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. INTRODUCTION

Olsson Associates (Olsson) was retained by the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR) to
conduct a wetland delineation for the Tier 2 project alignment located between Mile Posts (MP) 203
and MP 230 of the Springfield Subdivision. The wetland delineation included all project locations
requiring siding track construction, signal/turnout pad construction, and hydraulic structure
replacements where waters of the U.S. (Clean Water Act, Section 404) were believed to be present
and Section 404 permitting was anticipated to be required.

As part of Tier 2, wetland delineations were conducted in October 2010, November 2010, December
2010, May 2011, and June 2011, for the following locations:

» Girard Siding and Track Construction (MP 205.75 to 214.52), including associated turnouts
and structures.

e Carlinville Siding (MP 223.20 to 226.74), including associated turnouts and structures.

» Structures at MP 203.07, 218.20, 218.35, 219.70, 221.89, 227.45, 228.15, 228.25, 228.40,
and 229.90.

Il METHODS
Two major components comprised the wetland delineation, including a preliminary review of readily
available resources, and a site visit that included a field investigation.

Review of Existing Resources
Several resources were reviewed as part of the wetland evaluation process. These resources
included:

1. USDA-NRCS. 2002. Digital Raster Graphic Mosaic, Macoupin County, lllinois.
2. USDA-FSA-APFO National Aerial Imagery Program (NAIP). 2010. Macoupin County, Digital
Orthophotos.

3. USFWS, lllinois DNR, and Illinois Natural History Survey. 1996. National Wetlands Inventory
in lllinois, 1987, July 19, 2007 edition.

4. USDA-NRCS. 2010. Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGOQO) Database for Macoupin County,
lllinois (Digital Soils Data).

5. USDA-NRCS. 2010. Soil Data Mart. Map Unit Descriptions. Macoupin County, lllinois.

6. USDA-NRCS. 2010. Hydric Soils List for Macoupin County, lllinois - Tabular Data Version:
15.

7. lllinois DNR. 1994. Streams and Shorelines in lllinois. Edition 04/01/2004.

By evaluating the above resources, Olsson biologists were able to determine areas that had
probable features to support wetlands, such as areas with blue lines on the topographic maps which
are indicative of waterways, areas depicted as wetland polygons on the National Wetlands
Inventory, and areas supporting hydric soils or hydric inclusions as defined by the SSURGO
database.

Mapping of the above resources was conducted prior to the field investigation and referenced during
the field investigation.

Field Investigation

The wetland delineation was conducted according to methodology outlined by the Corps Wetland
Delineation Manual (1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps Wetland Delineation Manual:
Midwest Region, Version 2.0 (2010).
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Olsson staff visited the site in October 2010, November 2010, December 2010, May 2011, and June
2011, to conduct the on-site wetland delineation. The timeframe for completing the majority of the
delineations coincided with the end/beginning of the growing season; however, sufficient wetland
characteristics were present to determine the wetland boundaries. The delineation was conducted
by several Olsson biologists traversing the study area and walking areas to closely inspect potential
wetlands and other waters. Sample points were recorded on Wetland Determination Data Forms -
Midwest Region (Appendix A), to document the presence or absence of hydrophytic vegetation,
hydric soils, and wetland hydrology according to guidelines described above. Information on upland
areas and non-wetland waterways were recorded on data forms or in a field logbook, but are not
included in Appendix A. Photographs were taken during the site visits to document on-site
conditions. Wetland boundaries and the locations of sample points, photos, and other features were
recorded using Magellan Global Positioning System with sub-meter accuracy.

All species observed in each wetland area were recorded to determine the floristic quality using the
Floristic Quality Assessment (FQA; Taft et al. 1997). Species lists are provided in Appendix B.
Please note that given the late-autumn and early-spring timeframe that the majority of wetland
delineations were completed, that some of the vegetation was difficult to identify to species based
on the absence of floral characteristics. Therefore, the FQA is likely biased high or low for
numerous wetland areas where complete species lists could not be compiled.

The study area for each construction site varied depending on the construction type, and below is a
summary.

» Siding Tracks - A 100-ft buffer outward and parallel to each side of the mainline track,
throughout the extent of the proposed construction.

» Structures - A 100-ft buffer outward and parallel to each structure, and 100-ft in each
direction from the structure.

The study area was exceeded in instances when wetlands within the study area extended outside of
the above mentioned parameters.

lil. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The wetland delineation for Tier 2 identified 80 wetland areas totaling approximately 28 acres within
the study area (see Figures; Appendix C). Table 1 below lists each wetland area identified within
the study area, the community type according to the Cowardin classification system, size, FQA
values (also see Appendix B), and figure reference (see Appendix C). Please note that wetland
delineation maps (Appendix C) are provided for the siding tracks and structure study areas where
wetlands were observed; however, the maps are not provided for structures where no wetlands were
identified.

Table 1. Summary of Wetlands Delineated within the Tier 2 Study Area.

Cowardin Size FQA®
Wetland ID Classification’ (Acres) | Mean C | FQI Figure Reference
KS _47A PFO1A/PEMC 0.138 2.00 2.83 | Girard Siding (Fig 2A & 2B)
KS_47B PFO1A/PEMC 0.028 2.00 2.83 | Girard Siding (Fig 2B)
KS_46A PFO1A 0.032 2.90 9.17 | Girard Siding (Fig 2B)
KS_46B PEMC 0.076 2.90 9.17 | Girard Siding (Fig 2B)
KR 43 PEMC 2.113 3.00 4.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2D & 2E)
KS_45 PFO/PEMC 0.716 2.25 4.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2D & 2E)
KS 44 PEMA 0.014 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2E)
MP-4 PEMC 0.044 2.67 4.62 | Girard Siding (Fig 2E)
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Tier 2 (MP 203 to 230) Wetland Delineation Report




Cowardin Size FQA’
Wetland ID Classification’ (Acres) | Mean C | FQl Figure Reference
KR_40 PFO1A/PEMA 0.040 1.00 1.73 | Girard Siding (Fig 2E)
KR_39 PFO1A 0.074 1.75 3.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2F)
KR_42 PFO1A/PFOC/PUB 2.969 1.00 1.41 | Girard Siding (Fig 2F)
KR_38 PFO1A/PEMC 1.914 2.00 3.46 | Girard Siding (Fig 2F)
KR_41 PEMA 0.034 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2F)
KR_33 PEMA/PEMC 1.308 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2G & 2H)
KR_34 PEMA/PEMC 0.048 3.00 4.24 | Girard Siding (Fig 2G)
KR_35 PFO1A/PEMA 0.140 2.00 2.83 | Girard Siding (Fig 2G)
KR_36 PFO1A/PSSA/PEMA 0.988 1.00 1.41 | Girard Siding (Fig 2G & 2H)
KR_37 PFO1A 0.196 1.67 2.89 | Girard Siding (Fig 2H)
KR_30 PFO1A/PEMA 0.041 1.67 2.89 | Girard Siding (Fig 2H)
KR_29 PSSC/PUB 0.871 4.00 6.93 | Girard Siding (Fig 2I)
KR_31 PEMA 1.197 4.00 4.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2I)
KR_32 PFO1A/PEMA 0.145 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2I)
KR_26 PFO1A/PFOC/PEMF 1.217 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 21 & 2J)
KR_27 PEMA 0.047 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2J)
KR_28 PEMC 0.012 1.00 1.41 | Girard Siding (Fig 2J)
KR_16 PFO1A/PEMA 0.968 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2J & 2K)
KR_17 PFO1A/PEMA 0.395 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2J & 2K)
NVM_17A | PEMA 0.041 2.75 5.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
NVM_17B PEMA 0.057 2.75 5.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
NVM_17C | PEMA 0.012 2.75 5.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
NVM_16 PEMA 0.010 5.67 9.82 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_15 PFO1A/PEMC 1.888 2.60 5.81 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K & 2L)
KR_24 PEMC/PEMF 1.225 2.33 4.04 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K & 2L)
KR_18 PFO1A/PSSA/ PEMC 1.466 4.08 14.13 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_19 PFO1A/PFOC/ PEMC 1.711 3.56 10.68 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
DP_V PEMC 0.128 1.00 1.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_20 PEMF 0.143 1.00 1.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_21 PEMC/PEMF 0.863 1.00 1.41 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_22 PSSC 0.039 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K)
KR_23 PEMA 0.328 1.60 3.58 | Girard Siding (Fig 2K & 2L)
MP-2 PFO1A 0.096 2.00 3.46 | Girard Siding (Fig 2L)
KR_12 PFO1A/PEMA 0.342 4.50 9.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2L)
KR_13 PEMC 0.441 4.00 5.66 | Girard Siding (Fig 2L)
KR_11 PFO1A/PEMA 0.108 2.75 5.50 | Girard Siding (Fig 2L)
KR_14 PEMA 0.048 0.00 0.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2L)
KR_8 PFO1A/PEMA 0.036 1.33 2.30 | Girard Siding (Fig 2M)
KR_7 PFO1A/PEMC 0.378 1.80 4.02 | Girard Siding (Fig 2M)
KR_6 PFO1A/PEMC 0.228 1.50 3.00 | Girard Siding (Fig 2M)
KS_69A PEMF 0.027 2.33 4.04 | Culvert 218.35 (Fig 2)
KS_69B PEMF 0.019 2.33 4.04 | Culvert 218.35 (Fig 2)
KS_70A PEMF 0.085 4.00 4.00 | Culvert 219.70 (Fig 2)
KS_70B PEMF 0.030 4.00 4.00 | Culvert 219.70 (Fig 2)
KS_70C PEMF 0.027 4.00 4.00 | Culvert 219.70 (Fig 2)
KR_25A PEMF 0.050 3.50 4.95 | Culvert 221.89 (Fig 2)
KR_25B PEMF 0.012 3.50 4.95 | Culvert 221.89 (Fig 2)
KS_U PEMA 0.200 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2B)
KS_V1 PEMA 0.062 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_X1 PSS/PEMA 0.288 4.50 6.36 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C & 2D)
KS_V2 PEMA 0.220 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_Wi1 PEMA 0.126 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
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Cowardin Size FQA®

Wetland ID Classification’ (Acres) | Mean C | FQI Figure Reference
KS_X2 PSS/PEMA 0.056 4.50 6.36 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C)
KS_W2 PEMA 0.185 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_V3 PEMA 0.051 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_W3 PEMA 0.006 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_V4 PEMA 0.289 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2D)
KS_W4 PEMA 0.001 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C)
KS_V5 PEMA 0.380 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C & 2D)
KS_V6 PEMA 0.099 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C)
KS_V7 PEMA 0.160 0.33 0.57 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C)
KS_W5 PEMA 0.041 0.00 0.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2C)
KS_Y6 PEMA 0.006 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2E)
KS_Y5 PEMA 0.013 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2E)
KS_Y4 PEMA 0.015 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2E)
KS_Y3 PEMA 0.031 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2E & 2F)
KS_ 74 PEMA 0.020 3.00 3.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2E)
KS_Z3 PFO1A 0.083 3.00 3.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2F)
KS_z2 PFO1A 0.016 3.00 3.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2F)
KS_Z1 PFO1A 0.073 3.00 3.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2F)
KS_Y2 PFO/PEMA 0.012 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2F)
KS_Y1 PEMA 0.037 4.00 4.00 | Carlinville Siding (Fig 2F)
Total 28.073 | -- -- --

' PEMA = Palustrine Emergent Te

mporarily Flooded
PEMC = Palustrine Emergent Seasonally Flooded
PEMF = Palustrine Emergent Semipermanently Flooded
PSSA = Palustrine Scrub Shrub Temporarily Flooded
PSSC = Palustrine Scrub Shrub Seasonally Flooded
PFOA = Palustrine Forested Temporarily Flooded
PFOC = Palustrine Forested Seasonally Flooded
PFO1A = Palustrine Forested Broad-Leaved Deciduous Temporarily Flooded
PUB = Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom
FQA reported values include the mean coefficient of conservatism (Mean C) and the Floristic
Quality Index (FQI); see Appendix B.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectiSite: SPCSL 2A (Tier 2) City/County:_Macoupin Sampling Date: 11/4/2010
ApplicantOwner: UPRR State: 1L Sampling Point: 6-Ct
Investigater(s): CT, KT, MP Section, Township, Range: S7, T11IN, R6W
Landform {hillslope. terrace, etc.): 1 RACKSIDE Local relief (concave, convex, none): CONCAVE
Slope (%): 0 Lat: 39.414242 Long: -89.796664 patum: DD (NAD 83)
Sail Map Unit Name: 50A VIRDEN SILT LOAM, 0-2% SLOPES NWI classification: NONE
Are chimatic [ hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes U No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes U No
Are Vegetation . Sail , 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.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes L Mo
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yas No X within a Wetland? Yes No X
Remarks:
THIS WAS DETERMINED TO BE A WETLAND IN THE FIELD (WETLAND B), HOWEVER, DUE TO THE INFORMATION
IDENTIFIED, THIS IS NOT A WETLAND.
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
=30’ Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum {P-h'l size: ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Spacies
1. Ulmus americana 5 yes  fac That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across All Strata: 3 B}
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
3 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 66 (AJB)
—1E 5_ = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: =19 ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Lonicera canadensis 15 yes facu Total % Cover of Multiply by
3. OBL species 1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species 3=
5, FACU species K4 =
5 15 = Tolal Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Piot size: "= ) Column Totals: (A) 8)
1. Phalaris arundinacea 70 yes facw+
a2 Solidago canadensis 15 facu Prevalence Index = Bif =
5. Ambrosia trifida 15 fac+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. __ 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 _D 2 - Dominance Test is =50%
g8 __ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0'
7 __ 4 -Marphological Adaptations' (Provide supparting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
g. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Explain)
10 “Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
100 = Total Cover e o ° I : e
i (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbad or problematic,
. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation [
= Total Cover Present? Yes No
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
100-1831
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SOIL

Sampling Point:

6-ct

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

dinches)  _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(moist) _ % _Type' _Lloc® _ Texture Remarks
0-9 10YR 2/2 70 NONE N/A - - BLOCKY

0-9 10YR 4/3 30 NONE N/A - - BLOCKY

9-19 10YR 4/2 100 10YR 5/8 2-3 RM M BLOCKY

1T].rr.'a-e: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducead Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Seil Indicators:

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) z Redox Depressions (F8)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:

wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic

— Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Mafrix (54) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A18)

__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox {35) _ Dark Surface (S7)

— Black Histic (A3) — Stripped Matrix (36) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) ___ Wery Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Stratified Layers [AS) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) — MAnher (Explain in Remarks)

— 2 cm Muck (A10) — Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F8)

__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)} __ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

estrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: NONE OBSERVED

Depth (inches): 17

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

X

Remarks:

THE REDOX FEATURES ARE MORE THAN 4" THICK, BUT ONLY 3" IS ENTIRELY WITHIN THE UPPER 12" OF THE SOIL.
MATRIX VALUE FAILS, CHROMA OF Z, BUT ONLY 2-3% OF DISHNET CONCENTRATIONS. THEREFORE SOIL NOT
CONSIDERED HYDRIC (MIDWEST REGION 2.0) - PAGES 60&61)

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydmlomr Indicators:

___ Surface Soll Cracks (BB)

__ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Vigible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomarphic Position (D2)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

o Walar Stained Leaves (BS)

Aguatic Fauna (B13)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odar (C1)

— Dxidized Rhizospheares an Living Roots (C3)
__ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
— Thin Muck Surface (C7)

__ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

___ Dther (Explain in Remarks)

il Surrace Waier (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

__ Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drrift Deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Iren Deposits (BS)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Sparsely VVegetated Concave Surface (B3)

| Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No l Depth (inches): 0
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No_Ll  Depth (inches): >19
Saturation Present? Yes ___ Mo_Ul  Depth (inches) >19 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, manitoring well, agnal photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region = Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: SPCSL 2A (Tier 2) City/Caunty:_Macoupin Sampling Date: 11/4/2010
ApplicantOwner: UPRR State: 1L Sampling Point: 8-Ct
Investigater(s): CT, KT, MP Section, Township, Range: S7, T11IN, R6W
Landform {hillslope. terrace, etc.): 1 RACKSIDE Local relief (concave, convex, none): CONCAVE
Slope (%): 0 Lat: 39.413675 Long: -89.797042 Daturm: DD (NAD 83)
Sail Map Unit Name: 50A VIRDEN SILT LOAM, 0-2% SLOPES MW classification:. NONE
Are chimatic [ hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes D_ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation __ Soil _____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes D_ Mo__
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.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes Mo X
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yas No X within a Wetland? Yes No X
Remarks:

THIS WAS DETERMINED TO BE A WETLAND IN THE FIELD (WETLAND B), HOWEVER, DUE TO THE INFORMATION
IDENTIFIED, THIS IS NOT A WETLAND. Culvert 213.30 east of sample point.

VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

-30' Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Straturm  (Plot size: = ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Spacies

1. Maclura pomifera 15 yes  facu That Are OBL, FACW, orFAC: 1 (A)
2.

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata; 3 (B)

3.

4,
Percent of Dominant Species

5 That Are OBL, FACW, or EAC: 33 (A

. 15_ = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: =19 ) Prevalence Index worksheet:

1. Lonicera canadensis 10 yes facu Total % Cover of _—Multiply by
OBL species 1=

FACW species X2=
FAC species 3=
FACU species =
10 = Tolal Cover UPL species x5=
Column Totals: () (B}

ok @l

Herb Stratum (Plot size: '~ 3

) Prevalence Index = B/A =

~ Ambrosia trifida 70 fac+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__ 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is =50%

___ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0'

4 - Morphological Adaptations' [Provide supparting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Explain)

©@m NG s e N

=
o

“Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

70 =Total Cover be present, unless disturbad or problematic,

Woody Ving Stratum (Plotsize: )}

. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation X
= Total Cover Present? Yes No

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

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region = Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point. _5Ct
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
dinches)  _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(moist) _ % _Type' _Lloc® _ Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR4/3 100 NONE N/A - - crumbly very dry clay
8-17 10YR3/3 100 NONE N/A - - crumbly
1T].rp-e: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducead Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. “Location; PL=Pare Lining, M=Matrix,
Hydric Seil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:
___ Histosaol (A1) ___ Sandy Gleyed Malrix (54) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox {35) _ Dark Surface (S7)
— Black Histic (A3) — Stripped Matrix (36) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Stratified Layers [AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Oiher (Explain in Remarks}
— 2 cm Muck (A10) — Depleted Matrix (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)} __ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
— Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) — Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
__ Scm Mucky Peat or Peat (53) unless disturbed or problematic
"Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: NONE OBSERVED
Depth (inches): 17

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes No_ X

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydruloggr Indicators:

2l Surl'ace Walar (A1) o Walar Stained Leaves (BH) __ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ High Water Table (A2} __ Aguatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Satwration (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odar (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizosphares on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Geomarphic Position (D2)

Iren Deposits (BS) Thin Muck Surface (C7) FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (BY) __ Gauge or Well Data (D3)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
| Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes ___ No_Ll  Depth (inches): O
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No_Ll  Depth (inches) >17
Saturation Present? Yes __ Mo_Ul  Depth (inches) >17 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, manitoring well, agnal photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectiSite: SPCSL 2A (Tier 2) City/County:_Macoupin Sampling Date: 11/3/2010
ApplicantOwner: UPRR State: 1L Sampling Point: 18-Ct
Investigator(s); CT Section, Township, Range: NE 1/4, S16. T12N, R6W
Landform (hillslope. terrace, ete. ) 1 OPOGRAPHIC LOW Local relief (concave, convesx, none); NONE
Slope (%): 0-1 Lat: 39.492948 Long. -89.766333 patum: DD (NAD83)
$cli| MEP L.|I'II1 NamE: 43A IPAVA SILT LOAM, 0'2% SLOPES MV claaa'rl'lcatinn: NONE
Are chimatic [ hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes U No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes U No
Are Vegetation . Sail , 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.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes L Mo
Hydric Soil Present? Yes Ll No Is the Sampled Area 0
Wetland Hydrology Present? ves__ L  No within a Wetland? Yes No
Remarks:
WETLAND ct-g-day 3. PEMA. Part of Wetland KR_43. VEGETATION OUTSIDE OF WETLAND CONSISTS OF KENTUCKY
BLUEGRASS AND A FESCUE SP. THERE IS AN ABRUPT CHANGE IN VEGETATION.
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Straturm  (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? Status 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 EAC: 100 (A
= Total Cover
Sapling'Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: )] Prevalence Index worksheat:
1. Total % Cover of, _ Muttiply by
3. OBL species 1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species 3=
5, FACU species K4 =
=5 = Total Cover UPL species ¥5=
Herb Stratum (Piot size: "= ) Column Totals: (A) 8)
1. Spartina pectinata 60 yes facw+
a2 Ambrosia trifida 10 fac+ Prevalence Index = Bif =
5 Carex sp. 20 yes Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Polygonum bicorne 10 facw+ | __ 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 _D 2 - Dominance Test is =50%
&8 __ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0'
7 __ 4 -Marphological Adaptations' (Provide supparting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
g. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Explain)
10 "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
- icators of hydric soil an al mus
! ) 100 =Total Cover be present, unless disturbad or problematic,
Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )
. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation 5
= Total Cover Present? Yes No
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
Carex sp. is likely FAC, FACW, or OBL.
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SOIL Sampling Point _187Ct
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
dinches)  _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(moist) _ % _Type' _Lloc® _ Texture Remarks
0-19 10 YR 2/2 100 5YR 5/8 <1 D M smooth
1T].rp-e: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducead Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. “Location; PL=Pare Lining, M=Matrix,
Hydric Seil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:
___ Histosaol (A1) ___ Sandy Gleyed Malrix (54) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox {35) _ Dark Surface (S7)
— Black Histic (A3) — Stripped Matrix (36) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Stratified Layers [AS) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Oiher (Explain in Remarks}
— 2 cm Muck (A10) E Depleted Matrix (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)} __ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
— Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) — Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
__ Scm Mucky Peat or Peat (53) unless disturbed or problematic
"Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Depth (inches): >19

Hydric Soil Present? Yes | No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydruloggr Indicators:

2l Surl'ace Walar (A1) o Walar Stained Leaves (BH) __ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ High Water Table (A2} __ Aguatic Fauna (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Satwration (A3) __ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) U Crayfish Burrows (CE)
— Sediment Deposits (B2) — Dxidized Rhizosphares on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [ Geomorphic Position (D2)
— lron Deposits (BS) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) _ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (BY) __ Gauge or Well Data (D3)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
| Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes ___ No_Ll  Depth (inches): O
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No_Ll  Depth (inches): >19
Saturation Present? Yes ___ Mo_Ul  Depth (inches) >19 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes U Mo
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, manitoring well, agnal photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
VERY MOIST SOILS
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectiSite: SPCSL 2A (Tier 2) City/County:_Macoupin Sampling Date: 11/3/2010
ApplicantOwner: UPRR State: 1L Sampling Point: 20-Ct
Investigator(s); CT Section, Township, Range: S16. T12N, R6W
Landform {hillslope. terrace, ete.): DITCH Local relief (concave, convesx, none); NONE
Slope (%): 0-1 Lat: 39.489539 Long: -89.767118 patum: DD (NAD 83)
$cli| MEP L.|I'II1 NamE: 43A IPAVA SILT LOAM, 0'2% SLOPES MV claaa'rl'lcatinn: NONE
Are chimatic [ hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes U No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation . Sail , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes U No
Are Vegetation . Sail , 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.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes L Mo
Hydric Soil Present? Yes Ll No Is the Sampled Area 0
Wetland Hydrology Present? ves__ L  No within a Wetland? Yes No
Remarks:
THIS AREA IS SIMILAR TO SP18-ct. THIS IS A TOPO LOW WITHIN A DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE TRACK. WITHIN
WETLAND KR_43. Originally marked as Wetland ct-i-day 3. PEMA.
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
_ Absolute Dnmi_nanl Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Straturm  (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Spacies
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 EAC: 100 (A
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 3 Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of Muttiply by
3. OBL species 1=
A FACW species X2=
4. FAC species 3=
5, FACU species K4 =
=5 = Total Cover UPL species ¥5=
Herb Stratum (Piot size: "= ) Column Totals: (A) 8)
1. Spartina pectinata 80 yes facw+
2 Ambrosia trifida 10 fac+ Prevalence Index = B/A =
5. Polygonum bicorne 10 facw+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4 __ 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 _D 2 - Dominance Test is =50%
g8 __ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0'
7 __ 4 -Marphological Adaptations' (Provide supparting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
g. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation” (Explain)
10 “Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
100 = Total Cover e o ° I : e
i (Plot size: ) be present, unless disturbad or problematic,
. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation [
= Total Cover Present? Yes No
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
hsr_ct_nov12010 0679 068
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SOIL Sampling Point _20°Ct
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
dinches)  _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(moist) _ % _Type' _Lloc® _ Texture Remarks
0-20 10 YR 2/2 80 5YR 5/8 ~2 D M smooth
10YR 3/4 20 5YR 5/8 <1 D M smooth
1T].rp-e: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducead Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. “Location; PL=Pare Lining, M=Matrix,
Hydric Seil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:
___ Histosaol (A1) ___ Sandy Gleyed Malrix (54) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox {35) _ Dark Surface (S7)
— Black Histic (A3) — Stripped Matrix (36) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Stratified Layers [AS) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Oiher (Explain in Remarks}
— 2 cm Muck (A10) E Depleted Matrix (F3)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12)} __ Depleted Dark Surface (FT) *Indicators