 41.537 Long: -87.518 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantlyMed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology_ naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS T (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? N
Hydric soil present? T Is the sampled area within a wetland? N
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? T If yes, optional wetland site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

No Vegetation. Soil samples were not taken due to the presence of rip-rap and standing water within wetland

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet

Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across all Strata: 0 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

a b~ ODN

0.00% (A/B)

0 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species
Column totals

x1=
xX2=
x3=
x4 =
x5=
(A)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

a b~ ODN

0 = Total Cover
(Plot size: )

o|o|o|o|o|o
o|o|o|o|o|o

Herb stratum

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
Dominance test is >50%

Prevalence index is <3.0*

Morphogical adaptations* (provide
supporting data in Remarks or on a
separate sheet)

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation*
(explain)

O © 0o NOoO O b~ WOWN -

-

0 = Total Cover

(Plot size: - ) *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be
1 present, unless disturbed or problematic

Woody vine stratum

2 Hydrophytic

0 = Total Cover vegetation
present? N

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers Midwest Region



SOIL

Sampling Point: Wetland 43

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

Depth Matrix
(Inches) Color (moist)

%

Redox Features

Color (moist)

*k

% Type* Loc

Texture Remarks

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains. **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histisol (A1)
" Histic Epipedon (A2)
" Black Histic (A3)
" Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
" Stratified Layers (A5)
2 .cm Muck (A10)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
_ Sandy Redox (S5)
_ Stripped Matrix (S6)
_Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
" Depleted Matrix (F3)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
" Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
" 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
" lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
" Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or
problematic

Type:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches):

Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

Bono silty clay is mapped soil. Rip-rap prevented soil sample.

HYDROLOGY

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

X Surface Water (A1)
[ High Water Table (A2)
[ Saturation (A3)

[ Water Marks (B1)

[ Sediment Deposits (B2)
| Drift Deposits (B3)

[ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ Iron Deposits (B5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

- Drainage Patterns (B10)

- Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots Crayfish Burrows (C8)

(C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled

(C6)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Gauge or Well Data (D9)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

" Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
" Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Soils _Geomorphic Position (D2)
T FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface water present?
Water table present?
Saturation present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Yes
Yes
Yes

X No

No
No

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Indicators of wetland
hydrology present? Y

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site NICTD West Lake Corridor City/County: Lake County Sampling Date: 10/27/15
Applicant/Owner: State: IN Sampling Point: Wetland 44
Investigator(s): Anna Hochhalter and Scott Beckmeyer Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Slope (%): Lat: 41.5379 Long: -87.5182 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name Bono silty clay \WI Classification: none

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year? (If no, explain in remarks)

Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "normal circumstances”
Are vegetation , soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? present?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)
Hydrophytic vegetation present? L
Hydric soil present? Yy Is the sampled area within a wetland? Y
Indicators of wetland hydrology present? Y If yes, optional wetland site ID:
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Soil sample was not taken due to standing water. Upland is mowed lawn.
VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test Worksheet
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover  Species Staus Number of Dominant Species
1 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across all Strata: 2 (B)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5 that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00% (A/B)
0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratun (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index Worksheet
1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species 100 x1= 100
3 FACW species 0 x2= 0
4 FAC species 0 x3= 0
5 FACU species 0 x4= 0
0 = Total Cover UPL species 0 xb5= 0
Herb stratum ) Column totals 100 (A) 100 (B)
1 typha angustifolia 80 Y OBL Prevalence Index = B/A = 1.00
2 lythrum salicaria 20 Y OBL
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation
5 "X Dominance test is >50%
6 Z Prevalence index is <3.0*
7 Morphogical adaptations* (provide
8 supporting data in Remarks or on a
9 separate sheet)
10 Problematic hydrophytic vegetati